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ORDER

11 Held: The State presented sufficient evidence to support defendant's convictions for

home invasion, aggravated kidnapping, and armed robbery and the trial court did

not abuse its discretion in ordering defendant to serve his sentences consecutively.
12 Following abench trial, the trial court found defendant, James D. Carder, guilty of
home invasion (720 ILCS 5/12-11(a)(1) (West 2008)), aggravated kidnapping (720 ILCS 5/10-
2(a)(5) (West 2008)), and armed robbery (720 ILCS 5/18-2(a)(1) (West 2008)) and sentenced
him to consecutive terms of imprisonment totaling 25 years. Defendant appeal's, arguing the
State failed to prove him guilty beyond a reasonable doubt of each offense and the court erred in
ordering him to serve consecutive sentences. We affirm.

13 On October 20, 2009, the State charged defendant with two counts of home

invasion (720 ILCS 5/12-11(a)(1) (West 2008)), two counts of aggravated kidnapping (720 ILCS



5/10-2(a)(5) (West 2008)), one count of armed robbery (720 ILCS 5/18-2(a)(1) (West 2008)),
and one count of residential burglary (720 ILCS 5/19-3 (West 2008)). It alleged defendant, while
armed with a dangerous weapon, knowingly and without authority entered the home of his
former girlfriend, Jennifer Watters, and used force or threatened force upon Watters's 14-year-old
daughter, K.D., and K.D.'s 15-year-old friend, S.F; took K.D.'s cellular phone; and used force to
carry K.D. and S.F. from one place to another against their will and with the intent to secretly
confine them.

14 On November 16, 2009, defendant filed motions requesting the appointment of an
expert to determine his fitness to stand trial and his sanity at the time of the alleged offenses.
Thetria court allowed defendant's motions and appointed Dr. Larry Jeckel as the examining
psychiatrist. On January 21, 2010, defendant asserted hisintention to rely upon the affirmative
defense of insanity, referring to areport by Dr. Jeckel and stating his intention to call Dr. Jeckel
as an expert witness. On February 10, 2010, the court conducted a hearing and found defendant
fit tostand trial.

15 On June 21 and 22, 2010, defendant's bench trial was conducted. Evidence
showed defendant and Watters met in December 2007, at an Alcoholics Anonymous meeting.
The two began arelationship and, in August 2008, defendant moved into the home Watters
shared with her two daughters, K.D. and M.K. In September 2009, Watters ended her relation-
ship with defendant and asked him to move out of her home. On October 19, 2009, defendant
returned to Watters's residence and entered the home at atime when K.D. and her friend S.F.
were present. Watters testified she did not have plans for defendant to come to her house on

October 19, 2009. She stated she worked on that date and typically worked from 7 am. to 3:30
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p.m.
16 K.D. testified, on October 19, 2009, she attended school until 3:10 p.m. and was
picked up by S.F.'s mother who dropped both K.D. and S.F. off at K.D.'shome. The girls entered
the home through a side door that the family left unlocked. They watched television and then
played with the family's cats. After being home approximately 15 to 20 minutes, K.D. heard the
side door opening. She expected either her mother or her sister but, instead, saw defendant walk
in the home. Defendant stated he needed to talk to K.D., gave her ahug, and told K.D. and S.F.
to go into the living room. Defendant then told K.D. to give him her phone but she refused.
According to K.D., defendant "[t]hen reached in and grabbed [her phone] from [her] pocket."
She explained that he "was tugging” at her phone because it was deep in her pocket. K.D. stated
she was afraid of defendant at that point because he just reached for and took her phone. On
cross-examination, K.D. agreed that her phone may have been sticking out of her pocket enough
for defendant to seeit.

17 K.D. testified defendant next "grabbed [her] wrist," stating he wanted them to go
to her room. Defendant directed K.D. and S.F. to astaircase that led to K.D.'s bedroom. K.D.
stated she did not feel that she had a choice about whether to go up the stairs. When they reached
the landing at the top of the staircase, defendant told the girls to take off their clothes and K.D.
observed aknifein hishand. K.D. asked defendant what he was doing and then jumped over the
staircase railing and fled to a neighbor's house.

18 S.F.'stestimony was substantially similar to that of K.D. She stated defendant
entered the home and asked how K.D. and S.F. were doing and where K.D.'s mom was.

