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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS

Procedural Posture -

TRIAL LEVEL PROCEEDINGS

On March 4, 2003, the Butler County Grand Jury returned a five-count indictment
charging Appellant with the aggravated murder, aggravated robbery of Lawrence Sanders on
February 24, 2003, the theft of Sanders’ motor vehicle and the burglary and aggravated burglary
of his residence. The aggravated murder count contained three capital specifications.

On January 27, 2004, on advice of defense counsel Detective Ketterer waived his
right to a jury trial and pled guilty to the entire indictment. On January 28, and 29, 2004 the three
judge panel entertained evidence and argument as to the sufficiency of the evidence to convict
Appellant. At close of the hearing the panel found Appellant guilty of all counts and
specifications. [1/29/04 Transcript, p. 222].

On February 2-4, 2004, the panel conducted the sentencing hearing. At the
conclusion of that hearing the panel found that the aggravating circumstances outweighed the
mitigating factors by proof beyond a reasonable doubt. [2/04/07 Transcript p. 301]. The panel
immediately sentenced Appellant to death on count one. [/d.] The panel imposed the following
sentences as to the other charges: Count Two, a sentence of nine years and a $2,000 fine; Count
Three, a consecutive sentence of nine years and a $2,000 fine; Count Four, a sentence of
seventeen months to be served concurrent to the terms of imprisonment in Counts two and
Three; and Count Five, a consecutive sentence of four years and a $1,000 fine. [Id. at pp. 303-

305, 2/05/04 Transcript p. 4].




DIRECT APPEAL PROCEEDINGS

On March 19, 2004, Appellant filed his Notice of Appeal with this Court. On
October 29, 2004, he filed his Merit Brief with this Court. On February 16, 2005, the state filed
its merit brief. On October 25, 2006, this Court affirmed Appellant’s convictions and sentences.
State v. Ketterer, 111 Ohio St. 3d 70, 2006-Ohio-5283.

On January 23, 2007, Appellant filed his Application for Reopening. On
February 8, 2007, this state filed its memorandum opposing the application. On April 18, 2007,
this Court vacated the non-capital sentences and remanded the matter for re-sentencing. Stafe v.
Ketterer, 113 Ohio St. 3d 1463, 2007-Ohio-1722.

POST-CONVICTION PROCEEDINGS

On December 28, 2002, Appellant filed his initial post-conviction petition which
challenged his conviction for capital murder and death sentence, Stare v, Ketterer, Butler C,P,
No. CR2003-03-0309. On January 7, 2003, the prosecution filed its answer to the petition.

On April 27, 2003, Appellant filed a Motion to Reconvene the panel that
sentenced him to death, for purposes of ruling on the post-conviction and related motion. On
April 24, 2006, after the panel conducted a status conference and the parties submitted additional
briefing, the presiding judge Patricia 8. Oney overruled Appellant’s Motion to Reconvene the
Panel.

The post-conviction proceedings have since been held in abeyance while the
parties litigated the original action and the remand proceedings from this Court. In addition, the
parties have litigated whether the resentencing of Appellant has necessitated the filing of a new
post-conviction petition. See State v. Roberts (Trumbull App. Oct. 19, 2007), 2007-Ohio-5616,

Ohio App LEXIS 4956, 9 5-9.




MANDAMUS PROCEEDINGS

On July 19, 2006, Appellant instituted a mandamus action against the presiding
judge in the Butler County Court of Appeals. He challenged the jurisdiction of the judge to hear
the post-conviction proceedings without the other two judges, who comprised the three judge
panel which sentenced him to death.

On July 26, 2006, Appellee filed a motion to dismiss bursuant to Civ. R,
12(b)(6). On October 3, 2006, the Butler County Court of Appeals granted Appellee’s Motion to
Dismiss. State, ex rel Ketterer v. Oney, Judge, Butler App. No. CA2006-07-0171. That court did
not reach the merits, but instead held that Appellant had an adequate remedy at law. Id.

On November 17, 2006, Appellant timely filed his Notice of Appeal to this Court
from the entry dismissing his original action. On January 16, 2007, Appellant filed his Merit
Brief. On February 8§, 2007, the Respondent filed her Merit Brief. On May 9, 2007, this Court
affirmed the decision of the trial court holding that Appeliant had an adequate remedy at law,
State, ex rel. Ketierer v. Oney, Judge, 113 Ohio St. 3d 306, 2007-Qhio-1954, Y6.

REMAND PROCEEDINGS

After this Court ordered the remand proceedings, Appellant filed motions 1) to
reconvene the panel for purposes of resentencing, 2) for disclosure of exculpatory evidence and
3) to withdraw his guilty pleas. The court granted the motion to reconvene,

On May 24, 2007, the panel reconvened for purposes of resentencing. It
heard argument and denied the motion for disclosure of exculpatory information. [5/24/07
Transcript pp. 5-13, A-12]. It then imposed the same sentences that it had at the time of retrial:
Count Two, a sentence of nine years and a $2,000 fine; Count Three, a consecutive sentence of

nine years and a $2,000 fine; Count Four, a sentence of seventeen months to be served




concurrent to the terms of imprisonment in Counts two and Three; and Count Five, a consecutive
sentence of four years and a $1,000 fine. [/d. at pp. 23-24, A-9-10]. The presiding judge, after
the other two judges had adjourned, then denied Appellant’s Motion to with his guilty pleas. [/d.
at pp. 24-29, A-11]. '
CURRENT PROCEEDINGS IN THIS COURT

On July 18, 2007, Appellant timely appealed to this Court. [A-1-7]. On
September 5, 2007, the Clerk submitted the record from the court below. On October 25, 2007,
Appellant filed a motion to supplement the record with the transcript of the May 24, 2007
remand hearing. That motion is still pending. |

On July 23, 2007, the state filed a motion to dismiss claiming that the Butler
County Court of Appeals had exclusive jurisdiction to hear this appeal. On August 29, 2007, this
Court denied the motion.

On October 24, 2007, Appellant filed a stipulation extending the time for him to
file his merit brief until November 4, 2007.

Factual Posture

Appellant has very limited intelligence. On the WAIS-III he received a Verbal
1Q score of 76, a Performance 1Q score of 73, and a Full Scale 1Q score of 72. [Motion to
Withdraw Guilty Exhibit 5, § 17]. All of his scores were in the lower range of the Borderline
Intellectual Functioning classification on the Wide Range Achievement Test-3 [/d4. at 9 18]. He
obtained a reading score of 64 (better than only about 1% of others his age) and a Spelling Score
of 57 (better than less than 1% of the individuals his age) [/d. ]. Appellant also suffers from a

serious mental illness, i.e., bipolar disorder.




On February 25, 2003 at 7:30 p.m. the investigating officer arrested
Appellant [4.03.03 Transcript, pp. 93-94]. He had been drinking at a bar from at least 4:00 p.m.
until 7:00 p.m. [1.28.04 Transcript, pp. 29-30]. The bartender stopped serving him and a cab
was called to transport him from the bar. [/d at pp. 40, 65]. Officer Cifuentes testified that he
thought Appellant was intoxicated at the time of his arrest [/d. at 359-61]. At the time of his
arrest, Appellant was in the midst of a crack-cocaine binge. Detective Collins festified that
Appellant would associate with crack addict Mary Gabbard at 706 East Avenue, where the two
of them would drink and smoke crack-cocaine. [4.04.03 Transcript, p. 61]. Detective Rogers
testified that when he arrested Appellant at the back door of 706 East Avenue, he was talking
about crack-cocaine. [Id at 134].

After the officers arrested Appellant they took him to a local police station, where
becanse of his condition, he fell asleep or passed out. [Id at p. 47]. Prior to passing out, he
executed separate consent forms for the search of his coat, bag and his residence. The form had
a reading twelfth grade level, which was approximately eight grades above Appellant’s reading
level. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea, Exhibit 5, § 29]. Appellant also executed a Miranda
wailver prior to making two inculpatory statements to the arresting officers. The document the
police utilized to have Appellant waive his rights had a Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level of 9.9---six
full grade levels above Mr. Ketterer’s reading and writing abilities. [/d. ar Exhibit 5, § 21]. In the
second written statement that Appellant signed, the following statement is attributed to him “I
was in Vietnam. [ can tell you that when I was in combat that I probably did kill several
Vietnamese in battle. And from that time until T killed Larry I have never killed anyone else.”
Appellant never served in combat in Vietnam. The reading level of both of the written statements

signed by him had a Flesch-Kincaid grade Level of 6.6 and 6.3 respectively — almost three




grades ébove Mr. Ketterer’s reading and writing abilities. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea
Exhibit 5. § 25-26). Both of the documents contained language that is beyond Appellant’s
linguistic ability. [Id.].

Prior to trial, the Coroner, when he conducted the autopsy, found hairs on both of
the victim’s hands. On February 4, 2004, after the Panel found Petitioner Ketterer guilty,
Cellmark issued its report finding that the hair recovered by the Coroner in the victim’s hands
did not belong to Appellant. [ld at Exhibit 25].

Defense counsel met with Appellant the night prior to the start of his jury trial.
They told him that if he waived his right to a jury trial he would not receive the death penalty.
[/d. at Exhibit 1] For this reason alone he waived his right to a jury. [/d] Appellant advised two
fellow inmates that he was going to waive his right to a jury trial because his attorneys told him
that he would not receive the death penalty, if entered such a waiver. [Id at Exhibits 2 and 3].

Appellant, in open court, executed a written waiver, which had a grade level of a
twelfth grader, eight full grades beyond his comprehension. [/d at Exhibit 5, at §32] Appellant
entered two written guilty pleas; one for the Count of Aggravated Murder and the other written
waiver for the non-capital counts. The guilty plea forms were beyond Appellant’s level of
reading comprehension. The guilty plea forms required a reading level of a 10.9 grade, nearly
seven grade years beyond Petitioner Ketterer’s ability, [Id. at § 31].

Prior to trial, the presiding judge had authorized funding for mitigation specialist
James Crates to conduct the sentencing investigation, Crates did not meet with Appellant.
[Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea, Exhibit 25, 93]. Crates conducted little or no investigation.
[ld]. As a result, defense counsel failed to present significant, available mitigating evidence,

including: a) Appellant’s father had a bad temper; b) Appellant was severely physically,




verbally, and emotionally abused by his father; ¢) Appellant was further physically abused by at
least one of his brothers; d) Appellant’s father was an alcoholic; €) Appellant was exposed to
alcohol as a child and first drank alcohol at the age of 9 or 10; f) Appellant’s mother reportedly
abused tranquilizers and then began abusing alcohol afier Appellant’s father died; g) Appellant
was born with a heart murmur and he also had rheumatic fever as a child, resulting in frequent
absences from school and missing socialization opportunities; h) Appellant’s father frequently
complained about expensive medical bills that were incurred due to Appellant’s medical
conditions; i) Appellant struggled to accept his brother’s homosexuality; j) Appellant’s family
has a history of psychiatric illness, including one brother who is under the care of a psychiatrist
for a chronic mental illness, another brother who was previously psychiatrically hospitalized and
one of Appellant’s paternal uncles committed suicide; k) Appellant’s father died when Appellant
was 13 or 14 years old, and this caused emotional conflict for Appellant because he was happy
that the abuse he was suffered stopped, but he also experienced guilt over having secretly wished
his father would die and 1) when his father died, Appellant’s mother was ineffective at imposing

structure and unable to place limits on the children. [/d. at Exhibit 5, 9§ 37].

PROPOSITION OF LAW NO. I

A DEFENDANT’S SENTENCE 1S VOID WHEN THE TRIAL COURT
FAILS TO PROPERLY ADVISE HIM CONCERNING POST RELEASE
CONTROL ON ALL COUNTS.
The panel re-sentenced Appellant on the offenses of aggravated robbery (Count
Two), aggravated burglary (Count Three), grand theft (Count Four), and burglary (Count Five3).
The trial court orally imposed post release control “in regards to Count Two and Five, if you are

released after serving that sentence, the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Control will put

you on post-release control, mandatory for a period of five years.” [5/24/07 Transcript, p. 24].



The pahel erred when it failed to impose post release control as to Count Two, the offense of
aggravated burglary.

A trial court is obligated to impose post-release control with respect to each first
and second degree felony it sentences a defendant. R.C. 2967.28(B)(1). State v. Jordan, 104
Ohio St. 3d 21, 2004-Ohio-6085, § 21 (“The plain language of R.C. 2929.14(F) and 2967.28
evinces the intent of the General Assembly not only to make all incarcerated felons subject to
mandatory or discretionary post-release control, but also to require all sentencing trial courts in
this state to include postrelease control as part of the sentence for every incarcerated offender.”
The third count of the indictment, aggravated burglary was an offense of the first degree. R.C.
2911.11(B). Thus, the panel erred when it failed to impose post-release control as to Count Two.
R.C. 2967.28(B)(1).

A trial court’s failure to inclﬁde a provision as to post-release control renders the
sentence void. State v. Jordan, 2004-Ohio-6085, at §23. The proper remedy for such an error is
to remand the case for purposes of re-sentencing. /d. See State v. Beasley {1984), 14 Ohio St. 3d
74, 75,471 N.E.2d 774.

The panel compounded this error when it placed its sentencing entry of record.
The panel provided therein “As to Count(s} Two, Three, Four and Five: The Court [sic] has
notified the defendant that post release is in this case up to a maximum of [sic] years, as well as
the consequences for violating the conditions of post release control imposed by the Parole
Board under Ohio Revised Code Section 2967.28” [A-9]. The panel’s entry was incorrect
because 1) Appellant did not receive post release control as to Count Four, because that was a

felony of the fourth degree, and 2) the panel did not advise Appellant as to post-release control as




to Couﬁt Three. More importantly, the panel, in its sentencing entry, did not identify the number
of years that Appellént would be subject to post release control. [A-9].

A trial court, when it imposes a sentence of post-release control is not only
required to orally notify the defendant of the proviéion, but to place it in its senfencing entry.
State v. Jordaﬁ, 2004-Ohio-6085, at Syllabus 1 (“When sentencing a felony offender to a term of
imprisonment, a frial court is required to notify the offender at the sentencing hearing about
postrelease control and is further required to incorporate that notice into its journal entry
imposing senfence.”) (emphasis added). See State v. Phillips, Logan App. No. 8-06-14, 2007-
Ohio-686, 2007 Ohio App. LEXIS 611, 2007 Ohio App. LEXIS 611 § 26 (While the trial court
informed the defendant orally concerning post-release control at sentencing, it “failed to
incorporate the notice about post-release control in its sentencing entry. Consequently, Phillips’
sentence was rendered void.”); State v. Balderson, Stark App. No. 2006-Ohio-2463, 2007 Ohio
App. LEXIS 2288, § 27 (Because the trial court orally advised defendant of post release control,
but did not include it in its sentencing entry, “the Court’s September 24, 1998 Judge Entry was,
therefore void.”). Thus the panel’s sentencing entry in the present case is void as to the Counts
Two, Three and Five,

This Court should sustain Proposition of Law No. I and remand this matter to the
trial court for re-sentencing,

PROPOSITION OF LAW NO. II

A TRIAL COURT’S SENTENCING MUST BE VACATED IF IT DOES
NOT CONTAIN THE INFORMATION MANDATED BY CRIM. R. 32(B).

A sentencing entry shall set forth the “the plea, the verdict or findings, and the
sentence.” Crim. R. 32(C). An entry which does not contain all of this information does not

constitute a final appealable order. State v. Miller, Medina App. No. 06CA0056-M, 2007-Ohio-



1353, 2007 Ohio App. LEXIS 1258 at § 10; State v. Combs, Lorain App. No. 06CA008942,
2007-Ohio-2155, 2007 Ohio App. LEXIS 2032 at g 5-10.!

Th¢ panel’s sentencing entry in the present case does contain Appellant’s plea.
[A-]. Therefore the panel’s re-sentencing judgment of conviction entry does not meet the
requirements of Crim. R. 32(C).

This Court should sustain Proposition of Law No. II and remand this case for

purposes of the panel entering a proper judgment entry.

PROPOSITION OF LAW NO. III

A DEFENDANT MAY NOT BE RESENTENCED PURSUANT TO A
STATUTORY SCHEME IN WHICH THE REQUIREMENT FOR
ADDITIONAL FACT FINDING TO IMPOSE GREATER THAN THE
MINIMUM AND CONSECUTIVE SENTENCES WAS ELIMINATED
SUBSEQUENT TO HIS GUILTY PLEAS,
This Court remanded Appellant’s case for resentencing because the panel’s
imposition of sentences with respect to the non-capital counts violated Mr. Ketterer's right to a
jury trial. State v. Ketterer, 113 Ohio St. 3d 1463, 2007-Ohio-1722. At his resentencing Mr.
Ketterer argued that the imposition of sentences that exceeded the statutory minimum and were
to be served consecutively violated his constitutional rights because the provisions lacked the
fact finding requirements which were in place at the time of his guilty pleas. [5/24/07, pp. 14-
19]. The trial court rejected the argument and imposed sentences which exceeded the statutory

minimum and which were to be served consecutively. [Zd. at pp. 23-23, A-9-10]. The trial court

erred when it imposed non-minimum and consecutive sentences.

! This Court has accepted for review the issue concerning the effect of a trial court’s failure to

enter a judgment entry which complies with Crim. R. 32(C). State v. Baker, 114 Ohio St. 3d
1505, 2007-Ohio-4285.
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On February 27, 2006, this Court found portions of R.C. 2929.14, 2929.19 and
2929.41 to be unconstitutional. State v. Foster, 109 Ohio St. 3d 1, 2006-Chio-856, paragraphs
one, three and five of the syllabus. To remedy the constitutional violations, this Court severed
those portions of the statutes declared to be unconstitutional. Jd., at paragraphs two, four, and six
of the syllabus. This Court, in Foster, declared that any case in which the trial courts imposed
non-minimum and/or consecutive sentences premised on the factors contained in R.C. 2929.14,
must be reversed and remanded to the trial court for resentencing. The Fosfer remedy violates
the Ex Post Facto and Due Process Clauses because it effectively changeé the presnmptive
sentence to the detriment of the defendant. Miller v. Florida (1987), 482 U.S. 423, 432, 107 S.
Ct. 2446.

In Foster, this Court suggested that it relied on United States v. Booker (2005),
543 U.S. 220, 125 S. Ct. 738, as the blueprint for the remedy, which it adopted. Foster at §90.
Although the United States Supreme Court in Booker did sever a portion of the sentencing
statute, the severance was limited, and the Court did uphold significant portions of the statute.
The United States Supreme Court in Booker severed the subsection that required a trial court to
impose a sentence within the applicable guidelines and the subsection setting forth the standards
of review on appeal. Id, n. 97. The United States Supreme Court, however, left in tact the
statutory provisions which require a trial court to consider the guideline ranges established for a
particular offense category. United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. at 259-260. In addition, the
United States Supreme Court did not sever 18 U.S.C. § 3553(c)(2), which mandates that a trial
court state its reasons for departing from the guidelines. Consequently, although the Supreme

Court in Boeoker severed four separate standards of appellate review, the remaining portions of
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the statute permitted either party to seek appellate review to determine the reasonableness of the

trial court’s sentence. United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. at 260, 261.

By contrast, the severance which this Court imposed in Foster, cuts a wide swath
through the sentencing statutes, eliminating presumptions, save those favoring incarceration,
eliminating a trial court’s duty to explain reasons for departing from the guidelines, thus
~ effectively eliminating the ability of an appellate court to effectively review a sentence, and
essentially eliminating any real chance of accomplishing the legislature’s goal of establishing
uniformity and proportionality in Ohio’s criminal sentencing. Recently, the United States
Supreme Court held that a state court cannot apply the Booker severance to state sentencing
statutes in the manner that this Court applied in Foster. Cunningham v. California (2007),
__US._ , 127 8. Ct. 856. In that case the Supreme Court found that California’s sentencing
scheme, “does not resemble the advisory system the Booker Court had in view. * * * Factfinding
to elevate a sentence from 12 to 16 years, our decisions make plain, falls within the province of
the jury employing a beyond-a-reasonable-doubt standard, ﬁot the bailiwick of a judge
determining where the preponderance of the evidence lies.” Jd at 870. Ohio’s statutory
sentencing scheme after the Foster severance suffers from the same deficiency. In Ohio, facts a
judge found are used to elevate statutorily mandated minimum, concurrent sentences, to a higher
sentence within the rangé, or to consecutive sentences. Those facts must be found by a jury or
admitted by the defendant.

A, THIS COURT, CONSISTENT WITH DUE PROCESS AND JURY TRIAL CLAUSES
OF THE FEDERAL AND THE OHIO CONSTITUTIONS, CANNOT
RETROACTIVELY ELIMINATE STATUTORILY REQUIRED FINDINGS TO
EVISCERATE A DEFENDANT’S RIGHT TO A JURY TRIAL.

The right to a jury trial, which is encompassed in the Sixth Amendment, is made

applicable to the States by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, Duncan v.
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Louisz'aﬁa (1968), 391 U.S. 145, 88 8. Ct. 1444. Once a legislature, statc or federal, has
predicated the availability of a criminal penalty upon proof of a particular fact, the penalty may
not be imposed unless the fact has been admitted by the defendant or found by a jury to have
been proven beyond a reasonable doubt. United States v. Booker (2005), 543 U.S, 220, 230-31,
125 8. Ct. 738; Blakely v. Washington (2004), 542 U.S. 296, 313, 124 S. Ct. 2531; Apprendi v.
New Jersey (2000), 530 U.S. 466, 476, 120 S. Ct. 2348. accord Jones v. United States (1999),
526 U.S. 227, 251-52, 119 8. Ct. 1215. See also, State v. Foster, 2006-Ohio-856, 1 2-12.

As explained in Blakely, if a legislature has enacted a mandatory determinate
criminal sentencing system, the Sixth Amendment forbids a court from imposing any penalty in
excess of the statutory maximuvm, unless the required factual findings have been made in
accordance with the right to trial by jury. The “statutory maximum?” is “the maximum sentence a
judge may impose solely on the basis of the facts reflected in the jury verdict or admitted by the
defendant . . . [T]he relevant ‘statutory maximum’ is not the maximum sentence a judge may
impose after finding additional facts, but the maximum he may impose without any additional
findings.” Blakely, 542 U.S. at 303 (emphasis in original).

When the United States Supreme Court struck down Blakely’s enhanced sentence
because it was based on unconstitutional fact-finding, the State of Washington was not free to
just eliminate its system of guidelines and retroactively apply a new discretionary scheme in
order to re-sentence Blakely to his original illegal term of imprisonment. The trial court could
only impose on remand a sentence that could be imposed at the time of the offense that did not
require unconstitutional judicial fact-finding:

[Blakely] was sentenced to prison for more than three years beyond what the law

allowed for the crime to which he confessed, on the basis of a disputed finding
that he had acted with “deliberate cruelty.” The Framers would not have thought
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it too much to demand that, before depriving 2 man of three more years of his

liberty, the State should suffer the modest inconvenience of submitting its

accusation to “the unanimous suffrage of twelve of his equals and neighbors.”
Blakely, 542 U.S. at 313 2

Similarly when this Court found that trial courts had engaged in infirm fact-
finding, it was not free to cure the fact finding by striking down the guidelines, This Court in
Foster should have fashioned a remedy that would have permitted fact finding in the sentencing
process by. specifying that a jury rather than a judge determine sentencing factors. See, e.g.,
State v. Smylie (Ind. Sup. Ct. 2005), 823 N.E. 2d 679, 685 {*"We thus hold that the sort of facts
envisioned by Blakely as necessitating a jury finding must be found by a jury under Indiana’s
existing sentencing laws.”). However, this Court declined to do so.

Prior to the decision in Foster, the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments prohibited
trial courts from imposing any sentence other than the statutory minimum and concurrent
sentences upon criminal defendants. Any other sentence would require additional factual
findings which were neither admitted by Appellant nor found by a jury. Foster, 2006-Ohio-856
at §56-67. Because the Sixth Amendment constitutionally required the tmposition of minimum
and concurrent sentences pursuant to the law as it existed at the time of the instant offenses, the
only lawful sentences which the trial court could have imposed on remand were the statutory
minimums. State v. Foster, 2006-Ohio-856 at {56-67.

This Court held, however, that the Sixth Amendment would not require the
imposition of minimum, concurrent sentences on remand. Foster, 2006-Ohio-856 at 1193-102.

This Court held instead that the statutory presumptions which require judicial fact-finding to

2 See also, Blakely, supra, at 309: “In a system that punishes burglary with a 10-year sentence,
with another 30 added for use of a gun, the burglar who enters a home unarmed is entitled to no
more than a found by a jury. /d. (emphasis in original).

14




depart ﬁom minimum, non-maximum and non-consecutive sentences were unconstitutional. Jd.
Rather than hold the requirement of judicial fact-finding unconstitutional, the Court severed the
statutory presumptions from the remainder of the statutes. It concluded that on remand, judges
would be free to impose any sentence, regardless of whether or not the penalty imposed at re-
senfencing exceeded that which would have been compelled by Blakely. Id.

