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IN THE SUPREME QOURT CF* CHIO

STATE (F (HIO :
Aplﬁ\]l@: :
‘ : (n Appeal from the Greere
s Courty Court of Appeals,
* : Second Appellate District
KYE J. SMITH
- : Caxrt of Appeals
&zxﬂlant. Case No. 2006-Ch-68

EﬁlANEHDNJITWHYTHKSC&EiBSELG&EIOE-
PUBELIC OR_GREAT _GENERAL .
INWIJES~A]§EEﬁ§ﬁﬁEE(J]ﬁﬂlTUIEIﬂL'QIEﬂIOY

This Court, in this particular case, has the cppcrtunity tc answer the age
¢ld questicn enccmpassed in the Seperaticn ¢f Powers Doctrine.

It is a general accepted rule that 'a ccurtt must first lcck to the language
cf the statue itself tc determine the leglslative intent; and the statue must

- be applied if its meaning is clear, uvnequivical and definite.'

The guesticn presented here is, whether the trial ccurt and the Ccurt cf
Appeals cf Mcntgemery Couhipy have usurped their statutcry autherity in meking
rulings that deny appellant's rights that have been statultcrily prescribed by
the Legislature cf Ohic.



The lLegislature specifically wrote into law that anyone who negligently commits
a crime with a deadly weapon or dangerous ordanance maybe so cgarge. The Lower
Gurts in this particular case have nede a point to specifically rule otherwise.

| Both the Gurt of Commen Pleas and the Court Of Appeals Of the Second Districp

have stated that Appellant Kyle J. Smith should and could not be charged with the
crime (as they interpret) of Megligent Homicide. |

The Constitutional question presented here, is whether these Courts have‘the
right to deny defendant the.right to a charge of negligent homicide, that is to be
decided by a jury.

Appellant says the answer to the question is a resounding no, they are not.
They have usurped their authority, as the judicial branch, with these decisions, and
have instead encfoached into the area of statutory construction, which is the sole
province of the legislature.

In so: doing, have violated appellants Due Process and Fqual Protection Rights

governed by the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Cemstitution.



- STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Defendant, Kyle Smith, was indicted by the Grand Jury for Greene County,
Ohio for one count of Murder with a firearm specification and three years mandatory
imprisonment, contrary to and in violation of R.C. 2903.02(A); one count of Voluntary
Manslaughter with a firearm specification and three years mandatory imprisonment,
contrary to and in violation of R.C. 29d3.03(A) and a felony of the first degree; and one
count of Reckless Homicide with a firearm specification and three years mandatory
imprisonment, contrary to and in violation of R.C. 2903.041(A) and a felony of the third
degree.

After entering a plea of not guilty at the arraignment, the Defendant filed a
Motion to Suppress evidence. A hearing was held on the Defendant's motion, and it was
overruled in its entirety.

Af some point not apparent from the record, the charge of Voluntary
Manslaughter with the accompanying firearm speciﬁcaﬁon was dismissed. The case
proceeded to &ial on the two charges of Murder and Reckless Homicide, and the two
firearm specifications.

After hearing all of the evidence, the jury acquitted the Defendant of Murder, but
found him guilty of Reckless Homicide. The jury further found that during the
commission of the offense, the Defendant used, displayed, and brandished an operable
firearm. The Defendant was sentenced to a period of four years imprisonment on the
conviction of Reckless Homicide, and for a mandatory period of three years on the gun
specification.

It is from the Defendant’s conviction that he now appeals.
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STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

Roni Spears spent her last Thanksgiving on this earth surrounded by her family
at her sister's house in Cincinnati, Ohio in November of 2005. The next day, she and her
sister engaged in this country's Black Friday ritual, shopping at 4:30 a.m., to get a jump
start on their Christmas shopping. Roni and her sister had a wonderful day together,
laughing and shopping. Roni purchased a fleece shiﬁ for her boyfriend, the Defendant
Kyle Smith, that day.l Meanwhile, fche Defendant by his own admission, attempted to call
Roni nUmerouS times that day, but he could not reach her. He was unaware that Roni's
cell phone was not working and she was not able to make contact with him until they
returned from shopping at sometime after 9:30 p.m.

After her sister went to bed at 10:30 p.m., Roni appafently made contact with the
Defendant. According to the Defendant, the two began to argue over her son's father
and/or whether she had been with another man that day. According to the Defendant,
he invited her to come to his apartment that night, but then he broke up with her and he
did not realizé she was going to drive to his house. At some point, Roni packed up her
son, J.S., and drove to Fairborn, Greene County, Ohio to speak with the Defendant iil

person.

Although J.8. was present at the scene, he is five years old and did not testify at

trial.
Marietta Gaynor, the Defendant’s next door neighbor, testified that she heard an
argument start. She testified that it lasted about fifteen minutes. She heard arguing

back and forth. Although she really couldn't make out what 1at was belng said, she could
'hear Roni was upset and crying. Next she hear@me banging on the wall. This

2




i

noise gave her the impression that someone was being thrown against the wall multiple
times. That is when she called 911 because she felt that it was getting out of hand and she
was afraid for Roni's safety. She then heard the Defendant yell to go upstairs, which she
assumed was directed toward J.S.. After the police arrived, she heard the Defendant
exclaim something to the effect of "I don't want to die” or "I don't want her to die."
The Defendant gave varying accounts of what happened after she arrived at his
apartment. In his first version of events to Officer Hern, the Defendant states that he
had no idea Roni was coming over to his house. He further states that he didn't want to
let her in because they had been arguing, but he did because she had J.S. with her. He
said when they came in, he remembered that his gun was on the computer table so he
decided to pick it up and put it in his pocket and he went to sit down in a chair in the
living room. He said they began arguing back and forth and she stated she wanted to get
some of her belongings. He advised that he told her to go ahead and that is when a
physical altercation began between the two of them. He advised that they began to
tussle, and as they were arguing and fighting, the gun fell out of his pocket. He advised
that he was able to grab it before it hit the ground, but then they continued to fight and
the gun just went off and he accidentally shot her.

A little while later, the Defendant agrees to speak with Det. Jahns and Capt.
Plemmons. His next version was that when Roni arrived at his home, she bumped him
‘on her way in, then she swung at him, and then he nudged her back. He said then she
| began to take her stuff off, and he went to sit in the chair by his desk. He said Roni began

demanding that he return her phone and money, and he told her to come take the phone.

| .
: He said she then approached him and began to rip his shirt, so he grabbed his gun, which
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just happened to be sitting on his desk. Then the tussle begins and they are grabbing
‘back and forth, and‘while he was trying to keep the piece away from her, the gun went
‘off. That is when hé told J.S. to go upstairs and called 911 himself. He concluded by
saying this was totally an accident. He further said that after the gun went off, Roni
stood there for a few seconds and then collapsed forward on her side.

The Defendant repeatedly states that he typically keeps his loaded gun on his desk
in his front room, except when his son is there. When challenged by the fact that he had
just taken his son back to his mother earlier in the day, the Defendant then says that he
was going to take it with him, but he just left it out on the desk. He also he repeatedly
states that although he did not want the altercation to get serious between them, he
leaves the gunA out as a deterrent. Further, he repeatedly states that Roni was trying to
get in between him and his desk during the tussle when the gun allegedly went off, but

the crime scene sketch that‘was introduced shows that she is not behind the desk at the

agree that she had to be at least eighteen inches to two feet away from the barrel of the
gun when she is shot. When pressed by the betective that his story is not logical, he
finally discloses the following version of the events.

When Roni arrived, she apparent]j went to the living room to take off J.S.'s coat.
The Defendant advised when she bumped him on the way in and he nudged her back, he
realized things might get ugly and he went upstairs to get his gun. When he came back
downstairs with the gun in his pocket, he advised that is when he and Roni began to
argue again. According to the Defendant, he asked her to leave and she refused because

' she wanted the phone. He told her to come and take it. He said that is when he took

4
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out the gun and placed it on the desk as a deterrent. He said that she proceeded to come
towards him and grabbed his shirt, ripping it. He advised that although she was
unarmed, he was afraid for his safety and he stepped back and chambered a round in the

gun. When he got the gun back up, that is when he squeezed the trigger in self-defense.




ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSITION OF IAW

Proposition of Law I:

| APPFLLATF COUNSFL IS INEFFFCTIVF WHEN HF FAILS TO RFPRESENT HIS CLIENT TC THE BEST
OF HIS ABILITIFES WHEN THE RFLEVANT CASE LAW FOR THAT DFFENSE IS RFADILY AVATLABLF
AND APPELLATE COUNSEL FAIL TO RESFARCH THAT CASF IAW.

Proposition of Law I1;

THE TRIAL COURT FRRFD TO THE PREJUDICE OF APPELLANT IN RFFUSING TO GIVE A JURY
INSTRUCTION FOR NFGLIGENT HOMICIDE VIOLATING APPFIIANTS RIGHTIS TO DUE PROCESS AND
EQUAL PROTFCTION AS GUARANTFED BY THE SIXTH AMFNDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION AND SECTION 10 AND 16, ARTICLF 1 OF THF OHIO CONSTITUTION.

Proposition of Law ITI:

THE TRIAL COURT'S FAILURF TO GIVF THE JURY INSTRUCTION FOR NFGLIGENT HOMICIDE WAS
"PLAIN FRROR."

ARGUMENT
For the purpose of judicial economy, appellant will present these three
Proposition of Law together, as they are sunstantially intetwined as argument for
achieving the same desired response.
Every since having been convicted in this metter, I have had a persistent and
nagging feelings concering this conviction. Fssentially these feeling revolve

" so my immediate reaction was to start to try

arounf, "something just ain't right,
and research my case and try and find out as much as possible.

Starting from a logical perspective instead of a legal one, (because I have no
legal training), I went at the problem from a common since approach. The problem
stems from the fact that I have always questioned why I was not allowed to have the
instruction on the lesser offense of negligent homicide.

On March 26, 2006, I was cenvicted of the Charge of Reckless Homicide and a Gun

specification, the sentence for the charge and specification totaled (7) seven

years.



I was infermed by Appellate Ccunsel that the transeripts for my case had
been sent tc the Appellate Courts cn June 29, 2006, and I inturn respcnded
inferming appellate eccunsel that I was ecncerned sbcut hew the appeal would pro-

ceed. I told consel that I trusted his integrety and skills snd that I
believed that hig kncwledge of law weuld help me persevere. (see: letter
agssigned as ... .. .;.

Alsc included in this letter dated August 17, 2006, I expressed my ccncerns
about why the judge 4id net allew the instructicn cn th lesser cffense.

Aleng with this letter I sent a cepy cf scme hand written nctes that I had
ccmpiled fer the view}ng cf the attermey, to help in their research in my case.
see:

Previcus tec the letter written cn August 17th, I had written appellate
attcrney and had specifically stated that I wculd like mcre information
cencerning whether the charges, at thls juncture cf the case, cculd be reduced
to negligent homicide see . . Letter date August 10, 2006).

Nene of thegse inquirles were ever answered by appellant ccunsel and clearly
by the fcllowing informatien that 1s attached to this Memcrandum, appellate
counsel was ineffective in his effcrts te galn a faverable appeal fer his

client.
Appellant claims here that appellate ccunsel's perfcrmance as balanced

‘against the evidence that he new present befcre this court, was ineffective,

in regards tc hls representaticn ¢f appellant in this appeal.
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Again appellant started frcm the perspective cf lcgle, and that start sent
me in the directicn cf the intent of the legislature when 1t was decided to
impliment a law ccncerning negigent hemiceide.

This area cf research sent me to:

Statutery Text for Legislative Tntent

Which states:
The feremcst censideraticn in determining the meaning of a statue iz leglis-

lative intent. Tc determine the legislative intent the Ceurt must first review
the statutory language, [] * * * o[according] to the words used and their usual
ncrmal, ¢r custcmary meaning.

When plain and unambigucius statutcry language conveys a clear and definite
meaning, there is nc need for ccurt's to apply rules cf statutcry interpreta-
ticn; the court must give effect tec the werds used. ‘

In reviewing a statue, a court cannot pick cne sentence and disasscciate
it frcm the ccntext, but must lock tc the enacting bedy. see: State v. Jackson
811 N.E. 24. 68, State ex. rel. Wolf v. Delaware Cty. Bd. of Education 724 N.E.
2d. 771, Jones v. Conrad 750 N.E. 2d. 583, State v. Elam 629 N.E. 2d. 442.

As decided in State v. Taylor WL 26339 (attached ag Exhibit D):

A striking charicteristic cf the code secticn is that there is a single
sccietal interest to be prctected, and a series cf declining degrees cf
respensibility and punishment. Each secticn prchibits the causing of a death
cf ancther, and each has a lesser degree cf culpabiiity.

The "elements" of the careless use c¢f a deadly weapcn, is entirely new.

(8



The inclusicn of this secticn, a creaticn of this new cfflense as a kind
cf hemicide, indicates a clear legislative intent te emphisize not the
"element" cf the crime, but the ldea cf that the degree cf the crime and its
lesser included cffenses depends cn the degree cf culpability.

Ohic Revised Cecde 2945.71 vequires a twec step prccess before a lesser
cffense instructicn is glven the jury Merriweather 64 Ohic St. 24. 75.

First, it must be determined whether the cffense is, by language of the
ecde itself, lesser and included. The legislature cf this state has provided
a wcrkable test of making the determinaticn.

An instructicn will not be given unless the evidence present at trial
weuld allew a jury to reascnably find the deferdant guilby cf the lesser
cffense, but nct guilty of the charged offense. see: State v. King supra 64.
Ohic Revised Code 2901.22(D) provides:

" A perscn acts negligently when, because c¢f a sunstantial laspe cf due care,
he fails tc percelve cr aveld a risk that his conduct may cause a certain
result cr maybe cf a certain nature. A perscn is negligent with respect to

clreumstances when, because cf the substantial lapse frcm due car, he falls to
percelve cr avcld a risk that such circumstances may exist.”

Negligence 1s based on inadvertance tc rvisk, =a criminél negligence
requires a substantial lapse frem due care in a given set of circumstances,
- negligent hcmicide did nct exist in Ohic pricr to 1974, ncr did it exist in
any state pricr tc the drafting of the Mcdel Penal Ccde in 1959.2.

By including negligent hemicide in the ccde, the legislature intended
tc reach this kind of culpability. Thus, if part of the purpcseful killing
might reascnably fail, an instructicn cn negligent hemicide sheculd be glven
where the prcof might reascnably establish that death was negligently caused

by the use cf a deadly weapcn cr dangercus crdanance.

(9



In any event tc say that negligent hemiclde is not a lesser ineluded
cffense of murder sclely because murder requires purpcsefulness while negli-
gent hemiclde requires the lesser culpability of negligence is te defeat
the whcle purpcse cf the eriminel ccde tc impese penalties for culpable acts.

Keeping in mind that secticns of the revised code defining cffenses must |

be strictly censtrued ageinst the State. Ohic Revised Code 2901.04(A)

Thus, killing with a deadly weapon or dangercus crdnance cculd be either
negligent hcmicde or murder (cr manslaughter), depending cn the mental state
cf the killer. Killing by any cther meens, such as poiscning or pushing the
victim off a ¢liff, can never be negligent hemicide, er murder.