Defendant then told the girlsto go sit in the living room and asked for their phones. When K.D.
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did not hand her phone over to defendant, he removed it from K.D.'s pocket. S.F. testified K.D.
"kind of struggled to keep her phone" but defendant was able to take it from her.

19 According to S.F., defendant next directed the girlsto go upstairs. She testified
defendant "grabbed" K.D. by the arm and pulled her off the couch. Once upstairs, defendant
told the girls to take their clothes off. S.F. testified K.D. "freaked out” and jumped over the
staircase railling. Defendant tried to stop K.D. from jumping but S.F. grabbed defendant to pull
him away from K.D. After K.D. jumped, S.F tried to run into K.D.'s bedroom. However,
defendant grabbed S.F. around her chest and held aknife to her neck. S.F. stated she got scared
and tried to push defendant away. Defendant threw her to the ground and sat on top of her,
restraining her hands. S.F. stated defendant tried to pull her shirt up and she was able to grab the
knife and throw it downstairs. S.F. tried to talk to defendant and asked him "why he was doing
it." Hedid not respond but got off her, started to cry, and ran down the stairs. S.F. ran into
K.D.'sroom, where she stayed until police arrived on the scene.

110 The State further presented evidence that police arrived to find defendant inside
the house with several |acerations on each of his arms and holding a bloody knife. Defendant
was tased after refusing commands by police to put down the knife and telling them to go ahead
and shoot him. Officer Matthew Reed testified, after being tased, defendant stated several times
for officersto "just let [him] die" and that he had gone to the house "to do some evil stuff." Reed
further stated defendant's vehicle was found parked approximately a block and a half away from
Watterss residence. Inside the vehicle, police found a Dollar General bag that contained the
opened packaging for aRival brand paring knife and a receipt showing the item was purchased

that day at 4:17 p.m. Reed testified the knife packaging appeared to match the knife found with
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defendant at the scene.

111 Defendant presented evidence that he had been depressed in the past and
previously tried to commit suicide. Hetestified on his own behalf, stating he did not understand
his breakup with Watters, tried to mend their relationship, and became depressed. On October
19, 2009, defendant bought a 12 pack of beer and began drinking between 11 and 12 am. He
decided to commit suicide and planned to get a knife and kill himself in Watters's shed.
Defendant purchased a knife and parked his vehicle a street over from Watters's house so he
could walk through an alley and get to her shed. Upon arriving at Watters's house, he decided to
go into her house to obtain a bigger, sharper knife. Defendant did not believe anyone was in the
house, stating he did not think it was that late and "the kids should have been in school." He
stated he thought it was aright for him to enter the house because he had lived there for amost a
year and a half and he was just going to be inside for a second.

112 When defendant entered the house, he saw K.D. and gave her ahug. He asked
K.D. and SF. to go sitin the living room. Defendant saw K.D.'s phone sticking out of her pocket
and asked her for it so that she could not interfere with his plan to commit suicide. Defendant
testified it was not his intention to keep the phone and K.D. handed it to him after he said
"please.” He then asked the girlsto go upstairs because he did not want them to see him kill
himself. Defendant stated, when they reached the top of the stairs, the knife slipped out of his
sleeve and he observed K.D. running down the stairs. He remembered sitting on S.F. and S.F.
telling him "stop, thisisn't you." At that point, defendant realized what he was doing, threw the
knife, and went downstairs. Defendant testified he did not recall anything else happening at the

top of the stairs and specifically did not remember telling K.D. and S.F. to take off their clothes.
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After going downstairs, defendant obtained alarger knife and began cutting himself. Ultimately,
police officers arrived on the scene and tased him.

113 Finally, defendant presented the testimony of Dr. Jeckel, who noted defendant
struggled with depression and substance abuse since he was ateenager and had previously
required hospitalization. Dr. Jeckel opined defendant was consciously aware of his actions and
could appreciate the criminality of his conduct when he entered Watters's home, took K.D.'s
phone, took K.D.'swrist, and directed the girls upstairs. However, he believed defendant lost
contact with reality and became unable to appreciate the criminality of his conduct at the time he
was at the top of the stairswith K.D. and S.F., told the girls to remove their clothing, and sat on
top of S.F.

114 At the conclusion of the bench trial, the trial court took the matter under advise-
ment. Later, it entered its verdict, finding defendant guilty of one count of home invasion, one
count of aggravated kidnapping, and armed robbery. It further found defendant not guilty of
residential burglary and not guilty by reason of insanity of both one count of home invasion and
one count of aggravated kidnapping.