This Court’s decision in Foster is incompatible with the controlling precedent of
the United States Supreme Court. The Sixth Amendment not only prohibits the legislature from
removing predicate factual findings from the jury, but also forbids the judiciary from
circumventing the limitations which thP; legislature has placed on the availability of criminal
punishments which correspond to varying degrees of ¢riminal culpability. Apprendi, 530 U.S. at
483-85.

When a sentencing scheme incorporates a statutory maximum prohibiting the
imposition of specified punishments except upon proof of certain facts, the facts which must be
demonstrated in order to exceed the statutory maximum are to be treated as elements of a
criminal offense. Apprendi, Blakely, Booker, supra. Any other rule would permit the States to
“manipulate their way out of Winship” merely by claiming that a ériminal offense is actually
nothing more than a sentencing enhancement attached to a less serious conviction. Jones, 526
U.S. at 243.

This Court cannot retroactively eliminate the statutory directives which limited
the maximum for a criminal sentence any more than it can retroactively eliminate an element of
the offense of charged in the indictment. Compare Apprendi, Blakely, Booker, Jones, supra, cf.

Fiore v. White (2001), 531 U.S. 225, 228-29; 121 8. Ct. 712. As a result, the sentencing
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framework that this Court created in Foster, violates the Federal Constitution, and Appellant
must be resentenced to the statutory minimum sentences to be served concurrently.

B. APPELLANT’S NONCAPITAL SENTENCES VIOLATE THE DUE PROCESS
CLAUSE OF THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION

1 Severance operates as an ex post facto law.

It is well-established that due process prohibits retroactive application of any
judicial construction of a criminal statute that is unexpected and indefensible by reference to the
law which was expressed before the conduct in issue. Bouie v. Columbia (1964), 378 U.S. 347,
354, 84 8. Ct. 1697. As this Court has recognized, “an unforeseeable judicial enlargement of a
criminal statute, applied retroactively, operates precisely like an ex post facto law. . . ,” and thus
violates the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution.
State v. Garner (1995), 74 Ohio St. 3d 49, 57, 656 N.E.2d 623, quoting Bouie v. Columbia, 378
U.S. at 353 (internal citations omitted). The scope of the Ex Post Facto Clause’s protection
includes “[e}very law that changes the punishment, and inflicts a greater punishment, than the
law annexed to the crime, when committed.” Calder v. Bull (1798), 3 U.S. 386, 3 Dallas 386
(seriatim opinion of Chase, J.). Although the constitutional prohibition against ex post facto laws
is applicable only to legislative enactments, judicial enlargement of a statute implicates the same
concerns expressed by the Ex Post Facto Clause. State v. Garner, 74 Ohio St. 3d at 57.

The application of a state’s revised sentencing guidelines to a defendant whose
crimes occurred before the revisions took effect, violates the Ex Post Facto Clause and the
prisoner’s right to due process. Miller v. Florida (1987), 482 U.S. 423, 432, 107 S. Ct. 2446, In
that case, Florida revised its sentencing guidelines, after the defendant’s offense transpired, by
raising the “presumptive” sentence that the defendant éould receive when he was sentenced. The

Supreme Court found that Florida’s revision of its sentencing guidelines fell within the ex post

16



facto prohibition because 1) it was retrospective, the guidelines were applied to events occurring
before its enactment; and 2), it disadvantaged the offender affected by it. Id at 430. A law is
retrospective if it _“changes the legal consequences of acts completed before its effective date.”
Id at 431, citing Weaver v. Graham (1981), 450 U.S. 24, 31, 101 S. Ct. 960, A'S to the second
element, the Court observed that it is “axiomatic that for a law to be ex post facto it must be more
onerous than the prior law.” Id. (internal citation omitted).

On remand in Appellant’s case, the panel’s application of the severance remedy
operated retrospectively and disadvantaged Appellant. Under the sentencing statutes in effect at
the time of the murder of Mr. Sanders, there was a presumption that he would be sentenced to a
minimum, concurrent sentence. The application of the severed statute eliminated the
presumption in favor of minimum, concurrent sentences. In addition, by ecliminating the
presumptive sentencing levels contained within the severed statutes and the judicial fact-finding
that attended sentences exceeding the presumptive range, this Court effectively foreclosed
appellate review. In Miller, the U.S. Supreme Court found that eliminating appellate review was
a second reason to find that the defendant had been “substantially disadvantaged” by the
retrospective application of the revised guidelines to his crime. Miller v. Florida 482 U.S. at
433,

The retroactive application of sentencing statutes, as amended by this Court,
changes the punishment that Appellant will suffer and compromises his ability to appeal his
sentence. Accordingly, the Foster remedy as applied to Appellant violates the Ex Post Facto
Clause and thereby deny him due process.

2. This Court's remedy was unforeseeable and cannot be defended in light of the
law in existent prior to Foster.
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Due process demands that a defendant have fair warning of what constitutes a
crime. Bouie v. Columbia, 378 U.S, at 350. A defendant is denied fair warning, when there is an
unforeseeable and retroactive judicial expansion of statutory language that appears narrow and
precise on its face. Jd at 352. Consequently, if a judicial construction of a criminal statute is
“‘unexpected and indefensible by reference to the law which had been expressed prior to the
conduct in issue,” [the construction] must not be given retroactive effect.” Id at 354 (citation
omiited). |

When the alleged crimes occurred, Appellant could not have foreseen that this
Court would replace those portions of Senate Bill 2 that gave a trial court “guided discretion”
with unfettered, unreviewable discretion. State v. Foster at 89. Even after Blakely, defendants
could not have foreseen severance, given this Court’s decision in State ex rel. Mason v. Griffin,
104 Ohio St. 3d 279, 2004-Ohio-6384 at 17, that if the statutes were found to be
unconstitutional (after Blakely), a trial court “should apply the pertinent sentencing statutes
without any enhancement provisions found to be unconstitutional..,”

The severance remedy was also unforeseeable by reference to the relevant statute
and caselaw. The enabling statute required that the statutes provide uniformity and
proportionality “with increased penalties for offenses based upon the seriousness of the offense
and the criminal history of the offender,” and with judicial discretion to be limited by those
goals. R.C. 181.24(B}(1)-(3). This Court expressly held that the intent of =Senate Bill 2 was to
reserve non-minimum sentences for the worst offenses and offenders. Strate v. Comer, 99 Ohio
St. 3d 463, 2003-Ohio-4165, at §21, citing State v. Boland, 147 Ohio App. 3d 151, 162, 2002-
Ohio-1163. “Consistency and proportionality are hallmarks of the new sentencing law.” Id,

citing Griffin & Katz, “Sentencing Consistency: Basic Principles Instead of Numerical Grids;
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The Ohio Plan (2002),” 53 Case W.Res.L.Rev. 1, 12, And while non-minimum sentences were
permitted, imposition required that “findings and reasons must be articulated by the trial court so
an appellate court can conduct a meaningful review of the sentencing decision.” Comer at 21,
internal citations omitted. ‘

C. APPELLANT’S NONCAPITAL SENTENCES VIOLATE THE RULE OF LENITY.

Because of the seriousness of criminal penalties and that criminal punishment
usually represents the moral condemnation of the community, legislatures and not the courts
should define criminal activity, Unirted States v. Bass (1971), 404 U.S. 336, 339, 92 8. Ct. 515
and set the punishments. See Bifulco v. United Siates (1980), 447 U.S. 381, 401, 100 S. Ct. 2247,
The policy of lenity requires that a court not interpret a criminal statute so as to increase the
penalty, when such an interpretation can be based on no more than speculation as to what the
legislature intended. Albernaz v. United States (1981), 450 U.S. 333, 101 S. Ct. 1137, 342.

The statutory provisions struck down in Foster documented that the Ohio General
Assembly did not intend for judges to impose consecutive or maximum sentences in all cases.
All doubts in enforcement of a penal code should be resolved against the imposition of harsher
punishment. Bell v. United States, 349 U.S. 81, 83, 27 S. Ct. 620 (1955). "Sections of the
Revised Code defining . . . penalties shall be strictly construed against the state, and liberally
construed in favor of the accused.” R.C. 2901.04(A)

This Court’s decision in Foster which excised all of the statutory provisions that
restricted a trial court's discretion to impose higher sentences, violates the test of lenity. The
Ohio Legislature enacted the sentencing statutes to provide uniformity, proportionality, “with
increased penalties for offenses based upon the seriousness of the offense and the criminal

history of the offender.” R.C. 181.24(B)(1)-(3). These laudable goals are now history, replaced

19



by a judicially enacted scheme that requires findings only when a trial court seeks to give a
“downward departure” pursuant to R.C. 2929.20(H). State v. Mathis, 109 Ohio St. 3d 54,
2006-Ohio-855, syllabus. This construction violates R.C. 2901.04(A) by imposing the least
lenient construction of the statute on Appellant, when a more lenient version of the statute was in
effect at the tiﬁe of the offense.

This Court should sustain Proposition of Law No. IIT and enter minimum, current
sentences.

PROPOSITION OF LAW NO. 1V

THE PROSECUTION IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE THE DEFENDANT
WITH EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE WHICH IS MATERIAL, TO
SENTENCING.

Prior to the re-sentencing hearing, Appellant moved the three judge panel to
order the prosecution to provide him: with all exculpatory evidence. The motion specifically
requested the three judge panel to order that the prosecution provide information concerning the
involvement of other individuals in the offense (including Donald Williams and Mary Gabbard)
and Donald’s Ketterer’s state of mind at the time of the offenses. The panel heard argument on
the motion at the conclusion of which it denied the motion. [5/24/07 Transcript pp. 5-13].

The prosecution has a constitutional obligation to disclose evidence favorable to
the accused. State v. Brown, 115 Ohio St. 3d 55, 2007-Ohio-4837, § 39, Brady v. Maryland
(1963), 373 U.S. 83, 86, 83 S. Ct. 1194. The suppression by the prosecution of favorable
evidence results in constitutional error “if there is a reasonable probability that, had the evidence
been disclosed to the defense, the result of the proceeding would have been different.”” Id

(quoting United States v. Bagley (1985), 473 U.S. 667, 682, 105 S. Ct. 3375). The United States

Supreme Court emphasized that:
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The question is not whether the defendant would more likely

than not have received a different verdict with the evidence, but

whether in its absence he received a fair trial, understood as a trial

resulting in a verdict worthy of confidence. A ‘reasonable

probability’ of a different result is accordingly shown when the

government’s evidentiary suppression ‘undermines confidence in

the outcome of the trial.’

Kyles v. Whitley (1995), 514 U.S. 419, 434, 115 S. Ct. 1555; see also Strickler v. Greene (1999),
527 1.8, 263,264,119 8. Ct. 1936 .

The prosecution’s suppression of favorable evidence violates due process where
the evidence is material to either guilt or punishment. Brady, 373 U.S. at 87. In Brady, the
defendant had been sentenced to death. The prosecutor suppressed the statement of a co-
defendant in which he admitted to committing the killing. Id at 84. Brady, in the trial phase,
admitted to participating in the murder, but claimed that the co-defendant committed the actual
killing. Id. The Supreme Court remanded the case for retrial solely on the issue of punishment
as a result of the prosecution’s suppression of the co-defendant’s statement. Id. at p. 90.

The United States Supreme Court has revisited the issue of disclosure of
exculpatory evidence with respect to sentencing. Banks v. Dretke (2004), 540 U.S. 668, 701-
703, 124 S. Ct. 1256. The prosecutor therein suppressed evidence that one of its penalty phase
witnesses had misrepresented his dealings with the police including: 1) the receipt of
consideration, 2) conversations that he had with the investigating officers, and 3) the content of
those conversations. Id at 694. The Court granted pehalty phase relief as a result of the
prosecution’s suppression of favorable evidence. 7d. at 702-703.

The prosecutor’s duty of disclosure with respect to sentencing is not limited to

capital cases. The criminal rules specifically provide that the prosecutor shall provide to defense

counsel evidence “favorable to the defendant and material either to guilt or punishment.” Crim,
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R. 16(B)(1)(f) (emphasis added). The rule contains no limitation with respect to non capital

cases.

A. THE THREE JUDGE PANEL ERRED WHEN IT REFUSED TO ORDER THAT THE
PROSECUTION PROVIDE ALL INFORMATION IN ITS ACTUAL OR
CONSTRUCTIVE POSSESSION CONCERNING OTHER INDIVIDUALS WHO
WERE POSSIBLY INVOLVED IN THE HOMICIDE OF LAWRENCE SANDERS.

The prosecutor has a duty to provide defense counsel with information
concerning other suspects in a case. State v. Brown, 2007-Ohio-4837 at | 45-50; Jamison v.
Collins (6th Cir. 2002), 291 F.3d 380, 390; Castlebarry v. Brigano (6th Cir, 2003), 349 F.3d
286, 293. This duty extends to information concerning co-defendants who committed the
offense in conjunction with the defendant. Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. at 86. This Court has
recognized that the participation of other individuals in the commission of a homicide is a
mitigating or exéulpatory factor with respect to sentencing. State v. Issa (2001), 93 Ohio St. 3d
49, 752 N.E.2d 904, 71, 752 N.E.2d 904; State v. Cunningham, 105 Chio St. 3d 197, 2004-Ohio-
707, at 1133. The United States Supreme Court invalidated the State of Ohio’s previous death
penalty because the relevant statute did not permit the sentencer to afford any weight to
mitigating factors including the involvement of other individuals. Lockett v. Ohio (1978), 438
U.S. 586, 608, 98 S. Ct. 2954,

In the present case Appellant told the investigating officers that Donald Williams
and Mary Gabbard were involved in this instant offense. [Appellant’s Motion for the Disclosure
of Favorable Evidence for Purposes of Resentencing, Exhibit 1]. Appellant is of low intelligence,
with an IQ of 70-72 [/d. at Exhibit 2, 19 18-21]. His low level of intelligence was exacerbated

by consumption of crack cocaine. [/d. at §22]. When he ingests crack cocaine, he becomes

easily manipulated and prone to suggestion.
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During the course of the investigation, the officers found hair in both hands of the
decedent. [/ at Exhibit 3]. The presiding judge had granted defense counsel funding to conduct
DNA testing on the hair. Cellmark Laboratories determined that the hair found on both of the
victim’s hands did not belong to Appellant. [Id. ar Exhibit 4]

i)onald Williams operated an ongoing c¢riminal enterprise at 706 East Avenue,
Hamilton, Ohio [1.28.04 Transcript, p. 53). Appellant frequented that address to exchange
property or money for cocaine [6.07.02 Trahscript, p. 53-55]. On February 7, 2003, the police
had raided that location [d. at pp. 56-60]. The police may have had fifteen drug cases that could
have been filed against Williams as a result of the raid. [Appellant’s Motion for the Disclosure
of Favorable Evidence for Purposes of Resentencing, Exhibit 5]. At the time of Appellant’s
arrest, Donald Williams was in possession of the personal property of the decedent. [4.03.03
Transcript, p. 90]. Williams provided the police with the initial information that Sanders had
been killed. [/d At Tr. 88].°

Mary Gabbard sold drugs for Donald Williams [Appellant’'s Motion for the
Disclosure of Favorable Evidence for Purposes of Resentencing, Exhibit 5, T4]. She also was a
prostitute and bought and sold stolen property [01.28.04 Transcript, p. 53]. Williams was her
pimp and supplier of drugs [Appellant’s Motion for the Disclosure of Favorable Evidence for
Purposes of Resentencing, Exhibit 5, §4]. As a result of the raid on Williams’ place of business,
the police charged her with a felony [/d]. Gabbard tfestified that she was with Appellant
immediately afier the homicide. [04.03.03 Transcript, pp. 258-273]. She told another individual

that she sold crack to Appellant prior to and after the homicide. [Appellant’s Motion for the

* While the Aggravated Murder charges were pending against Donald Ketterer, the Hamilton
Police Department instituted yet other unrelated felony charges against Williams [1.20.04,
Transcript, pp. 67-68]. Those charges were reduced, [/d].
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Disclosure of Favorable Evidence for Purposes of Resentencing, Exhibit 5, §4]. However, she
refused to state whether she was with Appellant at the time of the homicide. [I4 ]}

These facts establish that Williams and Gabbard had personal knowledge of the
circumstances surrounding the murder of Lawrence Sanders. They were clearly persons of
interest during the course of the investigation. However, the extent that the investigating officer’s
were able to document the involvement of Williams and Gabbard has never been revealed to
Appellant. He is entitled to full disclosure of this information. This Court has recognized that the
involvement of other individuals can be a mitigating fact with respect to sentence. Stafe v.
Lawson, 64 Ohio St. 3d 336, 352, 595 N.E.2d 902; State v. Herring (2002), 94 Ohio St. 3d 246,
267,762 N.E.2d 940.

The panel should have ordered that the prosecution to provide all information
concerning other individuals who were involved in the offenses for which it is it about to re-
sentence Appellant. The Court should have specifically ordered, with regard to Gabbard and
Williams, that the prosecution provide the following: 1) all information relating to the
commission of illegal activities at 706 East Avenue (the business of Williams and the residence
of Gabbard); 2) all documents relating to the prior illegal activities of Mary Gabbard and Donald
Williams, including but not limited to prostitution, receiving stolen property and the sale or
consumption of illegal drugs; and 3) all documents relating to the crimes for which Appellant

was charged in which Donald Williams or Mary Gabbard are referenced.

* The prosecution never charged her with selling crack to Donald Ketierer on the day of the
homicide, even though she under oath admitted to that offense. [1.28.04 Transcript, p. 45].
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B. THE PANEL ERRED WHEN IT DENIED APPELLANT’S MOTION TO ORDER
THE PROSECUTION TO PROVIDE ALL INFORMATION IN ITS ACTUAL OR
CONSTRUCTIVE POSSESSION CONCERNING APPELLANT’S EMOTIONAL,
MENTAL AND PHYSICAL CONDITION AT THE TIME THE OFFENSES.

A defendant’s mental and physical state are relevant to the issues surrounding

sentencing. Brown v. Crosby (S.D. Fla. 2003), 249 F. Supp 2d 285, 1314; United States v.

Brown (D. Oregon 2004), 347 F. Supp. 2d 920, 923-4: People v. Breggs (Ill. 2004), 209 N.E.2d

472, 486-489; Commonwealth v. _Hilton (Mass. 2005), 823 N.E.2d 383, 393. The prosecution’s

duty of disclosure extends to relevant psychological information. East v. Johnson (5th Cir.

1997), 123 F.3d 235, 238-239; Bailey v. Rae (Sth Cir. 2003), 339 F.3d 1107, 1114,

On February 25, 2003, at 7:30 p.m. the investigating police officers arrested

Appellant [4.03.03 Transcript, pp. 93-94]. Appellant had been drinking at a bar on February 25,

2003 from at least 4:00 p.m. until 7:00 p.m. [1.28.04 Transcript, pp. 29-30]. The bartender

refused to serve him any more alcohol, and called a cab for Appellant. [fd. Tr. 40, 65]. Donald

Williams reported that Appellant “had been drinking a lot.” [/d. at 293-296]. When the arresting

officers first approached Appellant, they detected alcohol on his breath. [4.04.03 Transcript, P,

359). Officer Cifuentes believed that Appellant was intoxicated [/d at 359-61]. The officer that

interrogated him also acknowledged that he could smell alcohol on Appellant’s breath, and that

he seemed slow, slurred his words, and had severe cotton mouth [4.03.02 Transeript, p- 41].

Appellant suffers from a serious mental illness, i.e., bipolar disorder, [Id at p.

165; State’s Hearing Exhibit 7]. He has very limited intelligence. On the WAIS-ITI he received

a Verbal 1Q standard score of 76, a Performance 1Q standard score of 73, and a Full Scale IQ

standard score of 72. [Appellant’s Motion for the Disclosure of Favorable Evidence for

Purposes of Resentencing, Exhibit 2, §17]. All of his scores on the Wide Range Achievement

Test-3 were in the lower range of the Borderline Intellectnal Functioning classification [/d. at
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q18]. He obtained a reading standard score of 64 (better than only about 1% of others his age)

and a Spelling Standard Score of 57, (better than less than 1% of the individuals his age) [/d].

When this Court initially reviewed Appellant’s case, it recognized that he suffers
from significant mental illnesses including chronic alcoholism, drug abuse, bipolar disorder, a
personality di;sorder with borderline and anti-social features and a limited 1Q. State v. Ketterer,
111 Ohio St. 3d 70, 2006-Ohio-5283, 9 200-202.

The panel below should have ordered the prosecution to disclose all information
in its possession concerning any impairment, no matter how slight, that Appellant suffered from
at the time of his arrest and the immediate twenty-four hour period thereafter. This Court has
determined that a defendant’s intoxication at the time of the commission of the offense is a
mitigating factor. Stafe v. LaMar, 93 Ohio St. 3d 181, 2002-Ohio-2128, at §195; State v. Brown,
100 Ohio St. 3d 51, 2003-Ohio-5059, at §59; State v. Scott, 101 Ohio St. 3d 31, 2004-Ohio-10 at
q106.

C. THE PANEL ERRED WHEN IT REFUSED TO ORDER THE PROSECUTION
TO PROVIDE ALL INFORMATION IN ITS ACTUAL OR CONSTRUCTIVE
POSSESSION CONCERNING FAVORABLE TREATMENT OFFERED SCOTT
HESTER AND TYRONE JASPER
1. The prosecutor suppressed exculpatory evidence concerning Scott Hestor.

On May 19, 2003, Mr. Kristenoff, an investigator appointed by the court to assist
defense counsel, interviewed inmate Scott Hester in the Butler County Jail. Hester told the
investigator, in a recorded statement, that he had witnessed Appellant’s arrest and contrary to the
arresting officers’ testimony, they had placed Appellant in handcuffs and under arrest, when they

removed him from the premises at 706 East Street for purposes of interrogation concerning the

murder. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Pleas Exhibit 31]. On May 22, 2002, trial counsel for Mr.
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Ketteref moved the Court to re-open the Motion to suppress to present the testimony of Scott
Hester, [Id at Exhibit 9].

On May 14, 2003, just five days earlier, the Butler County Grand Jury had
indicted Hester for the offense of Escape [/d. at Exhibit 10]. On May 21, 2003, the Butler County
Grand Jury h;td indicted Hester for the Offenses of Having a Weapon Under a Disability,
Carrying a Loaded Concealed Weapon (9 mum handgun) and a Concealed Weapon (knife) 2003
CR, 040703. [/d. at Exhibit 11]. In addition Hester faced yet other felony charges. On May 13,
2003 the Municipal Court bound Hester over on the offense of Criminal Damaging
03CRB02088. [Id at Exhibit 12]. On the same date, that court bound Hester over on the
offenses discharging a firearm within the city limits and Having Weapon Under a Disability,
02CRB02088. [1d. at Exhibit 13].

Once the prosecution became aware of Hester's status as a potential defense
witness, the wheels of justice began to move in his favor. On June 3, 2003, the Butler County
Grand Jury refused to indict Hester as to the offenses of Criminally Damaging and Discharging a
Firearm within the City Limits. [fd, at Exhibit 12]. On June 25, 2003, Scott Hester pled guilty to
Escape [/d. at Exhibit 14]. On the same date he pled guilty to the reduced charge of Attempted
Carrying a Weapon Under a Disability and Carrying a Concealed Weapon. The trial court, at the
prosecutor’s behest dismissed the other Concealed Weapon Charges. [fd. at Exhibit 15]. On July
29, 2004, the trial court senténced Scott Hester to one year on the Escape [Id. at Exhibit 16]. The
trial court also sentenced Hester to six months for the offense of Having a Weapon under a
Disability and one year on the Concealed Weapon with the two sentences to be served

concurrently. [fd, at Exhibit 17].
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Scott Hester did ultimately appear for the defense after the trial court ordered that
the motion to suppress be reopened. Hester refused to testify, despite having given a tape
recorded statement concerning the facts surrounding the arrest. [06.02.03 Transeript, pp. 6-8].

The prosecutors never provided trial counsel with information concerning all the
pending charges against Hester and the manner in which most of them were dismissed or
reduced,

2. The prosecution suppressed exculpatory evidence concerning Tyrone Jasper.
On December 17, 2003, the Butler County Grand Jury had indicted Tyrone Jasper

for two counts of Burglary [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea, Exhibit 18]. The two counts
involved separate residences on separate dates. [7d ].

On January 6, 2004, the prosecutor provided trial counsel with supplemental
discovery listing Tyrone Jasper as a potential witness. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea, Exhibit
19}. On January 16, 2004, the prosecutor provided trial counsel with the discovery as to Jasper’s
prior criminal record. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea, Exhibit 20]. The prosecutor, however,
did not provide any discovery as to the pending charges against Jasper. [Id.].

On Febrnary 4, 2004 Cellmark Laboratory determined that the hairs found in both
of the victim’s hands did not belong to the victim or Appellant [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea,
Exhibit 21]. At the sentencing hearing trial counsel decided not to place into evidence the
exculpatory DNA results because the prosecutor threatened to call inmates Tyrone Jasper and
Tim Engel, would have testified that Appellant told them that he was the only person involved in
the murder. [04.04.04 Transcript, p. 230].

On March 23, 2004, the prosecutor reduced the charges against Tryone Jasper
from two counts of burglary (second degree felonies) to two counts of Attempted Breaking and

Entering (first degree misdemeanors) [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea, Exhibit 22]. On May
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14, 2004 the trial court sentenced Jasper to consecutive sentences totaling nine months with

credit for the 177 days he had already served. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea, Exhibit 23].

