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Appellant.

Appeal from the Iowa District Court for Cedar County,

David J. Sohr, Judge.

The defendant appeals from the judgment and sentence
upon his conviction for criminal mischief in the second
degree in violation of Iowa Code sections 716.1 and 716.4

(1989). AFFIRMED.
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PER CURIAM

The defendant, Overton Pace, Jr., appeals from the
judgment and sentence upon his conviction for criminal
mischief in the second degree in violation of Iowa Code
sections 716.1 and 716.4 (1989). We affirm.

The State charged the defendant with second-degree
criminal mischief alleging in substance that he and a
companion had kicked and damaged a stainless steel
partition in a men's rest room at a rest stop along
Interstate 80. One of the elements of this crime is that
the cost of vreplacing the Jdamaged property must fall
between $500 and $5,000. The State produced the testimony
of an Iowa Department of Transportation employee, Richard
Achenbach, who was responsible for overseeing repairs to
the rest area.

We agree with the defendant, and the State also
concurs, that the trial court properly sustained the
objection to the State's first question concerning valua-
tion for the answer which would have followed was clearly
hearsay. However, after laying further foundation as to
the qualifications of the witness to give testimony as to
valuation, we conclude the answer to the State's next
series of questions concerning valuation was admissible for
it was based upon the witness's personal knowledge. The
hearsay objection which followed the questions was properly

overruled by the trial court.
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From our review of the appellate brief, we determine
this is the only error assigned. Finding as we have, we
affirm the trial court.

AFFIRMED.