115 On August 20, 2010, thetria court conducted defendant's sentencing hearing. It
ordered him to serve eight yearsin prison for armed robbery, nine years in prison for aggravated
kidnapping, and eight yearsin prison for home invasion. The court also ordered those sentences
to be served consecutively.

116 On September 7, 2010, defendant filed a motion to reconsider his sentence,
arguing his sentences were "unduly harsh when taking into consideration [his] lack of crimina

history, or contacts with law enforcement,” and the trial court abused its discretion in ordering his
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sentences to be served consecutively. On October 14, 2010, the court denied defendant's motion.
117 This appeal followed.
118 On appeal, defendant challenges the sufficiency of the evidence against him with
respect to each of histhree convictions. "When considering a challenge to the sufficiency of the
evidence, areviewing court must determine whether, after viewing the evidence in the light most
favorable to the State, any rational trier of fact could have found the required elements of the
crime beyond a reasonable doubt.” Peoplev. Gonzalez, 239 IIl. 2d 471, 478, 942 N.E.2d 1246,
1250 (2011).

"This court will not retry a defendant when considering a suffi-

ciency of the evidence challenge. [Citation.] Thetrier of factis

best equipped to judge the credibility of witnesses, and due consid-

eration must be given to the fact that it was the trial court that saw

and heard the witnesses. [Citation.] It also isfor the trier of fact to

resolve conflicts or inconsistencies in the evidence. [Citation.]" In

re Jonathon C.B., 2011 IL 107750, 159, 958 N.E.2d 227, 241

(2011).
On review, "[a] criminal conviction will not be set aside unless the evidence is so improbable or
unsatisfactory as to create a reasonable doubt of the defendant's guilt." People v. Sguenza-Brito,
23511l. 2d 213, 225, 920 N.E.2d 233, 240-41 (2009).
119 First, we review the sufficiency of the evidence asit relates to defendant's home-
invasion conviction. Asalleged in this case, aperson commits home invasion when he or she (1)

isnot a police officer and knowingly and without authority enters the dwelling place of another,

-7-



(2) knows or has reason to know that one or more persons is present within the dwelling, (3) is
armed with a dangerous weapon other than afirearm, and (4) uses force or threatens the
imminent use of force upon any person within the dwelling. 720 ILCS 5/12-11(a)(1) (West
2008).

120 Defendant maintains the State failed to prove him guilty of home invasion by
failing to show he entered Watters's dwelling at atime when he knew or had reason to know that
one or more persons were present inside. In reaching its verdict, the trial court specifically
determined sufficient evidence existed to prove this element of the offense. We note the court
set forth its judgment in a nine-page document, providing a detailed discussion of its findings
with respect to each of the charged offenses. Asto this particular element, whether defendant
knew or had reason to know persons would be present within Watters's residence, the court
provided awell-reasoned analysis. We agree with the court's findings and they are not so
improbable or unsatisfactory as to create reasonable doubt of defendant's guilt.

121 Here, the trial court noted defendant had lived in the house with Watters and her
daughters for approximately one year and the incident in question occurred within three to four
weeks of defendant moving out of the house. The court also pointed out that K.D. was a student
who got out of school at 3:10 p.m. each day and Watters generally worked from 7 am. to 3:30
p.m. each day. Evidence further showed that, before proceeding to Watters's residence on the
day in question, defendant purchased the knife at issue at aDollar Generd at 4:17 p.m. Finadly,
the court noted that defendant parked his car away from the home where it would not be noticed
and, by his own assertion, hid the knife under his sleeve before entering the house. The court

concluded the cumulative evidence was overwhelming when it combined "the secreting of the
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car, with the concealment of the paring knife, and the fact that [defendant] knew when either ***
K.D. and *** Watters would typically be home."

122 Evidence presented showed defendant was familiar with household schedules and
attempted to hide both his car and the knife from view prior to entering Watters's home.
Although defendant testified that he was unaware of the time of day he was entering the house
and asserted he had no knowledge that anyone was home, the trial court expressed skepticism
regarding defendant's version of eventsin light of the other evidence presented. The court, asthe
trier of fact, was in the best position to judge witness credibility and charged with resolving
conflictsin the evidence. The court's decision regarding this element of the offense was
supported by the evidence and we agree it was proved beyond a reasonabl e doubt.