D. THE PANEL ERRED WHEN IT REFUSED TO ORDER THE PROSECUTION
TO PROVIDE ALL EXCULPATORY INFORMATION IN ITS ACTUAL OR
CONSTRUCTIVE POSSESSION.

The Brady materiality standard is not a stringent one. The question is not whether
the defendant would more likely than not have recei\}ed a different verdict with the evidence, bu_t
whether in its absence he received a fair trial, understood as a trial resulting in a verdict worthy
of confidence. A “reasonable probability™ of a different result is accordingly shown when the
Government’s evidentiary suppression “undermines confidence in the outcome of the trial”.
Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. at 434 (quoting United States v. Bagley, 473 U.S. at 678); Strickler v.
Greene, 527 U.S. at 281-82 (1999) (reaffirming the “material” evidence standard).

Materiality is to be analyzed “in terms of suppressed evidence considered
collectively, not ilem by item™. Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. at 436; Smith v. Secretary of N.M.
Dept. of Corrs. (10th Cir. 1995), 50 F.3d 801, 834 (“While some of this evidence, standing
_alone, may seem somewhat trivial, in the context of the entire record in this case, we believe that
the disclosure of all of this evidence might have led to a different result™.); Schledwitz v. United
States (6th Cir,, 1999), 169 F.3d 1003, 1013; Jamison v. Collins (S.D. Ohio, 2000), 100
F.Supp.2d 647, 695 (“[TThe collective effect of the suppressed evidence in this case undermines
our confidence in Petitioner’s conviction and sentence”.). |

In addition, Brady requires consideration of the manner in which the
prosecution’s suppression limited trial counsel’s ability to investigate other exculpatory
evidence. Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. at 445 (“[the undisclosed] statements would have raised

opportunities to attack not only the probative value of crucial physical evidence and the
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circumstances in which it was found, but the thoroughness and even the good faith of the
investigation, as well.””); United States v. Bagley, 473 U.S. at 683 (noting the relevance of “any
adverse effect” that the failure to produce Brady materials “might have had on the preparation or
presentation of the defendant’s case™).

The prosecution’s case would look much different if the prosecution had
disclosed all of the evidence. Appellant is an individual of limited intellectual ability whose life
at times was driven by the need to feed his drug habit. Two individuals who were out on bond
awaiting trial and who may be serving as government informants, took advantage of him by
inducing him to commit an aggravated burglary to pay for they drugs they had to sell him. Those
individuals gave him drugs prior to the commission of the aggravated burglary. The aggravated
burglary went and awry and a death resulted. Regardless, both informants still took their cut and
in fact returned to the residence the following day.

This Court should sustain Proposition of Law No. IV and remand this matter with
instructions that the panel grant Appellant’s motion to disclose exculpatory evidence.

PROPOSITION OF LAW NO. V

WHEN A DEFENDANT IN A CAPITAL CASE WAIVES HIS RIGHT TO
A JURY AND A THREE JUDGE PANEL ACCEPTS HIS GUILTY PLEAS
AS TO BOTH THE CAPITAL AND NON CAPITAL CHARGES
CONTAINED IN THE INDICTMENT, THE PANEL AND NOT THE
PRESIDING JUDGE SHOULD DECIDE THE DEFENDANT’S
SUBSEQUENT MOTION TO WITHDRAW HIS GUILTY PLEAS.
A panel of judges of the Butler County Common Pleas Court accepted
Appellant’s guilty pleas as to both the capital and non capital charges contained in his
indictment. [1/29/04 Transcript, p. 222]. The same panel sentenced Appellant on both the capital

and non capital charges. [2/02/04 Transcript, pp. 301-305, 307; 2/02/04 Transcript, pp. 3-4]. On
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April 18, 2007, this Court vacated the non-capital sentences and remanded the matter for re-
sentencing. State v. Ketterer, 113 Ohio St. 3d 1463, 2007-Ohio-1722,

Prior to the resentencing, Appellant filed a motion to withdraw his guilty pleas as
to the non-capital sentences. On May 24, 2007, the panel conducted the re-sentencing hearing.
After the panel resentenced Appellant, the panel adjourned. [5/24/07 Transcript p. 24). The
presiding judge, without the other two members of the panel and over objection, conducted the
hearing on Appellant’s motion to withdraw his guilty pleas. [/d] At the conclusion of argument
concerning the pleading, the presiding judge denied the motion. [/d. at p. 29].

A. THIS COURT HAS HELD THAT A THREE JUDGE PANEL MUST RECONVENE
FOR PURPOSES OF DECIDING POST SENTENCING MOTIONS.

This Court initially had this issue before it in State v. Johnston (1988), 39 Ohio
St. 3d 48, 49, 529 N.E.2d 898. In that case the three judge panel sentenced the defendant to
death. The defendant subsequently filed a motion for a new trial, which the three judge panel
denied. The court of appeals reversed the panel’s denial of the new trial motion. This Court
affirmed the judgment of the appellate court concerning the new trial motion. Id at 60-62. The
Court did not address the procedural issue of the three judge panel hearing and deciding the new
trial motion.

This Court subsequently addressed the procedural issue. State v. Stumpf (1987),
32 Ohio St. 3d 95, 512 N.E.2d 598.° Stumpf pled guilty and the three judge panel sentenced him
to death. Jd at 97. He subsequently filed a motion to withdraw his guilty plea, or in the
alternative, to grant him a new sentencing hearing. Id at 98. [A-53-54]. On October 1, 1985

two members of the panel entertained oral argument on the Motion, [A-55-82]. Judge Raymond

> The United States Supreme Court, in Stumpfs case, addressed the merits of the guilty plea
issue. Bradshaw v. Stumpf (2005), 545 U.S. 175 . Because the procedural issue that is now
before this Court involves only state law, that Court did not address this issue.
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C. Rice, who was a member of the original panel, died after the panel imposed Stumpf’s death
sentence, but before it ruled on his post-judgment motion. [A-57]. The remaining members
sought guidance from this Court on the manner in which they should decide the post-judgment
mofion. Louis Domiani, the then Director of this Court, responded to the Panel’s inquiries, “It
would appear that you and Judge Bettis, a majority of the panel originally assigned in this case,
may rule on this motion. In the event that you conclude that you cannot reach a unanimous
decision on this motion, a third judge will be appointed to replace Judge Raymond C.l Rice,
deceased. This situation appears to be governed by Crim. R. 25.” [/d]. The two remaining
members denied Stumpf’s post-judgment motion.

Stumpf appealed that denial to the Fifth District Court of Appeals. Stare v.
Stumpf (Guernsey Ct. App. May 22, 1986), Case Nos. CA-760, CA-763, 1986 Ohio LEXIS
7003. The Court of Appeals affirmed the panel’s decision denying the post-trial motion, Id. at
*32, Stumpf appealed that decision to this Court, He raised therein two distinct issues
concerning the post-trial motion, including a challenge to the fact that all three judges did not
decide the motion:

PROPOSITION OF LAW NUMBER 12

Ohio Revised Code Section 2945.06 requires that the trial of a capital case,
without a jury, be conducted by a three-judge panel, and consideration of post-
sentence proceedings by less than the entire panel is not authorized and violates
the Defendant’s right to due process in equal protection of the law,
[A-88]
The prosecution responded to Stumpf’s Proposition of Law by arguing that “once
the fact finding or jury function of that panel is complete and the sentence imposed, further

duties devolve upon the original presiding judge to whom the case was first assigned. While

appellant had the benefit of having two of the members of the panel rule on his post-trial, post-
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sentence motions, he was entitled only to have the original presiding trial judge rule on his post-
trial motions. He was not entitled to more.” [A-97]. The prosecution’s wording of its
Proposition of Law could not have been any clearer:
PROPOSITION OF LAW TWELVE
FOLLOWING THE VERDICT AND SENTENCE IN A CAPITAL CASE
HEARD BY A THREE-JUDGE PANEL PURSUANT TO REVISED CODE
SECTION 2945.06, POST-SENTENCE MOTIONS ARE HEARD AND
DECIDED BY THE TRIAL JUDGE.
[A-96].

This Court, when it affirmed the trial court’s denial of the new trial motion,
implicitly, if not explicitly, rejected the argument that post-sentence motions are to be heard and
decided solely by the presiding judge. This Court concluded, “We therefore find that the panel
did not abuse its discretion in denying appellant’s motion.” State v. Stumpf, 32 Ohio St. 3d at
105. (emphasis added) This Court would not have affirmed the decision of the panel, if the panel
lacked jurisdiction.’

In addition, this Court has held that a three-judge panel should reconvene for
purpéses of re-weighing the evidence when it has committed an error in its sentencing opinion.
State v. Davis (1988), 38 Ohio St. 3d 361, 373). In Davis, the panel initially incorrectly
considered the facts of the case as an aggravating circumstance. Id at 372. This Court
remanded the case for the proper reweighing by the entire panel. Jd at 373. Subsequently a

panel of judges from the Butler County Common Pleas Court did reconvene for re-sentencing.

State v. Davis (1992}, 63 Ohio St. 3d 44 .

¢ A three-judge panel recently reconvened to hear the post-conviction proceedings in a Green
County capital case. State v. Bays (Greene Ct. App. Jan. 30, 1998), No. 96 CA 118, 1998 Ohio
App. LEXIS 226. Tt appears that neither party contested the reconvening of the panel.
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B. THIS COURT HAS HELD THAT R.C. 2945.06 CONFERS JURISDICTION ON
THE THREE JUDGE PANELS FOR PURPOSES OF DECIDING POST
JUDGMENT MOTIONS.

Crim. R. 11{C)(3) provides the basis for the convening of a three judge panel in a
capital case, “If the indictment contains one or more specifications that are not dismissed upon
acceptance of é. plea of guilty or no contest to both the charge and one or more specifications are
accepted, a court composed of three judges shall . . . .” The Rule is silent as to whether the panel
or the presiding judge rules on post judgment motions.

This Court’s decision in Stumpf, in which it interpreted R.C. 2945.06, answered
that question. The prosecution in Stumpf argued “It is readily apparent from the plain wording
of the statute [2945.06] that the composition of the three judge trial court is for the trial of the
case, the ascertaining of facts, equivalent to the function of a jury where a jury is not waived. . . .
In the case of trial before a three judge panel called pursuant to Revised Code Section 2945.06,
once the fact finding or jury function of that panel is complete and the sentence imposed, further
duties devolve upon the original presiding judge . . .” [A-97]. (Emphasis in original). This Court
rejected the prosecution’s interpretation of R.C. 2945.06, It cited to the fact that “R.C. 2945.06
expressly provides that “[t]he judges or a majority of them may decide all questions of fact and
law arising upon the trial . ...” Id (Emphasis in original) State v. Sumpf, 32 Ohio St. 3d at 105.
This Court therein concluded that the panel acted appropriately when it denied the post-judgment
motion. Id. Therefore the three judge panel’s jurisdiction does not somehow terminate once it

imposes sentence. It continues to exist to dispose of all post-judgment motions.

C. THE FACT THAT APPELLANT’S MOTION CHALLENGED HIS GUILTY PLEAS
AS TO THE NON-CAPITAL CHARGES IS NOT RELEVANT.

On November 8, 1994, the Ohio voters approved a constitutional amendment

which provided that in those cases in which the death penalty was imposed, the direct appeal
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should proceed directly to this Court. The Ohio General Assembly amended R.C. 2953.02 to
reflect the constitutional amendment.

This Court subsequently found those amendments to be constitutional. Stafe v.
Smith (1997), 80 Ohio St. 3d 89, 94-104, 684 N.E.2d 668. This Court therein speciﬁcally held
“[t]he courts of appeals shall not accept jurisdiction of any case in which the sentence of death
has been imposed for an offense committed on or after January 1, 1995. Appeals in such cases
shall be made directly from the trial court to the Supreme Court.” Id. at Syllabus 2. {(emphasis
added). This Court, consistently throughout its opinion in Smith, held that a death sentenced
individual is entitled to have this Court on direct appeal review alf of his issues. This Court
concluded that “under the amendments, a capital defendant also has one right to appeal al/
issues, but all of the capital defendant’s non-capital convictions are still reviewed by the
Supreme Court of Ohio, along with his or her capital convictions...” Jd. at 101 {(emphasis in
original). This Court later reiterated the same conclusion, *[a]s stated, all of a defendant’s
issues, both noncapital and capital, constitutional or statutory are reviewed by the Supreme
Court.” Id at 102. Finally this Court concluded “Thus the Supreme Court has jurisdiction over
the whole case, instead of counts, charges, or sentences.” Id. at 104,

Similarly this Court has held that a three-judge panel should re-convene when it
fails to consider the non capital charges contained in the indictment. Stafe v. Filiaggi (1999), 86
Ohio St. 3d 230, 240, 714 N.E. 2d 867 In that case the presiding judge was the only member of
the panel to consider the non-capital charges. This Court remanded the case with the instructions
that “the trial panel is to proceed from the point at which error occurred.” Id. The Court further

held that “the three-judge panel, should reconstitute itself and deliberate anew...” Id.
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This Court should apply the same analysis with respect to the remand
proceedings in this case. The capital and non-capital charges were contained in the same
indictment. The panel accepted Mr. Ketterer’s guilty pleas as to both the capital and non-capital
charges. The panel sentenced Mr. Ketterer on both the capital and non-capital charges. For the
sake of consistency, it should be the panel that hears all post trial motions, regardless of which
counts the motion relate.

This Court should vacate the decision of the presiding judge as to Appellant’s
motion to withdraw his guilty pleas. It should remand this matter to permit the entire panel to
hear his motion.

This Court should sustain Proposition of Law Error No. V.

PROPOSITION OF LAW NO. VI

A DEFENDANT’S GUILTY PLEA, TO BE KNOWING AND
INTELLIGENTLY ENTERED, MUST BE BASED UPON AN
ACCURATE UNDERSTANDING OF THE FACTS AND APPLICABLE
LAW.

On May 21, 2007, Appellant filed a motion to withdraw his guilty pleas. He
premised his motion on the fact that: 1) he misunderstood the effect of his guilty pleas; 2) he
misunderstood the law which was applicable to the length of sentence that would be imposed; 3)
the prosecutor suppressed exculpatory evidence; and 4) he received the ineffective assistance of
counsel in entering the pleas. On May 22, 2007, the prosecution filed a memorandum opposing
the motion, The presiding judge entertained argument on the motion, at the conclusion of which

she denied the motion. [5/24/07 Transcript pp. 24-29]. The presiding judge’s ruling violated

Appellant’s rights as guaranteed by the Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments.”

7 In Proposition of Law No. V, Donald Ketterer challenged the jurisdiction of the presiding judge
to consider the motion without the other two members of the panel.
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A. A DEFENDANT’S GUILTY PLEA MUST BE PREMISED UPON AN
ACCURATE UNDERSTANDING OF THE FACTS AND LAW.

A plea of guilty or no contest differs in purpose and effect from a mere admission
of an extra judicial confession, in that the plea is itself a conviction. A guilty plea must represent
a voluntary and intelligent choice among the alternative courses open to the accused. Boykin v.
Alabama (1969), 395 U.S. 238, 242, 89 S. Ct. 1709; Machibroda v. United States (1962), 368
U.S. 487, 493, 82 . Ct. 510.

;Therefore a guilty plea is only proper if it is entered voluntarily after proper
advice and with full understanding of the consequences. Machibroda v. United States, 368 U.S.
at 493; Kercheval v. United States (1927), 274 U.S. 220, 223, 47 S. Ct. 582. The standard to be
applied in assessing a guilty plea is whether “under the totality of the circumstances the
defendant subjectively understands the implications of his plea and the rights he is waiving.”
State v. Stewart (1977), 51 Ohio St. 2d 86, 93, 364 N.E.2d 1163; State v. Carter (1979), 60 Ohio
St. 2d 34, 38, 396 N.E.2d 757.

B. APPELLANT’S PLEAS ARE INFIRM BECAUSE THEY WERE PREMISED
UPON A FACTUAL MISUNDERSTANDING.

Defense counsel advised Appellant that if he entered a guilty plea to a three judge
panel, his life would be spared. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Pleas, Exhibit 1]. Appellant told
Nolan Smiley, who was incarcerated with him, that “his attorneys told him that if he plead guilty,
he would not get the death penalty. This is the reason that he did not go to the jury.” [Id. at
Exhibit 2]. Appellant made a similar statement to fellow inmate Oran Brumely. [Id at Exhibit 3].

The presiding judge and the three judge panel conducted separate hearings as to

the jury waiver and guilty pleas. The presiding judge accepted the jury waiver on the morning of
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Janvary 27, 2004. The panel conducted the hearing on the entry of the guilty pleas the same
afternoon.

When the presiding judge accepted his jury waiver, Appellant executed a written
waiver which provided as follows:

I, Donald Ketterer, the above-named defendant in the above-captioned

cause, appeared in open court on the 27th day of January, 2004 and was advised
that I am entitled under the Constitution and Laws of the State of Ohio to a trial
by jury. Having been so advised and having satisfied this Court that I understand
that I have such right, I do hereby knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waive
my right to trial by jury.

Appellant is illiterate. [Exhibit 5, §Y 17-20]. He has a full scale IQ of 72, which
is in the borderline range of intellectual functioning. [/d. at § 17] He reads and spells at a level
that is in the lowest one percent of the population of his age group, at the level of a second and
third grader. [/d. at {7 18-19]. The jury waiver that Appellant signed has a grade level of a
twelfth grader, eight full grades beyond Petitioner Ketterer’s comprehension. [Id at 932] Even
if he could have understood the document, it provided him with no information that a three judge
panel could still impose the death penalty.

Defense counsel placed on the record the matter upon which they advised Mr.
Ketterer concerning his guilty pleas. [01.27.04 Moming Session, Transcript, pp. 15-16].
Defense counsel did not affirmatively state that they advised Petitioner that he could still receive
the death penalty if he waived his right to a jury trial.

The presiding judge conducted two colloquies with Appellant concerning his jury
waiver. In its first colloguy the presiding judge focused on the range of sentences the jury could
impose. [Id. at pp. 16-18]. This was irrelevant because the real issue was the range of sentences

that the panel could impose. The trial court conducted a second colloquy with Appellant. [/d. at

pp. 20-22]. This colloquy focused on the jury waiver that Appellant had previously executed.
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The written waiver, which was beyond Appellant’s comprehension, did not address the range of
penalties that the panel could impose. Appellant, because he wanted the presiding judge to
accept the waiver, told her that he could read and write, was not having any “problems with the
English language,” understood the plea waiver “perfectly”, that he had no mental health
problems, and.he experienced no difficulty understanding what he was reading when he takes
that medication [01.27.04, Morning session, pp. 21-22]. Appellant has always had mental health
problems [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Pleas Exhibit 5, § 37]. He is also illiterate, which is a
condition that does not change over time. [/d. at 17-20]

The panel began the plea hearing by instructing Appellant that “And then you
understood that there was a possibility of four possible sentences that they could come back
[sic]” [01.27.04 Transcript, Afternoon Session, p. 4]. (emphasis added). But again, as in the
morning session, the panel was referring to the four possible sentences that a jury could return.
The panel’s use of the past tense, “was” would have reinforced that the death penalty was no
longer an option. When the panel, for the first time, stated that a three judge panel could also
impose one of four sentences [#d. p. 7], Appellant simply replied “Yes ma’am” [Id. at p. 12]. His
response was premised on the fact that appointed counsel had previously informed him that the
Panel would not impose a death sentence. [Motion to Withdraw, Exhibit 1, 9 3].

Appellant executed two written guilty pleas; one for the Count of Aggravated
Murder [/d. at Exhibit 4] and the other for the non-capital counts [Id at Exhibit 6]. The guilty
plea forms were beyond Appellant’s level of comprehension. He has a full scale IQ of seventy-
iwo [/d. at Exhibit 5, § 17]. He reads at the level of a fourth grader. [/d. at 18] The guilty plea
forms had a reading level of a 10.9 grade, nearly seven grade years beyond Appellant’s level, [7d |

at 131].
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Even if Appellant had been able to read the forms, it woulci not have increased
his understanding of the plea process. The forms were captioned “Plea of Guilty and Jury
Waiver.” He had already waived his right to a jury trial during the morning hearing. The forms
did_ list the maximum penalty, “I understood that the maximum penalty as to each count is as
follows...” [Id at Exhibits 4 and 6]. Appellant’s claim does not involve the assertion that he
was not informed of the maximum penalties. Rather his claim is premised on the fact that he
was led to belicve that he would not receive the maximum sentence if he waived his right to a
jury trial and entered guilty pleas.

An accused’s guilty plea is not knowingly and intelligently entered when it is
based upon the misinformation as to the sentence that he would receive. Kercheval v. United
States, 274 U.S. at 49. This includes erroneous advice that is supplied by trial counsel, State v.
Longo (1982), 4 Ohio App. 3d 136, 140, 446 N.E.2d 1145; State v. Hyatt (1996), 116 Ohio App.
3d 418, 122, 688 N.E.2d 531. That is what occurred in the present case.

C. APPELLANT’S PLEAS ARE INFIRM BECAUSE THEY WERE PREMISED
UPON STATUTES THAT HAVE NOW DETERMINED TO BE
CONSTITUTIONALLY INFIRM.

The statutory guidelines that were in effect at the time that Appellant plead guilty
have since been determined to be unconstitutional, Stafe v. Foster, 109 Ohio St. 3d 1, 2006-
Ohio-856. This change in the law renders his guilty plea constitutionally infirm, His plea was

premised upon the law then in effect. See Proposition of Law No, 111,

D. APPELLANT’S PLEAS ARE INFIRM BECAUSE THE PROSECUTORS
SUPPRESSED EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE.

Mr, Ketterer did not have an adequate understanding of the facts of his
case when he entered his guilty plea. The prosecutor had suppressed exculpatory information.

See Proposition of Law No. 1V,
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E. APPELLANT’S PLEAS ARE INFIRM BECAUSE THE COURT APPOINTED
ATTORNEYS FAILED TO HIS PROVIDE HIM WITH REASONABLY
EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL.

Appellant was entitled to the effective assistance of counsel with respect to his no
contest pleas. McMann v. Richardson (1970), 397 U.S. 759, 770, 90 S. Ct. 1441; Tollet v.
Henderson (1973), 411 U.S. 258, 266, 93 S. Ct. 1602. A court when resolving an ineffective
assistance of counsel claim involving a guilty plea applies the two part test enunciated in
Strickland v. Washington (1984), 466 U.S. 668, 686, 104 S. Ct. 2052. A court assesses whether
counsel’s performance was deficient and whether there was a reasonable probability that but for
counsel’s error, the defendant would have stood on his not guilty plea and gone to trial. Hill v.
Lockhart (1985), 474 U.S. 52, 58-59, 106 S. Ct. 366. State v. Xie (1992), 62 Chio St. 3d 521,
524, 584 N.E.2d 715.

The advice that appointed counsel provided Appellant concerning the entrance of
his guilty pleas was not proceeded by a reasonable investigation. Any information or advice that
appointed counsel provides a defendant and which is not preceded by a reasonable investigation
does not constitute a “strategic decision.” Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. at 689, 691.

Appointed counsel did not possess all of the relevant facts concerning the
involvement of Mary Gabbard and Donald Williams in the homicide. Some of counsels’ lack of
knowledge was attributable to the prosecutor for not providing the discovery of all exculpatory
evidence. See Proposition of Law No. I, supra. Trial counsel’s own negligence was the cause of
some of their ignorance of the facts. Trial counsel’s delay in submitting the hair found in the

victim’s hands for testing was critical. As a result, trial counsel did not receive the DNA results

until after Appellant entered his guilty pleas. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea Exhibit 21].
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More importantly, appointed counsel did not notify Appellant of the DNA results until after he
entered his plea. [/d, at Exhibit 1, Y4].

Similarly, appointed counsel did not possess all of the relevant facts concerning
sentencing when advising Appellant to plead guilty. On March 18, 2003 the trial court
appropriated funding for trial counsel to retain two investigators one of whom was mitigation
specialist Jim Crates who was to conduct the sentencing investigation [Id, at Exhibit 24]. Crates,
what little work he did complete, was not conducted until later in the case. [/d, at Exhibit 25]. He
never met with Appellant. [/d, at Exhibits 25 93; 32 q25].

Appointed counsel failed to meaningfully communicate with Appellant. Counsel
must not only insure that the information provided the client is correct, but that the information is
communicated in such a manner that the client fully comprehends the information, Defense
counsel, when they represent an uneducated individual who is not sophisticated in legal
terminology, have a duty to explain in very simple terms, using language with which the client is
familiar, exactly what the options are and how they will affect him. Appellant has a full scale IQ
of 72 and functions on the level of a third or fourth grader. [/d, at Exhibit 5, §20]. Thus defense
counsel had a duty to explain to Appellant the guilty pleas and jury waiver procedures in such a
manner that a third or fourth grader would understand. There is no evidence that trial counsel
met this requirement. Appointed counsel had a very tense and negative relationship with
Appellant. [12.09.03, Transcript pp. 6, 7, Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea Exhibits 27, 28, pp.
11-12; Exhibit 29]. They waited until the night prior to the commencement of trial to approach
Apﬁellant concerning the entrance of guilty pleas. [01.27.04 Morning Session Transcript, p. 15].