Where the evidence in a criminal case weuld suppoﬁ: g finding by the jury
cf guilt cf the lesser cffense included in the cffense for which the defendant

was tried, it is prejudicial evrer for the trial court to refuse tc instruct
at the defenses request, an instructicn of the lesser cffense. State v. Perra
400-N.E. 24. 885,

An cffense may be a lesser included cffense cf ancther if (i) the offense

carries a lesser penalty than the cther (i1) the greater offense cammct, stat-

uterily defined, ever be committed withcut the lesser cffense, as statutcorily
defined, alsc being ccmmitted and (iii) scme element of the greater cffense
is nct required tc prcve the commissicn of the lesser cffense. State v. Deems
533 N.E. 2d, 294, |

Appellant's case fits all three elements listed abcve and thusly, his
case fits squarely with the excepticns stated abcve.

(10



Qeuting from State v. Banks:
" Under apprepriate circqmstances, negligent hemicide is a lesser included
of mirder. see State v. Jenkins 468 N.E. 24. 387.

An analysis cf whether cne cffense is a lesser included cffense of ancther
must ccmmence with whether a perscn cculd be cenvicted of beth cffenses at the
same trial if charged with both. If ccnvieticn of the greater would
necessarily preclude ccnvicticn cf the lesser cffense upcn the same facts,
the twec cffenses are so related that the lessev is included in the greater.

The Jenking Ccurt predicated its determinaticn sclely upcn comparisen
statutery language and ccncluded that negligent hemicide is not a lesser in-
cluded cffense cf murder, because in scme murder cases, a charge upen
negligent hcmicide weuld be precluded by the facts, even though in scme cases
the facts would present a pcssible case of negligent hemicide rather than
mrder.

In mcst cases cof negligent homicide a charge of murder weuld also be
appropriate since the degvée cf the cffense wculd depend sclely en the cul-

pable mental state ¢f the defendant, that is, whether the killing was purpcse~

ful cr negligent.

Accdrdingly; we ccnelude that, whether a lesser included cffense is
invclved depends upcn the evidence adduced at trial and cannct be detremined
sclely by ccmparisen of statutcry language, which must be eensulted te
determined whether the lesser cffense cculd be, rather than always is
included within the greater offeﬁse.

(11)



In cther werds, where it would be pcssible for the same evidence to preve
beth a greater coffense and lesser cffense depending upcn the mental state
cf the accused, the lesser cffense is a lesser included cffense of the greater
cffense even though it might be pcssible to preve the cocmmissien cf the
greater cffense withcut préving the ccmmissicn of the lesser. see: State v.
Loudermill 206 N.E.24, 198.%

As is in Banks, in this particular case, the State scught tc prove
elements ¢f murder i.e. that the defendant (1) purpcsefuly (2) caused the
the death cf snother. Negligent hcmicide has three elememts: (1) negligently
(2) causing the death of ancther (3) by means cf a deadly weapcn cr cdnance.

When appellant called the pclice ﬁe'told them that he had shet the vietim
thusly, an admissicn that a gun was used in this crime.

Alsc as in Banks the jury found against the State cn the issue cf pur-
pcsefulness, but held for the state that the defendant did cause the death of
the victim, and lmcontravertedlj', was that the jury found that the death
was caused by a deadly weapcn.

The cnly unsclved prcblém is whether the jury weuld have found that the
death was by negligence, and that decisicn was never afferded to the jury.

There is ecnly cne trier of fact left tec determine this issue and this case
presented in this manner, is ncw befcre this ccurt.

The trial ccurt was required to instruct the jury of the lesser included
cffense cf negligent hemicide, and in nct deing so, ccmmitted pfejudicial |
error against the defendant.

(12



As these twc issues are Argued tcgether, appellant states that appellate
ccunsel was negligent in his duties by net arguing relevant case law in
defense cf his client.

Az a laymen in the law, appellant believes that if', and that a big IF,

he was cepable of disccvering these cases that sc eclcsely mirrer his own,

then surely trained appellate counsel should have been able tec do the same.

CONCLUSION:

For the above reascn, Defendant-appellant, Kyle J. Smith, respectfully
request that his case be remanded tc the trial ccurt with instructicn fer a
ruling that the trial court ccmmited prejudicial errcr on nct instructing cn
the lesser included offense and that defendant-asppellant sculd be sentenced

accordingly.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE:

I hereby certify that a ccpy of the foregeing decument has been served
upcn Flizabeth A. Ellis, GREEN COUNTY PROSECUTOR, 61 Gree Street, Xenia,
Ohic 45385, vla the United States mail this day of 2007.

Kyle J. Smith #519-011
Chilliecthe Ccrrecticnal Inst.
Post Office Bex 5500
Chillicethe, Ohic 45601
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IN THE COUiRT OF APPEALS FOR GREENE CQUNTY, OHIO

STATEOF OHIO-

Plaintiff-Appelee | : C.A. CASE NO. 2006 CA 68
V. a | T.C.NO. 2005 CR 924
KYLE J. SMITH : (Criminal Appeal from

’ Common Pleas Court)
Defendant-Appellant :

OPINION

Reﬁciered onthe _15" dayof_ June ,2007.
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ELIZABETH A. ELLIS, Atty Reg. No. 0074332, Assistant Prosecutor, 61 Greene St.,

Xenia, Ohio 45385
Attorney for Plaintiff-Appellee

J. ALLEN WILMES, Atly. Reg. No. 0012093, 4428 N. Dixie Dr., Dayton, Ohio 45414
Attorney for Defendant-Appeliant

..........

WOLFF, P.J.

Kyle J. Smith was convicted after a jury trial in the Greene County Court of Common
Pleas of reckless homicide with a firearm specification. The court sentenced him to four

years in prison for reckleés homicide, to be served consecutively to a mandatory term of

THE COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO
SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT
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three years in prison fo? the firearm specification. Smith appeals from his conviction,
arguing that the court sh?)uld have given a jury instruction for negligent homicide and that
his counsel rendered ineé’fective assistance. Forthe following reasons, Smith’s conviction
will be affirmed. l

According to the eﬁyidence presented at trial, Smith and the victim, Roni Spears, had
an on again—off agaiﬁ %omantic relationship. On November 25, 2005, the day after
Thanksgiving, Spears spient the day shopping with her sister, Deatra Smith (“Deatra”), in
the Cincinnati area. B{ezcause_ the battery for her cell phone was dead, she did not
communicate with Smith?during the day. When Deatra went to bed at 10:30 p.m., Spears
was sittingon a Ioveseat?’in Deatra’s home, watching a movie with other family members.

After Deatré had gonetobed, Spears made contact with Smith. Accordingto Smith,
the two began to argue about the father of Spears’s five-year old son and/or whether she
had been with another man that day. Although Smith had invited Spears to come to his
residence, he broke off th_elr relationship during the argument, and he told her not fo come.
Sometime thereafter, Spears and her son drove to Smith’s apartment in Fairborn, Ohio.
They arrived at apprommately 12:30 a.m.

When Spears arrlved, Smith did not want to fet her into his apartment, but he let her
enter because she had brought her son and it was cold outside. Spears pushed her way
past Smith as she walked in the door. Once inside, Spears took off her son's coat, and he
sat on the couch while the argument between Spears and Smith continuéd. Smith's
neighbor, Mariefta Gaynor, heard Spears yelling, crying, and cursing at Smith. The
argument lasted approxirhately fifteen minutes. Gaynorwas initially concerned that Spears

was being a domestic violence victim. She soon heard the sound of banging against the
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wall, and she called the ?f'police “because it sounded like it was getting out of hand.” She
then heard someone yelii at someone else to go upstairs. According to Smith, Spears had
grabbed and ripped his E;shirt, the two had “tussled,” and Spears was shot with Smith’s
Bersa 40-caliber semiat;jtomatic pistol. Spears stood for a moment and then fell to the
ﬂoor When Smith reaiized that Spears had been shot, he called 911 and ordered
Spears’s son to go upstalrs After the police arrived, Smith was taken into custody and
transported to jail. Spears died from a gunshot wound to her chest. Spears aiso had a
bruise behind her left ear and a slight injury to her lip.

Aﬁer his arrest, Smlth gave varying detailed accounts of what had happened after
Spears arrived at h|s apa;tment. After being booked into the jail, Smith told Officer James
Hern that, when Spears% and her son arrived, he remembered that his gun was on a
computer table by the dé:or, so he decided to pick it up and put it in the pocket of his
jogging suit top. He thenfﬁ sat down on a chair in the living room while Spears argued with
him. He and Spears cor?ntinued fo argue back and forth until Spears said that she was
going to get some of her !ne!ongings. Smith had responded, “Go ahead.” Spears wanted
to get a telephone next tn him. Smith stood up, and a physical altercation began. Spears
and Smith tussled, the gun fell out of his pocket, and he caught it while it was failing. As
they continued to fight, the gun went off and he accidentally shot Spears.

Detective Steven Jahns and Captain Doctor Piemmons subsequently interviewed
Smith at 8:30 a.m. that mbrning. At this time, Smith initially stated that he was sitting in his
desk chair when Spears came around the desk and tried to get between him and the desk.
- Spears grabbed his shirt and ripped it. In response, Smith grabbed the gun and told

Spears to ‘leave me alone.” Smith stood up, and he and Spears tussled while going

THE COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO
SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT




4

around the desk. Smith% stated that he stepped back from Spears and the gun went off
accidently. Smith indicaééd that he normally kept his gun on the desk, and he stated that
it had never been in his é)ocket.

Although Smith fi;fst stated that the gun had been on the desk thfoughout the
weekend, he later staté;d he had gotten the gun out that morning. As the interview
progressed, Smith stateid that he retrieved the weapon from upstairs “maybe an hour”
before Spears arrived. I-,Ie stated that he was worried about his safety but “the gun was
already there before she%got there.” Later still, Smith stated that he had retrieved the gun
from upstairs whiIeSpea_E_rs was taking off her son’s coat. He repeatedly indicated that he
intended the gun to be ai:deterrent. At the end of the interview, Smith stated that Spears
had grabbed and ripped his shirt, that they had started tussling, and that he had grabbed
the gun out of self—defen§e because Spears was swinging at him. Smith then cocked the
gun and pulled the triggeé. Smith consistently denied that he had shot Spears intentionaily
or that he had done so O;Jt of anger.

Smith’'s and Speags’s hands were tested for gunshot residue. Smith had gunshot
residue on his hands, bué Spears did not. In addition, no gunpowder particles were found
on Spears’s leather jackét. The state’s evidence indicated that Smith’s weapon would
deposit gunpowder particles out to twe feet from the gun, thus suggesting that Spears was
farther than two feet from the weapon when she was shot, |

In his defense, Srhith's expert did not agree that gunpowder particles would be
present out to two feet from the gun wheﬁ tested on a leather jacket. He testified that his

tests revealed few gunshot particles on a leather jacket at 12 inches and that he could not

conclude that the weapon would deposit particies at 18 inches from the gun. This
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testimony was apparentl; intended to demonstrate that the absence of gunshot particles
on Spears’s jacket was ﬁot significant for determining whether Spears was close to Smith
when she was shot. Sniith also presented testimony from a Silverton palice officer who
had previously respondeid to a call in which Smith alleged that Spears had assaulted him.
A former Silverton policeii officer also testified that, at Smith’s request, he previously had
been dispatched to esccért Smith to Spears’s residence so that Smith could retrieve his
personal belongings. Géynor also testified on behalf of Smith.

On December 1 2005, Smith was indicted for murder, in violation of R.C.
2903.02(A); voluntary ni'lansiaughter, in violation of R.C. 2903.03(A); and reckless
homicide, in violation of RC 2903.041. Each count included a firearm specification. The
state subsequently dismjssed the voluntary manslaughter charge. The remaining two
charges were tried before_} a jury on March 20-22, 2006. Smith was convicted of reckless
homicide with the ﬁrearrﬁ specification but acquitted of murder and the accompanying
firearm specification. On ;\pril 21, 2006, the court filed a termination entry, sentencing him
accordingly. l

Smith raises four %signments of error on appeal, which we will address in amanner
that facilitates our analysjs.

I. “THE TRIAL CQURT COMMITTED PREJUDICIAL ERROR IN REFUSING TO
GIVE A JURY INSTRUCTION FOR NEGLIGENT HOMICIDE.”

1. “THE TRIAL COURT'S FAILURE TO GIVE THE JURY INSTRUCTION FOR
NEGLIGENT HOMICIDE WAS ‘PLAIN ERROR.” |

In his first and third assignments of error, Smith claims that the trial court erred when

it failed to give a jury instruction on negligent homicide.
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At the conclusion bf Smith’s case-in-chief, Smith’s counsel requested an instruction
on negligent homicide, a%rguing that it was a lesser included offense of reckless homicide
and murdér and that the?evidence supported a finding that Smith had acted negligently at
the time of the shooting. Citing Stafe v. Koss (1990), 49 Ohio St.3d 213, 551 N.E.2d 970,
the trial court concluded that negligent homicide was not a lesser included offense of
murder because negligent homicide “requires the additional element of negligently causing
the death by means of a deadly weapon.” The trial court applied the same reasoning to
reckless homicide, notinig that reckless homicide is identical to murder with the exception
that murder requires pur%:)osefufness while reckless homicide requires recklessness.

On appeal, Smith :algain asserts that negligent homicide is a lesser included offense
of reckless homicide anti that the evidence presented at trial was consistent with negligent
homicide. Smith further fargues that the trial court erroneously concluded that negligence -
is an “additional element’-'ito be proven because “recklessly’ and negligently are not distinct
and exclusive elements.';'

Smith mfsconsth;es the trial court's ruling on his request for an instruction on

"hat deny Smith’s request o the’ ground thet

negligent homicide. Theé tr

“negligeincs ani réckiessfioss wers sxciusive e diiict. Rather, it nofed that negliged
homicide reqitires the aéid.iﬁonal-. element of negligently causing the death by means.ofa
deadly weapon. We ﬁné' fo fault with the triaf court’s ruling.

“A trial court mdst'fully and compietely give all instru#tions relevant and necessary
forthe jury to weigh the evidence and discharge its duty as the fact-ﬁnder. State v. Comen

(1990), 50 Ohio St.3d 206, 553 N.E.2d 640. If under any reasonable view of the evidence,

itis possibie to find the defendant not guilty of a greater offense with which he is charged:
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cnrmnat case kuld suppbrt a ﬁndmg by thej jury of guslt of a lesser affense included:in the

A S e g T I N e I R
236,400 N.E:2d 8 State v. Young, Monigomery App. No. 19328; 2003-Ohio-1254; §jo0.

“An offense may be a lesser included offense of another if {i) the offense carries a

Here, Smith was x‘iot entitled to a jury instruction on negligent homicide, because

| that offense is not a lesser included offense of either murder or reckless homicide.

R.C.2903.02(A), V\?hich defines murder, provides: “No person shall purposely cause
the death of another or tr%e unlawful termination of another’s pregnancy.”

R.C. 2903.041, wﬁich defines reckless homicide, is identical to R.C. 2903.02(A),
with the exception that it requires that “{n]o person shall reckless!y cause the death of
another or the unlawful termination of another’s pregnancy.” (Emphasis added).