123 Defendant aso argues the State failed to prove him guilty of home invasion
because it failed to show he possessed the intent to use force or threaten the imminent use of
force at the time he entered Watterss residence. Initially, we disagree with defendant's position
that the State was required to prove intent to use or threaten force at the time of entry. The plain
language of the home invasion statute sets forth no such requirement and provides only that a
defendant make an unauthorized, knowing entry into the dwelling of another when he knows or
should know others are present, and "[w]hile armed with a dangerous weapon, other than a
firearm, uses force or threatens the imminent use of force." 720 ILCS5/12-11(a)(1) (West
2008); see dso Peoplev. Gilyard, 237 1ll. App. 3d 8, 22, 602 N.E.2d 1335, 1345 (1992) (An
interpretation of the home invasion statute that would require an unauthorized entry to be
accompanied by an intent to cause injury isinconsistent with the statute's plain language).

124 To support his position, defendant cites People v. Bush, 157 IlI. 2d 248, 623
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N.E.2d 1361 (1993), a case involving application of the limited-authority doctrine. However,
that doctrineis clearly inapplicable in the present case as are the holdings in Bush.

125 Further, we agree with the trial court's specific finding that sufficient evidence
was presented to show defendant used force during the incident in question. Specificaly, K.D.
testified defendant told her to give him her phone and, when she refused, he "grabbed" the phone
out of her pocket. She explained that he "was tugging" at her phone because it was deep in her
pocket and that she became afraid of defendant. S.F. also testified defendant removed K.D.'s
phone from her pocket and stated K.D. "kind of struggled to keep her phone" but defendant was
able to takeit. Evidence further showed defendant "grabbed" K.D. by the wrist and directed both
girlsto go upstairs. K.D. testified she did not feel like she had a choice about whether to comply
with defendant.

126 Here, the evidence presented was sufficient to prove each element of home
invasion beyond a reasonable doubt. Defendant is not entitled to reversal of his conviction.

127 Next, the trial court found defendant guilty of the aggravated kidnapping of K.D.
A person commits aggravated kidnapping when he commits the offense of kidnapping while
armed with a dangerous weapon other than afirearm. 720 ILCS 5/10-2(a)(5) (West 2008). "[A]
defendant can commit the offense of kidnapping in any one of three ways. confinement,
asportation, or inducement." Sguenza-Brito, 235 I1l. 2d at 225, 920 N.E.2d at 241. Here, the
State charged defendant under the asportation theory, whereby a person commits the offense of
kidnapping when he or she knowingly "by force or threat of imminent force carries another from
one place to another with intent secretly to confine that other person against his or her will." 720

ILCS 5/10-1(a)(2) (West 2008).
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128 In this case, defendant argues "the movement within K.D.'s own home did not
constitute asportation.” "[F]actors to consider when determining whether an asportation or
detention is merely ancillary to another offense, or whether it risesto the level of an independent
crime of kidnapping" include the following: " (1) the duration of the asportation or detention; (2)
whether the asportation or detention occurred during the commission of a separate offense; (3)
whether the asportation or detention is inherent in the separate offense; and (4) whether the
asportation or detention created a significant danger to the victim independent of that posed by
the separate offense.” Sguenza-Brito, 235 I1l. 2d at 225-26, 920 N.E.2d at 241.

129 Here, defendant moved K.D. from the living room to the upstairs of the home.
However, the brevity of the asportation or the limited distance of the movement will not
necessarily preclude a kidnapping conviction. Sguenza-Brito, 235 IIl. 2d at 226, 920 N.E.2d at
241. We note Peoplev. Ware, 323 1ll. App. 3d 47, 54-56, 751 N.E.2d 81, 88-89 (2001), in which
the First District upheld the defendant's kidnapping conviction where the evidence showed he
forced the victim afew feet from a halway into a bathroom and detained the victim for only a
few minutes.

130 In this case, testimony from both K.D. and S.F. showed defendant "grabbed” K.D.
and directed her to the stairs. K.D. testified she did not feel that she had a choice about whether
to go up the stairs. Although defendant's movement of K.D. occurred during the home invasion
and armed robbery, such movement was not inherent in either of those offenses. Additionally,
defendant's actions in taking K.D. upstairs posed a significant danger to K.D. independent of that
posed by the other offensesin that, once upstairs, K.D. was more removed from the exitsto the

