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SULLIVAN, Senior Judge 

 

 Following a bench trial, Lucille D. Vance (Vance) was convicted of Prostitution 

After Having Two Prior Convictions of Prostitution, a class D felony.  She was sentenced 

to three years incarceration. 

 Vance appeals claiming that the evidence was insufficient to support the 

conviction.  Although she concedes that “this Court will not reweigh the evidence,” 

Appellant’s Br. at 6, that is precisely what she requests us to do.  She asserts that “having 

been arrested in the past for similar offenses, [she] knew better than to exchange sex for 

money,” Appellant’s Br. at 6, and she denied having any conversation with the 

undercover police officer involving prostitution. 

 Our review of the evidence most favorable to the verdict reveals that undercover 

South Bend police officer Skibins was driving his unmarked vehicle and passed Vance 

who was walking in the other direction. She turned and waved at him to come back.  He 

did so and parked along the curb.  Vance got in the vehicle and said “Are you looking to 

have some fun tonight?”  Tr. at 10.  There was conversation about oral sex and that 

Skibins only had $20.  Vance stated that he needed $30 and he said that he’d have to go 

to an ATM for more money whereupon he drove to a predetermined location where they 

were pulled over by officers who made the arrest. 

 As earlier stated, in assessing the validity of a criminal conviction, this court does 

not reweigh the evidence nor do we judge the credibility of the witnesses.  Henley v. 
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State, 881 N.E.2d 639, 652 (Ind. 2008).  The evidence in this case supports the 

conviction.  See Harwell v. State, 821 N.E.2d 381 (Ind. Ct. App. 2004) 

 Affirmed. 

MAY, J., and VAIDIK, J., concur. 