‘In contrast;. R.C. 2903.05, which sets forth the elements of negligent horicide,
provides: “No person shall n:eglig_éntly céU'sel' the death of another or the unfawful

termination of_anothe,r’s g_r_egnancy by means of a deadly wéapdn or dangerous 'ordna’ii}f_ice

as defiried in section 2923.11 of the Revised Code.”.
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sser inckided offerise of murder or feckless homicide! 147>

s iofy aicoidenty.

theory of the déféns'ézfdr%murdﬁr.¢ﬁér§ea_i's;.;;pgg¢si Stk

The first and third ?ssignments of error are overruled.

Il. “APPELLANT ViIAS DENIED EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL WHEN
TRIAL COUNSEL FAILEI?Z) TO PRESERVE HIS OBJECTION TO JURY INSTRUCTIONS
PER OHIO RULE OF CR'::IMINAL PROCEDURE 31(C)."

IV. “APPELLANT WAS DENIED EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL WHEN
HIS TRIAL COUNSEL FAI LED TO PLEAD OR ARGUE SELF-DEFENSE HEREIN.”

In his second and fourth assignments of error, Smith claims that his trial counsel
rendered ineffective assisiance by failing to preserve his objection to the trial court's refusal
to insfruct on negligent hdmicide. He further asserts that his trial counsel was ineffective
in failing to argue self-defense. |

In order to demonstrate ineffective assistance of counsel, Smith must establish that
his counsel's representation fell below an objective standard of reasonableness and that

he has been prejudiced by his counsel's deficient performance. Strickland v. Washington
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Moreover, altho?.xgh Smith’s version of the events of November 26 varied, he
repeatedly asserted th%lt he had the gun as a deterrent and that he had shot Spears
accidently. He contend%é:d that he did not shoot her purposefully. Indeed, on appeal, Smith
states that "the evidem::e herein does not indicate that Smith purposefully used deadly

force. Rather, Smith aifrguably brandished a firearm (deadly force) as a deterrent ... a

In light of the evidence, Smith’s trial counsel pursued a reasonable trial strategy

when he argued that the%shooting had been accidental rather than based on self-defense.
We see no basis for sec;}nd-guessing his counselr’s decision. To the contrary, the record
reveals that Smith'’s couhsef presented an admirable defense under the circumstances.
Counsel was not ineffective in failing to argue self-defense rather than that the shooting
was accidental.

The second and fburth assignments of error are overruled.

The judgment'of tﬁe trial court will be affirmed.

..........

FAIN, J. and DONOVAN, J., concur.
Copies mailed to:

Elizabeth A. Ellis
J. Allen Wilmes
Hon. Stephen A. Wolaver
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Defendant-Appellaﬁt
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Pursuant to the opinion of this court rendered on the 15 thday of
June 2007, the judgment is affirmed.

Costs to be paid as stated in App.R. 24.
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Only the Westlaw citation is currently available.

CHECK OHIO SUPREME COURT RULES FOR REPORTING OF CPINIONS AND WEIGHT OF LEGAL
© AUTHORITY.

Court of Appeals of Ohio, Fourth District, Meigs County.
STATE of Ohio, Plaintiff-Appellee,
V.
Joseph C. TAYLOR, Defendant-Appellant.
No, 381.
Dec. 4, 1987.

Herman A. Carson, Athens, for appellant.

Fred W. Crow, Prosecuting Attorney, Pomeroy, for appellee.

DECISION & JUDGMENT ENTRY

GREY, Judge.

*1 This is an appeal of a jury verdict rendered in the Meigs County Common Pleas Court. The jury
found Joseph Taylor guilty of murder in violation of R.C. 2903.02, a lesser included offense of
aggravated murder with a firearm specification pursuant to R.C. 2929.71. We reverse,

The record contains the following facts. On July 21, 1985 Joseph Taylor shot his wife, Marilyn
Timmons Taylor, in the neck, This shooting was witnessed by the Taylors' 13 year old son, Joey,
and by Marilyn's brother, Terry Timmons. Marilyn Taylor was transported to Veteran's Memorial
Hospital in Pomeroy, and died shortly thereafter.

Joseph Taylor was arrested within a few hours by Marshal Alfred Lyons of Racine, at the request of
Meigs County Sheriff Howard Frank. Lyons transported Taylor to the Meigs County Sheriff's office
where he was immediately incarcerated. Frank ordered an intoxilyzer test administered to Taylor.
The test result was .224. On July 21, 1985, as a result of an investigation by Frank's office, Taylor
was charged with murder in violation of R.C. 2903.02. On July 29, 1985, Taylor was indicted by the
Meigs County Grand Jury on one count of aggravated murder in violation of R.C. 2903.01(A) with a
firearm specification. Joey Taylor and Terry Timmons both testified before the grand Jury about the
shooting of Marilyn Taylor.

The matter proceeded to trial before a jury on December 2, 1985, At the close of the State s
evidence, Taylor moved for acquittal on the charge of aggravated murder. This motion was denied.
Taylor renewed his motion for acquittal at the close of all of the evidence. The motion was again
denied.

Before the jury was charged, Taylor requested the trial court to use his proposed jury instructions.
These proposed Instructions included an instruction on the lesser included offenses of murder,
involuntary manslaughter and negligent homicide. The trial court refused to instruct the jury on the
lesser offenses of involuntary manslaughter or negligent homicide, and instructed the jury only on the
offenses of aggravated murder and murder.

The jury found Taylor guilty of the lesser offense of murder with a firearm specification. Taylor was
sentenced to an indefinite term of 15 years to Hfe for the murder conviction and an additional 3 year
term for the firearm specification.

From this conviction and sentence, Taylor appeals and assigns three errors.

FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR.:

"The trial court erred in sentencing defendant to be imprisoned for a three-year term of actual
incarceration for having a firearm on or about his person or under his control during the commission
of the unindicted offense of murder.”

Taylor asserts that the trial court erred by sentencing him to a 3 year term of actual incarceration
under R.C, 2929.71. We disagree.

Taylor contends that he was convicted on the charge of murder, rather than aggravated murder.
Taylor argues that since the firearm specification was included only in the indictment for aggravated
murder, a conviction on the lesser included offense does not include a firearm specification. We are
not persuaded by Taylor's argument.

*2 Taylor relies heavily on the Eighth District case, State v. Loines (1984), 20 Ohio App.3d 69. In
Laines the Eighth District Court held:
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"A trial court has no authority to impose the three year additional sentence mandated by R.C.
2929.71 where the indictment charging the defendant * * * did not contain a specification.” Id. at 71.
We find Taylor's reliance is misplaced. While the holding in Loines, supra, clearly states the law of
Ohto, it is not applicable to the case before this court. Here, the indictment under which Taylor was
charged and convicted did contain a firearm specification. The three year additional sentence
mandated by R.C. 2929.71 was correctly imposed by the trial court.
R.C. 2941.141(A) states:
"Imposition of a term of actual incarceration upon an offender under Division (A) of Section 2929.71
of the Revised Code for having a firearm on or about his person or under his control while committing
a felony is precluded unless the indictment, count in the indictment, or information charging the
offense specifies that the offender did have a firearm on or about his person or under his control while
committing the offense * * * *
The indictment which charged Taylor with aggravated murder contained the firearm specification
pursuant to R.C. 2929.71. Taylor was convicted, under the indictment, of murder, a lesser included
offense of aggravated murder. Taylor's murder conviction aiso included the firearm specification found
by the jury. Since that specification was part of the criginal indictment, there is no conflict with
Loines. The three year term of actual incarceration imposed by the trial court is valid. Taylor's first
assignment of error is without merit and is overruled.
SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR: .
"The trial court erred in permitting the State to introduce evidence of prior acts of the defendant with
respect to discharging of firearms and alleged incidents of physical violence against the decedent.”
Taylor contends that evidence of prior acts involving firearms and physical violence were admitted by
the trial court in error. We agree.
Evid.R. 404(B) states:
*Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not admissibie to prove the character of a person in
order to show that he acted in conformity therewith. It may, however, be admissible for other
purposes such as proof of motive, opportunity, intent, preparation plan, knowledge, identity, or
absence of mistake or accident.”
This rule is clarified in State v. Mann (1985), 19 Ohio St.3d 34. In Mann, the Ohio Supreme Court
stated:
"Prasecution evidence that a defendant has committed other crimes, wrongs or acts independent of
the offense for which he is on trial is not generally admissible to demonstrate that the defendant has
a propensity for crime or that his character is in conformity with other acts.”
See generally, State v. Burson (1974), 38 Ohio St.2d 157 and State v. Curry (1976), 43 Ohio 5t.2d
66. Usually "other acts™ evidence is admitted to establish one of the essential elements of a crime. In
determining if the "other acts” evidence is admissible, one must look at that element of the charged
offense for which the evidence is offered. Often such "other acts" evidence is offered to prove the
identity, mens rea, or corpus delecti of a criminal act. If "other acts" evidence is not offered to prove
one of the essential elements of a crime, such evidence is inadmissible.
*3 Most important in any determination of the admissibility of "other acts" evidence is its relevancy.
'Evid.R. 402 provides that relevant evidence is generally admissible. However, Evid.R. 403, excludes
relevant evidence if its probative value is substantially outweighed by its undue prejudice toward the
defendant.
_ The Ohio Supreme Court has held that to outweigh the possibility of prejudice, the relevancy of the
"other acts" must be substantial. State v. Lytle (1976), 48 Ohio St.2d 391.
Here, the prosecution contends that the evidence of Taylor's physical violence toward his wife and
his random discharge of a firearm inside his trailer was offered to negate the defense’s contention
that the shooting of Marilyn Timmons Taylor was an accident or mistake. The prosecution relies on
the section of Evid.R. 404(B) which states that "other acts" evidence is admissible if it shows the
absence of mistake or accident. We find the prosecution’s reliance misplaced.
Prior to the testimony of Joey Taylor and Terry Timmons, no evidence was presented that the
shooting was an accident or mistake. Whife appellant's attorney may have claimed accident or
mistake in his opening statement, an opening statement is not evidence. Thus, at the time such
"other acts” evidence was presented, no evidence had been presented to rebut. Evidence of the
absence of mistake or accident is most generally presented on rebuttal rather than in the case in
chief. The prejudicial nature of the testimony is plain. Such prejudice far outweighed the probative
value of the "other acts” evidence, in the opinion of this writer. See the end of this opinion for a
decision on assignment of error two.
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THIRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR:

"The trial court erred in refusing to grant defendant's requested jury instructions on the lesser
offenses of involuntary manslaughter, premised upon the misdemeanor of possession of a firearm
while under the influence of alcohol, and/or negligent homicide.”

Taylor asserts that the trial court erred in its failure to give his requested jury instructions on
involuntary manslaughter and negligent homicide. We agree. When the evidence in a criminal case
would support a finding by the jury of guilt of a lesser included offense for which the defendant was
indicted and tried, the trial court must charge the jury on a lesser included offense. State v.
Loudermilf (1965), 2 Ohio St.2d 79. In State v. Johnson (1983), 6 Ohio St.3d 420, reversed and
remanded on other grounds 467 U.S. 493, the Ohio Supreme Court held that involuntary
manslaughter is a lesser included offense of murder. See also, State v. Rohdes (1986}, 23 Ohio St.3d
225. _

A careful reading of the record indicates that the evidence presented could have supported a jury
finding of involuntary manslaughter. The trial court erred in not giving the instruction on involuntary
manslaughter.

With regard to the negligent homicide instruction, current Ohio case law is unsettled as to whether or
not negligent homicide is a lesser included offense of murder. The initial case in this line is State v.
Grace (1976), 50 Ohio App.2d 259. In Grace, the Sixth District Court of Appeals, in analyzing the
appropriateness of an instruction in negligent homicide under a charge of murder, stated in dicta that
"[T)he probability that negligent homicide would ever be a lesser included offense of murder is slight."”
Id. at 261.

*4 In State v. Brewer (July 31, 1978), Lake Co.App. No. 6-144, unreported, the Eleventh District
Court of Appeals found that defending Brewer requested an instruction on negligent homicide, but
made the request after the trial court had concluded its instructions to the jury. The request was held
untimely under Crim.R. 30. However, the appellate court made a holding, as follows:

"Regardless of the timeliness of the request for a jury instruction on negligent homicide, the trial
court did not abuse it's discretion in refusing to give said instruction because negligent homicide is not
an included offense of murder."

The Brewer court correctly identified the statutory elements of murder, R.C. 2903.02, as (a) purpose;
(b) causation and (c) death of another. Similarly, the statutory elements of negligent homicide, R.C.
2903.05, were identified as (a) negligence; (b) causation; (c) death of another and {d) by means of a
deadly weapon or dangerous ordnance. However, the Brewer court then incorrectly applied the
"element test", merely overlaying the elements for negligent homicide over those for murder and
concluding:

"Obviously the crime of negligent homicide contains the elements 'negligently' and 'use of a deadly
weapon or dangerous ordnance’ which are not elements of the offense of murder.

The rule of Hreno and Kuchmack requires the conclusion negligent homicide is not an included offense
of murder.” Id.

The determination of a lesser included offense requires more than this "identifies" test, as we discuss
further below. In the federal habeas review of Brewer's conviction, the United States Sixth Circuit
Court of Appeals affirmed solely on the Crim.R. 30 grounds, never reaching the lesser inciuded
offense issue. Brewer v. Overberg (1980), 624 F.2d 51.

In State v. Williams (1981), 2 Ohio App.3d 289, the Ninth District Court of Appeals distinguished the
case before it from Grace and held that instructions to the jury on self defense and negligent
homicide while incompatible, may be, under certain circumstances, appropriate. The Wifliams court
was not faced with the issue of negligent homicide as a lesser included offense of murder.

In State v. Jenkins (1983), 13 Ohio App.3d 122, the First District Court of Appeals stated in its
syllabus: ‘

"Negligent homicide (R.C. 2903.05) is not a lesser included offense of murder (R.C. 2903.02),
regardless of whether the offense is in fact committed with a deadly weapon."

In support of this holding, the Jenkins court cites Brewer. But Brewer was decided solely on _
procedural grounds, and did not decide if negligent homicide was a lesser included offense of murder.
Finally, in State v. King {1984), 20 Chio App.3d 62, the First District Court of Appeals was again
confronted with the guestion of whether negligent homicide was a lesser offense of murder. The court
retreated from the authoritative stand taken in Jenkins, supra. The court's discussion was couched in
possibilities as evidenced by the following language:

*5 "To determine whether the defendant was entitled to an instruction on negligent homicide, a court
must first determine whether it is a lesser included offense of murder. If that question be answered in
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the affirmative, then, as a second question, it must be determined if the facts as developed by the
evidence at trial, considered in a light most favorable to the defendant, were such that a jury could
reasonably find the defendant not guilty of the charged offense but guilty of the lesser included
offense. (citation omitted)
Assuming, arguendo, that negligent homicide is a lesser included offense of murder, we find that the
trier of fact could not reasonably have found the defendant not guilty of murder but quilty of
negligent homicide."”
The King court refused to repeat its prior holding in Jenkins, supra.
In light of the decisions in State v. Jenkins, supra and State v. Brewer, supra, the question is still an
open one. We hold that negligent homicide is a lesser included offense of murder and that the Ohio
legisiature intended it to be as such.
It is a hallmark of civilized law that proscribed conduct is not criminal unless the actor has the
required guilty state of mind, or mens rea. The current Ohio Criminal Code, effective January 1, 1974,
defines all crimes in terms of proscribed action and requisite culpabitity. R.C. 2901.21(A). At first
blush, and appiying the test used by the Eleventh District in Brewer, negligent homicide may appear
to fall short as a lesser included offense of murder on both counts: culpability and proscribed action. A
closer examination, however, reveals that negligent homicide, under the facts presented here, is a
lesser included offense of murder.