This last minute approach did not afford Appellant sufficient time weigh his options, given his
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significant mental health and intelligence limitations, as determined to exist by this Court. State
v. Ketterer, 111 Ohio St. 3d 70, 2006-Ohio-5283, 7 200-202

Defense counsel, when communicating with a client, must provide the client with
the downside of any course of action. 2003 ABA Guidelines for Appointment and Performance
of Counsel in Death Penalty Cases, Guidelines 10.9.1 D and 10.9.2 B. Appellant should have
been made to understand that even if he waived his right to a jury, the death penalty was still
legally available. He obviously did not understand that he could still receive the death penalty as
evidenced in the conversations that he had with fellow inmates. [Motion to Withdraw Guilty Plea
Exhibits, 2, 3]. After the panel sentenced him to death, he felt betrayed because he believed that
his counsel had promised him that if he waived his right to a jury trial and entered guilty pleas,
his life would be spared. [/d, at Exhibits 1, 2, 3, |.

Appellant was prejudiced by counsel’s deficient performance. There is a
reasonable probability that he would have proceeded with a jury if he had been properly advised
by trial counsel.

F. CONCLUSION: THE PRESIDING JUDGE ERRED WHEN SHE DENIED THE
MOTION TO WITHDRAW THE PLEAS, OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE, DID
NOT CONDUCT AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING.

“[A] presentence motion to withdraw a guilty plea should be freely and liberally
granted [when] . . . there is a reasonable and legitimate basis for the withdrawal of the plea.”
State v. Xie, 62 Ohio St. 3d at 527. Because this Court had vacated his sentences, Appellant’s
motion to withdraw his guilty pleas constituted a “presentence motion to withdraw a guilty plea.”
The presiding judge erred when she did not grant the motion.

In the alternative, the presiding judge should have conducted an evidentiary

hearing concerning the motion to withdraw the plea. The allegations contained therein were
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sufﬁciehtly plausible and find sufficient support in the record. State v. Kidd, 168 Ohio App. 3d
382, 2006 Ohio 4008, 4 14,

This Court should sustain Proposition of Law No. VI.

CONCILUSION

For the reasons identified herein, this Court should 1) vacate Appellant’s
sentences, 2) the decisions of the panel and trial denying his motions for court disclosure of
exculpatory evidence and to withdraw his guilty pleas and 3) remand this matter to the trial
court. This Court should order that on remand the panel grant the exculpatory evidence motion
and either grant the motion to withdraw the guilty pleas or hold an evidentiary hearing on the
motion. This Court should further instruct the panel court that any sentences it does impose
should not exceed the statutory minimum and should be served concurrently.

Respectfully submitted,

DAVID H. BODIKER

Ohio Public Defender
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Randall L. Porter (0005835)

Assistant State Pablic Defender 2. ohon J
Counsel of Record LU f

0031‘1%5

Office of the Ohio Public Defender
8 East Long Street, 11" Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 466-5394 (Voice)

(614) 644-0703 (Facsimile)
Randall.Porter@QPD.Ohio.pov

COUNSEL FOR DONALD KETTERER

44



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

STATE OF OHIO, : Case No.
Appellee,
-VS~ : - Appeal taken from Butler County
Court of Common Pleas
DONALD J. KETTERER, : Case No. CR 2003-03-0309
Appellant. : This is a death penalty case.

DONALD KETTERER’S NOTICE OF APPEAL

Appellant Donald J. Ketterer hereby gives notice of appeal to the
Supreme Court of Ohio from the orders and judgment entry of the Butler
County Court of Common Pleas ‘entered in Case No. CR 2003-03-0309 on the
following dates: May, 29, 2007 (Re-sentencing Judgment Entry of Conviction,
Exhibit A); June 21, 2007 (Order Denying Defendant’s Motion for The
Disclosure of Favorable Evidence for Purposes of Re-Sentencing, Exhibit B) and
June 21, 2007 (Order- Denying Appellant’s Motion to Withdraw Guilty Pleas,
Exhibit C).

This is a capital case and the date of the offense is February 24,
2003. See Supreme Court Rule of Practice XIX, § 1{A). This Court has affirmed
Donald Ketterer’s convictions and death sentence. State v. Ketterer 111 Ohio
St. 3d 70, 2006-Ohio-5283. On April 18, 2007, this Court vacated the non-

capital offenses and remanded the matter for re-sentencing. State v. Ketterer
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113 Ohio St. 3d 1463, 2007-Ohio-1722. The instant appeal is from the
remand proceedings in the trial court.
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_STATE CF CHIC CASE NC. £R2003-02-0309 "’OJ 4 /9 0‘72
4 G,W
Plaintiff ONEY, J. SAGE J. and CREHAN, J. aﬁi’i’

vs. RE-SENTENCING
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION ENTRY

DONALD JOSEPH KETTERER

Defendant

On May 24, 2007 defendant's re-sentencing hearing was held on the noncapital offenses, Counts
Two, Three, Four and Five, pursuant to Chic Revised Code Section 2929.19 and the decision in Stafe v.
Ketterer, 113 Ohio St.3d 1463, 2007-Ohlo-1722, the previous judgment of conviction and sentence as to
Count One having been affirmed in_State vs. Ketferer, 111 Ohio St.3d 70, 2006-Ohio-5283, certiorari
denied (May 14, 2007), u.s, , 2007 WLB12004. Defense attorney Randall Porter, and the
defendant were present and defendant was advised of and afforded all rights pursuant to Crim. R. 32.
The Court has considered the record, the charges, the defendant's Guilty Finding by Judges, and findings
as set forth on the record and herein, oral statements, any victim impact statement and pre-sentence
report, as well as the principles and purposes of sentencing under Chio Revised Code Section 2928.11,
and has balanced the seriousness and recidivism factors of Ohio Revised Code Section 2929.12 and
whether or not community control is appropriate pursuant to Ohio Revised Code Section 2929.13, and
finds that the defendant is not amenable to an available community centrol sanction. Further, the Court
has considered the defendant's present and future ability to pay the amount of any sanction, fine or
attorney's fees.

The Court finds that the defendant has been found guilty of:

AGGRAVATED ROBBERY as to Count Two, a violation of Revised Code Section 2911.01(A)(3) a first
degree felony. With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby sentenced to:

Prison for a period of 9 years.

This sentence will be served consecutive to Count One.
Fine in the amount of $2,000

AGGRAVATED BURGLARY as to Count Three, a violation of Revised Code Section 2911.11(AX1) a first
degree felony, With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby sentenced to:

Prison for a period of 9 years.

This sentence will be served consecutive to Count Two.
Fine jn the amount of $2,000

GRAND THEFT as to Count Four, a violation of Revised Code Section 2913.02(A)(1) a fourth degree
felony. With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby sentenced to:

Prison for & pericd of 17 months.
This sentence will be served concurrent with Count(s) Two and Three.

BURGLARY as to Count Five, a violation of Revised Code Section 291 1.12(A)}(3) a third degree felony.
With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby sentenced to:

Prison for a pericd of 4 years.

ST S H L T T AT g 5

EXRIBIT

A

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO
P.O. Box 515, HamiLtoN, OH 45012-D515

A-5



This sentence will be served consecutive to Count(s) Two and Three.
Fine in the amount of $1,000

Cradit for 1€56 -served is-granted as-of this date,

As to Count({s) Two, Three, Four and Five:

The Court has notified the defendant that post release control is in this case up to a maximum of
years, as well as the consequences for violating conditions of post release control imposed by the Parole
Board under Revised Code Section 2967.28. The defendant is ordered to serve as part of this sentence
any term of post release control imposed by the Parole Board, and any prison term for violation of that
post release control. The defendant is therefore ORDERED conveyed to the custody of the Chio
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction.

Defendant is ORDERED to pay:

Costs of prosecution, supervision and any supervision fees permitted pursuant to Revised Code
Section 2929.1B(A)(4).

The Court further advised the defendant of all of hisfher rights pursuant to Criminal Rule 32,
including hisfher right to appeal the judgment, his/her right to appointed counsel at no cost, histher right to
have court documents provided to him/her at no costs, and his / her right to have notice of appeal filed on
his behalf.

Directive to Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction: Please notify the Butier County Court
of Commaon Pleas of any major changes of incarceration status including but not limited to release,
transfer, execution or death of the defendant.

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ENTER

ROBIN N. PIPER 7 }-;;—:-"- S N,
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STATE OF ORHIO ASE NO. CR2003-03-0309-.. .
- Gl Cpt o Savitp
Plaintiff NEY, J. COU,?]S.
vs. RDER DENYING DEFENDANT’S MOTION

OR THE DISCLOSURE OF FAVORABLE
VIDENCE FOR PURPOSES OF RE-
DONALD JOSEPH KETTERER ENTENCING

Defendant

This matier came before the Court, on May 24, 2007, upon Defendant's Motion for the
disclosure of favorable evidence for purposes of re-sentencing. After due consideration of the
Motion, Legal Memotrandum and Oral Argument from both parties on said Motion, the Count
finds that said motion is not well taken. -

It is, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendant's Motion for

the disclosure of favorable evidence for purposes of re-sentencing is hereby denied.
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ROEBIN PIPER
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO
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June 19, 2607
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STATE OF OHIO CASE NO. CR2003-03-03089
Plaintiff ONEY, J. |
vs. ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT’S MOTION

TO WITHDRAW GUILTY PLEAS
DONALD JOSEPH KETTERER

Defendant

This matter came before the Court, on May 24, 2007, upon Defendant's Motion to withdraw
guilty pleas. After due consideration of the Motion, Legal Memorandum and the Oral Argument
from both parties, the Court finds that the motion is not well taken.

1t is, THEREFORE, ORDEB.ED ‘ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendant's Motion to
withdraw his guilty pleas is hereby denied. Ce e

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ROBIN PIPER
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
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Plaintiff ONEY, J., SAGE, J. and CREHAN, J. "2y, F

vS. RE-SENTENCING
HUDGMENT OF CONVICTION ENTRY

DONALD JOSEPH KETTERER

Defendant

On May 24, 2007 defendant's re-sentencing hearing was held on the noncapital offenses, Counts
Two, Three, Four and Five, pursuant to Ohic Revised Code Section 2929.19 and the decision in State v.
Ketterer, 113 Ohio 5t.3d 1463, 2007-Ohio-1722, the previous judgment of conviction and sentence as to
Count One having been affirmed in_State vs. Ketterer, 111 Ohio St.3d 70, 2006-0hio-5283, ceriorari
denied (May 14, 2007), U.S. , 2007 WLB12004. Defense attorney Randall Porter, and the
defendant were present and defendant was advised of and afforded all rights pursuant to Crim. R. 32.
The Court has considered the record, the charges, the defendant's Guilty Finding by Judges, and findings
as set forth on the record and herein, oral statements, any victim impact statement and pre-sentence
report, as well as the principles and purposes of sentencing under Ohio Revised Code Section 2929.11,
and has balanced the seriousness and recidivism factors of Ohio Revised Code Section 2929.12 and
whether or not community controt is appropriate pursuant to Ohio Revised Code Section 2929.13, and
finds that the defendant is not amenable to an available community control sanction. Further, the Court
has considered the defendant's present and future ability to pay the amount of any sanction, fine or
attorney's fees.

The Court finds that the defendant has been found guilty of:

AGGRAVATED ROBBERY as to Count Two, a violation of Revised Code Section 2911.01(A)(3) a first
degree felony. With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby sentenced to:

Prison for a period of ¢ years,
This sentence will be served consecutive to Count One.
Fine in the amount of $2,000

AGGRAVATED BURGLARY as to Count Three, a violation of Revised Code Section 2911 (A1) & first
degree felony. With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby senienced to:

Prison for a period of 9 years.
This sentence will be served consecutive to Count Two.
Fine in the amount of 32,000

GRAND THEFT as to Count Four, a violation of Revised Code Section 2913.02(A)1} a fourth degree
felony. With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby sentenced to:

Prison for a period of 17 months.
This sentence will be served concurrent with Count(s) Two and Three,

BURGLARY as to Count Five, a violation of Revised Code Section 281 1.12{A)(3) a third degree felony.
With respect to this Count, the defendant is hereby sentenced to:

Prison for a period of 4 years,

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY, BUTLER CoUNTY, OHIO
P.O. Box 515, HamiLTon, OH 45012-0515
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This sentence will be served consecutive to Count(s) Two and Three.
Fine in the amount of 31,000

Credit for 1556 served iz granted as of this date.

As to Count(s) Two, Three, Four and Five:

The Court has notified the defendant that post release control is in this case up to & maximum of
years, as well as the consequences for violating conditions of post release control imposed by the Parole
Board under Revised Code Section 2967.28. The defendant is ordered to serve as part of this sentence
any term of post release control imposed by the Parole Board, and any prison term for violation of that
post release control.. The defendant is therefore ORDERED conveyed to the custody of the Ohio
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction.

Defendant is ORDERED to pay:

Costs of prosecution, supervision and any supervision fees permitted pursuant to Revised Code
Section 2929.18{A)(4).

The Court further advised the defendant of all of his/her rights pursuant to Criminai Rule 32,
including his/her right to appeal the judgment, his/her right to appointed counsel at no cost, hisfher right to
have court documents provided to him/her at no costs, and his / her right to have notice of appeal filed on
his behalf.

Directive to Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction: Please notify the Butler County Court
of Common Pleas of any major changes of incarceration status including but not limited to release,
transfer, execution or death of the defendant.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ROBIN N. PIPER
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY

BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO
SAGE, J. ‘ - 7z
Rt T 4
R L~ o //‘éi/(”ﬂ{"ci'”’dé&
;";y - -
CREHAN: J.
MAO/beg
May 25, 2007

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO
P.O.BOx 515, HamiLton, OH 45012-0515
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS T
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO

STATE OF OHIO CASE NO. CR2003-03-0309
Plaintiff ONEY, J.
vs. ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT'S MOTION

TO WITHDRAW GUILTY PLEAS
DONALD JOSEPH KETTERER

Defendant

This matter came before the Court, on May 24, 2007, upon Defendant's Motion to withdraw
guilty pleas. After due consideration of the Motion, Legal Memorandum and the Oral Argument
from both parties, the Court finds that the motion is not well taken.

It is, THEREFORE, ORD,BED "ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants Motlon to
withdraw his guilty pleas is hereby denied.

AFPPROVED AS TO FORM:
ROBIN PIPER
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO

MAO/heg
June 19, 2007

PROSECUTING ATrORA%s‘Y:I éIU'n.ER CounTy, OHIC
P.O. Box 515, Havieton, OH 45012-0515
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO

oy
STATE OF OHIO ASE NO. CR2003-03-0309 e
Plaintiff NEY, J.
vs. RDER DENYING DEFENDANT'S MOTION

OR THE DISCLOSURE OF FAVORABLE
7 VIDENCE FOR PURPOSES OF RE-
DONALD JOSEPH KETTERER ENTENCING

Defendant

‘This matter came before the Court, on May 24, 2007, upon Defendant's Motion for the
disclosure of favorable evidence for purposes of re-sentencing. After due consideration of the
Motion, Legal Memorandum and Oral Argument from both parties on said Motion, the Court
finds that said motion is not well taken,

It is, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendant's Motion for
the disclosure of favorable ewdence for purposes of re-sentencing is hereby denled

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ROBIN PIPER
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO

MAQ/beg
June 19, 2007

PrOSECUTING ATTORNENELZ ER CounTy, OHIO
P.0. Box 515, Hamiwton, OH 45012-0515




THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES
AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION

US CONST AMENDMENT V

No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous
crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases
arising in the land or naval forces, or in the rmilitia, when in actual service in time
of war or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offence to
be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any criminal
case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use,
without just compensation.
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THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES
AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION

US CONST AMENDMENT VI

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a
speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the
crime shall have been cornmitted, which district shall have been previously
ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation;
to be confronted with the witnesses against hint; to have compulsory process for
obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the Assistance of Counsel for his
defence.
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THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES
AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION

US CONST AMENDMENT XIV
Section 1

All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the
jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein
they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shal! abridge the
privileges or imnwmities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State
deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

Section 2

Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States
according to their respective numbers, counting the whole number of persons in
each State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to vote at any
election for the choice of electors for President and Vice President of the United
States, Represcntatives in Congress, the Executive and Judicial officers of a
State, or the members of the Legislature thereof, is denied to any of the male
inhabitants of such State, being twenty-one years of age, and citizens of the
United States, or in any way abridged, except for participation in rebellion, or
other crime, the basis of representation therein shall be reduced in the proportion
which the number of such male citizens shall bear to the whole number of male
citizens twenty-one years of age in such State,

Section 3

No person shall be a Senator or Representative in Congress, or elector
of President and Viee President, or hold any office, ¢ivil or military, under the
United States, or under any State, who, having previously taken an oath, as a
member of Congress, or as an officer of the United States, or as a member of any
State legislature, or as an executive or judicial officer of any State, to support the
Constitution of the United States, shall have engaged in insurrection or rebellion -
against the same, or given aid or comfort to the enemies thereof. But Congress
may by a vote of two-thirds of each house, remove such disability.

Section 4

The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law,
including debts incurred for payment of pensions and bounties for services in
suppressing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be questioned. But neither the
United States nor any State shall assume or pay any debt or obligation incurred
in aid of insurrection or rebellion against the United States, or any claim for the
loss or emancipation of any slave; but all such debts, obligations and claims shall
be held illegal and void.

Section 5

The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation,
the provisions of this article.
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LEXSTAT 18 USC 3553

UNITED STATES CODE SERVICE
Copyright © 2007 Matthew Bender & Company, Ine.,
one of the LEXIS Publishing (TM) companies
All rights reserved

¥** CURRENT THROUGH P.L. 110-106, APPROVED 10/25/2007 ***

TITLE 18. CRIMES AND CRIMINAL PROCEDURE
PART II. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 227. SENTENCES
SUBCHAPTER A. GENERAL PROVISIONS

(o to the United States Code Service Archive Directory
ISUSCS §3553

THE CASE NOTES SEGMENT OF THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN SPLIT INTO 2 DOCUMENTS.
THIS IS PART 1.
USE THE BROWSE FEATURE TO REVIEW THE OTHER PART(S).

§ 3553. Imposition of a sentence

{a) Factors to be considered in imposing a sentence. The court shall impose a sentence sufficient, but not greater than
necessary, to comply with the purposes set forth in paragraph (2) of this subsection. The court, in determining the par-
ticular sentence to be imposed, shall consider--
(1) the nature and circumstances of the offense and the history and characteristics of the defendant;
(2) the need for the sentence imposed--
(A) to reflect the seriousness of the offense, to promote respect for the law, and to provide just punishment for the
offense;
(B) to afford adequate deterrence to criminal conduct;
(C) to protect the public from further crimes of the defendant; and
{D) to provide the defendant with needed educational or vocational training, medical care, or other correctional
treatment in the most effective manner;
(3) the kinds of sentences available;
{4) the kinds of sentence and the sentencing range established for--
{A) the applicable category of oftense committed by the applicable catecory of defendant ag set forth in the guide-
lines--

(i) issued by the Sentencing Commission pursuant to section 994(a}(l) of title 28, United States Code, subject to
any amendments made to such guidelines by act of Congress (regardless of whether such amendments have yet to be
incorporated by the Sentencing Commission into amendments issued under section 994(p) of title 28); and

(ii) that, except as provided in section 3742(g) [/8 USCS § 3742(g)], are in effect on the date the defendant is sen-
tenced; or

(B) in the case of a violation of probation or superviséd release, the applicable guidelines or policy statements issued
by the Sentencing Coimunission pursuant to section 994(a)(3) of title 28, United States Code, taking into account any
amendments made to such guidelines or policy statements by act of Congress (regardless of whether such amendments
have yet to be incorporated by the Sentencing Commission into amendiments issued under section 994(p) of title 28);

(5) any pertinent policy statement--

{A) issued by the Sentencing Commission pursuant to section 994(&)(2) of Im’e 28, Umted States Code subject to
any amendments made to such pohcy statement by act of Congress (regardless of whether such amendments have yet to
be incorporated by the Sentencing Commission into amendments issued under section 994(p) of title 28); and
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(B) that, except as provided in section 3742(g) [/8 USCS § 3742(g)], is in effect on the date the defendant is sen-
tenced.
(6) the need to avoid unwarranted sentence disparities among defendants with similar records who have been found
guilty of similar conduct; and
(7) the need to provide restitution to any victims of the offense.

(b} Application of guidelines in imposing a sentence.

(1) In general [Caution; In United States v. Booker (2005) 543 US 228, 166 L Ed 2d 621, 125 8 Ct 738, the Su-
preme Court held-that 78 USCS § 3553(6)(1), which makes the Federal Sentencing Guidelines mandatory, is in-
compatible with the requirements of the Sixth Amendment and therefore must be severed and excised from the
Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.]. Except as provided in paragraph (2), the court shall impose a sentence of the kind,
and within the range, referred to in subsection (a)(4) unless the court finds that there exists an aggravating or mitigating
circumstance of a kind, or to a degree, not adequately taken into consideration by the Sentencing Commission in formu-
lating the guidelines that should result in a sentence different from that described. In determining whether 2 circum-
stance was adequately taken into consideration, the court shall consider only the sentencing guidelines, policy state-
menis, and official commentary of the Sentencing Commission. In the absence of an applicable sentencing guideline,
the court shail impose an appropriate sentence, having due regard for the purposes set forth in subsection (a)(2). In the
absence of an applicable sentencing guideline in the case of an offense other than a petty offense, the court shall also
have due regard for the relationship of the sentence imposed to sentences prescribed by guidelines applicable to similar
offenses and offenders, and to the applicable policy statements of the Sentencing Commission.

(2) Child crimes and sexual offenses.

[(A)] Sentencing. In sentencing a defendant convicted of an offense under section 1201 [78 USCS § 7201] involving
a minor victim, an offense under section 1591 [/8 USCS § 7591, or an offense under chapter 71, 1094, 110, or 117 [/8
USCS §§ 1460 et seq., 2241 et seq., 2251 et seq., or 2421 et seq.], the court shall impose a sentence of the kind, and
within the range, referred to in subsection (a)(4) unless--

(i) the court finds that there exists an aggravating circumstance of a kind, or to a degree, not adequately taken into
consideration by the Sentencing Commission in formulating the guidelines that should result in a sentence greater than
that described;

(it) the court finds that there exists a mitigating circumstance of a kind or to a degree, that--

(D) has been affirmatively and specifically identified as a permissible ground of downward departure in the sen-
tencing guidelines or policy statements issued under section 994(a) of title 28, taking account of any amendments to
such sentencing guidelines or policy statements by Congress;

(II) has not been taken into consideration by the Sentencing Commission in formulating the guidelines; and

(111) should result in a sentence different from that described; or

(iif) the court finds, on motion of the Government, that the defendant has provided substantial assistance in the
investigation or prosecution of another person who has committed an offense and that this assistance established a miti-
gating circumstance of a kind, or to a degree, not adequately taken into consideration by the Sentencing Commission in
formulating the guidelines that should result in a sentence lower than that described. -

In determining whether a circumstance was adequately taken into consideration, the court shall consider only the
sertencing guidelines, policy statements, and official commentary of the Sentencing Commission, together with any
amendments thereto by act of Congress. In the absence of an applicable sentencing guideline, the court shall impose an
appropriate sentence, having due regard for the purposes set forth in subsection (a)(2). In the absence of an applicable
sentencing guideline in the case of an offense other than a petty offense, the court shall also have due regard for the rela-
tionship of the sentence imposed to sentences prescribed by guidelines applicable to similar offenses and offenders, and
to the applicable policy statements of the Sentencing Commission, together with any amendments to such guidelines or
policy statements by act of Congress.

{c) Statement of reasons for imposing a sentence. The court, at the time of sentencing, shall state in open court the rea-
sons for its imposition of the particular sentence, and, if the sentence--

(1) is of the kind, and within the range, described in subsection (a)(4), and that range exceeds 24 months, the reason
for imposing a sentence at a particular point within the range; or

(2) is not of the kind, or is outside the range, described in subsection (a)(4), the specific reason for the imposition of a
sentence different from that described, which reasons must also be stated with specificity in the written order of judg-
ment and commitment, except to the extent that the court relies upon statements received in camera in accordance with
Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 32, In the event that the court relies upon statements received in camera in accor-
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dance with Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 32 the court shall state that such statements were so received and that it
relied upon the content of such statements.

If the court does not order restitution, or orders only partial restitution, the court shall include in the statement the reason
therefor. The court shall provide a transcription or other appropriate public record of the court's statement of reasons,
together with the order of judgment and commitment, to the Probation System and to the Sentencing Commission,[,]
and, if the sentence includes a term of imprisonment, to the Bureau of Prisons. ;

{d) Presentence procedure for an order of notice. Prior to imposing an order of notice pursuant to section 3555 {18
USCS § 3555], the court shall give notice to the defendant and the Government that it is considering imposing such an
order. Upon motion of the defendant or the Government, or on its own motion, the court shall--

(1) permit the defendant and the Government to submit affidavits and written memoranda addressing matters relevant
to the imposition of such an order;

(2) afford counse! an opportunity in open court to address orally the appropriateness of the imposition of such an or-
der; and

(3) include in its stitement of reasons pursuant to subsection (c) specific reasons underlying its determinations regard-
ing the nature of such an order.