home, making her more easy to detain or conceal and lesslikely to be seen or heard by others.
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The State's evidence was sufficient to support the asportation element of defendant's aggravated-
kidnapping conviction.
131 Defendant aso challenges the sufficiency of his aggravated-kidnapping conviction
on the basis that the State failed to prove hisintent to secretly confine K.D. Asstated, an
element of the offense at issue was that defendant intend to secretly confine K.D. against her
will. 720 ILCS 5/10-1(a)(2) (West 2008). " 'Secret' denotes concealed, hidden, or not made
public." Sguenza-Brito, 235 Ill. 2d at 227, 920 N.E.2d at 242. "Confinement includes, but is not
limited to, enclosure within something, most commonly a structure or an automobile.”
Sguenza-Brito, 235 I1l. 2d at 227, 920 N.E.2d at 242. "The secret confinement element of
kidnaping may be shown by proof of the secrecy of either the confinement or the place of
confinement.” Peoplev. Quintana, 332 Ill. App. 3d 96, 104, 772 N.E.2d 833, 841 (2002).
132 Again, the evidence showed defendant "grabbed" K.D., directed her upstairs, and
K.D. felt she had no choice but to comply. In reaching its decision, the trial court noted
defendant's acknowledgment that "he took the phone from K.D. and took her upstairs so that she
would not watch the suicide nor contact anyone to frustrate its unfolding.” Additionally, the
court found as follows:

"[T]here was evidence from Dr. Jeckel that the Defendant's intent

was to take the victims somewhere secret. [ The State] argued that

the Defendant admitted to Dr. Jeckel hisintent wasto 'lock’ K.D.

in the attic. *** Further, even if the door was not lockable, it does

appear clear that there was an effort by the Defendant, together

with substantial steps to fulfill that intent, to secret K.D. away in a
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point of the house that was remote from public view — possible

[sic] as remote as one can get in this house."
We agree with the court's view of the evidence and find it was sufficient to show defendant
intended to secretly confine K.D.
133 The State's evidence was sufficient to prove each element of aggravated kidnap-
ping beyond a reasonable doubt. Defendant is also not entitled to reversal of his conviction.
134 Last, defendant challenges the sufficiency of the evidence as it relates to his armed
robbery conviction. "A person commits robbery when he or she takes property *** from the
person or presence of another by the use of force or by threatening the imminent use of force."
720 ILCS5/18-1(a) (West 2008). As charged by the State in this case, a person commits armed
robbery when he or she commits the offense of robbery and "carries on or about his or her person
or is otherwise armed with a dangerous weapon other than afirearm." 720 ILCS 5/18-2(a)(1)
(West 2008).
135 Here, the State specificaly aleged defendant committed armed robbery when,
while armed with a dangerous weapon other than a firearm, he took K.D.'s cell phone by the use
of force. Defendant argues his armed robbery conviction may not stand because he did not use or
threaten force when taking K.D.'s cell phone. As addressed in relation to defendant's home-
invasion conviction, we agree with the trial court's finding that sufficient evidence was presented
to show defendant used force when taking K.D.'s phone. Again, K.D. described defendant as
having "grabbed" her phone out of her pocket upon her refusal to hand it over. Shetestified he
"was tugging" at her phone to remove it from her pocket. Evidence showed K.D. became afraid

at that point and knew something was not right with the situation. S.F.'s testimony supported
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K.D.'sversion of events, showing defendant took K.D.'s phone from her pocket although K.D.
"kind of struggled to keep her phone.”
136 Additionally, we note the trial court specifically addressed thisissue. Inits
written finding of facts, the court stated as follows:
"As concerns the 'use of force,]' defense counsel argued in

hisfinal argument that there was 'no force' until such point after the

phone seizure that, according to Dr. Jeckel, the Defendant |acked

the ability to conform his behavior to the law. [Defense counsel]

also argued that there was 'no evidence that K.D. was afraid.'

However, that is contradicted by K.D.'s direct statement that when

the Defendant said 'give me your phone' she became "afraid’ of the

Defendant because he was not supposed to be there, and he reached

for her phone without consent. [Defense counsel] tried to exploit

her previous recorded statement when she said, 'When he asked for

my phone, | knew something was off (meaning that there was

something wrong with the Defendant)." Thisoriginal statement

does not contradict that she was afraid of the Defendant. It merely

states that she knew something was wrong. In her testimony on

cross-examination she repeated that something was wrong and that

shewas also 'afraid' of him. K.D. testified that he reached out and

pulled it from her left front pocket.

*k*
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Also, on redirect, K.D. said she felt she had 'no option' but
to give up her phone.