CULPABILITY
Prior to 1974, Ohio law contained a plethora of terms to describe mental states: purposely,
deliberately, maliciously, voluntarily, willfully, intentionally, wantonly, corruptly, knowingly and
negligently. See Ohio Legislative Service Commission, Proposed Ohio Criminal Code (March, 1971),
page x. The new code condensed all of these into four separate degrees of culpability: purpose,
knowledge, recklessness, and negligence. R.C. 2901.22. These mental states describe a continuum of
culpability from deliberate, purposeful acts to careless, negligent acts.
Revised Code 2901.22(D) provides:
"A person acts negligently when, because of a substantia! lapse from due care, he fails to perceive or
avoid a risk that his conduct may cause a certain result or may be of a certain nature. A person is
negligent with respect to circumstances when, because of a substantial lapse frem due care, he fails
to perceive or avoid a risk that such circumstances may exist.”
Negligence is based on inadvertence to risk, and criminal negligence requires a substantial lapse from
due care in a given set of circumstances.
Negligent homicide did not exist in Ohio prior to 1974, nor did it exist in any state prior to the drafting
of the Model Penal Code in 1959. 2, American Law Institute, Mode! Penal Code and Commentaries, §
210.4, comment 2. At common-law, involuntary manslaughter was a catch-all offense. It
encompassed conduct was not the "depraved heart of murder, but that was sufficiently reckless or
negligent to constitute cuipabllity greater than that for ordinary civil negligence. Mode/ Penal Code,
supra, § 210.3, comment 1. See, State v. McDaniel (1956), 103 Ohio App. 163; appeal dismissed,
166 Ohio St. 378. In England for example, inattention to risk would suffice for a conviction of
manslaughter, Regina v. Benge (1865), 176 Eng.Rep. 665, or even murder, if the risk of harm was
great enough, Regina v. Ward (1956), 1 Q.B. 351, at 356: .
xg " * *# * hut if the jury come to the conclusion that any reasonable person, that is to say, a person
who cannot set up a plea of insanity, must have known that what he was doing would cause at least
grievous bodily harm, and the death is the result of that grievous bodily harm, then that amounts to
murder in law and a verdict of murder is justified.”
We also note with approval the words of Oliver Wendell Holmes in Commonwealth v. Pierce (1884),
138 Mass. 165, at 178;
"But it is familiar law that an act causing death may be murder, manslaughter, or misadventure,
according to the degree of danger attending it. If the danger is very great, as in the case of an
assault with a weapon found by the jury to be deadly, or an assault with hands and feet upon a
woman known to be exhausted by illness, it is murder.”
By including negligent homicide in the code, the legislature intended to reach this kind of culpability.
Thus, if the proof of purposeful killing might reasonably fail, an instruction on negligent homicide
should be given where the proof might reasonably estabiish that death was negligently caused by use
of a deadly weapon or dangerous ordnance. Proof of intoxication for example, might show lack of
purpose but it also might reasonably establish negligent inadvertence to risk. In any event, to say
that negligent homicide is not a iesser included offense of murder solely because murder requires
purposefulness while negligent homicide requires the lesser culpability of negligence is to defeat the
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whole purpose of the criminal code to impose penalties for culpable acts.
Finally, as further evidence of the legislature's intent to establish a continuum of culpability and
thereby create "included offenses" when the prohibited acts are the same, we note R.C. 2901.22(E):
"When the section defining an offense provides that negligence suffices to establish an element
thereof, then recklessness, knowledge, or purpose is also sufficient culpability for such element., When
recklessness suffices to establish an element of an offense, then knowledge or purpose Is also
sufficient culpability for such element. When knowledge suffices to establish an element of an offense,
then purpose is also sufficient culpability for such element.”

PROHIBITED ACTS
Keeping in mind that sections of the Revised Code defining offenses must be strictly construed
against the state, R.C. 2901.04(A), we look again to the definitions of murder and negligent homicide.
As is the case of murder and involuntary manslaughter, "the common element shared by these two
offenses is the causing of death of another with the only distinguishing factor being the mental state
involved in that act." State v. Johnson (1983), 6 Chio St.3d 420, 424, rev'd on other grounds, Chio v.
Johnson (1984), 467 1).S. 493.
Negligent homicide is more narrowly defined than is murder; the victim must be killed by a particular
means, i.e., with "a deadly weapon or dangerous ordnance."” Murder is simply purposeful killing,
implicitly by any means. Thus, killing with a deadly weapon or dangerous ordnance could be either
negligent homicide or murder {or manslaughter), depending on the mental state of the killer. Killing
by any other means, such as poisoning or pushing the victim off a cliff, can never be negligent
homicide, only murder. This conclusion is valid even if the shove off the cliff resulted from a
substantial lapse of due care, or gross negligence.
*7 Since the criminal code was completely revised, the courts have had great difficulty in dealing with
what is a lesser included offense, In State v. Merriweather (1980), 64 Ohio St.2d 57, the Ohic
Supreme Court, using the common-law elements test, found that robbery is not a lesser included
offense of aggravated robbery. This is an anomalous result, and even the justices in Merriweather
found it to be so. The anomaly, they said; arose out of the language of the statute which the Supreme
Court had no authority toc amend.
"It is argued that the General Assembly intended to carry forth the scheme of robbery to be a lesser
included offense of aggravated robbery, as was found in our interpretation of the prior Criminal Code
which held robbery to be a lesser included offense of armed robbery.
The General Assembly may have attempted to carry out such a scheme, and the Legislative
Comments would so indicate, but to so hold here would be contrary to the language specifically by
the General Assembiy." Justice Holmes, concurring opinion.
We do not believe this was a failure in the language of the legislature, but a misapplication of the
common law elements tests. At common law, crimes were graduated. Crimes were composed of
elements, and the more elements, the more serious the offense, like steps on a staircase. Theft was
theft, but beyond a certain value it was grand theft. Add the element of threat or force, and you have
robbery, and so on. Under the common law elements system, a lesser included offense had one less
element, was one step lower on the staircase. Since the crimes themselves were an aggregation of
elements, the lesser included offenses were aggregations of fewer elements. ,
With the adoption of the criminal code by the legislature in 1974, the elements test will no longer
work because the legislature has changed the way criminal responsibility is assessed. The intent of
the criminal code is to divide the crimes into categories defined by the interest of society to be
protected, e.g. 2903. Homicide and Assault, 2905. Kidnaping and Extortion, 2907. Sex Offenses, and
SO on.
Within each chapter is a series of offenses, each one having a lesser degree of criminal responsibility.
These offenses do not follow the concept of common law elements. It is inappropriate, therefore, to
use the common !aw elements test in deciding what is a lesser included offense. Merriweather, supra,
can demonstrate. . '
In Merriweather, the court held that aggravated robbery is made up of two elements, theft plus
possession of a deadly weapon. Robbery also has two, theft plus the use of force. Since possession of
a deadly weapon is not the same as force, the court held that the elements were not the same, and
thus robbery was not a lesser included offense of aggravated robbery.
A better way of viewing what the legislature intended is to view the criminal code as a continuum of
declining culpability. The legislature clearly intended to make the use of deadly weapons a most
culpable act. The most serious theft offense is one done while in possession of a gun, whether it is
used or not. Shoplifting with a gun in your pocket is aggravated robbery.
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*8 The intent of the legislature was not to define crimes in terms of the elements of the offenses, but
in terms of the degree of culpability and the interest of society to be protected.

Using this analysis we turn to the case before us. Defendant Taylor was charged with violation of R.C.
2903.02, Murder. This section is included in the code section entitled "Homicide,"” which has the
following list of crimes. 2903.01 Aggravated Murder; 2903.02 Murder; 2903.03 Voluntary
Manslaughter; 2903.04 Invoiuntary Manslaughter; 2903.05 Negligent Hornicide; 2903.06 Aggravated
Vehicular Homicide; 2903.07 Vehicular Homicide.

A striking characteristic of the code sections is that there is a single societal interest to be protected,
and a series of declining degrees of responsibility and punishment. Each section prohibits causing the
death of another, and each has lesser degrees of culpability. The "elements" of the offenses as that
term was used at common law, are not applied. Negligent homicide, R.C. 2903.05, which proscribes
causing death by the careless use of a deadly weapon, is entirely new. The inclusion of this section, a
creation of this new offense as a kind of homicide, indicates a clear legislative intent to emphasize not
the "elements” of crime, but the idea that the degree of the crime and its lesser included offenses
depend on the degree of cuipability.

R.C. 2945.74 requires a two-step process before a lesser offense instruction is given the jury.
Merriweather, supra, at 58. First, it must be determined whether the offense is, by the language of
the code itself, lesser and inciuded. The leqisiature of this state has provided a workable test to make
this determination. We have attempted to do so here. The "elements test" announced in Siate v.
Hreno {1954), 162 Ohio St. 193, no longer provides any useful guidance when considering crimes
defined according to degrees of culpability, as they are under the 1974 Criminal Code, Of course,
even if the offense is lesser and included, an instruction will not be given unless the evidence
presented at trial would allow a jury to reasonably find the defendant guiity of the lesser offense, but
not guilty of the charged offense. See State v. King, supra, at 64, We find the evidence in this case
could support a finding of negligent homicide by the jury. The trial court erred in its exclusion of such
an instruction.

The prosecution asserts that Taylor failed to raise an objection to the trial court's instruction and
therefore, he is precluded from raising this assignment of error on appeal. We disagree.

A liberal reading of Crim.R. 51 as well as a thorough reading of the trial transcript indicates that when
the trial court ruled on Taylor's motion for the jury instructions on negligent homicide and involuntary
mansiaughter, an exception arose which preserved the matter for appeal to this court. Thus, this
assignment of error is properly before this court. Taylor's third assignment of error is well taken and
is sustained.

*9 In light of the opinion of Stephenson, 1., concurring in part and dissenting in part, and the dissent
of Abele, 1., assignment of error two is overruled,

JUDGMENT REVERSED AND REMANDED.

STEPHENSON, 1. concurs in part and dissents in part, with attached opinion;

ABELE, 1., dissents.

STEPHENSON, Judge, concurring in part and dissenting in part:

I concur in the overruling of appellant's first assignment of error, the sustaining of appellant's third
assignment of error, and reversal of the judgment of conviction and sentence and remand to the
court below for a new triai. However, I dissent as to the sustaining of appellant's second assignment
of error.

Appellant’s second assignment of error asserts that the trial court erred in permitting appellee to
introduce evidence of appellant with respect to discharging of firearms and alleged incidents of
physical violence against the decedent. At trial, upon the direct examination of appellee’s first
witness, appellant’s son, Joe Taylor, the trial court, over objection of appellant, allowed testimony as
to appellant previously discharging the gun inside the marital domicile and appellant previously
slapping the decedent during arguments.

The majority opinion in sustaining appellant's second assignment of error states that if * ‘other acts’
evidence is not offered to prove one of the essential elements of a crime, such evidence is
inadmissible”. However, Evid.R. 404(B) provides as follows:

"Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not admissible to prove the character of a person in
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order to show that he acted in conformity therewith. It may, however, be admissible for other
 purposes such as preof of motive, opportunity, intent, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or
absence of mistake or accident." (Emphasis added)

Motive, opportunity, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident are not
necessarily "essential elements of a crime”, yet contrary to the majority opinion's statement, this
does not preclude proof of such factors pursuant to £vid.R. 404{B). Evidence of other acts of a
defendant is admissible only when it tends to show one of the matters enumerated in the rule and
when it is relevant to the offense in question. State v. DeMarco (1987), 31 Ohio St.3d 191, 194; see
also R.C, 2945.59,

The majority opinion in sustaining appeilant's second assignment of error appears to hold that until
evidence is presented by the defendant that brings into question whether the defendant herein acted
by mistake or accident, appellee could not introduce evidence of other acts in an attempt to prove
absence of mistake or accident. Such holding would limit appellee's introduction of such evidence only
in either rebuttal or redirect examination and not in its case in chief.

Evidence of other acts of a criminal defendant is admissible only if one or more of the matters
enumerated in the statute is a "material issue at trial" and only if such evidence tends to show the
material enumerated matter. See, e.g. State v. Curry (1975), 43 Chio St.2d 66, syllabus; State v. -
Snowden (1976}, 49 Ohio App.2d 7. The position taken by the majority opinion limits the raising of a
"material issue at trial” to evidence adduced at trial. However, neither Evid.R. 404{B), R.C. 2945.59,
nor pertinent case law follows such limitation. In Snowden, supra at p. 15-16, the court stated, in
pertinent part, as follows:

*10 "Finally, we think it appropriate to comment on the method used by the state in attempting to
adduce evidence of the other acts in question, since we conclude that it contains, at the least, an
inherent potential for prejudice. It seems clear from our analysis of R.C. 2945,59 that it may fairly be
characterized as a defensive, or perhaps more accurately as a counter offense weapon in the arsenal
of the prosecutor. With the exception of those cases where the other acts are so inextricably
interwoven, temporally and circumstantially, with the charged crime that it would not be feasible to
demonstrate the latter without evidence of the former, it is apparent that the admissibility of other
acts evidence will depend upon the nature of the defense offered. Frequently and perhaps usually this
will manifest itself only after the defendant has undertaken his defense, and is doubtless why nearly
all of the cases involving this statute that we have had occasion to decide have involved the use of
evidence of other acis as rebuttal evidence offered by the state after the defense rested. This seems
to us its proper rofe, and that having the least possibiiity of prejudice, although we do not wish, nor is
it necessary for the purposes of this appeal, to rule out its use by the state in chief, where the
defense is alibi or affirmative in nature and clearly manifested (e.q., by discovery techniques) before
any evidence is adduced.” (Emphasis added)

Where such "clear manifestation” of a "material issue” is present prior to evidence being adduced,
other acts evidence can be used by the prosecution in its case in chief. Palmer, Chio Courtroom
Evidence (1986), Character Evidence, p. 77. Generally, it is prudent to give the defense specific
adequate pretrial notice and to advise the court if such other act evidence is to be used by the state
in its case in chief, Palmer, supra; See also State v. Smith (1977), 59 Ohio App.2d 194,

Here, although neither appellant nor the prosecuting attorney ordered the transcription of the opening
arguments at trial for inclusion in the record herein, the record still clearly manifests that appellant
raised the issue of accident or mistake during his opening argument by the following colloquy
regarding the admission of other acts evidence: .

"Mr. Toy: Judge, it is our position that if accident were an issue in this case and it's now an issue
because of the opening statement (inaudibie), this would not be allowed to go into but since it has
been talked about and you can show pursuant to this section that indeed this was not an accident. I
think this has a relevancy as anything intending to prove an issue in trial. As Mr. Carson has
indicated, it is up to us to show the burden rather than an accident. If we are not allowed to bring this
in, we are going to have very much difficulty doing so.