Upon motion of the defendant or the Government, or on its own motion, the court may in its discretion employ any ad-
ditional procedures that it concludes will not unduly complicate or prolong the sentencing process.
L

(e) Limited authority to impose a sentence below a statutory minimum. Upon motion of the Government, the court shall
have the authority to impose a sentence below a level established by statute as a minimum sentence so as to reflect a
defendant’s substantial assistance in the investigation or prosecution of another person who has committed an offense.
Such sentence shall be imposed in accordance with the guidelines and policy statements issued by the Sentencing
Commission pursuant to section 994 of title 28, United States Code.

(f) Limitation on applicability of statutory minimums in certain cases. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in
the case of an offense under section 401, 404, or 406 of the Controlled Substances Act (2/ U.S.C. 84 1, 844, 846) or
section 1010 or 1013 of the Controlled Substances Import and Export Act (2! U.S.C. 960, 963), the court shall impose a
sentence pursuant to guidelines promulgated by the United States Sentencing Commission under section 994 of title 28
without regard to any statutory minimum sentence, if the court finds at sentencing, after the Government has been af-
forded the opportunity to make a recommendation, that--

(1) the defendant does not have more than 1 eriminal history point, as determined under the sentencing guidelines;

(2) the defendant did not use violence or credible threats of violence or possess a firearm or other dangerous weapon
(or induce another participant to do so) in connection with the offense;

(3) the offense did not result in death or serious bodily injury to any person;
* (4) the defendant was not an organizer, leader, manager, or supervisor of others in the offense, as determined under
the sentencing guidelines and was not engaged in a continuing criminal enterprise, as defined in section 408 of the Con-
frolled Substances Act [2] USCS § 848]; and

(5) not later than the time of the sentencing hearing, the defendant has truthfully provided to the Government all in-
formation and evidence the defendant has concerning the offense or offenses that were part of the same course of con-
duct or of a common scheme or plan, but the fact that the defendant has no relevant or usefu! other information to pro-
vide or that the Government is already aware of the information shall not preclude a determination by the court that the
defendant has complied with this requirement.
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LEXSTAT ORC 181.24

PAGE'S OHIO REVISED CODE ANNOTATED
Copyright (c) 2007 by Matthew Bender & Company, Inc
a member of the LexisNexis Group
All rights reserved.

*** CURRENT THROUGH LEGISLATION PASSED BY THE 127TH OHIC GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND FILED
WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE THROUGH QCTOBER 24, 2007 *#*
**# ANNOTATIONS CURRENT THROUGH JULY 1, 2007 ***
*** OPINIONS OF ATTORNEY GENERAL CURRENT THROUGH JULY 1, 2007 ***

TITLE 1. STATE GOVERNMENT
CHAPTER 181. CRIMINAL SENTENCING COMMISSION; CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES
CRIMINAL SENTENCING

Go to the Ohio Code Archive Directory
ORC Ann. 181.24 (2007)

§ 181.24. Recommendation of comprehensive criminal sentencing structure; projections; draft version

(A} No later than July 1, 1993, the state criminal sentencing commission shall recommend to the general assembly a
comprehensive criminal sentencing structure for the state that is consistent with the sentencing policy developed pursu-
ant to division (B) of section 181.23 of the Revised Code and the conclusions of the study conducted pursuant to divi-
sion (A} of that section, The sentencing structure shall be designed to enhance public safety, to assist in the management
of prison overcrowding and correctional resources, to simplify the sentencing structure of the state that is in existence
on August 22, 1990, and to result in a new sentencing structure that is readily understandable by the citizens of the state,
to simplify the criminal code of the state, to assure proportionality, uniformity, and other fairmess in criminal sentencing,
and to provide increased certainty in criminal sentencing.

(B) The comprehensive criminal sentencing structure recommended by the commission shall provide for all of the
following: o

(1) Proportionate sentences, with increased penalties for offenses based upon the seripusness of the offense and
the criminal history of the offender;

(2) Procedures for ensuring that the penalty imposed for a criminal offense upon similar offenders is uniform in
all jurisdictions in the state;

{3) Retention of reasonable judicial discretion within established limits that are consistent with the goals of the
overall criminal sentencing structure;

(4) Procedures for matching criminal penalties with the available correctional facilities, programs, and services:

{5) A structure and procedures that control the use and duration of a full range of sentencing options that is con-
sistent with public safety, including, but not limited to, long terms of imprisonment, probation, fines, and other sanc-
tions that do not involve incarceration;

{6} Appropriate reasons for judicial discretion in departing from the genera) sentencing structure.

(C) The commission shall project the impact of all aspects of the comprehensive criminal sentencing structure upon
the capacities of existing correctional facilities. It also shall project the effect of parole release patterns and patterns of
release from regional and local jails, workhouses, and other correctional facilities upon the sentencing structure. Addi-
tionally, the commission shall determine whether any additional correctional facilities are necessary to implement the
sentencing structure.
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(D) The commission shall determine whether any special appellate procedures are necessary for reviewing depar-
tures from, or the misapplication of, the general sentencing structure recommended pursuant to this section.

{(E) The commission shall submit a draft version of the comprehensive criminal sentencing structure to selected
Jjudges, prosecuting attorneys, defense attorneys, law enforcement officials, correctional officials, bar assoclations, and
other persons with experietice or expertise in criminal sentencing and solicit their comments on the draft.
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TITLE 25. CRIMES -- PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 2901. GENERAL PROVISIONS
IN GENERAL

Go to the Ohio Code Archive Directory
ORC Ann. 2901.04 (2007)

§ 2901.04. Rules of construction, references to previous conviction; interpretation of statutory references that define or
specify a criminal offense

{A) Except as otherwise provided in division (C) or (D) of this section, sections of the Revised Code defining offenses
or penalties shall be strictly construed agdinst the state, and liberally construed in favor of the accused.

(B) Rules of eriminal procedure and sections of the Revised Code providing for criminal procedure shall be con-
strued so as to effect the fair, impartial, speedy, and sure administration of justice.

{C) Any provision of a section of the Revised Code that refers to a previous conviction of or plea of guilty to a vio-
lation of a section of the Revised Code or of a division of a section of the Revised Code shall be construed to also refer
to a previous conviction of or plea of guilty to a substantially equivalent offense under an existing or former law of this
state, another state, or the United States or under an existing or former municipal ordinance.

(D) Any provision of the Revised Code that refers to a section, or to a division of a section, of the Revised Code
that defines or specifies a eriminal offense shall be construed to also refer to an existing or former law of this state, an-
other state, or the United States, to an existing or former municipal ordinance, or to an existing or former division of any

such existing or former law or ordinance that defines or specifies, or that defined or specified, a substantially equivalent
offense.
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TITLE 29. CRIMES -- PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 2911. ROBBERY, BURGLARY, TRESPASS AND SAFECRACKING
BURGLARY

Go to the Ohio Code Archive Directory
ORC Ann. 2971.11 (2007)

§2911.11. Aggravated burglary

(A) No person, by force, stealth, or deception, shall trespass in an occupied structure or in a separately secured or
separately occupied portion of an occupied structure, when another person other than an accomplice of the offender is
present, with purpose to commit in the structure or in the separately secured or separately occupied portion of the struc-
ture any criminal offense, if any of the following apply:

(1) The offender inflicts, or attempts or threatens to inflict physical harm on another;

(2) The offender has a deadly weapon or dangerous ordnance on or about the offender's person or under the of-
fender's control.

{B) Whoever violates this secticn is guilty of aggravated burglary, a felony of the first degree.
{C) As used in this section:
(1) "Occupied structure™ has the same meaning as in section 2909.01 of the Revised Code.

(2) "Deadly weapon” and "dangerous ordnance” have the same meanings as in section 2923.17 of the Revised
Code.
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TITLE 29. CRIMES -- PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 2929, PENALTIES AND SENTENCING
PENALTIES FOR FELONY

Go to the Ohio Code Archive Directory
ORC Ann. 2929.14 (2007)
THIS SECTION HAS MORE THAN ONE DOCUMENT WITH VARYING EFFECTIVE DATES.

§ 2929.14. Basic prison terms

{A) Except as provided in division (C), (D)(1), (D)2}, (D)}3), (D}(4), {D)5), (D)6}, (G), or (L) of this section and
except in relation to an offense for which a sentence of death or life imprisoniment is to be imposed, if the court impos-
ing a sentence upon an offender for a felony elects or is required to impose a prison term on the offender pursuant to this
chapter, the court shall impose a definite prison term that shall be one of the following;

(1) For a felony of the first degree, the prison term shall be three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine, or ten years.
(2) For a felony of the second degree, the prison term shall be two, three, four, five, six, seven, or eight years.
(3) For a felony of the third degree, the prison term shall be one, two, three, four, or five years.

(4) For a felony of the fourth degree, the prison term shall be six, seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen,
fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, or eighteen months.

(5} For a felony of the fifth degree, the prison term shall be six, seven, ¢ight, nine, ten, eleven, or twelve months.

(B) Except as provided in division (C), (D)(1), (D)(2), (D)(3}, (D)(5), (DX6), (G}, or (L) of this section, in section
2907.02 or 2907.05 of the Revised Code, or in Chapter 2925. of the Revised Code, if the court imposing a sentence upon
an offender for a felony elects or is required to impose a prison term on the offender, the court shall impose the shortest

prison term authorized for the offense pursuant to division (A) of this section, unless one or more of the following ap-
plies:

(1) The offender was serving a prison term at the time of the offense, or the offender previously had served a
prison term.

(2) The court finds on the record that the shortest prison term will demean the seriousness of the offender's con-
duct or will not adequately protect the public from future crime by the offender or others.

(C) Except as provided in division (G) or (L) of this section or in Chapter 2925. of the Revised Code, the court im-
posing a sentence upon an offender for a felony may impose the longest prison term authorized for the offense pursuant
to division (A) of this section only upon offenders who committed the worst forms of the offense, upon offenders who
pose the greatest likelihood of committing future crimes, upon certain major drug offenders under division (D)(3) of this
section, and upon certain repeat violent offenders in accordance with division (D)(2) of this section.
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(D) (1) () Except as provided in division (D)(1)(e) of this section, if an offender who is convicted of or pleads
guilty to a felony also is convicted of or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 294]. 141
[2941.14.1F, 2941 144 [2941.14.4], or 2941.145 [294].14.5] of the Revised Code, the court shall impose on the of-
fender one of the following prison terms:

(i) A prison term of six years if the specification is of the type described in section 2941.144 [2941.14.4] of
the Revised Code that charges the offender with having a firearm that is an automatic firearm or that was equipped with
a firearm mufﬂer or silencer on or about the offender's person or under the offender's control while committing the fel-
ony;

(ii) A prison term of three years if the specification is of the type deseribed in section 2941.145 {2941.14.5] of
the Revised Code that charges the offender with having a firearm on or about the offender's person or under the of-
fender's control while committing the offense and displaying the firearm, brandishing the firearm, indicating that the
offender possessed the firearm, or using it to facilitate the offense;

(iii) A prison term of one year if the specification is of the type described in section 2941141 [2941.14.1] of
the Revised Code that charges the offender with having a firearm on or about the offender's person or under the of-
fender's control while committing the felony.

(b) If a court imposes a prison term on an offender under division (D)(1)(a) of this section, the prison term shall
not be reduced pursuant to section 2929.20, section 2967.193 [2967.19.3], or any other provision of Chapter 2967. or
Chapter 5120. of the Revised Code. A court shall not impose more than one prison term on an offender under division
(DY(1)(a) of this section for felonies committed as part of the' same act or transaction.

(c) Except as provided in division (D)(1)(e) of this section, if an offender who is convicted of or pleads guilty to
a violation of section 2923.161 {2923.16.1] of the Revised Code or to a felony that includes, as an essential element,
purposely or knowingly causing or attempting to cause the death of or physical harm to another, also is convicted of or
pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 2941.146 [2941.14.6] of the Revised Code that charges
the offender with committing the offense by discharging a firearm from a motor vehicle other than a manufactured
home, the court, after imposing a prison term on the offender for the violation of secfion 2923.161 [2923.16.1] of the
Revised Code or for the other felony offense under division (A), (D)(2), or (0)(3) of this section, shall impose an addi-
tional prison term of five yeats upon the offender that shall not be reduced pursuant to section 292920, section
2967.193 [2967.19.3], or any other provision of Chapter 2967. or Chapter 5120. of the Revised Code. A court shall not
impose more than one additional prison term on an offender under division {D)} 1)(c) of this section for felonies com-
mitted as part of the same act or transaction. If a court imposes an additional prison term on an offender under division
(D)(1)(c) of this section relative to an offense, the court also shall impose a prison term under division (D)(1)(a) of this
section relative to the same offense, provided the criteria specified in that division for imposing an additional prison
term are satisfied relative to the offender and the offense.

(d) If an offender who is convicted of or pleads guilty to an offense of violence that is a felony also is convicted
of or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 2941.1411 [2941.14.11] of the Revised Code that
charges the offender with wearing or carrying body armor while committing the felony offense of viclence, the court
shall impose on the offender a prison term of two years. The prison terr so imposed shall not be reduced pursuant to
section 2929.20, section 2967.193 [2067.19.3], or any other provision of Chapter 2967. or Chapter 5120. of the Revised
Code. A court shall not impose more than one prison term on an offender under division {D)(1){(d) of this section for
felonies committed as part of the same act or transaction. If a court imposes an additional prison term under division
{D)(1)(a) or (c) of this section, the court is not precluded from imposing an additional prison term under division
{DY1)(d) of this section.

() The court shall not impose any of the prison terms described in division (D)(1)(a) of this section or any of
the additional prison terms described in division (D)(1){c) of this section upon an offender for a violation of section
2923.12 or 2923.123 [2923.12.3] of the Revised Code. The court shall not impose any of the prison terms described in
division (D)(1){a) of this section or any of the additional prison terms described in division (D)(1)(c) of this section
upon an offender for a violation of section 2923, 13 of the Revised Code unless all of the following apply:

(i} The offender previously has been convicted of aggravated murder, murder, or any felony of the first or
second degree.

(ii) Less than five years have passed since the offender was released from prison or post-release control,
whichever is later, for the prior offense,
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(f) If an offender is convicted of or pleads guilty to a felony that includes, as an essential element, causing or at-
tempting to cause the death of or physical harm to another and also is convicted of or pleads guilty to a specification of
the type described in section 2941.1412 [2941.14.12] of the Revised Code that charges the offender with committing the
offense by discharging a fireann at a peace officer as defined in section 2935.01 of the Revised Code or a corrections
officer as defined in section 2941.1412 {2041 .14.12] of the Revised Code, the court, after imposing a prison term on the
offender for the felony offense under division (A}, (D)(2), or (D)(3) of this section, shall impose an additional prison
term of seven years upon the offender that shall not be reduced pursuant to section 2929.20, section 2967.193
[2967.19.3], or any other provision of Chapter 2967. or Chapter 5120. of the Revised Code. A court shall not impose
more than one additional prison term on an offender under division (D) 1)(f) of this section for felonies committed as
part of the same act or transaction. If a court imposes an additional prison term on an offender under division (D)(1)(f)
of this section relative to an offense, the court shall not itmpose a prison term under division (D)(1){a) or {c) of this sec-
tion relative to the same offense.

(2) (a) If division (D)(2)(b) of this section does not apply, the court may impose on an offender, in addition to the
longest prison term authorized or required for the offense, an additional definite prison term of one, two, three, four,
five, six, seven, eight, nine, or ten years if all of the following criteria are met:

() The offender is convicted of or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 2941.149
[2941.14.9] of the Revised Code that the offender {s a repeat violent offender.

(ii) The offense of which the offender currently is convicted or to which the offender currently pleads guilty is
aggravated murder and the court does not impose a sentence of death or life imprisonment without parole, murder, ter-
rorism and the court does not impose a sentence of life imprisonment without parole, any felony of the first degree that
is an offense of violence and the court does not impose a sentence of life imprisonment without parole, or any felony of
the second degree that is an offense of violence and the trier of fact finds that the offense involved an attempt to cause
or a threat to cause serious phystcal harm to a person or resulted in serious physical harm to a person.

(iii) The court imposes the longest prison term for the offense that is not life imprisonment without parole.

(iv} The court finds that the prison terms imposed pursuant to division (D)(2)(a)(iii) of this section and, if ap-
plicable, division {(D)(1) or (3) of this section are inadequate to punish the offender and protect the public from future
crime, becanse the applicable factors under section 2929.12 of the Revised Code indicating a greater likelihood of re-
cidivism outweigh the applicable factors under that section indicating a lesser likelihood of recidivism.

(v) The court finds that the prison terms imposed pursuant to divisien (D){2)(a)(iii) of this section and, if ap-
plicable, division (D)(1) or (3) of this section are demeaning to the seriousness of the offense, because one or more of
the factors under section 2929.12 of the Revised Code indicating that the offender's conduct is more serious than con-
duct normally constituting the offense are present, and they outweigh the applicable factors under that section indicating
that the offender’s conduct is less serious than conduct normally constituting the offense.

(b} The court shall impose on an offender the longest prison term authorized or required for the offense and
shall impose on the offender an additional definite prison tern of one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, rine, or
ten years if all of the following criteria are met:

(i) The offender is convicted of or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 2941.149
[2941.14.9] of the Revised Code that the offender is a repeat violent offender.

(it) The offender within the preceding twenty years has been convicted of or pleaded guilty to three or more
offenses described in division (DDY(1) of section 2929.01 of the Revised Cade, including al] offenses described in that
division of which the offender is convicted or to which the offender pleads guilty in the current prosecution and all of-
fenses described in that division of which the offender previously has been convicted or to which the offender previ-
ously pleaded guilty, whether prosecuted together or separately,

(i) The offense or offenses of which the offender currently is convicted or to which the offender currently
pleads guilty is aggravated murder and the court does not impose a sentence of death or life imprisonment without pa-
role, murder, terrorism and the court does not impose a sentence of life imprisonment without parole, any felony of the
first degree that is an offense of violence and the court does not impose a sentence of life imprisonment without parole
or any felony of the second degree that is an offense of violence and the trier of fact finds that the offense involved an
attempt to cause or a threat to cause serious physical harm to a person or resulted in serious physical harm to a person.

1
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(¢) For purposes of division (D)(2)(b} of this section, twe or more offenses committed at the same time or as
part of the same act or event shall be considered one offense, and that one offense shall be the offense with the greatest

penalty.

(d) A sentence imposed under division (D)(2)(a) or (b) of this section shall not be reduced pursuant to section
2929.20 or section 2967.193 [2967.19.3], or any other provision of Chapter 2967. or Chapter 5120. of the Revised
Code. The offender shall serve an additional prison term imposed under this section consecutively to and prior to the
prison term imposed for the underlying offense.

{e) When imposing a sentence pursuant to division {D)(2)(a) or (b) of this section, the court shall state its find-
ings explaining the imposed sentence.

(3) (a) Except when an offender commits a violation of section 2903.01 or 2907.02 of the Revised Code and the
penalty imposed for the violation is life imprisonment or comrmits a violation of section 2903,02 of the Revised Code, if
the offender commits a violation of section 2925.03 or 292511 of the Revised Code and that section classifies the of-
fender as a major drug offender and requires the imposition of a ten-year prison term on the offender, if the offender
commits a felony viclation of section 2925.02, 2925.04, 2925.05, 2925.36, 3719.07, 3719.08, 3719.16, 3719.161
[3719.16.1], 4729.37, or 4729.61, division {C) or {D} of section 3719.172 [3719.17.2], division (C) of section 4729.51,
or division (J) of section 4729.54 of the Revised Code that includes the sale, offer to sell, or possession of a schedule T
or 1! controlled substance, with the exception of marihuana, and the court imposing sentence upon the offender finds
that the offender is guilty of a specification of the type described in secrion 2941, 1410 {2941.14.10] of the Revised Code
charging that the offender is a major drug offender, if the coyrt imposing sentence upon an offender for a fzlony finds
that the offender is guilty of corrupt activity with the most serious offense in the pattern of corrupt activity being a fel-
ony of the first degree, or if the offender is guilty of an attempted violation of section 2907.02 of the Revised Code and,
had the offender completed the violation of section 2907.02 of the Revised Code that was attempted, the offender would
have been subject to a sentence of life imprisonment or life imprisonment without parole for the violation of section
2907.02 of the Revised Code, the court shall impose upon the offender for the felony violation a ten-year prison term
that cannot be reduced pursuant to section 2929.20 or Chapter 2967. or 5120. of the Revised Code.

{b) The court imposing a prison term on an offender under division (2)(3)(a) of this section may impose an ad-
ditional prison term of one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine, or tet years, if the court, with respect to the
term imposed under division (D)}(3)(a) of this section and, if applicable, divisions (D)1) and (2) of this section, makes
both of the findings set forth in divisions (D)2)(a}(iv) and (v) of this section.

(4) If the offender is being sentenced for a third or fourth degree felony OVI offense under division (G}(2) of sec-
tion 2929.13 of the Revised Code, the sentencing court shall impose upon the offender a mandatory prison term in ac-
cordance with that division. In addition to the mandatary prison term, if the offender is being sentenced for a fourth de-
gree felony OVI offense, the court, notwithstanding division (A)(4) of this section, may sentence the offender to a defi-
nite prison term of not less than six months and not more than thirty months, and if the offender is being sentenced for a
third degree felony OVI offense, the sentencing court may sentence the offender to an additional prison term of any
duration specified in division (A)(3) of this section. In either case, the additional prison term imposed shall be reduced
by the sixty or one hundred twenty days imposed upon the offender as the mandatory prison term. The total of the addi-
tional prison term imposed under division (D){4) of this section plus the sixty or one hundred twenty days imposed as
the mandatory prison term shall equal a definite term in the range of six months to thirty months for a fourth degree
felony OVI offense and shall equal one of the authorized prison terms specified in division (A)3} of this section for a
third degree felony OVI offense. If the court imposes an additional prison term under division (D)(4) of this section, the
offender shall serve the additional prison term after the offender has served the mandatory prison term required for the
offense. In addition to the mandatory prison term or mandatory and additional prison term imposed as deseribed in divi-
sion (D)(4) of this section, the court also may sentence the offender to a community control sanction under section
2929.16 or 2929.17 of the Revised Code, but the offender shall serve all of the prison terms so imposed prior to serving
the community control sanction.

If the offender is being sentenced for a fourth degree felony OVI offense under division (G)(1) of section 2929.13
of the Revised Code and the court imposes a mandatory term of local incarceration, the court may impose a prison term
as described in division (A)(1) of that section,

(5) If an offender is convicted of or pleads guilty to a violation of division {A)(1) ot (2) of secrion 2903.06 of the
Revised Code and also is convicted of or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 2941.1414
[2941.14.14] of the Revised Code that charges that the victim of the offense is a peace officer, as defined in section
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2935.01 of the Revised Code, or an investigator of the bureau of criminal identification and investigation, as defined in
section 2903.1] of the Revised Code, the court shall impose on the offender a prison term of five vears. If a court im-
poses a prison term on an offender under division (D)(5) of this section, the prison term shall not be reduced pursuant to
section 2929.20, section 2967.193 [2967.19.3], or any other provision of Chapter 2967. or Chapter 5120. of the Revised
Code. A court shall not impose more than one prison term on an offender under division (D)(5) of this section for felo-
nies committed as part of the same act.

(6) If an offender is convicted of or pleads guilty to a violation of division (A)(1) or (2) of secrion 2903.06 of the
Revised Code and also is convicted of or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 29411415
[2941.14.15] of the Revised Code that charges that the offender previously has been convicted of or pleaded guilty to
three or more violations of division (A) or (B) of section 4511.19 of the Revised Code or an equivalent offense, as de-
fined in section 29411415 {2941.14.15] of the Revised Code, or three or more violations of any combination of those
divisions and offenses, the court shall impose on the offender a prison term of three years. If a court imposes a prison
term on an offender under division (D)(6) of this section, the prison term shall not be reduced pursuant to section
292920, section 2967.193 [2967.19.3], or any other provision of Chapter 2967. or Chapter $120. of the Revised Code.
A court shall not impose more than one prison term on an offender under division (D)(6) of this section for felonies
comumitted as part of the same act.

(E) (1) (a) Subject to division (E)(1)(b) of this section, if a mandatory prison term is imposed upon an offender pur-
suant to division {D)(1)(a) of this section for having a firearm on or about the offender's person or under the offender's
control while committing a felony, if a mandatory prison term is imposed upon an offender pursuant to division
(DY 1)(c) of this section for committing a felony specified in'that division by discharging a firearm from a motor vehi-
cle, or if both types of mandatory prison terms are imposed, the offender shall serve any mandatory prison term imposed
under either division consecutively to any other mandatory prison term imposed under either division or under division
(D)(1){d) of this section, consecutively to and prior to any prison term imposed for the underlying felony pursuant to
division (A), (D)(2), or (D)}(3} of this section or any other section of the Revised Code, and consecutively to any other
prison term or mandatory priscn term previously or subsequently imposed upon the offender.