Finally, there was testimony of previous discipline from the
Defendant toward K.D., discipline that involved taking away either
her phone privileges or phone (the court is unsure). Regardless, it
shows parental authority over aminor such asto create a high
deference of authority. Therefore, the resistance she did show to

the Defendant's attempt to get the phone is even more remarkable.”

137 The evidence presented supports the trial court's findings. Defendant was proved
guilty of armed robbery beyond a reasonable doubt and is not entitled to reversal of his convic-
tion for that offense.

138 Finally, on appeal, defendant argues the trial court abused its discretionin
sentencing him to consecutive terms of imprisonment. He maintains consecutive sentences were
unwarranted because he had aminimal criminal history, a history of steady employment, and
posed no future danger to the public.

139 Pursuant to the Unified Code of Corrections (Code), the trial court may impose
consecutive sentences when, "having regard to the nature and circumstances of the offense and
the history and character of the defendant, it is the opinion of the court that consecutive sentences
arerequired to protect the public from further criminal conduct by the defendant ***." 730 ILCS
5/5-8-4(c)(1) (West Supp. 2009). " 'Becausethetrial court isin the best position to consider a

defendant's credibility, demeanor, general moral character, mentality, social environment, and
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habits, the trial court's decision to impose consecutive, rather than concurrent, sentences for
multiple crimes will not be reversed on appeal absent an abuse of discretion.'" People v. Couch,
387 11l. App. 3d 437, 445, 899 N.E.2d 618, 625 (2008) (quoting People v. King, 384 III. App. 3d
601, 613, 892 N.E.2d 1196, 1206 (2008)).

140 Here, the trial court sentenced defendant to eight yearsin prison for armed
robbery, nine yearsin prison for aggravated kidnapping, and eight yearsin prison for home
invasion. It also ordered those sentences to be served consecutively, finding consecutive
sentences were required to protect the public from further criminal conduct by defendant. The
court discussed the nature and circumstances surrounding the offense, finding "there clearly was
emotional, psychic harm visited upon” K.D. and S.F. It aso found no question that defendant
"planned to visit tremendous emotional and psychic harm upon *** Watters' for ending their
relationship and failing to satisfy his request for an explanation.

141 Additionally, the trial court based its decision to impose consecutive sentences on
facts relevant to defendant's history and character. The court noted defendant's history of alcohol
abuse and mental-health issues, including depression, suicidal ideation, and multiple suicide
attempts. It found defendant's alcohol abuse and mental-health issues were "triggered” by events
in hislife like Watters's decision to end their relationship. The court further noted that defendant
was aware of hisissues and the type of events that triggered those issues. Finally, the court
emphasized (1) defendant's awareness of the manner in which to combat those issues and (2) his
failure to seek help or utilize his support systemsin the present case. In reaching its decision, the
court stated as follows:

"I believe Dr. Jeckel talked about these triggers. [Defen-
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dant] had atrigger here and this one escalated. It escalated for the

first time, | think Dr. Jeckel said [defendant] accessorized others

for his martyrdom. It was so alarming that Dr. Jeckel considered at

that point that [defendant] actually pulled the knife or the knife

dropped out hewas in abrief psychotic episode. [ The State] sees

this as an alarming trajectory of maladaptive behavior that creates a

danger to the public for which there is a duty to protect. [Defense

counsel] asked, isthis a situation where the public needsto be

protected or can it be safely protected with counseling?

The court understands [defense counsel's] argument.

Unfortunately, there was counseling available before this all began.

[Defendant], in fact, had had counseling before this incident began.

He had had medication. He was familiar with his medication. He

was fully aware of his problems with alcohol. He wasfully aware

of hismental problems. Fully aware of the foundations and sup-

port he had to overcome his problems and yet all of that failed.”
142 Here, the record shows thetrial court considered relevant factors, including
defendant's minimal criminal history, and appropriately weighed those factors. It determined,
based upon the nature of the offense and defendant's history and character, which the court was
in the best position to judge, that consecutive sentences were necessary to protect the public from
further criminal conduct by defendant. The record supports the court's findings and we find no

abuse of its discretion.
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143 In this case, the State's evidence was sufficient to support each of defendant's
convictions. Also, thetrial court did not abuse its discretion by imposing consecutive sentences.
144 For the reasons stated, we affirm the trial court's judgment. As part of our
judgment, we award the State its $50 statutory assessment against defendant as costs of this

appedl.

145 Affirmed.
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