¥ ¥ ok

The direction of the question would ... that we intend to ask would be this. Had he ever seen any
violence done by his father towards his mother, which I think goes into the question of the accident.
Okay. Now he is going to testify that he seen his dad slap his mother on prior occasions. I think that
is something that can go, if they are bringing up accident, he brought it up by putting it in his opening
statement. That is something we can bring before the jury that indeed, he does have tendency to
commit vioient acts, shooting the gun in the trailer, slapping ... I think this all goes with some type of
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anger. I think it is relevant ..." (Emphasis added)

*11 Accordingly, in that no applicable law requires that a "material issue” pursuant to Evid.R. 404(B)
be raised solely by evidence rather than argument and that the jury was aware of appellant's defense
and presumedly reviewed the state's evidence in light of such claim, the trial court did not vicolate
such evidentiary rule by admitting the evidence where the material issue was raised by appellant's
opening argument.

Another position apparently taken by the majority opinion is that the prejudicial nature of the "other
acts” evidence substantially outweighed its probative value. Evid.R. 403. The admission or exclusion
of relevant evidence rests within the sound discretion of the trial court. State v. Sage (1987), 31 Chio
St.3d 173, paragraph two of the syllabus, Part of the trial court's consideration in deciding whether to
exclude evidence under Evid.R. 403 should include an evaluation of the availability and effectiveness
of a limiting instruction under Evid.R. 105. 1 Weissenberger, Ohic Evidence (1985), Section 105.3.
The trial court instructed the jury, in pertinent part, as follows:

"Now if you find from other evidence that the Defendant did commit the act, with which he is now
charged, if needed, you may consider evidence of other acts to determine the absence of mistake or
an accident of the Defendant in this case. Evidence of other acts may not be considered as any proof
"whatsoever that the Defendant did any act alleged in this indictment in this case.”

In that such other acts evidence was relevant to the issue of appellant's intent or purpose o commit
the crime charged in the indictment, murder, and to negate appellant's argument that the death was
caused by accident, and the trial court properly limited such other acts evidence to the purposes
specified in Evid.R. 404(B) through its jury instruction, the trial court's admission of such evidence did
not constitute an abuse of discretion. We further note that the majority opinion gives no effect to the
trial court's limiting instruction. For the foregoing reasons, I would overrule appellant's second
assignment of error,

With respect to appellant's third aSSIgnment of error asserting that the trial court erred in refusing to
grant appellant’s requested jury instructions on the lesser included offenses of involuntary
manslaughter and negligent homicide, I would sustain the same for the foliowing reasons. The
pertinent statutory provisions provide as follows:

"R.C. 2903.02 Murder

(A) No person shall purposely cause the death of another.”

"R.C, 2903.04 Involuntary Manslaughter

(A) No person shall cause the death of another as a proximate result of the offender’s committing or
attempting to commit a felony.

{B) No person shall cause the death of another as a proximate result of the offender’s committing or
attempting to commit a misdemeanor.” '

"R.C. 2903.05 Negligent Homicide

(A) No person shall negligently cause the death of another by means of a deadly weapon or
dangerous ordinance as defined in section 2923.11 of the Revised Code."

*12 An offense is a lesser inctuded offense where all the elements of such offense are present with
others in the offense charged in an indictment. State v. Hreno (1954), 162 Ohio St. 193, paragraph
two of the syllabus; State v. Rohdes (1986), 23 Ohio St.3d 225, If we were to adopt a strict Hreno
elements test, it is apparent that negligent homicide would not constitute a lesser included offense of
murder or aggravated murder in that either of the latter offenses can be committed without a deadly
weapon or dangerous ordnance. See, e.g. State v. Jenkins (1983), 13 Ohio App.3d 122.

However, the Tenth District Court of Appeals in State v. Banks (1986}, 31 Ohio App.3d 57, 62, [FN1]
stated as follows:

FN1. A motion for leave to appeal Banks to the Supreme Court of Ohio was overruled.

“The state contends that the refusal to instruct on negligent homicide was correct because negligent
homicide (R.C. 2903.05) contains an element not found in murder (R.C, 2903.02)--that death must
be caused by a dangerous weapon or ordnance--citing State v. Hreno (1954), 162 Ohio St. 193, 55
0.0. 97, 122 N.E.2d 681. However, Hreno goes on to clarify that, 'if certain but not all the elements
of the offense charged in the indictment constitute in themselves an offense, then such offense is a
lesser included offense.’ Id. at 197, 55 0.0. at 99, 122 N.E.2d at 683. Thus even Hreno rejected the

http://correctional . westlaw.com/result/documenttext.aspx ?blinkedcitelist=False&rs=CORR... 7/11/2007



1987 WL 26339 Page 9 of 9

overly technical approach taken by the state." [FN2]

FN2. Although I agree with the Banks holding under the circumstances herein, that
court's attempt to distinguish Hreno on the basis of such language is open to question in
that the alleged clarification in Hreno addresses situations where "certain” of the
elements "in the indictment” constitute an offense in themselves and an indictment for
aggravated murder need not include the deadly weapon or dangerous ordnance element
necessary for the offense of negligent homicide, which indicates that not all the elements
of such offense would necessarily be "in the indictment”. In the instant case, it should be
noted that a firearm specification was included in the July 29, 1985 indictment and thus,
all the elements of negligent homicide were essentially in the indictment. Furthermore,
even if Jenkins rather than Banks controlled so as to preclude an instruction or negligent
homicide, there is sufficient evidence on the record as to the lesser included offense of
involuntary manslaughter to require a reversal of appellant's conviction and sentence and
a remand for further proceedings.

Accordingly, pursuant to Banks, negligent homicide may be a lesser included offense of murder and
aggravated murder. As noted in the majority opinion, involuntary manslaughter has been explicitly
held to be a lesser included offense of murder. Rohdes, supra. I disagree, however, with the opinion's
broad rejection of the "elements” test. A position not adopted by the Supreme Court of Chio nor, for
that matter, even the Banks court. It should be noted that, in the case at bar, there is no argument
by appellee that negligent homicide is not a lesser included offense of murder.

Rather, appellee's argument on appeal with respect to appellant's third assignment of error is limited
to the lack of evidence at trial to justify the instructions requested on involuntary manslaughter and
negligent homicide. Where the evidence in a criminal case would support a finding by the jury of guilt
of a lesser inciuded offense included in the offense for which defendant was indicted and tried, the
refusal of the trial court to charge upon that lesser included offense is error prejudicial to the rights of
defendant. State v. Loudermill (1965), 2 Ohio St.2d 79. If the trier of fact could reasonably find
against the state and for the accused upon one or more of the elements of the crime charged and for
the state and against the accused on the remaining elements, which by themselves would sustain a
conviction upon a lesser included offense, then a charge on the lesser included offense is both
warranted and required. State v. Nofton (1969), 19 Ohio St.2d 133; State v. Sage (1987), 31 Ohio
St.3d 173. The Supreme Court of Ohio has stated as follows:

*13 "The persuasiveness of the evidence regarding the lesser included offense is irrelevant. If under
any reasonable view of the evidence it is possible for the trier of fact to find the defendant not guilty
of the greater offense and guilty of the lesser offense, the instruction on the lesser included offense
must be given. The evidence must be considered in the light most favorable to defendant.” State v.
Wilkins (1980), 64 Ohio St.2d 382, 388; Sage, supra at p. 176.

Here, there was evidence that appellant had consumed a great deal of alcoholic beverages prior to
the homicide, that appellant was staggering at the time of the incident, that the trigger spring on the
gun was broken, and that the trigger pull on the gun was extremely light, i.e. only 3/4 of a pound.
Although, admittedly, such evidence may be characterized as unpersuasive, when construed in a light
most favorable to appellant, it provides a reasonable basis for a finding of either involuntary
manslaughter or negligent homicide. Accordingly, I concur in the judgment sustaining appellant's
third assignment of error, reversing the judgment of conviction and sentence, and remanding for
further proceedings below.

Ohio App.,1987.

State v. Taylor

Not Reported in N.E.2d, 1987 WL 26339 (Ohio App. 4 Dist.)

END OF DOCUMENT

(C) 2007 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.
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Court of Appeals of Ohio, Tenth District, Franklin County.
The STATE of Ohio, Appellee,
V.
BANKS, Appeliant. [FN*]

EN* A motion for leave to appeal to the Supreme Court of Ohio was overruled on July 23,
1986 (case No. 86-710).

No. 85AP-391.
April 22, 1986.

Defendant was convicted of murder, with a firearm specification, following trial in the
Court of Common Pleas, Franklin County, and he appealed. The Court of Appeals held
that: (1) prosecutor's comments suggesting that defense counsel did not believe in his
own case but that prosecutor did believe in hers was reversible error; (2) testimony of
prior acts of violence against defendant's wife was relevant to issue of intent or purpose
in shooting of his wife, which he claimed was accidental; and (3) under the evidence
presented, the trial court was required to give instruction on negligent homicide as a
lesser included offense of murder.

Reversed and remanded.

Strausbaugh, J. filed a dissenting opinion.

West Headnotes

[1] KeyCite this headnote

110 Criminal Law
110XX Trial
110XX(E) Arguments and Conduct of Counsel
110k726 k. Responsive Statements and Remarks.

Attorney couid not properly fail to object to questionable or improper comments of
opposing counsel so as to utilize them as a justification for an inaccurate and grossly
improper comment at the conclusion of closing argument to jury.

[2] KeyCite this headnote

110 Criminal Law
110XXIV Review
110XXIV(Q} Harmless and Reversible Error
110k1171 Arguments and Conduct of Counsel
110k1171.3 k. Comments on Evidence or Witnesses, or Matters Not Sustained
by Evidence.

There was no reversible error with respect to misstatement of evidence in prosecutor's
closing argument as to whether witness who testified as to telephone conversation with

defendant had previously talked to defendant on the telephone so as to be able to
recognize his voice, especially in the absence of objection.

[3] KeyCite this headnote

110 Criminal Law



110XXIV Review :
110XXIV(Q) Harmless and Reversibie Error
110k1171 Arguments and Conduct of Counse!
110k1171.1 In General
110k1171.1(2) Statements as to Facts, Comments, and Arguments
110k1171.1(4) k. Comments on Defense Counsel.

Prosecutor's closing argument suggesting that defense counsel did not believe in his own
case but that prosecutor did believe in hers was reversible error where objection thereto

was overruled. Code of Prof.Resp., DR7-106(C).

[4] KeyCite this headnote

110 Criminal Law
110XVII Evidence
110XVII(F) Other Offenses
110k371 Acts Showing Intent or Malice or Motive
110k371(4) k. In Prosecutions for Homicide.
(Formerly 203k159)

Testimony of prior acts of violence against wife committed by defendant were relevant to
issue of intent or purpose in prosecution for murder of defendant's wife where defendant
admitted that he shot his wife but stated that he loved her and would never do anything

to harm her or his unborn child. Rules of Evid., Rule 404(R); R.C. § 2945.59.
[5] KeyCite this headnote '

110 Criminal Law
110XXIV Review _
110XXIV(E) Presentation and Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of Review
110XXIV(E)1 In General
110k1038 Instructions
110k1038.2 k. Failure to Instruct in General.

Failure to give special limiting instruction on prior acts evidence was not plain error.

{61 KeyCite this headnote

110 Criminal Law
110XX Trial
110XX({B) Course and Conduct of Trial in General
110k641 Counsel for Accused
110k641.13 Adequacy of Representation

110k641.13(2) Particular Cases and Problems

110k641.13(2.1) k. In General, -

(Formerly 110k641.13(2))

Failure to request special limiting instruction on prior acts evidence did not constitute
ineffective assistance of counsel. Rules Crim.Proc., Rules 30, 52(B); U.S.C.A,
Const.Amend. 6.

[71 KeyCite this headnote

110 Criminal Law



110XVII Evidence
110XVII(L) Admissions
110k405 Admissions by Accused
110k406 In General
110k406(1) k. In Generai.

203 Homicide KeyCite this headnote
2031IX Evidence

203IX({D} Admissibility in Generai
203k985 Intent, Malice, Deliberation, and Premeditation
203k989 Previous Threats and Expressions of Ill Will by Accused
203k989(4) k. Remoteness.
(Formerly 203k156(1))

203 Homicide KeyCite this headnote
203IX Evidence

203IX(D) Admissibility in General
203k1000 Motive
203k1005 k. Discord Between Spouses or Cohabitants.
{Formerly 203k156(1))

Defendant's alleged statement to sister-in-law to effect that he and his wife could not
stay in the same room together and that he could kill wife and get away with it did not
constitute an admission, but, though it occurred several months prior to shooting of
defendant’s wife, was properly admitted as evidence of defendant's state of mind and
mental feeling, bearing on issues of motive and intent. Rules of Evid., Rule 803(3).

[8] KeyCite this headnote

110 Criminal Law
110XVII Evidence
110XVIEK(I) Competency in General
110k386 k. Nature and Source of Evidence.

Though foundation of defendant's identity as person who made telephone call to his
sister-in-law, suggesting that he could kill his. wife and get away with it, was weak, this
went to the weight rather than admissibility of the evidence in murder prosecution.

[2] KeyCite this headnote

210 Indictment and Information
210XIII Included Offenses
210k191 Different Offense Included in Offense Charged
210k191(4) k. Charge of Homicide.

Under appropriate circumstances, negligent homicide is a lesser included offense of
murder; disagreeing with State v. Jenkins, 13 Qhio App.3d 122, 13 O.B.R. 14], 468
N.E.2d 387. R.C. §§ 2903.02, 2903.05.

[10] KeyCite this headnote

210 Indictment and Information
210XII1I Included Offenses
210k191 Different Offense Included in Offense Charged



210k191(.5) k. In General.
(Formerly 210k191)

When it would be possible for the same evidence to prove both a greater offense and a
lesser offense depending solely on the culpable mental state of the accused, the lesser
offense is a lesser included offense of the greater offense even though it might be
possible in a different case to prove commission of the greater offense without proving
the commission of the lesser,

[11] KeyCite this headnote

203 Homicide
" 203XII Instructions :
203XII{C) Necessity of Instruction on Other Grade, Degree, or Classification of
Offense
203k1457 k. Manslaughter.
(Formeriy 203k309(8))

Instruction on negligent homicide as a lesser included offense of murder was required
where it was uncontroverted that death was caused by deadly weapon and jury could
have found against the state on the issue of whether the death was caused purposely,
while finding for the state on the issue of defendant causing the death of the victim. R.C.

8§ 2903.02, 2503.05.

[12] KeyCite this headnote

92 Constitutional Law
92X XVII Due Process
S2XXVII(H) Criminal Law
92XXVII(H)6 Judgment and Sentence
92k4704 Matters Considered in Sentencing
92k4705 k. In General.
(Formerly 92k270({2))

350H Sentencing and Punishment KeyCite this headnote
350HI Punishment in General
350HI{A) In General
350HKS Constitutional, Statutory, and Regulatory Provisions
350HkKS k. Validity.
{(Formerly 110k1206.1(1))

Statute provides sufficient notice that additional term of years will be involved when a
firearm is associated with a felony offense, and thus does not violate due process. R.C. §
2925.71; U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14.