{b) If a mandatory prison term is imposed upon an offender pursvant to division (D){1)(d) of this section for
wearing or carrying body armor while committing an offense of violence that is a felony, the offender shall serve the
mandatory term so imposed consecutively to any other mandatory prison term imposed under that division or under
division (D)(1)(a) or (c) of this section, consecutively to and prior to any prison term imposed for the underlying felony
under division (A), (D)(2), or (D}3) of this section or any other section of the Revised Code, and consecutively to any
other prison term or mandatory prison term previousiy or subsequently imposed upon the offender.

(c) If a mandatory prison term is imposed upon an offender pursuant to division (DY(1)(f) of this section, the of-
fender shall serve the mandatory prison term so imposed consecutively to and prior to any prison term imposed for the
underlying felony under division (A), (D)}(2), or (D)(3) of this section or any other section of the Revised Code, and
consecutively to any other prison term or mandatory prison term previously or subsequently imposed upon the offender.

(2) If an offender who is an inmate in a jail, prison, or other residential detention facility violates section 2917.02,
2817.03, 2921.34, or 2921.33 of the Revised Code, if an offender who is under detention at a detention facility commits
a felony violation of section 2923.131 {2923.13.1] of the Revised Code, or if an offender who is an inmate in a jail,
prison, or other residential detention facility or is under detention at a detention facility commits another felony while
the offender is an escapee in violation of section 292,34 of the Revised Code, any prison term imposed upon the of-
fender for one of those violations shall be served by the offender consecutively to the prison term or term of imprison-
ment the offender was serving when the offender committed that offense and to any other prison term previously or
subsequently imposed upon the offender.

(3) If a prison term is imposed for a violation of division (B) of section 2011.01 of the Revised Code, a violation
of division (A) of section 2913.02 of the Revised Code in which the stolen propetty is 2 firearm or dangerous ordnance,
or a felony violation of division (B) of section 2921.331 {2921.33.1] of the Revised Code, the offender shall serve that
prison term consecutively to any other prison term or mandatory prison term previously or subsequently imposed upon

the offender. .

{(#) If multiple prison terms are imposed on an offender for convictions of multiple offenses, the court may require
the offender to serve the prison terms consecutively if the court finds that the consecutive service is necessary to protect
the public from future crime or to punish the offender and that consecutive sentences are not disproportionate to the
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seriousness of the offender’s conduct and to the danger the offender poses to the public, and if the court also finds any of
the following;

(a) The offender committed one or more of the multiple offenses while the offender was awaiting trial or sen-
tencing, was under a sanction imposed pursuant to section 2929.16, 2929.17, or 2929.18 of the Revised Code, or was
under post-release control for a prior offense.

(b} At least two of the multiple offenses were committed as part of one or more courses of conduct, and the
harm caused by two or more of the multiple offenses so committed was so great or unusual that no single prison term
for any of the offenses committed as part of any of the courses of conduct adequately reflects the seriousness of the aof-
fender's conduct.

(c) The offender's history of criminal conduct demonstrates that consecutive sentences are necessary to protect
the public from future crime by the offender.

(5) If a mandatory prison term is imposed upon an offender pursuant to division (D)(5) or (6} of this section, the
offender shall serve the mandatory prison term consecutively to and prior to any prison term imposed for the underlying
violation of division (A)(1) or (2) of section 2903.06 of the Revised Code pursuant to division (A) of this section or sec-
tion 2929, 142 [2929.14.2] of the Revised Code. If a mandatory prison term is imposed upon an offender pursuant to
division (D)(5) of this section, and if a mandatory prison term also is imposed upon the offender pursuant to division
(D)(6) of this section in relation to the same violation, the offender shall serve the mandatory prison term imposed pur-
suant to division (D)(5) of this section consecutively to and prior to the mandatory prison term imposed pursuant to di-
vision (D)(6) of this section and consecutively to and prior td any prison term imposed for the underlying violation of
division (A)1) or {2) of section 2903.06 of the Revised Code pursuant to division {A) of this section or section
2929.142 [2929.14.2] of the Revised Code.

(6) When consecutive prison terms are imposed pursuant to division (E)(1), (2), (3), (4), or {5} of this section, the
term to be served is the aggregate of all of the terms so imposed.

(F) (1) If a court imposes a prison term for a felony of the first degree, for a felony of the second degree, for a fel-
ony sex offense, or for a felony of the third degree that is not a felony sex offense and in the commission of which the
offender caused or threatened to cause physical harm to a person, it shall include in the sentence a requirement that the
offender be subject to a pericd of post-release control after the offender's release from imprisonment, in accordance with
that division. [fa court imposes a sentence including a prison term of a type described in this division on or after July
11, 2006, the failure of a court to include a post-release control requirement in the sentence pursuant to this division
does not negate, limit, or otherwise affect the mandatory period of post-release control that is required for the offender
under division (B) of section 2967.28 of the Revised Code. Section 2929.191 {2929.19.1] of the Revised Code applies if,
prior to July 11, 2006, a court imposed a sentence including a prison term of a type described in this division and failed
to include in the sentence pursuant to this division a statement regarding post-release control.

{(2) If a court imposes a prison term for a felony of the third, fourth, or fifth degree that is not subject to division
(F)(1) of this section, it shall include in the sentence a requirement that the offender be subject to a period of post-
release control after the offender's release from imprisontment, in accordance with that division, if the parole board de-
termines that a period of post-release control is necessary. Section 2929.191 [2929.19.1 '] of the Revised Code applies if,
prior to July 11, 2006, a court imposed a sentence including a prison term of a type described in this division and failed
to include in the sentence pursuant to this division a statement regarding post-release control,

(G) If a person is convicted of or pleads guilty to a violent sex offense or a designated homicide, assault, or kidnap-
ping offense and, in relation to that offense, the offender is adjudicated a sexually violent predator, if a person is con-
victed of or pleads guilty to a violation of division (A)(1)(b) of section 2907.02 of the Revised Code committed on or
after the effective date of this amendment and either the court does not impose a sentence of life without parole when
authorized pursuant to division (B) of section 2907.02 of the Revised Code or division (R) of section 2907.02 of the Re-
vised Code provides that the court shall not sentence the offender pursuant to section 2971.03 of the Revised Code, or if
a person is convicted of or pleads guilty to attempted rape committed on or after the effective date of this amendment
and a specification of the type described in section 29411418 [2941.14.18], 2941.1419 [2941.14.19], or 2941. 1420
{2941.14.20] of the Revised Code, the court shall impose sentence upon the offender in accordance with section 2977.03
of the Revised Code, and Chapter 2971, of the Revised Code applies regarding the prison term or term of life imprison-
ment without parole imposed upon the offender and the service of that term of imprisonment.
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(H) If a person who has been convicted of or pleaded guilty to a felony is sentenced to a prison term or termn of im-
prisonment under this section, sections 2929.02 t0 2929.06 of the Revised Code, section 2929.142 [2929.14.2] of the
Revised Code, or section 2971.03 of the Revised Code, or any other provision of law, section 5120.163 {5120.16.3] of
the Revised Code applies regarding the person while the person is confined in a state correctional institution,

(I} If an offender who is convicted of or pleads guilty to a felony that is an offense of violence also is convicted of
or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described in section 2941142 {2941.14.2] of the Revised Code that
charges the offender with having committed the felony while participating in a criminal gang, the court shall impose
upon the offender an additional prison term of one, two, or three years.

(J) If an offender who is convicted of or pleads guilty to aggravated murder, murder, or a felony of the first, second,
or third degree that is an offense of violence also is convicted of or pleads guilty to a specification of the type described
in section 2941.143 {2941.14.3] of the Revised Code that charges the offender with having committed the offense in a
school safety zone or towards a person in a school safety zone, the court shall impose upon the offender an additional
prison term of two years. The offender shall serve the additional two years consecutively to and prior to the prison term
imposed for the underlying offense.

(K) At the time of sentencing, the court may recommend the offender for placement in a program of shock incar-
ceration under section 5120.03]1 [5120.03.1] of the Revised Code or for placement in an intensive program prison under
section 5120.032 {5120.03.2] of the Revised Code, disapprove placement of the offender in a program of shock incar-
ceration or an intensive program prison of that nature, or make no recommendation on placement of the offender. In no
case shall the department of rehabilitation and correction plage the offender in a program or prison of that nature unless
the department determines as specified in section 3120.031 [5120.03.1] or 5120.032 [5120.03.2] of the Revised Code,
whichever is applicable, that the offender is eligible for the placement.

If the court disapproves placement of the offender in a program or prison of that nature, the department of rehabili-
tation and correction shall not place the offender in any program of shock Incarceration or intensive program prison.

If the court recommends placement of the offender in a program of shock incarceration or in an intensive program
prison, and if the offender is subsequently placed in the recommended program or prison, the department shall notify
the court of the placement and shall include with the notice a brief description of the placement.

If the court recommends placement of the offender in a program of shock incarceration or in an intensive program
prison and the department does not subsequently place the offender in the recommended program or prison, the depart-
ment shall send a notice to the court indicating why the offender was not placed in the recommended program or prison.

If the court does not make a recommendation under this division with respect to an offender and if the department
determines as specified in section 5120.037 [5120.03,1] or 5120.032 [5120.03.2] of the Revised Code, whichever is
appticable, that the offender is eligible for placement in a program or prison of that nature, the department shall screen
the offender and determine if there is an available program of shock incarceration or an intensive program prison for
which the offender is suited. If there is an available program of shock incarceration or an intensive program prison for
which the offender is suited, the department shall notify the court of the proposed placement of the offender as specified
in section 5120.031 [5120.03.1] or 5120.032 [5120.03.2] of the Revised Code and shall include with the notice a brief
description of the placement. The court shall have ten days from receipt of the notice to disapprove the placement.

(L} If a person is convicted of or pleads guilty to aggravated vehicular homicide in violation of division (A) (1) of
section 2903.06 of the Revised Code and division (B)(2)(c) of that section applies, the person shall be sentenced pursu-
ant io section 2929.142 [2929.14.2] of the Revised Code.
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§ 2929.19. Sentencing hearing

(A) (1) The court shall hold a sentencing hearing before imposing & sentence under this chapter upon an offender who
was convicted of or pleaded guilty to a felony and before resentencing an offender who was convicted of or pleaded
guilty to a felony and whose case was remanded pursuant to section 2953.07 or 2933.08 of the Revised Code. At the
hearing, the offender, the prosecuting attorney, the victim or the victim's representative in accordance with section
2930.14 of the Revised Code, and, with the approval of the court, any other person may present information relevant to
the imposition of sentence in the case. The court shall inform the offender of the verdict of the jury or finding of the
court and ask the offender whether the offender has anything to say as to why sentence should not be imposed upon the
ofiender.

(2) Except as otherwise provided in this division, before imposing sentence on an offender who is being sen-
tenced on or after January 1, 1997, for a sexually oriented offense that is not a registration-exempt sexually oriented
offense and who is in any category of offender described in division (B)(1)(a)(D), (if), or (iii) of section 2950.09 of the
Revised Code, the court shall conduct a hearing in accordance with division (B) of section 2950.09 of the Revised Code
to determine whether the offender is a sexual predator. The court shall not conduct a hearing under that division if the
offender is being sentenced for a violent sex offense or a designated homicide, assault, or kidnapping offense and, in
relation to that offense, the offender was adjudicated a sexually violent predator, if the offender is being sentenced un-
der section 2971.03 of the Revised Code for a violation of division (A)(1)(b) of section 2907.02 of the Revised Code
committed on or after the effective date of this amendment, if the offender is sentenced to a term of life without parole
under division (B} of section 2907.02 of the Revised Code, or if the offender is being sentenced for attempted rape
committed on or after the effective date of this amendment and a specification of the type described in section
29411418 [2941.14.18], 2941. 1419 f2941.14.19], or 2941.1420 {2941.14.20] of the Revised Code. Before imposing
sentence on an offender who is being sentenced for a sexually oriented offense that is not a registration-exempt sexually
oriented offense, the court also shall comply with division (E) of section 29350.09 of the Revised Code.

Before imposing sentence on or after July 31, 2003, on an offender who is being sentenced for a child-victim ori-
ented offense, regardless of when the offense was committed, the court shall conduct a hearing in accordance with divi-
sion (B) of section 2950.091 [2950.09.1] of the Revised Code to determine whether the offender is a child-victim preda-
tor. Before imposing sentence on an offender who is being sentenced for a child-victim oriented offense, the court also
shall comply with division (E) of section 2950.091 [2930.09.1] of the Revised Code.
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(B) (1) At the sentencing hearing, the court, before imposing sentence, shall consider the record, any information
presented at the hearing by any person pursuant to division (A) of this section, and, if one was prepared, the presentence
investigation report made pursuvant to section 2931.03 of the Revised Code or Criminal Rule 32,2, and any victim impact
statement made pursuant to section 2947.051 [2947.05.1] of the Revised Code.

{2} The court shall impose a sentence and shall make a finding that gives its reasons for selecting the sentence
imposed in any of the following circumstances:

{a) Unless the offense is a violent sex offense or designated homicide, assault, or kidnapping offense for which
the court is required to impose sentence pursuant to division (G) of section 2929. 14 of the Revised Code, if it imposes a
prison term for a felony of the fourth or fifth degree or for a felony drug offense that is a violation of a provision of
Chapter 2925, of the Revised Code and that is specified as being subject to division (B) of section 2929.13 of the Re-
vised Code for purposes of sentencing, its reasons for imposing the prison term, based upon the overriding purposes and
principles of felony sentencing set forth in section 2929.11 of the Revised Code, and any factors listed in divisions
(B} 1)(a)} to (i) of section 2929.13 of the Revised Code that it found to apply relative to the offender.

(b) If it does not impose a prison term for a felony of the first or second degree or for a felony drug offense that
is a violation of a provision of Chapter 2925. of the Revised Code and for which a presumption in faver of a prison term
is specified as being applicable, its reasons for not imposing the prison term and for overriding the presumption, based
upon the overriding purposes and principles of felony sentencing set forth in section 2929.11 of the Revised Code, and
the basis of the findings it made under divisions (D)(1) and (2} of section 2929.13 of the Revised Code.

(c) If it imposes consecutive sentences under section'2929.14 of the Revised Code, its reasons for imposing the
consecutive sentences;

(d) If the sentence is for one offense and it imposes a prison term for the offense that is the maximum prison
term allowed for that offense by division (A) of section 2929. 14 of the Revised Code or section 2929.142 {2929.14.2] of
the Revised Code, its reasons for imposing the maximum prison term;

(e} If the sentence is for two or more offenses arising out of a single incident and it imposes a prison term for
those offenses that is the maximum prison term allowed for the offense of the highest degree by division (A) of section
2929.14 of the Revised Code or section 2929.142 [2929.14.2] of the Revised Code, its reasons for imposing the maxi-
mum prison term.

(3) Subject to division (B)(4) of this section, if the sentencing court determines at the sentencing hearing that a
prison term is necessary or required, the court shall do all of the following:

(a) Impose a stated prison term;

{b) Notify the offender that, as part of the sentence, the parole board may extend the stated prison term for cer-
tain violations of prison rules for up to one-half of the stated prison term;

(c) Notify the offender that the offender will be supervised under section 2967.28 of the Revised Code after the
offender leaves prison if the offender is being sentenced for a felony of the first degree or second degree, for a felony
sex offense, or for a felony of the third degree that is not a felony sex offense and in the commission of which the of-
fender caused or threatened to cause physical harm to a person. If a court imposes a sentence including a prison term of
a type described in division (B)(3)(c) of this section on or after July 11, 2006, the failure of a court to notify the offender
pursuant to division (B)(3)(c}) of this section that the offender will be supervised under section 2967.28 of the Revised
Code after the offender leaves prison or to include in the judgment of conviction entered on the journal a statement to
that effect does not negate, limit, or otherwise affect the mandatory period of supervision that is required for the of-
fender under division (B) of section 2967.28 of the Revised Code. Section 2929.191 [2929.19.1] of the Revised Code
applies if, prior to July 11, 2606, a court imposed a sentence including a prison term of a type described in division
(B)(3)(c) of this section and failed to notify the offender pursuant to division (B)(3)(c) of this section regarding post-
release control or to include in the judgment of conviction entered on the journal or in the sentence a statement regard-
ing post-release control.

(d) Notify the offender that the offender may be supervised under section 2967.28 of the Revised Code after the
offender leaves prison if the offender is being sentenced for a felony of the third, fourth, or fifth degree that is not sub-
Jject to division (B)(3)(c) of this section. Section 2929.191 {2929.19.1] of the Revised Code applies if, prior to July 11,
2006, a court imposed a sentence including a prison term of a type described in division (B)(3)(d} of this section and
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failed to notify the offender pursuant to division (B)(3)(d) of this section regarding post-release control or to include in
the judgment of conviction entered on the journal or in the sentence a statement regarding post-release control.

{e) Notify the offender that, if a period of supervision is imposed following the offender's release from prison,
as described in division (B)(3)(c) or (d) of this section, and if the offender violates that supervision or a condition of
post-release control imposed under division (B) of section 2967.131 {2967.13.1] of the Revised Code, the parole board
may impose a prison term, as part of the sentence, of up to one-half of the stated prison term originally imposed upon
the offender. 1f a court imposes a sentence including a prison term on or afier July 11, 2006, the failure of a court to
notify the offender pursuant to division (B)(3)(e) of this section that the parole board may impose a prison term as de-
scribed in division (B)(3)(e) of this section for a violation of that supervision or & condition of post-release contro! im-
posed under division (B) of section 2967.131 f2967.13.1] of the Revised Code or to include in the judgment of convic-
tion entered on the journal a statement to that effect does not negate, limit, or otherwise affect the authority of the parole
board to so impose a prison term for a violation of that nature if, pursuant to division (D)(1) of section 2967.28 of the -
Revised Code, the parole board notiftes the offender prior to the offender’s release of the board's authority to so impose
a prison term. Sectfon 2929.191 f2929.19.1] of the Revised Code applies if, prior to July 11, 2006, a court imposed a
sentence including a prison term and failed to notify the offender pursuant to division (B)(3)(e) of this section regarding
the possibility of the parole board imposing a prison term for a violation of supervision or a condition of post-release
contral.

() Require that the offender not ingest or be injected with a drug of abuse and submit to random drug testing as
provided in section 341.26, 733.33, or 5120.63 of the Revised Code, whichever is applicable to the offender who is serv-
ing a prison term, and require that the results of the drug test’administered under any of those sections indicate that the
offender did not ingest or was not injected with a drug of abuse.

(4) If the offender is being sentenced for a violent sex offense or designated homicide, assault, or kidnapping of-
fense that the offender committed on or after January 1, 1997, and the offender is adjudicated a sexually violent predator
in relation to that offense, if the offender is being sentenced for a sexually oriented offense that is not a registration-
exempt sexually oriented offense and that the offender committed on or after January 1, 1997, and the court imposing
the sentence has determined pursuant to division (B) of section 2930.09 of the Revised Code that the offender is a sexual
predator, if the offender is being sentenced on or after July 31, 2003, for a child-victim oriented offense and the court
imposing the sentence has determined pursuant to division (B) of section 2930.091 [2950.09.1] of the Revised Code that
the offender is a child-victim predator, if the offender is being sentenced for an aggravated sexually oriented offense as
defined in section 2950.01 of the Revised Code, if the offender is being sentenced under section 2971.03 of the Revised
Code for a violation of division (A) 1)(b) of section 2907.02 of the Revised Code committed on or after the effective
date of this amendment, if the offender is sentenced to a term of life without parole under division (B) of section
290702 of the Revised Code, or if the offender is being sentenced for attempted rape committed on or after the effective
date of this amendment and a specification of the type described in section 2941.1418 f2941.14.18], 2941.1419
(2941 14.19], or 29411420 [2941.14.20] of the Revised Code, the court shall include in the offender's sentence a state-
ment that the offender has been adjudicated a sexual predator, has been adjudicated a child victim predator, or has been
convicted of or pleaded guilty to an aggravated sexually oriented offense, whichever is applicable, and shall comply
with the requirements of section 2930.03 of the Revised Code. Additionally, in the circumstances described in division
(G) of section 2929.14 of the Revised Code, the court shall impose sentence on the offender as described in that divi-
sion.

(5) If the sentencing court determines at the sentencing hearing that a community control sanction should be im-
posed and the court is not prohibited from imposing a community control sanction, the court shall impose a community
control sanction. The court shall notify the offender that, if the conditions of the sanction are violated, if the offender
commits a violation of any law, or if the offender leaves this state without the permission of the court or the offender's
probation officer, the court may impose a longer time under the same sanction, may impose a more restrictive sanction,
or may impose a prison term on the offender and shall indicate the specific prison term that may be imposed as a sanc-
tion for the violation, as selected by the court from the range of prison terms for the offense pursuant to section 2929.14
of the Revised Code.

(6) Before imposing a financial sanction under section 2929.18 of the Revised Code or a fine under section

2029.32 of the Revised Code, the court shall consider the offender's present and future ability to pay the amount of the
sanction or fine,
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(7) If the sentencing court sentences the offender to a sanction of confinement pursuant to section 2929.14 or
2929.16 of the Revised Code that is to be served in a local detention facility, as defined in section 2929.36 of the Revised
Code, and if the local detention facility is covered by a policy adopted pursuant to section 307.93, 341.14, 341.19,
341.21,341.23,753.02,733.04, 753.16, 2301.56, or 2947.19 of the Revised Code and section 2929.37 of the Revised
Code, both of the following apply:

{(a) The court shall specify both of the following as part of the sentence:

(i) If the offender is presented with an itemized bill pursuant to section 2929.37 of the Revised Code for pay-
ment of the costs of confinement, the offender is required to pay the bill in accordance with that section.

(it} If the offender does not dispute the bill described in division (B)(7)(a)(i) of this section and does not pay
the bill by the times specified in section 2929.37 of the Revised Code, the clerk of the court may issue a certificate of
Jjudgment against the offender as described in that section.

(b) The sentence automatically includes any certificate of judgment issued as described in division (B){(7){a)(ii)
of this section.

{C) (1} If the offender is being sentenced for a fourth degree felony OVI offense under division (G)(1) of section
2929.13 qof the Revised Code, the court shall impose the mandatory term of local incarceration in accordance with that
division,'shall impose a mandatory fine in accordance with division (B)(3) of section 2929.18 of the Revised Code, and,
in addition, may impose additional sanctions as specified in sections 2929.15, 2929.16, 2929.17, and 2929.18 of the
Revised Code, The court shall not impose a prison term on the offender except that the court may impose a prison term
upon the offender as provided in division (A)(1) of section 2929.13 of the Revised Code.

(2) If the offender is being sentenced for a third or fourth degree felony OVI offense under division (G)(2) of sec-
tion 2929.13 of the Revised Code, the court shall impose the mandatory prison term in accordance with that division,
shall impose a mandatory fine in accordance with division (B)(3) of section 292918 of the Revised Code, and, in addi-
tion, may impose an additional prison term as specified in section 2929.14 of the Revised Code. In addition to the man-
datory prison term or mandatory prison term and additional prison terin the court imposes, the court also may impose a
community control sanction on the offender, but the offender shall serve all of the prison terms so Imposed prior to serv-
ing the community control sanction.

(D) The sentencing court, pursuant to division (K) of section 2929.14 of the Revised Code, may recommend place-
ment of the offender in a program of shock incarceration under section 5120.031 {5120.03.1] of the Revised Code or an
intensive program prison under section 5120.032 [5120.03.2] of the Revised Code, disapprove placement of the of-
fender in a program or prison of that nature, or make no recommendation. If the court recommends or disapproves
placement, it shall make a finding that gives its reasons for its recommendation or disapproval.
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§ 2029.20. Judicial release

(A) As used in this section, "eligible offender” means any person serving a stated prison term of ten years or less when
either of the following applies:

(1) The stated prison termn does not include a mandatory prison term.

(2) The stated prison term includes a mandatory prison term, and the person has served the mandatory prison
term. - -

(B) Upon the filing of a motion by the eligible offender or upon its own motion, a sentencing court may reduce the
offender's stated prison term through a judicial release in accordance with this section. The court shall not reduce the
stated prison term of an offender who is not an eligible offender. An eligible offender may file a motion for judicial re-
lease with the sentencing court within the following applicable period of time:

(1) (2) Except as otherwise provided in division (B)(1)(b) or (c) of this section, if the stated prison term was im-
posed for a felony of the fourth or fifth degree, the eligible offender may file the motion not earlier than thirty days or
later than ninety days after the offender is delivered to a state correctional institution.

(b} If the stated prison term is five years and is an aggregate of stated prison terms that are being served con-
secutively and that were imposed for any combination of felonies of the fourth degree and felonies of the fifth degree,
the eligible offender may file the motion after the eligible offender has served four vears of the stated prison term.

() If the stated prison term is more than five years and not more than ten years and is an aggregate of stated
prison terms that are being served consecutively and that were imposed for any combination of felonies of the fourth
degree and felonies of the fifth degree, the eligible offender may file the motion after the eligible offender has served
five years of the stated prison term.