[13] KeyCite this headnote

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HVII Cruel and Unusual Punishment in General ‘
350HVII(E) Excessiveness and Proportionality of Sentence
350Hk1509 Enhanced Punishment
350Hk1511 k. Firearms Enhancements.
(Formerly 110k1213.2(1))



Statute providing for additional term of years when firearm is associated with a felony
offense does not constitute cruet and unusual punishment. R.C. § 2929.71; U.S.C.A.
Const.Amend. 8.

[14] KeyCite this headnote

203 Homicide
203XI Questions of Law or Fact
203k1343 k. Accident or Misfortune.
(Formerly 203k280)

Evidence, which indicated that gun was fired twice, was sufficient for jury in prosecution
of defendant for murder of his wife, despite contention that the shooting was accidental.
**988 Syllabus by the Court
*58 1. 1t is reversible error for a prosecutor to imply in closing argument that defense
counsel did not believe in his own case, but that the prosecutor did believe in hers.
2. In a prosecution for murder where the defendant testifies that he would never do
anything to harm his spouse or his unborn child, testimony of his prior acts of violence
against the victim-spouse is admissible since the acts were relevant to the issues of
intent or purpose and his capability of violent acts against his spouse. (Evid.R. 404{B].)
3. In most cases of negligent homicide, a charge of murder would also be appropriate
since the degree of the offense would depend solely upon the culpable mental state of the
defendant, that is, whether the killing was purposefu! or negligent. Whether a lesser
included offense is involved depends upon the evidence adduced at trial and cannot be
determined solely by comparison of statutory language, which must be consulted to
determine whether the lesser offense could be, rather than always is, included within the
greater offense. In other words, where it would be possible for the same evidence to
prove both a greater offense and a lesser offense depending solely upon the culpable
mental state of the accused, the lesser offense is a lesser included offense of the greater
offense even though it might be possible in a different case to prove commission of the
greater offense without proving the commission of the lesser. State v. Loudermilf (19651,
2 Chio 5t.2d 79, 31 0.0.2d 60, 206 N.E.2d 198.
4. R.C. 2929.71 (additional three years of actual incarceration) provides sufficient notice
that an additional termn of years will be involved when a firearm is associated with a
felony offense and, thus, does not viclate due process of law.
Michael Miller, Pros, Atty., and Karen L. Martin, Columbus, for appeillee.
James Kura, County Public Defender, and Barbara J. Slutsky, Columbus, for appellant.

PER CURIAM.

Defendant-appellant appeals a decision of the Court of Common Pleas of Franklin County
of guilty of murder with a firearm specification. Defendant was sentenced to a term of
fifteen years to life, with an additional three years of actual incarceration for the firearm
specification,

A jury trial adduced the following facts. Several police officers and a medic testified that
they arrived at defendant's home and found defendant's wife ltying on the floor,
apparently shot; that defendant said he had accidentally shot his wife; and that he
identified the gun involved.

Detectives testified that defendant changed his version of avents several **989 times.
The victim's sister testified that defendant had told her, "from what I can see now, Jackie
and I can't stay in the same room together. One of us has to go"; and that he told her he
could kill the victim and get away with it.

An expert testified that the weapon had been discharged at a distance of four feet or
less; that, when in half-cocked position, the gun would not discharge unless the trigger
was pulled; and that if the gun fired, it would not fire a second time unless some agent



turned the cylinder.

*59 Two of defendant's friends testified that they had been in defendant's home earlier
in the evening; that both defendant and his wife were happy and excited at the arrival of
their baby in the near future; and that they saw no disagreement between the two.
Defendant testified that the shooting was an accident; that his wife asked him to unload
the gun and remove it from the room; that while doing so it accidentally discharged
twice; and that he loved his wife and would not have done anything to harm either her or
their unborn child.

Defendant asserts the following six assignments of error:

“1. Improper statements made by the prosecuting attorney during questioning of
appeliant and closing arguments denied appellant a fair trial and due process of law as
guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution
and, as such, it was error for the trial court to overrule appeliant's motion for new trial in
this regard.

"2-A, The trial court erred in overruling defense counsel's motion in limine and motion for
judgment of acquittal concerning an alleged prior similar act and admitting such
testimony into evidence. This denied appellant a fair trial and due process of law as
guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.
"2-B. The trial court cormmitted plain error in failing to instruct the jury on similar act
testimony. This deprived appellant of a fair trial and due process of law as guaranteed by
the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.

"2-C. Defense counsel violates an essential duty of care owed an accused, and therefore,
the accused is denied his Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel, where
defense counsel fails to object to prejudicial similar act testimony and fails to request a
jury instruction regarding the use of similar act testimony.

"3-A. The trial court erred and abused it's [sic ] discretion in overruling defense counsel's
objection to the introduction of testimeny offered by a witness whose name was not
provided on discovery. This deprived appellant of a fair trial and due process of law as
guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.
"3-B. The trial court erred and abused it's [sic ] discretion in permitting the introduction
of prejudicial hearsay testimony over objection of defense counsel and thereby denied
appellant a fair trial and due process of law as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment
to the United States Constitution.

"3-C. Defense counsel violates an essential duty of care owed an accused and, therefore,
the accused is denied his Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel where
defense counsel fails to request a sanction for a violation of discovery and fails to object
to a misstatement by the prosecutor on closing argument in the same regard.

"4, The trial court committed prejudicial error in failing to instruct the jury on the lesser
included offense of negligent homicide and, as such, it was error for the trial court to
overrule appellant’'s motion for new trial in that regard. This deprived appellant of a fair
trial and due process of law as guaranteed by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to
the United States Constitution.

"S. It is error to find appellant guilty of the firearm specification in violation of the Fifth,
Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and Article **990
I, Sections 9 and 10 of the Constitution of the State of Ohio.

"6. Appellant's conviction was not supported by sufficient credible evidence and was
against the manifest weight of the evidence."”

*60 In the first assignment of error, defendant contends that statements made by the
prosecutor during the questioning of defendant and also during closing arguments were
improper. The statements concerned past incidences of violence against the victim by
defendant, the telephone conversation between defendant and the victim's sister and,
finally, an allegation that the prosecutor implied to the jury that defense counsel did not
believe in his own case, but the prosecutor did believe in hers.

Defendant himself testified that he and the victim had visited the night prosecutor's office
after he struck her on two occasions. Regarding the telephone conversation, the record is
clear that, while Mills had not previously talked with defendant on the phone, the caller



identified himself as defendant. She also testified she knew defendant for eight months
and had been at his house. The prosecutor erroneously stated to the effect that Milis had
previously talked to defendant.on the phone and, thus, could recognize his voice. Mills
testified that she had never before talked to defendant on the phone; she was not asked
whether she recognized his voice and did not state that she did.

Regarding the supposed allegation by the prosecutor of counsels' belief in their respective
cases, a review of the record indicates that this was the substance of the comment. The
state contends that the prosecutor's improper comment was properly retaliatory to
comments made by defense counsel. One instance referred to was an improper comment
of defense counsel foilowing the asking of an improper guestion by the prosecutor that:
"They don't call her mad dog for nothing,” to which the prosecutor did not object but,
instead, withdrew the question. The state also alludes to questionable comments by
defense counsel during closing argument insinuating that the prosecutor was
overzealous. Not only did the prosecutor respond to such insinuation earlier in rebuttal
argument, to which no objection was made, but the objected-to comment at the end of
rebuttal tends to prove, rather than negate, the insinuation.

At the end of rebuttal, the prosecutor stated:

*I also draw your attention, and then I'll sit down and you can go into the jury room and
decide this case, but the defense attorney alsc stated on opening statermnent--and I don't
have the words exactly correct--but when attorneys argue the cases in trial that they
don't necessarily believe in what they argue, and I submit to you, Ladies and Gentiemen,
that Mr. Tyack speaks only for himself."

Unfortunately, the trial court overruled defense counsel's immediate objection to this
crass attorney misconduct.

Not only is the prosecutor's comment improper and prejudicial, especially in light of its
timing, but it is inaccurate as to a comment made by defense counsel during voir dire of
the jury, rather than opening statement when he correctly stated:

"MR. TYACK: I talked to you a minute ago about the judge's inadvertent use of the word
'victim.' Another thing that Ms. McClellan has done repeatedly is talk about this as a
'murder case.’

"I think she would be the first to tell you that that is the way she refers to it because that
is the charge that you are going to be looking at; but as you will find out shortly, the
whole issue in this whole case is, you know, was there a murder or was there a
manslaughter or was there a negligent homicide? Those things differ from each other
based on what was in Mr. Bank's mind at the time the gun went off.

"Now can each of you, once again, decide the case based on the evidence you hear, not
by some of the little slipups *61 those of us in the courtroom may make without thinking
that we assume it one way or another?

"It's frankly unethical for either Ms. McClellan or I [sic ] to express a personal beiief about
a case. We are supposed to **991 talk to you about what the evidence has shown, what
the evidence will show and ask questions of you to determine whether you would be a
good juror in this case, but it isn't up to us to stand in front of you and say I believe so
and so, and therefore you should believe so and so.

"We're not allowed to do that, so if we do something that implies we are doing that, put it
out of your mind. It's part of the ethics we function under as lawyers."

The defense counsel's comment was consistent with the Code of Professional
Responsibility, DR 7-106(C), specifically providing with respect to trial conduct as follows:
"(C) In appearing in his professional capacity before a tribunal, a lawyer shall not:

"(1) State or allude to any matter that he has no reasonable basis to believe is relevant
to the case or that will not be supported by admissible evidence.

"(2) Ask any guestion that he has no reasonabie basis to believe is relevant to the case
and that is intended to degrade a witness or other person.

"(3) Assert his personal knowledge of the facts in issue, except when testifying as a
witness.

"(4) Assert his personal opinion as to the justness of a cause, as to the credibility of a
witness, as to the culpability of a civil litigant, or as to the guilt or innocence of an




accused; but he may argue, on his analysis of the evidence, for any position or
conclusion with respect to the matters stated hersin,

"ok ok kW

[1] The trial of a murder case is not a "game" or a "battle of wits" between counsel. An
attorney cannot properly fail to object to questionable or improper comments of opposing
counsel so as to utilize them as a justification for an inaccurate and grossly improper
comment at the conclusion of closing argument to the jury.

[21[3] Although we find no reversible error with respect to the misstatement of evidence
or other questionable comments by the prosecutor, especially since no objection was
made, the concluding comment was so egregious as to require reversal since the trial
court erronecusly overruled the objection thereto. For this reason and to this extent, the
first assignment of error is sustained.

In the second assignment of error, defendant urges that it was error to overrule
defendant's motion in fimine regarding similar act testimony; that the trial court should
have instructed the jury regarding similar act testimony; and that failure to request an
instruction on similar act testimony resulted in defendant's receiving ineffective
assistance of counsel.

[4] 1t was not error to allow the testimony of prior acts of violence against the victim
committed by defendant since they were relevant to the issue of intent or purpose. See
Evid.R. 404(B). Defendant admitted that he shot his wife. (Defendant also admitted he
had struck his wife on two separate, prior occasions.)

Defendant stated that he loved his wife and that he would never do anything to harm her
or his unborn child. In the facts of this case, it was appropriate to challenge that
testimony by showing that defendant was capable of violent acts against his wife.
Defendant concedes that R.C. 2945.59 allows evidence of any acts which tend to show
motive or intent. '

[5][6] Further, the failure to give a special limiting instruction was not plain error, and
the failure to request such an instruction did not constitute ineffective *62 assistance of
counsel. See Crim.R. 30 and 52(B). See, also, State v. Long (1978), 53 Ohio St.2d 91, 7
0.0.3d 178, 372 N.E.2d 804.

Aithough defendant contends that the other act evidence was too remote in time, being
several months prior to the conduct at issue, it was within the trial court's discretion to
admit the evidence. Accordingly, defendant's second assignment of error is overruled.

In the third assignment of error, defendant contends that the trial court should not have
allowed the testimony of a witness whose name was not provided on discovery; **992
that the witness gave hearsay testimony; and that trial counsel's failure to request a
sanction for the alleged violation of discovery constitutes ineffective assistance of
counsel.

On March 8, 1985, four days prior to the trial's commencing, defendant filed a motion in
limine which identified Mills as a witness and indicated that trial counsel was aware of the
nature of her testimony at that time.

[71[8] Although it did not constitute an admission as contended by the state, the witness'
testimony concerning what defendant ailegedly told her over the telephone was properly
admitted under Evid,R, 803(3) as evidence of defendant's state of mind and mental
feeling at the time. Although it occurred several months prior to the conduct at issue, it
was within the trial court’s discretion to admit the evidence as bearing upon the issues of
motive and intent. While the foundation of defendant's identity was weak, this went to
the weight rather than admissibility of the evidence, there being a permissible inference
the witness could recognize defendant's voice, being his sister-in-law. Defendant's third
assignment of error is overruled. .

In the fourth assignment of error, defendant urges that the trial court was required to
instruct the jury on negligent homicide as a lesser included offense and that the evidence
and the defense's theory warranted such an instruction.

In State v. Gates (1981}, 2 Ohio App.3d 485, 486, 2 OBR 611, 613, 442 N.E.2d 1321,
1323, this court held that:

"An offense may be a lesser included offense of another only if (1) the offense is a crime




of lesser degree than the other, (2) the offense of the greater degree cannot be
committed without the offense of the lesser degree also being committed, and (3) some
element of the greater offense is not required to prove the commission of the lesser
offense. State v. Wilkins (1980}, 64 Ohio St.2d 382, at 384 [18 0.0.3d 528, 415 N.E.2d
3031."

The state contends that the refusal to instruct on negligent homicide was correct because
negligent homicide (R.C. 2903.05} contains an element not found in murder (R.C. '
2903.02)--that death must be caused by a dangerous weapon or ordnance--citing State
v. Hreno (1954), 162 Ohijo St. 193, 55 0.0, 97, 122 N.E.2d 681, However, Hreno goes on
to clarify that, "if certain but not all the elements of the offense charged in the indictment
constitute in themseives an offense, then such offense is a lesser included offense.” Id. at
197, 55 0.0. at 99, 122 N.E.2d at 683. Thus, even Hreno rejected the overly technical
approach taken by the state.

[S]1 Under appropriate circumstances, negligent homicide is a lesser included offense of
murder. See State v, Fulk (May 3, 1983), 82AP-577, unreported, at 10, Contra State v.
Jenkins (1983), 13 OQhioc App.3d 122, 13 OBR 141, 468 N.E.2d 387.

An analysis of whether one offense is a lesser included offense of another must
commence with whether a person could be convicted of both offenses at the same trial if
charged with both. If conviction of the greater offense would necessarily preclude
conviction of the *63 lesser offense upon the same facts, the two offenses are so related
that the lesser offense is included in the greater. The Jenkins court predicated its
determination solely upon comparison of statutory language and concluded that negligent
homicide is not a lesser included offense of murder because, in some murder cases, a
charge upon negligent homicide would be precluded by the facts, even though in some
cases the facts would present a possible case of negligent homicide rather than murder.
[10] In most cases of negligent homicide, a charge of murder would also be appropriate
since the degree of the offense would depend solely upon the culpable mental state of the
defendant, that is, whether the killing was purposeful or negligent. Accordingly, we
conclude that, whether a lesser included offense is involved depends upon the evidence
adduced at trial and cannot be determined solely by comparison of statutory language,
which must be consulted to determine whether the lesser offense could be, rather than
**993 always is, included within the greater offense. In other words, where it would be
possible for the same evidence to prove both a greater offense and a lesser offense
depending solely upon the culpable mental state of the accused, the lesser offense is a
lesser included offense of the greater offense even though it might be possible in a
different case to prove commission of the greater offense without proving the commission
of the lesser. See State v. Loudermiff (1965), 2 Ohio St.2d 79, 31 0.0.2d 60, 206 N.E.2d
198. _

Therefore, we must determine whether the trial court was required to give the requested
instruction: :

"The mere fact that an offense can be a lesser included offense of another offense does
not mean that a trial court must instruct on both offenses where the greater offense is
charged. If the evidence adduced on behalf of the defense is such that, if accepted by the
trier of fact, it would constitute a complete defense to all substantive elements of the
crime charged, the trier of fact will not be permitted to consider a lesser included offense
unless the trier of fact could reasonably find against the state and for the accused upon
one or more of the elements of the crime charged, and for the state and against the
accused on the remaining elements which, by themselves, would sustain a conviction
upon a lesser included offense. The persuasiveness of the evidence regarding the lesser
included offense is irrelevant. If under any reasonable view of the evidence it is possible
for the trier of fact to find defendant not guilty of the greater offense and guiity of the
lesser offense, the instruction on the lesser included offense must be given. The evidence
must be considered in the light most favorable to defendant. * * * ¥ State v. Gates
supra, 2 Ohio App.3d at 487, 2 OBR at 613-614, 442 N.E.2d at 1323-1324, citing State
v. Wilkins, supra.

{11] In this case, the state sought to prove the elements of murder, /.e., that defendant




(1) purposely (2) caused the death of ancther. Negligent homicide has three elements:
(1) negligently (2) causing the death of another (3) by means of a deadly weapon or
ordnance. Defendant admitted that the gun was the means of death and this was not an
issue in the case. The evidence indicated that only slight pressure on the trigger could
cause the gun to discharge.

The jury could have found against the state on the issue of whether the death was
caused purposely, but it held for the state on the issue of defendant causing the death of
the victim. Accordingly, under the circumstances of this case, where it is uncontroverted
that death was caused by a deadly weapon, if the jury concluded that the defendant
negligently caused the death, that determination *64 would sustain a conviction of
negligent homicide,

Therefore, the trial court was required to give the jury an instruction on negtigent
homicide as a lesser included offense of murder, and it was error not to do so. The
defendant's fourth assignment of error is sustained. '

In the fifth assignment of error, defendant contends that finding him guilty of the firearm
specification violated both federal and state constitutional guarantees. This court has
consistently rejected that proposition.

[121(13] R.C. 2929.71 provides sufficient notice that an additional term of years will be
involved when a firearm is associated with a felony offense. State v. Jordan (July 11,

1985), Frankiin App, No. 83AP-1168, unreported, Also, the firearm specification does not
constitute cruel and unusual punishment. State v. Jones (1983), 13 Ohio App.3d 65, 13

0.B.R. 70, 468 N.E.2d 158. Solem v. Helm (1983), 463 U.S. 277, 103 S.Ct. 3001, 77
L.Ed.2d 637, cited by defendant, is inapplicable because it involves the proportionality of
sentences in felony convictions, and this issue was not raised on appeal. Jordan, supra.
Accordingly, the fifth assignment of error is overruled. .

[14] In the sixth assignment of error, defendant urges that his conviction was not
supported by sufficient credible evidence and was against the manifest weight of the
**994 evidence. This contention is not well-taken.

An expert testified that the gun would not accidentally fire unless in the cocked or haif-
cocked position. Defendant admitted the gun was half-cocked. However, the expert
testified that, after being fired once, the cylinder would not turn unless some agent
manually tumed it and placed another bullet in front of the hammer. There is evidence
the gun was fired twice. '

Also, defendant not only testified that the shooting was accidental, but also that he loved
his wife and unborn child and would do nothing to harm them. The state produced
evidence which challenged that assertion. The jury observed all the witnesses, was the
finder of fact, and was properly instructed on the burden of proof.

There was sufficient, credible evidence on which a jury could find defendant guilty of
murder. Defendant's sixth assignment of error is overruled.

Defendant's first and fourth assignments of error are sustained, and the second, third,
fifth, and sixth assignments of error are overruled. The judgment of the trial court is
reversed, and this cause is remanded to the Court of Common Pleas of Franklin County
for a new trial.

Judgment reversed and cause remanded.,

WHITESIDE and NORRIS, )., concur.

STRAUSBAUGH, J., dissents.

STRAUSBALUGH, Judge, dissenting.

I must respectfully dissent from the majority opinion as to the fourth assignment of error.
I believe that the trial court correctly determined that negligent homicide was not a lesser
included offense based on the facts in this case and, therefore, it was not error to refuse
to instruct the jury.



The majority quotes State v. Gates, supra, 2 Ohio App. at 487, 2 Q.B.R. at 613-614_ 442
N.E.2d at 1324, wherein the court stated: "[i]f under any reasonable view of the evidence

it is possible for the trier of fact to find defendant not guilty of the greater offense and
guilty of the lesser offense, the instruction on the lesser included offense must be given *
* %" It is thus apparent that the determination of whether an instruction on a lesser
included offense should be given must necessarily focus on the evidence presented at
trial.

*65 In the instant case, it was clearly established that the victim was shot twice. The
prosecution's expert witness, R.C. Fischer, testified that the weapon could discharge if it
was in a half-cocked position and was bumped or dropped. The expert further testified
that prior to discharging a second time, the weapon had to be either manually cocked or
the cylinder had to be manually rotated in a clockwise direction. Without this manual
rotation, the second bullet couid not have been in front of the firing pin. In my opinion,
based on this evidence, no one under the facts of this case could reasonably find against
the state and for the defendant with respect to the element of "purposely.” Only by a
strained, unreasonable finding would it be possible for the trier of fact to find defendant
not gullty of the greater offense and guilty of the lesser offense.

Accordingly, I would overrule defendant's fourth assignment of error, and affirm the
judgment of the trial court,

Ohio App.,1986.
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OPINION

GRADY, Judge,
*1 Defendant-Appellant John L. Amann appeals his conviction and sentence for
aggravated murder, a violation of R.C. 2903.01(A). Amann was also convicted of a
separate firearms specification, a violation of R.C. 2929.71.
Amann presents two issues for our consideration. First, whether the trial court erred in
not suppressing inculpatory statements made during a custodial interrogation. Second,
whether the trial court erred in not instructing the jury on the offense of negligent
homicide (R.C. 2903.05) as a lesser included offense.
We conclude the trial court did not err in finding that Amann voluntarily, knowingly, and
intetligently waived of his Miranda rights. The state presented substantial evidence that
Amann's waiver was uncoerced and made with "the requisite level of comprehension”
necessary to "understand the nature of the right being abandon and the consequences of
abandoning it." Moran v. Burbine (1986), 475 U.S. 412, 421. Further, we conclude the
trial court was not obligated to give the jury an instruction on negligent homicide in that
negligent homicide is not a lesser included offense to aggravated murder. Further, no set
of facts in the record justified such an instruction.
We overrule Amann's two assignments of error. The decision of the trial court will be
affirmed.

I
On the morning of April 18, 1988, John Amann left his house, drove about three blocks,
parked his car, and returned home. Once back at his house, Amann positioned himself
near a bedroom window with a gun and watched for his neighbor, Jerry McKnight, to
emerge from his house. Amann's wife had left him about two weeks earlier over an
apparent affair with McKnight. As McKnight emerged from his house, Amann shot him
two or three times. Amann then went outside and shot McKnight three more times as he
lay en the ground. McKnight died as a result of the gunshot wounds. (Tr. 276-280).
Facts presented at the suppression hearing of November 4, 9, and 16, 1988, showed that
shortly after Amann shot McKnight he contacted Officer John L. Setty of the Moraine
Police Department. Officer Setty spoke with Amann on the telephone while police traced
the source of the call. {Tr. 21) Detective David Hicks eventually spotted Amann at a pay
phone near a store on Stroop Road in Kettering. (Tr. 31) Amann was arrested inside the
store. (Tr. 33) :
As officers handcuffed Amann, Hicks informed him of his Miranda rights. As Hicks read
Amann his rights, Amann asked "Is that dog dead?” (Tr. 34) When Hicks answered yes,
Amann said " * * * good.” (Tr. 34) Amann then interrupted Hicks again stating " * * *
what rights? I shot him. What prison am I going to?" {Tr. 35) As Hicks continued Amann
stated, " * * * what do I need a lawyer? I shot him." (Tr. 36) Amann repeated, "I don't
need no damn lawyer.” Id.



When Hicks finished reading the Miranda warnings, Amann responded that he understood
his rights and indicated that he wanted to talk to Hicks about the shooting. Amann
proceeded to describe the events surrounding the shooting, at one point telling Hicks, " *
* ¥ if he [Amann] didn't do it today, he would have done it tomorrow, if he didn't do it
tomorrow, he would do it the next week but he intended to kill him." (Tr. 38).
*2 Amann was taken to the police station where he was asked to give a videotaped
statement. Police again advised him of his rights, Amann acknowledged, on camera, that
he understocd his rights and indicated that he was waiving his rights. (Tr. 45-46)
According to police, at no time did Amann exhibit any sign that he was under the
influence of alcohol, drugs or a mental disability. Id. Amann proceeded to describe in
detail the events surrounding McKnight's death. Shortly thereafter, Amann was indicted
on one count of Aggravated Murder with an accompanying firearms specification.
In addition to the testimony of the police officers involved in Amann's arrest and
interrogation, two psychiatrists and a psychologist testified about Amann‘s mental state
at the time of his arrest and interragation. At the hearing Amann did not challenge the
propriety of police conduct surrounding his arrest and interrogation, relying instead on
the proposition that he was not competent to waive his rights,
Dr. Joseph Trevino testified that, in his expert opinion, Amann suffered from a non-
psychotic passive-aggressive personalty disorder. (Tr. 180, 191) According to Trevino,
Amann was, at the time of his interrogation, in a highly agitated state. However, Trevino
stated that neither Amann's 75 1.Q. (mildly retarded), nor his then agitated state, created
any deficiency "in any cognition at any time on his part.” (Tr. 192)
Dr. Arthur Schamm testified that, in his expert opinion, Amann suffered from a "severely
constricted range of affective expression” indicative of a brief paranoid schizophrenic
disorder episode. (Tr. 204-205) However, Schamm aiso testified that Amann appeared to
have " * * * judgment functions that were adequate for ordinary affairs[.]" (Tr. 201).
Schamm indicated that "if in fact, John had not understood his Miranda Warnings * * *
he's not the type of person who would have asked for an explanation.” (Tr. 209) Schamm
concluded that Amann's borderline personality disorder and low 1.Q. indicated that he
may have needed a more thorough explanation of his rights to fully appreciate the
consequence of waiving them. (Tr. 213)
Dr. Bobbie Hopes testified that Amann had a 75 1.Q. which was "a little bit above the
cutoff for being cailed retarded.” (Tr. Tr. 237) Hopes concluded that Amann probably
"didn't understand the meaning of, you have the right to remain silent, but I believe he
did understand that he could have an attorney.” (Tr. 244) However, Hopes admitted on
cross examination that she had interviewed Amann only twice, once immediately after his
arrest and once two days before the suppression hearing. (Tr. 250)
Dr. Trevino testified on rebuttal that, in his opinion, Amann's walver of his rights " * * *
was voluntary." (Tr. 295)
The court overruled Amann's motion to suppress. The court concluded that the testimony
and other evidence proffered at the hearing, "including Defendant's affirmation that he
understood his rights and his willingness to discuss with police the circumstances leading
to and culminating with the alleged shocting" indicated that Amann "made a knowing and
intelligent decision to waive his constitutional rights[.]"
*3 The case proceeded to trial on January 23, 1989. On January 30, 1989, Amann filed a
request for jury instructions asking the court to instruct the jury on the offense of
negligent homicide. The court declined to given such an instruction. (Tr. 938} Amann was
found guilty of Aggravated Murder and the accompanying firearms specification and
sentenced to life imprisonment plus an additional three years actual incarceration,
Amann filed a timely notice of appeal presenting two assignments of error.

' II.
Amann states in his first assignment of efrror:
THE TRIAL COURT ERRED WHEN IT OVERRULED DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO SUPPRESS
ORAL STATEMENTS.
We note at the outset that Amann's argument turns on the proposition that the Ohio
Constitution provides a higher degree of protection concerning an accused's waiver of



rights than does the Federal Constitution. However, Amann fails to furnish any
jurisprudential support for this proposition. Therefore, our analysis of his assignment of
error turns on the application of current Fifth Amendment standards to the facts of this
case.

Courts have long recognized that custodial interrogation carries a "badge of intimidation"
which presumptively compels an accused to provide incriminating evidence against
himself. Miranda v, Arizona (1966), 384 U.S. 436, 457- 458. To dispe! the factors of
compulsion inherent in the custodial interrogation setting, the United States Supreme
Court mandated in Miranda v. Arizona {1966), 384 U.S. 436, that prior to interrogation
individuals must be apprised of their right to remain silent and their right to the
assistance of counsel. The protections established in Miranda operate to temper "the
inherently compelling pressures [of custodial interrogation] which work to undermine the
individual's will to resist and to compel him to speak where he would not otherwise do so
freely." Miranda, supra, at 467. See, also, State v. Malone (Dec. 13, 1989), Montgomery
App.No. 10564, unreported; 2 Ringel, Searches & Seizures, Arrest and Confession,
Section 26.2.

Whether an accused waived his rights freely and voluntarily is not a question of form but
one of fact. North Carolina v. Butler (1979), 441 U.S. 369, 373. See, also, Colorado v.
Spring (1987), 479 U.S. 564. A court may conclude that an accused waived his rights
only if the totaiity of the circumstances establish both an uncoerced choice and "the
requisite level of comprehension" necessary to understand the consequences of his
action. Moran, supra, at 421. To this end, the state must establish by a preponderance of
the evidence (1) that the accused relinquished his right voluntarily in the sense that "it
was the product of a free choice rather than intimidation, coercion, or deception," and (2)
that he waived "with fuil awareness of the nature of the right being abandoned and the
consequences of the decision to abandon it." Moran, supra, at 421; Colorado v. Connelly
(1986), 479 U.S. 157; Edwards v. Arizona (1981), 451 U.S. 477; Stafe v. Broom {1988),
40 Ohio St.3d 277,

*4 There is no doubt that Amann waived his rights voluntarily. The state presented
uncontroverted evidence that Amann "was not worn down by improper interrogation
tactics or lengthy questioning or trickery or deceit." Fare v. Michael C. (1979), 442 U.S,
707, 726-727. Absent such coercive police conduct, there is no issue concerning the
voluntariness of a waiver. See, Connelly, supra, at 164, 167. Rather, Amann argues that
the state failed to show that he possessed "the requisite level of comprehension”
necessary to make a knowing and intelligent waiver.