(2) Except as otherwise provided in division (B)(3) or {4) of this section, if the stated prison term was imposed for
a felony of the first, second, or third degree, the eligible offender may file the motion not earlier than one hundred
eighty days after the offender is delivered to a state corr ectmnal msntutlon

(3) If the stated prison term is five years, the eligible offender may file the motion after the eligible offender has
served four years of the stated prison term.

{4) If the stated prison term is more than five years and not more than ten years, the eligible offender may file the
motion after the eligible offender has served five years of the stated prison term.
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(5) If the offender's stated prison term includes a mandatory prison term, the offender shall file the motion within
the time authorized under division (B)(1), (2), (3), or (4) of this section for the nonmandatory portion of the prison term,
but the time for filing the motion does not begin to run until after the expiration of the mandatory portion of the prison
term. .

(C) Upon receipt of a timely motion for judicial release filed by an eligible offender under division (B) of this sec-
tion or upon the sentencing court's own mation made within the appropriate time period specified in that division, the
court may schedule a hearing on the motion. The court may deny the motion without a hearing but shall not grant the
motion without a hearing. If a court denies a motion without a hearing, the court may consider a subsequent judicial
release for that eligible offender on its own motion or a subsequent motion filed by that eligible offender. If a court de-
nies a motion after a hearing, the court shall not consider a subsequent motion for that eligible offender. The court shall
hold only one hearing for any eligible offender.

A hearing under this section shall be conducted in open court within sixty days after the date on which the motion
is filed, provided that the court may delay the hearing for a period not to exceed one hundred eighty additional days. If
the court holds a hearing on the motion, the court shall enter a ruling on the motion within ten days after the hearing. If
the court denies the motion without a hearing, the court shall enter its ruling on the motion within sixty days after the
motion is filed.

(D) If a court schedules a hearing under division (C) of this section, the court shall notify the eligible offender of
the hearing and shall notify the head of the state correctional institution in which the eligible offender is confined of the
hearing prior to the hearing. The head of the state correctional institution immediately shall notify the appropriate per-
son at the department of rehabilitation and correction of the hearing, and the department within twenty-four hours after
receipt of the notice, shall post on the database it maintains pursuant to section 5120.66 of the Revised Code the of-
fender's name and all of the information specified in division (A)(1)(c)(i) of that section. If the court schedules a hearing
for judicial release, the court promptly shall give notice of the hearing to the prosecuting attorney of the county in which
the eligible offender was indicted. Upon receipt of the notice from the court, the prosecuting attorney shall notify the
victim of the offense for which the stated prison term was imposed or the victim's representative, pursuant to section
2930.16 of the Revised Code, of the hearing. :

(E) Prior to the date of the hearing on a motion for judicial release under this section, the head of the state correc-
tional institution in which the eligible offender in question is confined shall send to the court a report on the eligible
offender’s conduct in the institution and in any institution from which the eligible offender may have been transferred.
The report shall cover the eligible offender's participation in school, vocational training, work, treatment, and other re-
habilitative activities and any disciplinary action taken against the eligible offender. The report shall be made part of the
record of the hearing.

(F) If the court grants a hearing on a motion for judicial release under this section, the eligible offender shall attend
the hearing if ordered to do so by the court. Upon receipt of a copy of the journal entry containing the order, the head of
the state correctional institution in which the eligible offender s incarcerated shall deliver the eligible offender to the
sheriff of the county in which the hearing is to be held. The sheriff shall convey the eligible offender to the hearing and
return the offender to the institution after the hearing.

(G) At the hearing on a motion for judicial release under this section, the court shall afford the eligible offender and
the eligible offender's attorney an opportunity to present written information relevant to the motion and shall afford the
eligible offender, if present, and the eligible offender's attorney an opportunity to present oral information relevant to
the motion. The court shall afford a similar opportunity to the prosecuting attorney, the victim or the victim's representa-
tive, as defined in section 2930.01 of the Revised Code, and any other person the court determines is likely to present
additional relevant information. The court shall consider any statement of a victim made pursuant to section 2930.14 or
2930.17 of the Revised Code, any victim impact statement prepared pursuant to section 2947.051 [2947.05.1] of the
Revised Code, and any report made under division (E) of this section. The court may consider any written statement of
any person submitted to the court pursuant to division (J) of this section. After ruling on the motion, the court shall no-
tify the victim of the ruling in accordance with sections 2830.03 and 2930.16 of the Revised Code.

(H) (1) A court shall not grant a judicial release under this section to an eligible offender who is imprisoned for a
felony of the first or second degree, or to an eligible offender who committed an offense contained in Chapter 2925, or
3719. of the Revised Code and for whom there was a presumption under section 2929.13 of the Revised Code in favor
of a prison term, unless the court, with reference to factors under section 2929.12 of the Revised Code, finds both of the
following:
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(a) That a sanction other than a prison term would adequately punish the offender and protect the public from
future criminal violations by the eligible offender because the applicable factors indicating a lesser likelihood of recidi-
vism outweigh the applicable factors indicating a greater likelihood of recidivism;

{b) That a sanction other than a prison term would not demean the seriousness of the offense because factors in-
dicating that the eligible offender's conduct in committing the offense was less serious than conduct normally constitut-
ing the offense outweigh factors indicating that the eligible offender's conduct was more serious than conduct normally
constituting the offense.

(2) A court that grants a judicial release to an eligible offender under division (H)(1) of this section shall specify
on the record both findings required in that division and also shall list all the factors described in that division that were
presented at the hearing.

(1) If the court grants a motion for judicial release under this section, the court shall order the release of the eligible
offender, shall place the eligible offender under an appropriate community control sanction, under appropriate commu-
nity contro! conditions, and under the supervision of the department of probation serving the court, and shatl reserve the
right to reimpose the sentence that it reduced pursuant to the judicial release if the offender violates the sanction. If the
court reimposes the reduced sentence pursuant to this reserved right, it may do so either concurrently with, or consecu-
tive to, any new sentence imposed upon the eligible offender as a result of the violation that is a new offense. The pe-
riod of the community control sanction shall be no longer than five years. The court, in its discretion, may reduce the
period of the community control sanction by the amount of time the eligible offender spent in jail for the offense and in
prison. If the court made any findings pursuant to division (H}(!) of this section, the couwrt shall serve a copy of the find-
ings upon counsel for the parties within fifteen days after the date on which the court grants the motion for judicial re-
lease.

Prior to being released pursuant to a judicial release granted under this section, the eligible offender shall serve any
extension of sentence that was imposed under section 2967.11 of the Revised Code.

If the court grants a motion for judicial release, the court shall notify the appropriate person at the department of re-
habilitation and correction of the judicial release, and the department shall post notice of the release on the database it
maintains pursuant to section 3120.66 of the Revised Code.

(9) In addition te and independent of the right of a victim to make a statement pursuant to section 2930.74, 2930.17,
or 2946.051 [2946.05.1] of the Revised Code and any right of a person to present written information or make a state-
ment pursuant to division (G} of this section, any person may submit to the court, at any time prior to the hearing on the
offender's motion for judicial release, a written statement concerning the effects of the offender's crime or crimes, the
circumstances surrounding the crime or crimes, the manner in which the crime or crimes were perpetrated, and the per-
son's opinion as to whether the offender should be released.
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§2929.41. Multiple sentences

(A) Except as provided in division (B) of this section, division (E) of section 2929.14, or division (D) or (E) of section
2971.03 of the Revised Code, a prison term, jail term, or sentence of imprisonment shall be served concurrently with any
other prison term, jail term, or sentence of imprisonment imposed by a court of this state, another state, or the United
States. Except as provided in division (B) (3} of this section, a jail term or sentence of imprisonment for misdemeanor
shall be served concurrently with a prison term or sentence of imprisonment for felony served in a state or federal cor-
rectional institution. -

(B) (1) A jail term or sentence of imprisonment for a misdemeanor shall be served consecutively to any other
prison term, jail term, or sentence of imprisonment when the trial court specifies that it is to be served consecutively or
when it is imposed for a misdemeanor violation of section 2907.322, 292].34, or 2923.131 of the Revised Code.

When consecutive sentences are imposed for misdemeanor under this division, the term to be served is the aggre-
gate of the consecutive terms imposed, except that the aggregate term to be served shall not exceed eighteen months.

(2) If a court of this state imposes a prison term upon the offender for the commission of a felony and a court of
another state or the United States also has imposed a prison term upon the offender for the comumission of a felony, the
court of this state may order that the offender serve the prison term it imposes consecutively to any prison term imposed
upon the offender by the court of another state or the United States.

(3) A jail term or sentence of imprisonment imposed for a misdemeanor violation of section 4510.11, 4510.14,
4310.16,4510.21, or 4511.19 of the Revised Code shall be served consecutively to a prison term that is imposed for a
felony violation of section 2903.06, 2903.07, 2903.08, or 4511.19 of the Revised Code or a felony violation of section
2903.04 of the Revised Code involving the operation of a motor vehicle by the offender and that is served in a state cor-
rectional institution when the trial court specifies that it is'to be served consecutively.

When consecutive jail terms or sentences of imprisonment and prison terms are imposed for one or more misde-
meanors and one or more felonies under this division, the term to be served is the aggregate of the consecutive terms
imposed, and the offender shall serve all terms imposed for a felony before serving any term imposed for a misde-
Meanar. C I
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§ 2945.06. Jurisdiction of judge when jury trial is waived; three-judge court

In any case in which a defendant waives his right to trial by jury and elects to be tried by the court under section
2945.05 of the Revised Code, any judge of the court in which the cause is pending shall proceed to hear, try, and
determine the cause in accordance with the rules and in like manner as if the cause were being tried before a jury. If
the accused is charged with an offense punishable with death, he shall be tried by a court to be composed of three
Judges, consisting of the judge presiding at the time in the trial of criminal cases and two other judges to be
designated by the presiding judge or chief justice of that court, and in case there is neither a presiding judge nor a
chief justice, by the chief justice of the supreme court. The judges or a majority of them may decide all questions of
fact and law arising upon the trial; however the accused shall not be found guilty or not guilty of any offense unless
the judges unanimously find the accused guilty or not guilty. If the accused pleads guilty of aggravated murder, a
court composed of three judges shall examine the witnesses, determine whether the accused is guilty of aggravated
murder or any other offense, and pronounce sentence accordingly. The court shall follow the procedures contained
in sections 2929.03 and 2929.04 of the Revised Code in all cases in which the accused is charged with an offense
punishable by death. If in the composition of the court it is necessary that a judge from another county be assigned
by the chief justice, the judge from another county shall be compensated for his services as provided by section
141.07 of the Revised Code. '
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§ 2953.02. Review of judgments

In a capital case in which a sentence of death is imposed for an offense committed before January 1, 1995, and in
any other criminal case, including a conviction for the violation of an ordinance of a municipal corporation, the
Jjudgment or final order of a court of record inferior to the court of appeals may be reviewed in the court of appeals.
A final order of an administrative officer or agency may be reviewed in the court of common pleas. A judgment or
fina] order of the court of appeals involving a question arising under the Constitution of the United States or of this
state may be appealed to the suprerne court as a matter of right. This right of appeal from judgments and final orders
of the court of appeals shall extend to cases in which a sentence of death is imposed for an offense committed before
January 1, 1995, and in which the death penalty has been affirmed, felony cases in which the supreme court has
directed the court of appeals to certify its record, and in all ether criminal cases of public or general interest wherein
the supreme court has granted a motion to certify the record of the court of appeals. In a capital case in which a
sentence of death is imposed for an offense committed on or after January 1, 19935, the judgment or final order may
be appealed from the trial court directly to the supreme court as a matter of right, The supreme court in criminal
cases shall not be required to determine as to the weight of the evidence, except that, in cases in which a sentence of
death is imposed for an offense committed on or after January 1, 1995, and in which the question of the weight of
the evidence to support the judgment has been raised on appeal, the supreme court shall determine as to the weight
of the evidence to support the judgment and shall determine as to the weight of the evidence to support the sentence
of death as provided in section 2929.05 of the Revised Code.
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OHIO REVISED CODE

TITLE 29. CRIMES -- PROCEDURE
CHAPTER 2967. PARDON; FAROLE; PROBATION

ORC Ann. 2067.28 (2007)

§ 2967.28. Period of post-release control for certain
offenders; sanctions; proceedings upon violation

{A) As used in this section:

{1) "Monitored time" means the monitored time
sanction specified in section 2929.17 of the Revised
Code.

(2) "Deadly weapon" and "dangerous ordnance”
have the same meanings as in section 2923.11 of the
Revised Code.

(3) "Felony sex offense” means a violation of a
section contained in Chapter 2907. of the Revised
Code that is a felony.

{B) Each sentence to a prison term for a felony of the
first degree, for a felony of the second degree, for a
felony sex offense, or for a felony of the third degree
that is not a felony sex offense and in the commission
of which the offender caused or threatened to cause
physical harm to a person shall include a requirement
that the offender be subject to a period of post-release
control imposed by the parole board after the
offender's release from imprisonment. If a court
imposes a sentence including a prison term of a type
described in this division on or after the effective date
of this amendment, the failure of a sentencing court
to notify the offender pursuant to division (B)(3)(c)
of section 2929.19 of the Revised Code of this
requirement or to include in the judgment of
conviction entered on the journal a statement that the
offender's sentence includes this requirement does
not negate, limit, or otherwise affect the mandatory
period of supervision that is required for the offender
under this division. Section 2929.191 [2929.19.1] of
the Revised Code applies if, prior to the effective
date of this amendment, a court imposed a sentence
including a prison term of a type described in this
division and failed to notify the offender pursuant to
division (B} 3)(c) of section 2929.19 of the Revised
Code regarding post-release control or to include in
the judgment of conviction entered on the joumnal or
in the sentence pursuant to division (F)(1) of section

2929.14 of the Revised Code a statement regarding
post-release control. Unless reduced by the parole
board pursuant to division () of this section when
authorized under that division, a period of post-
release control required by this division for an
offender shall be of one of the following periods:

{1) For a felony of the first degree or for a felony
sex offense, five years;

(2} For a felony of the second degree that is not a
felony sex offense, three years;

(3) For a felony of the third degree that is not a
felony sex offense and in the commission of which
the offender caused or threatened physical harm to a
person, three years.

{C) Any sentence to a prison term for a felony of the
third, fourth, or fifth degree that is not subject to
division (B} 1} or (3} of this section shall include a
requirement that the offender be subject to a period of
post-release control of up to three years after the
offender's release from imprisonment, if the parole
board, in accordance with division (D) of this section,
determines that a period of post-release control is
necessary for that offender. Section 2929.191
[2929.19.1] of the Revised Code applies if, prior to
the effective date of this amendment, a court imposed
a sentence including a prison term of a type described
in this division and failed to notify the offender
pursuant to division (B)}(3)(d) of section 2929.19 of
the Revised Code regarding post-release control or to
include in the judgment of conviction entered on the
journal or in the sentence pursuant to division (F)(2)
of section 2929.14 of the Revised Code a statement
regarding post-release control.

() (1) Before the prisoner is released from
imprisonment, the parole board shall impose upon a
prisoner described in division (B) of this section, may

~ impose upon a prisoner described in division (C) of
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this section, and shall impose upon a prisoner
described in division (B)(2){(b) of section 5120.031
[5120.03.1] or in division (B)(1) of section 5120.032
[5120.03.2] of the Revised Code, one or more post-



release control sanctions to apply during the
prisoner's period of post-release control. Whenever
the beard imposes one or more post-release control
sanctions upon a prisoner, the board, in addition to
imposing the sanctions, also shall include as a
condition of the post-release control that the
individual or felon not leave the state without
perrnission of the court or the individual's or felon's
parole or probation officer and that the individual or
felon abide by the law. The board may impose any
other conditions of release under a post-release
conirol sanction that the board considers appropriate,
and the conditions of release may include any
community residential sanction, community
nonresidential sanction, or financial sanction that the
sentencing court was authorized to impose pursuant
to sections 2929.16, 2929.17, and 2929.18 of the
Revised Code. Prior to the release of a prisoner for
whormn it will impose one or more post-release control
sanctions under this division, the parole board shall
review the prisoner's criminal history, all juvenile
court adjudications finding the prisoner, while a
juvenile, to be a delinquent child, and the record of
the prisoner's conduct while imprisoned. The parole
board shall consider any recommendation regarding
post-release control sanctions for the prisoner made
by the office of victims' services. After considering
those materials, the board shall determine, fora
prisoner described in division {B) of this section,
division (B}(2)(b) of section 5120.031 [5120.03.1], or
division (B)(1} of section 5120.032 [5120.03.2] of
the Revised Code, which post-release control
sanction or combination of post-release control
sanctions is reasonable under the circumstances or,
for a prisoner described in division (C) of this
section, whether a posi-release control sanction is
necessary and, if so, which post-release control
sanction or combination of post-release control
sanctions is reasonable under the circumstances. In
the case of a prisoner convicted of a felony of the
fourth or fifth degree other than a felony sex offense,
the board shall presume that monitored time is the
appropriate post-release control sanction unless the
board determines that a more restrictive sanction js
warranted. A post-release control sanction imposed
under this division takes effect upon the prisoner's
release from imprisonment.

Regardless of whether the prisoner was sentenced
to the prison term prior to, on, or after the effective
date of this amendment, prior to the release of a
prisoner for whom it will impose one or more post-
release control sanctions under this division, the
parole board shall notify the prisoner that, if the
prisoner violates any sanction so imposed or any
condition of post-release control described in division
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(B) of section 2967.131 [2967.13.1] of the Revised
Code that is imposed on the prisoner, the parole
board may impose a prison term of up to one-half of
the stated prison term originally imposed upon the
prisoner.

(2} At any time after a prisoner is released from
imprisonment and during the period of post-release
control applicable to the releasee, the adult parole
authority may review the releasee's behavior under
the post-release control sanctions imposed upon the
releasee under this section. The authority may
determine, based upon the review and in accordance
with the standards established under division (E) of
this section, that a more restrictive or a less restrictive
sanction is appropriate and may impose a different
sanction. Unless the period of post-release control
was imposed for an offense described in division
(B)(1} of this section, the authority also may
recommend that the parole board reduce the duration
of the period of post-release control imposed by the
court. If the authority recommends that the board
reduce the duration of coatrol for an offense
described in division {B)(2), (B}(3), or (C) of this
section, the board shall review the releasee’s behavior
and may teduce the duration of the period of control
imposed by the court. In no case shall the board
reduce the duration of the period of control imposed
by the court for an offense described in division
{B)(1} of this section, and in no case shall the board
permit the releasee to leave the state without
permission of the court or the releasee's parole or
probation officer.

{E) The department of rehabilitation and correction,
in accordance with Chapter 119, of the Revised
Code, shall adopt rules that do all of the following:

(1) Establish standards for the imposition by the
parole beard of post-release control sanctions under
this section that are consistent with the overriding
purposes and sentencing principles set forth in
section 2929.11 of the Revised Code and that are
appropriate to the needs of releasees;

{2) Establish standards by which the parole board
can determine which prisoners described in division
{C) of this section should be placed under a period of
post-release control;

{3) Establish standards to be used by the parole
board in reducing the duration of the period of post-
release control imposed by the court when authorized
under division (D) of this section, in imposing a more
restrictive post-release control sanction than
monitored time upon a prisoner convicted of a felony



of the fourth or fifth degree other than a felony sex
offense, or in imposing a less restrictive control
sanction upon a releasee based on the releasee's
activities including, but not limited to, remaining free
from criminal activity and from the abuse of alcchol
or other drugs, successfully participating in approved
rehabilitation programs, maintaining employment,
and paying restitution to the victim or meeting the
terms of other financial sanctions;

{4) Establish standards to be used by the adult
parole authority in modifying a releasee's post-release
control sanctions pursuant to division (I}){2) of this
section;

{5) Establish standards to be used by the adult
parole authority or parole board in imposing further
sanctions under division (F) of this section on
releasees who violate post-release control sanctions,
including standards that do the following:

(a) Classify violations according to the degree of
seriousness;

(b} Define the circumstances under which formal
action by the parole board is warranted;

{c) Govemn the use of evidence at violation
hearings; '

{d) Ensure procedliral due process to an alleged
violator; :

(€) Prescribe nonresidential community control
sanctions for most misdemeanor and technical
violations;

(D) Provide procedures for the return of a releasee
to imprisonment for violations of post-release
control.

(F) (1) Whenever the parole board imposes one or
more post-release control sanctions upon an offender
under this section, the offender upon release from
imprisonment shall be under the general jurisdiction
of the adult parole authority and generally shall be
supervised by the field services section through its
staff of parole and field officers as described in
section 5149.04 of the Revised Code, as if the
offender had been placed on parole. If the offender
upon release from imprisonment viclates the post-
release control sanction or any conditions described
in division {A) of section 2967.131 [2967.13.1] of the
Revised Code that are imposed on the offender, the
public or private person or entity that operates or
administers the sanction or the program or activity
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that comprises the sanction shall report the violation
directly to the adult parole authority or to the officer
of the authority who supervises the offender. The
authority's officers may treat the offender as if the
offender were on parcle and in violation of the
parole, and otherwise shall comply with this section.

(2} If the adult parole authority determines that a
releasee has violated a post-release control sanction
or any conditions described in division (A) of section
2967.131 {2967.13.1] of the Revised Code imposed
upon the releasee and that a more restrictive sanction
is appropriate, the authority may impose a more
restrictive sanction upon the releasee, in accordance
with the standards established under division (E) of
this section, or may report the violation to the parole
board for a hearing pursuant to division (F)(3)} of this
section. The authority may not, pursuant to this
division, increase the duration of the releasee’s post-
release control or impose as a post-release control
sanction a residential sanction that includes a prison
term, but the authority may impose on the releasee
any other residential sanction, nonresidential
sanction, or financial sanction that the sentencing
court was authorized to impose pursuant to sections
2929.16,2929.17, and 2929.18 of the Revised Code.

{3) The parole board may hold a hearing on any
alleged violation by a releasee of a post-release
control sanction or any conditions described in
division (A} of section 2967.131 [2967.13.1] of the
Revised Code that are imposed upon the releasee. If
after the hearing the board finds that the releasee
violated the sanction or condition, the board may
increase the duration of the releasee's post-release
control up to the maximum duration authorized by
division (B) or (C) of this section or impose a more
restrictive post-release control sanction. When
appropriate, the board may impose as a post-release
control sanction a residential sanction that includes a
prison term. The board shall consider a prison term as
a post-release control sanction imposed for a
violation of post-release control when the violation
involves a deadly weapon or dangerous ordnance,
physical harm or attempted serious physical harm to
a person, or sexual misconduct, or when the releasee
committed repeated violations of post-release control
sanctions. The period of a prison term that is imposed
as a post-release control sanction under this division
shall not exceed nine months, and the maximum
cumulative prison term for all violations under this
division shall not exceed one-half of the stated prison
term originally imposed upon the offender as part of
this sentence. The period of a prison term that is
imposed as a post-release control sanction under this
division shall not count as, or be credited toward, the



remaining period of post-release control,

If an offender is imprisoned for a felony committed
while under post-release control supervision and is
again released on post-release control for a period of
time determined by division (F){4)(d) of this section,
the maximum cumulative prison term for all
viclations under this division shall not exceed one-
half of the total stated prison terms of the earlier
felony, reduced by any prison term administratively
imposed by the parole board, plus one-half of the
total stated prison term of the new felony.

(4) Any period of post-release control shall
commence upon an offender's actual release from
prison. If an offender is serving an indefinite prison
term or a life sentence in addition to a stated prison
term, the offender shall serve the period of post-
release control in the following manner:

{a) If a period of post-release control is imposed
upon the offender and if the offender also is subject
to a period of parole under a life sentence or an
indefinite sentence, and if the period of post-release
contro!l ends prior to the period of parole, the
offender shall be supervised on parole, The offender
shall receive credit for post-release control
supervision during the period of parole. The offender
is not eligible for final release under section 2967.16
of the Revised Code until the post-release control
period otherwise would have ended.

(b) If a period of post-release control is imposed
upon the offender and if the offender also is subject
to a period of parole under an indefinite sentence, and
if the period of parole ends prior to the period of
post-release control, the offender shall be supervised
on post-release control. The requirements of parole
supervision shall be satisfied during the post-release
control period.

{c) If an offender is subject to more than one
period of post-release control, the period of post-
release control for all of the sentences shall be the
period of post-release control that expires last, as
determined by the parole board. Periods of post-
release control shall be served concurrently and shall
not be imposed consecutively to each other,

(d) The period of post-release control for a
releasee who commits a felony while under post-
release control for an earlier felony shall be the

longer of the period of post-release contro! specified ~

for the new felony under division (B) or (C) of this
section or the time remaining under the period of
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post-release control imposed for the earlier felony as
determined by the parole board.



OHIO RULES OF COURT SERVICE

Ohio Rules Of Civil Procedure
Title IIT Pleadings And Motions

Ohio Civ. R. 12 (2007)

Rule 12. Defenses and objections - when and how
presented - by pleading or motion - motion for
judgment on the pleadings

{A) When answer presented.
(1) Generally.

The defendant shall serve his answer within twenty-
eight days after service of the summons and
complaint upon him; if service of notice has been
made by publication, he shall serve his answer within
twenty-eight days after the completion of service by
publication.

(2) Other responses and motions.