The record reveals that police apprised Amann of his constitutional rights on two separate
occasions. On both occasions, Amann indicated that he understood his rights, stating at
one point, "I will answer anything you want. Hell, I ain't got nothing to hide.” (Tr. Tr. 45)
Such statements, combined with evidence of Amann's acknowledgements that he
understood his rights, met the state's burden of establishing by a preponderance of the
evidence that Amann had the “requisite level of comprehension” necessary to knowingiy
and intelligently waive his rights. Amann's low 1.Q. and rudimentary linguistic skills would
not per se negate his ability to understand his rights and knowingly waive them. See,
Connelly, supra, at 164-165. The state was not obligated to prove that Amann was
"totally rational and properly motivated." Malone, supra, at 14. See, also, Spring, supra,
at 574.

Amann attempted to rebut the state's contention by presenting evidence that he suffered
from a misapprehension or misunderstanding of his rights sufficient to obviate the
requisite level of comprehension. Amann presented two expert witnesses, Dr. Scharnm
and Dr. Hopes, who testified that he might not have comprehended the meaning of his
rights or the consequences of his actions. However, neither witness stated that Amann
did not possess the requisite level of comprehension necessary to understand his actions.
Dr. Trevino, on the other hand, opined that Amann’s judgment was not impaired and his
waiver was voluntary. The weight to be given the expert opinions proffered at the
suppression hearing was a matter for the trier of fact. See, State v. Fanning (1982), 1

Ohio St.3d 19; State v. Smith (June 6, 1990), Hamilton App. No. C-880287, unreported.




The record demonstrates that the trial court's conclusion was supported by competent,
reliable and probative evidence and we find no error in its determination.
Once the state establishes by a preponderance of the evidence that the accused was
apprised of his rights, that his waiver was uncoerced, and that he appeared to possess
"the requisite level of comprehension” necessary to understand the nature and
consequences of his actions, the state overcomes the presumption of compulsion and the
waiver becomes presumptively valid. The burden of attacking the validity of the waiver
then shifts to the accused, who must present evidence establishing the contrary
proposition. Should the accused fail to meet his burden, the trial court's finding of validity
will not be disturbed.
*& Amann's first assignment of error is overruled.

I11.
Amann's states in his second assignment:
THE TRIAL COURT ERRED WHEN IT REFUSED TQ INSTRUCT THE JURY ON NEGLIGENT
HOMICIDE,
The Ohio Supreme Court recently stated that, "because negligent homicide is not always
and 'necessarily included in' murder, we hold that negligent homicide is not a lesser
included offense of murder.” State v. Koss (1990), 49 Ohio St.3d 213, 219. Thus, the
trial court was not obligated to give an instruction on the offense of negligent homicide.
Further, the evidence presented at trial did not support an instruction on negligent
homicide. A court may not instruct the jury on matters which are not in issue or for which
no evidence has been admitted. See, Brandy v. State (1921), 102 Ohio St. 384. Here,
the uncontroverted evidence presented at trial established that Amann shot McKnight two
or three times from his bedroom window and then went outside and shot McKnight three
additional times. There was no evidence or set of facts which even suggested that
McKnight's death was the result of negligence.
Amann's second assignment of error is overruled.

Iv.
For the reasons stated above, we overrule Amann's two assignments of error. The
decision of the trial court is affirmed.

WILSON and FAIN, J3., concur.
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OPINION

GRADY, Judge,
*1 Defendant-Appeliant John L. Amann appeals his conviction and sentence for
aggravated murder, a viclation of R.C. 2903.01(A). Amann was also convicted of a
separate firearms specification, a violation of R.C. 2929.71.
Amann presents two issues for our consideration. First, whether the trial court erred in
not suppressing inculpatory statements made during a custodial interrogation. Second,
whether the trial court erred in not instructing the jury on the offense of negligent
homicide (R.C. 2903.05) as a lesser included offense.
We conclude the trial court did not err in finding that Amann voluntarily, knowingly, and
intelligently waived of his Miranda rights. The state presented substantial evidence that
Amann's waiver was uncoerced and made with "the requisite level of comprehension”
necessary to "understand the nature of the right being abandon and the consequences of
abandoning it." Moran v. Burbine (1986}, 475 U.S. 412, 421, Further, we conclude the
trial court was not obligated to give the jury an instruction on negligent homicide in that
negligent homicide is not a lesser included offense to aggravated murder. Further, no set
of facts in the record justified such an instruction.
We overrule Amann's two assignments of error. The decision of the trial court will be
affirmed.

I
On the morning of April 18, 1988, Jochn Amann left his house, drove ahout three blocks,
parked his car, and returned home., Once back at his house, Amann positioned himself
near a bedroom window with a gun and watched for his neighbor, Jerry McKnight, to
emerge from his house. Amann's wife had left him about two weeks earlier over an
apparent affair with McKnight. As McKnight emerged from his house, Amann shot him
two or three times, Amann then went outside and shot McKnight three more times as he
lay on the ground, McKnight died as a result of the gunshot wounds. (Tr. 276-280).
Facts presented at the suppression hearing of November 4, 9, and 16, 1988, showed that
shortly after Amann shot McKnight he contacted Officer John L. Setty of the Moraine
Police Department. Officer Setty spoke with Amann on the telephone while police traced
the source of the call. {Tr. 21) Detective David Hicks eventually spotted Amann at a pay
phone near a store on Stroop Road in Kettering. (Tr. 31) Amann was arrested inside the
store. (Tr. 33)
As officers handcuffed Amann, Hicks informed him of his Miranda rights. As Hicks read
Amann his rights, Amann asked "Is that dog dead?" (Tr. 34) When Hicks answered vyes,
Amann said " * * * good.” (Tr. 34) Amann then interrupted Hicks again stating " * * *
what rights? I shot him. What prison am I going to?" {Tr. 35) As Hicks continued Amann
stated, " * ¥ * what do I need a lawyer? I shot him." (Tr. 36) Amann repeated, "I don't
need no damn lawyer." Id.



When Hicks finished reading the Miranda warnings, Amann responded that he understood
his rights and indicated that he wanted to talk to Hicks about the shooting. Amann
proceeded to describe the events surrounding the shooting, at one point telling Hicks, " *
* * if he [Amann] didn't do it today, he would have done it tomorrow, if he didn't do it
tomorrow, he would do it the next week but he intended to kill him." (Tr. 38).
*2 Amann was taken to the police station where he was asked to give a videotaped
statement. Police again advised him of his rights. Amann acknowledged, on camera, that
he understood his rights and indicated that he was waiving his rights, (Tr. 45-46)
According to police, at no time did Amann exhibit any sign that he was under the
influence of alcohol, drugs or a mental disability. 1d. -Amann proceeded to describe in
detail the events surrounding McKnight's death. Shortly thereafter, Amann was indicted
on one count of Aggravated Murder with an accompanying firearms specification.
In addition to the testimony of the police officers involved in Amann's arrest and
interrogation, two psychiatrists and a psychologist testified about Amann's mental state
at the time of his arrest and interrogation. At the hearing Amann did not challenge the
propriety of police conduct surrounding his arrest and interrogation, relying instead on
the proposition that he was not competent to waive his rights.
Dr. Joseph Trevino testified that, in his expert opinion, Amann suffered from a non-
psychotic passive-aggressive personalty disorder. (Tr. 180, 191) According to Trevino,
Amann was, at the time of his interrogation, in a highly agitated state. However, Trevino
stated that neither Amann's 75 1.Q. (mildly retarded)}, nor his then agitated state, created
any deficiency "in any cognition at any time on his part.” (Tr. 192)
Dr. Arthur Schamm testified that, in his expert opinion, Amann suffered from a "severely
constricted range of affective expression” indicative of a brief paranoid schizophrenic
disorder episode. (Tr. 204-205) However, Schamm also testified that Amann appeared to
have " * * * judgment functions that were adequate for ordinary affairs[.]" (Tr. 201).
Schamm indicated that "if in fact, John had not understood his Miranda Warnings * * *
he's not the type of person who would have asked for an explanation." {Tr. 209) Schamm
concluded that Amann's borderline personality disorder and low 1.Q. indicated that he
may have needed a more thorough explanation of his rights to fully appreciate the
consequence of waiving them. (Tr, 213)
Dr. Bobbie Hopes testified that Amann had a 75 1.Q. which was "a little bit above the
cutoff for being called retarded.” (Tr. Tr. 237) Hopes concluded that Amann probably
"didn't understand the meaning of, you have the right to remain silent, but I believe he
did understand that he could have an attomey.” (Tr. 244) However, Hopes admitted on
cross examination that she had interviewed Amann only twice, once immediately after his
arrest and once two days before the suppression hearing. (Tr. 250)
Dr. Trevino testified on rebuttal that, in his opinion, Amann's waiver of his rights " * * *
was voluntary." {(Tr. 295)
The court overrulad Amann's motion to suppress. The court concluded that the testimony
and other evidence proffered at the hearing, "including Defendant's affirmation that he
understood his rights and his willingness to discuss with police the circumstances leading
to and culminating with the alleged shooting” indicated that Amann "made a knowing and
intelligent decision to waive his constitutionat rights[.]"
*3 The case proceeded to trial on January 23, 1989. On January 30, 1989, Amann filed a
request for jury instructions asking the court to instruct the jury on the offense of
negligent homicide. The court declined to given such an instruction. (Tr. 238) Amann was
found guilty of Aggravated Murder and the accompanying firearms specification and
sentenced to life imprisonment pius an additional three years actual incarceration.
Amann filed a timely notice of appeal presenting two assignments of error.

II.
Amann states in his first assignment of etrror:
THE TRIAL COURT ERRED WHEN IT OVERRULED DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO SUPPRESS
ORAL STATEMENTS.
We note at the outset that Amann's argument turns on the proposition that the Qhio
Constitution provides a higher degree of protection concerning an accused's waiver of



rights than does the Federal Constitution. However, Amann fails to furnish any
jurisprudential support for this proposition. Therefore, our analysis of his assignment of
error turns on the application of current Fifth Amendment standards to the facts of this
case,

Courts have long recognized that custodial interrogation carries a "badge of intimidation”
which presumptively compels an accused to provide incriminating evidence against
himself. Miranda v. Arizona (1966}, 384 U.S. 436, 457- 458. To dispel the factors of
compulsion inherent in the custodial interrogation setting, the United States Supreme
Court mandated in Miranda v. Arizona {1966}, 384 U.5. 436, that prior to interrogation
individuals must be apprised of their right to remain silent and their right to the
assistance of counsel. The protections established in Miranda operate to temper "the
inherently compelling pressures [of custodial interrogation] which work to undermine the
individual's will to resist and to compel him to speak where he would not otherwise do so
freely." Miranda, supra, at 467. See, also, State v. Malone (Dec. 13, 1989), Montgomery
App.No, 10564, unreported; 2 Ringel, Searches & Seizures, Arrest and Confession,
Section 26.2.

Whether an accused waived his rights freely and voluntarily is not a question of form but
one of fact. North Carplina v. Butler {1979), 441 U.S, 369, 373. See, also, Coforado v.
Spring (1987}, 479 U.S. 564. A court may conclude that an accused waived his rights
only if the totality of the circumstances establish both an uncoerced choice and "the
requisite level of comprehension” necessary to understand the consequences of his
action. Moran, supra, at 421, To this end, the state must establish by a preponderance of
the evidence (1) that the accused relinquished his right voluntarily in the sense that "it
was the product of a free choice rather than intimidation, coercion, or deception," and (2)
that he waived "with full awareness of the nature of the right being abandoned and the
consequences of the decision to abandon it." Moran, supra, at 421, Colorado v. Connelly
(1986), 479 U.S. 157; Edwards v. Arizona (1981), 451 U.S, 477: State v. Broom (1988),
40 Qhio St.3d 277. '
*4 There is no doubt that Amann waived his rights veiuntarily. The state presented
uncontroverted evidence that Amann "was not worn down by improper interrogation
tactics or lengthy questioning or trickery or deceit." Fare v. Michael C. (1979), 442 U.S.
707, 726-727. Absent such coercive police conduct, there is no issue concerning the
voluntariness of a waiver. See, Connelly, supra, at 164, 167. Rather, Amann argues that
the state failed to show that he possessed "the requisite level of comprehension”
necessary to make a knowing and intelligent waiver.

The record reveals that police apprised Amann of his constitutional rights on two separate
occasions. On both occasions, Amann indicated that he understood his rights, stating at
one point, "I will answer anything you want. Hell, I ain't got nothing to hide.” (Tr. Tr. 45)
Such statements, combined with evidence of Amann's acknowledgements that he
understood his rights, met the state's burden of establishing by a preponderance of the
evidence that Amann had the "requisite level of comprehension” necessary to knowingly
and intelligently waive his rights. Amann’s low 1.Q. and rudimentary linguistic skills would
not per se negate his ability to understand his rights and knowingly waive them. See,
Connelly, supra, at 164-185. The state was not obligated to prove that Amann was
"totally rational and properly motivated." Malone, supra, at 14. See, also, Spring, supra,
at 574. :

Amann attempted to rebut the state's contention by presenting evidence that he suffered
from a misapprehension or misunderstanding of his rights sufficient to obviate the
requisite level of comprehension. Amann presented two expert witnesses, Dr. Schamm
and Dr. Hopes, who testified that he might not have comprehended the meaning of his
rights or the consequences of his actions. However, neither witness stated that Amann
did not possess the requisite level of comprehension necessary to understand his actions.
Dr. Trevinc, on the other hand, opined that Amann's judgment was not impaired and his
waiver was voluntary. The weight to be given the expert opinions proffered at the
suppression hearing was a matter for the trier of fact. See, State v. Fanning (1982), 1
Qhio St.3d 19; State v. Smith (June 6, 1990), Hamilton App. No. C-880287, unreported.




The record demonstrates that the trial court's conclusion was supported by competent,
reliable and probative evidence and we find no error in its determination.
Once the state establishes by a preponderance of the evidence that the accused was
apprised of his rights, that his waiver was uricoerced, and that he appeared to possess
"the requisite level of comprehension™ necessary to understand the nature and
consequences of his actions, the state overcomes the presumption of compulsion and the
waiver becomes presumptively valid. The burden of attacking the validity of the waiver
then shifts to the accused, who must present evidence establishing the contrary
proposition. Shouid the accused fail to meet his burden, the trial court's finding of validity
will not be disturbed.
*5 Amann's first assignment of error is overruled.
II1.

Amann's states in his second assignment:
THE TRIAL COURT ERRED WHEN IT REFUSED TO INSTRUCT THE JURY ON NEGLIGENT
HOMICIDE.
The Ohio Supreme Court recently stated that, "because negligent homicide is not always
and 'necessarily included in' murder, we hold that negligent homicide is not a lesser
included offense of murder." State v. Koss (1990), 49 Ohio St.3d 213, 219. Thus, the
trial court was not obligated to give an instruction on the offense of negligent homicide.
Further, the evidence presented at trial did not support an instruction on negligent
homicide. A court may not instruct the jury on matters which are not in issue or for which
no evidence has been admitted. See, Brandy v. S 1921), 102 Ohip St. 384. Here,
the uncontroverted evidence presented at trial established that Amann shot McKnight two
or three times from his bedroom window and then went outside and shot McKnight three
additional times. There was no evidence or set of facts which even suggested that
McKnight's death was the result of negligence. -
Amann's second assignment of error is overruled,

' 1v.
For the reasons stated above, we overrule Amann's two assignments of arror. The
decision of the trial court is affirmed.

WILSON and FAIN, 11., concur.
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