A party served with a pleading stating a cross-claim
against him shall serve an answer thereto within
twenty-eight days after the service upon him. The
plaintiff shall serve his reply to a counterclaim in the
answer within twenty-eight days after service of the
answer or, if a reply is ordered by the court, within
twenty-eight days after service of the order, unless
the order otherwise directs. The service of a motion
permitted under this rule alters these periods of time
as follows, unless a different time is fixed by order of
the court: (a) if the court denies the motion, a
responsive pleading, delayed because of service of
the motion, shall be served within fourteen days after
notice of the court's action; (b) if the court grants the
motion, a responsive pleading, delayed because of
service of the motion, shall be served within fourteen
days after service of the pleading which complies
with the cowrt's order.

(B) How presented.

Every defense, in law or fact, {o a claim for relief in
any pleading, whether a claim, counterclaim, cross-
claim, or third-party claim, shall be asserted in the
responsive pleading thereto if one is required, except
that the following defenses may at the option of the

pleader be made by motion: (1) lack of jurisdiction =~

over the subject matter, (2} lack of jurisdiction over
the person, (3} improper venue, (4) insufficiency of
process, (5) insufficiency of service of process, (6)
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failure to state a claim upon which relief can be
granted, (7) failure to join a party under Rule 19 or
Rule 19.1. A motion making any of these defenses
shall be made before pleading if a further pleading is
permitted. No defense or objection is waived by
being joined with one or more other defenses or
objections in a responsive pleading or motion. If a
pleading sets forth a claim for relief to which the
adverse party is not required to serve a responsive
pleading, he may assert at the trial any defense in law
or fact to that claim for relief. When a motion to
dismiss for failure to state a claim upon which relief
can be granted presents matters outside the pleading
and such matters are not excluded by the court, the
motion shall be treated as a motion for summary
Judgment and disposed of as provided in Rule 56.
Provided, however, that the court shall consider enly
such matters outside the pleadings as are specifically
enumerated in Rule 56. All parties shall be given
reasonable opportunity to present all materials made
pertinent to such a motion by Rule 56.

{C) Motion for judgment on the pleadings.

After the pleadings are closed but within such times
as not to delay the trial, any party may move for
Judgment on the pleadings.

(D) Preliminary hearings.

The defenses specifically enumerated (1) to (7) in
subdivision (B} of this rule, whether made in a
pleading or by motion, and the motion for judgment
mentioned in subdivision (C) of this rule shall be
heard and determined before trial on application of

any party.
(E) Motion for definite statement.

If a pleading to which a responsive pleading is
permitted is so vague or ambiguous that a party
cannot reasonably be required to frame a responsive
pleading, he may move for a definite statement
before interposing his responsive pleading. The
motien shall point out the defects complained of and
the details desired. If the motion is granted and the
order of the court is not obeyed within fourteen days



after notice of the order or within such other time as
the court may fix, the court may strike the pleading to
which the motion was directed or make such order as
it deems just.

(F) Motion to strike.

Upon motion made by a party before responding to a
pleading, or if no responsive pleading is permitted by
these rules, upon motion made by a party within
twenty-eight days after the service of the pleading
upon him or upon the court's own initiative at any
time, the court may order siricken from any pleading
an insufficient claim or defense or any redundant,
immaterial, impertinent or scandalous matter.

(G) Consolidation of defenses and objections.

A party who makes a motion under this rule must
join with it the other motions herein provided for and
then available to him. If a party makes a motion
under this rule and does not include therein all
defenses and objections then available to him which
this rule permits to be raised by motion, he shall not
thereafter assert by motion or responsive pleading,
any of the defenses or objections so omitted, except
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as provided in subdivision (H) of this rule.
() Waiver of defenses and objections.

(1) A defense of lack of jurisdiction over the person,
improper venue, insufficiency of process, or
insufficiency of service of process is waived (a) if
omitted from a motion in the circumstances described
in subdivision (G), or (b) if it is neither made by
motion under this rule nor included in a responsive
pleading or an amendment thereof permitted by Rule
15(A) to be made as a matter of course.

(2) A defense of failure to state a claim upon which
relief can be granted, a defense of failure to join a
party indispensable under Rule 19, and an objection
of failure to state a legal defense to a claim may be
made in any pleading permitied or ordered under
Rule 7(A), or by motion for judgment on the
pleadings, or at the trial on the merits,

(3) Whenever it appears by suggestion of the parties
or otherwise that the court lacks jurisdiction of the
subject matter, the court shall dismiss the action.



Ohio Rules Of Criminal Procedure

Ohio Crim. R. 11 (2007)

Rule 11. Pleas, Rights Upon Plea
{A) Pleas. '

A defendant may plead not guilty, not guilty by
reason of insanity, guilty or, with the consent of the
court, no contest, A plea of not guilty by reason of
insanity shall be made in writing by either the
defendant or the defendant's attorney. All other pleas
may be made orally. The pleas of not guilty and not
guilty by reason of insanity may be joined. If a
defendant refuses to plead, the court shall enter a plea
of not guilty on behalf of the defendant.

{B) Effect of guilty or no contest pleas.

With reference to the offense or offenses to which the
plea is entered:

{1) The plea of puilty is a complete admission of the
defendant's guilt.

{2) The plea of no contest is not an admission of
defendant's guilt, but is an admission of the truth of
the facts alleged in the indictment, information, or
complaint, and the plea or admission shall not be
used against the defendant in any subsequent civil or
criminal proceeding.

{3) When a plea of guilty or no contest is accepted
pursuant to this rule, the court, except as provided in
divisions (C)(3) and (4) of this rule, shall proceed
with sentencing under Crim. R. 32,

{C) Pleas of guilty and no contest in felony cases.

" {1) Where in a felony case the defendant is
unrepresented by counsel the court shall not accept a
plea of guilty or no contest unless the defendant, after
being readvised that he or she has the right to be
represented by retained counsel, or pursuant to Crim.
R. 44 by appointed counsel, waives this right.

(2} In felony cases the court may refuse to accept a

plea of guilty or a plea of no contest, and shall not

accept a plea of guilty or no contest without first
addressing the defendant personally and doing all of
the following:
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{a) Determining that the defendant is making the
plea voluntarily, with understanding of the nature of
the charges and of the maximum penalty involved,
and, if applicable, that the defendant is not eligible
for probation or for the imposition of community
control sanctions at the sentencing hearing,

{(b) Informing the defendant of and determining that
the defendant understands the effect of the plea of
guilty or no contest, and that the court, upon
acceptance of the plea, may proceed with judgment
and sentence,

(c) Informing the defendant and determining that
the defendant understands that by the plea the
defendant is waiving the rights to jury trial, to
confront witnesses against him or her, to have
compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in the
defendant's favor, and to require the state to prove the
defendant's guilt beyond a reasonable doubt at a trial
at which the defendant cannot be compelled to testify
against himself or herself.

(3) With respect to aggravated murder committed on
and after January 1, 1974, the defendant shall plead
separately to the charge and to each specification, if
any. A plea of guilty or no contest to the charge
waives the defendant's right to a jury trial, and before
accepting a plea of guilty or no contest the court shall
so advise the defendant and determine that the
defendant understands the consequences of the plea.

If the indictment contains no specification, and a
plea of guiity or no contest to the charge is accepted,
the court shall impose the sentence provided by law.

If the indictment contains one or more
specifications, and a plea of guilty or no contest to
the charge is accepted, the court may dismiss the
specifications and impose sentence accordingly, in
the interests of justice.

If the indictment contains one or more
specifications that are not dismissed upon acceptance
of a plea of guilty or no contest to the charge, or if
pleas of guilty or no contest to both the charge and
one or more specifications are accepted, a court
composed of three judges shall: {a) determine
whether the offense was aggravated murder or a



lesser offense; and (b) if the offense is determined to
have been a lesser offense, impose sentence
accordingly; or {c) if the offense is determined to
have been aggravated murder, proceed as provided
by law to determine the presence or absence of the
specified aggravating circumstances and of
mitigating circumstances, and impose sentence
accordingly.

{4) With respect to all other cases the court need not
take testimony upon a plea of guilty or no contest.

(D) Misdemeanor cases involving serious offenses.

In misdemeanor cases involving serious offenses the
court may refuse to accept a plea of guilty or no
contest, and shall not accept such plea without first
addressing the defendant personally and informing
the defendant of the effect of the pleas of guilty, no
contest, and not guilty and determining that the
defendant is making the plea voluntarily. Where the
defendant is unrepresented by counsel the court shall
not accept a plea of guilty or no contest unless the
defendant, after being readvised that he or she has the
right to be represented by retained counsel, or
pursuant to Crim. R. 44 by appointed counsel, waives
this right,

{(E) Misdemeanor cases involving petty offenses.

In misdemeanor cases involving petty offenses the
court may refuse to accept a plea of guilty or no
contest, and shall not accept such plea without first
informing the defendant of the effect of the pleas of
guilty, no contest, and not guilty.

The counsel provisions of Crim. R. 44(B) and (C)
apply to division (E) of this rule,

(F) Negotiated plea in felony cases.

When, in felony cases, a negotiated plea of guilty or
no contest to one or more offenses charged or to one
or more other or lesser offenses is offered, the

" underlying agreement upon which the plea is based
shall be stated on the record in open court.

{G) Refusal of court to accept plea.

If the court refuses to accept a plea of guilty or no
contest, the court shall enter a plea of not guilty on
behalf of the defendant. In such cases neither plea
“shall be admissible in evidence nor be the subject of
comment by the prosecuting attomey or court.

(H) Defense of insanity.
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The defense of not guilty by reason of insanity must
be pleaded at the time of arraignment, except that the
court for good cause shown shall permit such a plea
to be entered at any time before trial.



Chio Rules Of Criminal Procedure

Ohio Crim. R. 16 (2007)

Rule 16. Discovery and Inspection
{A) Demand for discovery.

Upon written request each party shall forthwith
provide the discovery herein allowed. Motions for
discovery shall certify that demand for discovery has
been made and the discovery has not been provided,

{B) Disclosure of evidence by the prosecuting
attomney.

(1) Information subject to disclosure.
{a) Statement of defendant or co-defendant.

Upon motion of the defendant, the court shall order
the prosecuting attorney to permut the defendant to
inspect and copy or photograph any of the following
which are available to, or within the possession,
custody, or control of the state, the existence of
which is known or by the exercise of due diligence
may become known to the prosecuting attorney:

(i) Relevant written or recorded statements made
by the defendant or co-defendant, or copies thereof;

(it) Written summaries of any oral statement, or
copies thereof, made by the defendant or co-
defendant to a prosecuting attorney or any law
enforcement officer;

(iii) Recorded testimony of the defendant or co-
defendant before a grand jury.

{b) Defendant's prior record.

Upon motion of the defendant the court shall order
the prosecuting attorney to furnish defendant a copy
of defendant's prior criminal record, which is
available to or within the possession, custody or
control of the state,

{c) Documents and tangible objects.

Upon motion of the defendant the court shall order
the prosecuting attorney to permit the defendant to
inspect and copy or photograph books, papers,
documents, photographs, tangible objects, buildings
or places, or copies or portions thereof, available to
or within the possession, custody or control of the
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state, and which are material to the preparation of his
defense, or are intended for use by the prosecuting
attorney as evidence at the trial, or were obtained
from or belong to the defendant.

{(d) Reports of examination and tests.

Upon motion of the defendant the court shall order
the prosecuting attorney to permit the defendant to
inspect and copy or photograph any results or reports
of physical or mental examinations, and of scientific
tests or experiments, made in connection with the
particular case, or copies thereof, available to or
within the possession, custody or control of the state,
the existence of which is known or by the exercise of
due diligence may become known to the prosecuting
attorney.

(e) Witness names and addresses; record,

Upon motion of the defendant, the court shall order
the prosecuting attomey to furnish to the defendant a
written list of the names and addresses of all
witnesses whom the prosecuting attorney intends to
call at trial, together with any record of prior felony
convictions of any such witness, which record is
within the knowledge of the prosecuting attorney.
Names and addresses of witnesses shall not be
subject to disclosure if the prosecuting attorney
certifies to the court that to do so may subject the
witness or others to physical or substantial economic
harm or coercion. Where a motion for discovery of
the names and addresses of witnesses has been made
by a defendant, the prosecuting attomey may move
the court to perpetuate the testimony of such
witnesses in a hearing before the court, in which
hearing the defendant shall have the right of cross-
examination. A record of the witness' testimony shall
be made and shall be admissible at trial as part of the
state's case in chief, in the event the witness has
become unavailable through no fault of the state.

(f) Disclosure of evidence favorable to defendant,

Upon motion of the defendant before trial the court
shall order the prosecuting attomey to disclose to
counsel for the defendant all evidence, known or
which may become known to the prosecuting
attorney, favorable to the defendant and material
either to guilt or punishment. The certification and
the perpetuation provisions of subsection (B){(1)e)



apply to this subsection.
{g) In camera inspection of witness' statement.

Upon completion of 2 witness' direct examination
at trial, the court on motion of the defendant shall
conduct an in camera inspection of the witness'
written or recorded statement with the defense
attorney and prosecuting attorney present and
participating, to determine the existence of
inconsistencies, if any, between the testimony of such
witness and the prior statement.

If the court determines that inconsistencies exist,
the staternent shall be given to the defense attorney
for use in cross-examination of the witness as to the
inconsistencies.

If the court determines that inconsistencies do not
exist the statement shall not be given to the defense
attorney and he shall not be permitted to cross-
exarmine or comment thereon.

Whenever the defense attorney is not given the
entire statement, it shall be preserved in the records
of the court to be made available to the appellate
court in the event of an appeal.

{2) Information not subject to disclosure.

Except as provided in subsections (B)(1)(a), (&), (d),
(£), and (g), this rule does not authorize the discovery
or inspection of reports, memoranda, or other internal
documents made by the prosecuting attorney or his
agents in connection with the investigation or
prosecution of the case, or of statements made by
witnesses o prospective witnesses to state agents.

{3) Grand jury transcripts.

The discovery or inspection of recorded proceedings
of a grand jury shall be governed by Rule 6(E) and
subsection (B)(1)(a) of this rule.

{4) Witness list; no comment.

The fact that a witness' name is on a list furnished
under subsections (B)(1)(b) and (f), and that such
witness is not called shall not be commented upon at
the trial.

{C) Disclosure of evidence by the defendant.

{1) Information subject to disclosure,

(a) Documents and tangible objects.
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If on request or motion the defendant obtains
discovery under subsection (B)(1){c), the court shall,
upon motion of the prosecuting attorney order the
defendant to permit the prosecuting attorney to
inspect and eopy or photograph books, papers,
documents, photographs, tangible objects, or copies
or portions thereof, available to or within the
possession, custody or control of the defendant and
which the defendant intends to introduce in evidence
at the trial.

(b) Reports of examinations and tests,

If on request or motion the defendant obtains
discovery under subsection (B)(1){(d), the court shall,
upon motion of the prosecuting attorney, order the
defendant to permit the prosecuting attorney to
inspect and copy or photograph any results or reports
of physical or mental examinations and of scientific
tests or experiments made in connection with the
particular case, or copies thereof, available to or
within the possession or control of the defendant, and
which the defendant intends to introduce in evidence
at the trial, or which were prepared by a witness
whom the defendant intends to call at the trial, when
such results or reports relate to his testimony.

{c} Witness names and addresses.

If on request or motion the defendant obtains
discovery under subsection (B)(1){e), the court shall,
upon motion of the prosecuting attorney, order the
defendant to furnish the prosecuting attorney a list of
the names and addresses of the witnesses he intends
to call at the trial. Where a motion for discovery of
the names and addresses of witnesses has been made
by the prosecuting attorney, the defendant may move
the court to perpetuate the testimony of such
witmesses in a hearing before the court in which
hearing the prosecuting attorney shall have the right
of cross-examination. A record of the witness'
testimony shall be made and shall be admissible at
trial as part of the defendant's case in chief in the
gvent the witness has become unavailable through no
fault of the defendant.

(d) In camera inspection of witness' statement.

Upen completion of the direct examination, at trial,
of a witness other than the defendant, the court on
motign of the prosecuting attorney shall conduct an
in camera inspection of the witness' written or
recorded statermnent obtained by the defense attorney
or his agents with the defense attorney and
prosecuting attorney present and participating, to



determine the existence of inconsistencies, if any,
between the testimony of such witness and the prior
statement.

If the court determines that inconsistencies exist
the statement shall be given to the prosecuting
attomey for use in cross-examination of the witness
as to the inconsistencies.

If the court determines that inconsistencies do not
exist the statement shall not be given to the
prosecuting attorney, and he shall not be permitted to
cross-examine or cormment thereon.

Whenever the prosecuting attorney is not given
the entire staternent it shall be preserved in the
records of the court to be made available to the
appellate court in the event of an appeal.

(2) Information not subject to disclosure.

Except as provided in subsections (C)(1)(b) and (d),
this rule does not authorize the discovery or
ingpection of reports, memoranda, or other internal
documents made by the defense attorney or his
agents in connection with the investigation or defense
of the case, or of statements made by witnesses or
prospective witnesses to the defense attorney or his
agents.

(3) Witness list; no comment,

The fact that a witness' name is on a list furnished
under subsection (C){(1)(c), and that the witness is not
called shall not be commented upon at the trial.

(D) Continuing duty to disclose.

If, subsequent to compliance with a request or order
pursuant to this rule, and prior to or during trial, a
party discovers additional matter which would have
been subject to discovery or inspection under the
original request or order, he shall promptly make
such matter available for discovery or inspection, or
notify the other party or his attomey or the court of
the existence of the additional matter, in order to
allow the court to modify its previous order, or to
allow the other party to make an appropriate request
for additional discovery or inspection.

{E) Regulation of discovery.
(1) Protective orders.

Upon a sufficient showing the court may at any time
order that the discovery or inspection be denied,
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restricted or deferred, or make such other order as is
appropriate. Upon motion by a party the court may
permit a party to make such showing, or part of such
showing, in the form of a written statement to be
inspected by the judge alone. If the court enters an
order granting relief following such a showing, the
entire text of the party's statement shall be sealed and
preserved in the records of the court to be made
available to the appellate court in the event of an
appeal.

{2} Tirne, place and manner of discovery and
inspection,

An order of the court granting relief under this rule
shall specify the time, place and manner of making
the discovery and inspection permitted, and may
prescribe such terms and conditions as are just.

(3) Failure to comply.

If at any time during the course of the proceedings it
is brought to the attention of the court that a party has
failed to comply with this rule or with an order issued
pursuant to this rule, the court may order such party
to permit the discovery or inspection, grant a
continuance, or prohibit the party from introducing in
evidence the material not disclosed, or it may make
such other order as it deems just under the
circumstances.

(F) Time of motions.

A defendant shall make his motion for discovery
within twenty-one days after arraignment or seven
days before the date of trial, whichever is earlier, or
at such reasonable time later as the court may permit.
The prosecuting attorney shall make his motion for
discovery within seven days after defendant obtains
discovery or three days before trial, whichever is
earlier, The mation shall include all relief sought
under this rule. A subsequent motion may be made
only upon showing of cause why such motion would
be in the interest of justice.




Ohio Rules Of Criminal Procedure

Ohio Crim. R. 25 (2007)

Rule 25. Disability of a Judge
{A) During trial.

If for any reason the judge before whom a jury trial has commenced is unable to proceed with the trial, another
judge designated by the administrative judge, or, in the case of a single-judge division, by the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court of Ohio, may proceed with and finish the trial, upon certifying in the record that he has familiarized
himself with the record of the trial. If such other judge is satisfied that he cannot adequately familiarize himself with
the record, he may in his discretion grant a new trial.

(B) After verdict or finding of guilt.

If for any reason the judge before whom the defendant has been tried is unable to perform the duties of the court
after a verdict or finding of guilt, another judge designated by the administrative judge, or, in the case of a single-
Jjudge division, by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Ohio, may perform those duties. If such other judge is
satisfied that he cannot perform those duties because he did not preside at the trial, he may in his discretion grant a
new trial. -

A-51




Ohio Rules Of Criminal Procedure

Ohio Crim. R. 32 (2007)

Rule 32. Sentence
(A) Imposition of sentence,

Sentence shall be imposed without unnecessary delay. Pending sentence, the court may commit the defendant or
continue or alter the bail. At the time of imposing sentence, the court shall do all of the following;

(1) Afford counsel an opportunity to speak on behalf of the defendant and address the defendant personally and ask
ifhe or she wishes to make a statement in his or her own behalf or present any information in mitigation of
punishment. ‘

(2) Afford the prosecuting attorney an opportunity to speak;

(3) Afford the victim the rights provided by law;

(4) In serious offenses, state its statutory findings and give reasons supporting those findings, if appropriate.

(B) Notification of right to appeal.

(1) After imposing sentence in a serious offense that has gone to trial, the court shall advise the defendant that the
defendant has a right to appeal the conviction.

(2) After imposing sentence in a serious offense, the court shall advise the defendant of the defendant's right, where
applicable, to appeal or to seek leave to appeal the sentence imposed.

{3} If a right to appeal or a right to seek leave to appeal applies under division (B){1)} or (B)(2) of this rule, the court
shall also advise the defendant of all of the following:

{a) That if the defendant is unable to pay the cost of an appeal, the defendant has the right to appeal without
payment;

{b) That if the defendant is unable to obtain counsel for an appeal, counsel will be appointed without cost;

{c) That if the defendant is unable to pay the costs of documents necessary to an appeal, the documents will be
provided without cost;

(d) That the defendant has a right to have a notice of appeal timeI_y filed on his or her behalf,

Upon defendant's request, the court shall forthwith appoint counsel for appeal.
{C) Judgment.
A judgment of conviction shall set forth the plea, the vérdict or findings, and the sentence. If the defendant is found
not guilty or for any other reason is entitled to be discharged, the court shall render judgment accordingly. The judge

shall sign the judgment and the clerk shall enter it on the journal. A judgment is effective only when entered on the
Jjournal by the clerk,
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
GUERNSEY COUNTY, OHIO

STATE OF OHIO
Plainliff CASE ND. 96H4
VS
JOHN DAVID STUMPF MOTION
Defendant

Now comes the Defendant by his Attorneys [cwis N.
Tingle and Craig Stephens and moves the Court for leave to
withdraw his former plea of Guilty entered in the ibove case
and setying this case for trial. In the alternative, the Delendant
requests the Court to set aside the sentence imposed in this
case and to order that a new sentencing (miligation)
‘proceeding be conducied.

f/LEWIS M. TINGLE
Attomey for Defendant
138 North Seventh Street
Cumbridpge, OH 43725
(614} 439-7745

MEMORANDUM

This Court previously accepled a plea of Guilty fram the
Defendant and, following @ hearing, imposed the Deuth
Penalty upon the Defendant, At that time, a Co-Defendant
was in custody in the State of Texas awaiting exiradition to
Ohio, This Co-Defendant, Clyde Daniel Wesley, was not

—

available 1o the Court or to the Defendant for testimony at that
time. In fact, that Co-Defendant had made no statement to any
law enforecement officer concerning the erimes for which the
Defendant was charped and convicted.

Subscquent to this Defendant’s sentencing, Clytle
Danicdd Wesley was returned to the State of Ohio and stood
trial upon identical charges to that of the Defendant.
Following that (rial, Clyde Daniel Wesley was found Guilty
of Appravated Murder but reccived a sentence of life in prison
wilh parole cligibility after twenty (20} years. During the
course of that trial, the State produced a witness who lestified
as to conversations with Clyde Danicl Wesley while both
were incarceraled in the Guermsey County Jail. This witness,
James Gastman, testified that Clyde Danicl Wesley told him
that he was the one who actually shot Mary Janc Stout. A
copy the transeript of that testimony is attached hereto.
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At the time of sentencing, this Court issued its separate
Findings and specifically found that John David Stumpf was
the principul offender in the shooting and Killing of Mary Jane
Stoul. This testimony of James Eastman, which was not
available to this Defendant at the time of sentencing, directly
contradicts this finding of the Court. It is evidence which the
Court should bhave awvnilable to it in determining the
appropriate sentenee to be imposed apainst John David
Stumpf. It is of such a nature and importance that it warrants
ihe withdrawal of the Guilty plea previously entered by this
Dcfendant. At the very least, it is evidence which musl be
considered by the Court in determining the appropriate
sentence to be fmposed upon John David Stumpf. it is
cvidence which is material to the conduet of John David
Stumpf and supports the evidence offered at the sentencing
hearing that this Defendant was not the principal offender in



the crime charged. A review of that evidence indicates it las a
high degrec of credibility when analyzed with the other
evidence available.

Respectfully submitied,
/s/LEWIS M. TINGLE
PROQOF OF SERVICE
The undersigned certifies (hat o copy of the forepaing
Motion was served wpon C. Keith Plummer, Prosecuting
Atiomney, 139 Courthouse Square, Cambridge, Chio 43725,

by placing the same in the United States Mail addressed to
hiny this 7th day of June, 1985,

SILEWIS M. TINGLE
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Transcript of Trial Proceedings held on Tueaday,
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Judge and the Honorable -
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Attorneys at Law
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httorney at Law
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JUDGE HENDERSON:

PROCEEDINGS

{(Wheraupon, at 2:37 o'clock p.i
Tue;égi:macéober 1, 1985, the
following proceedings were had
before the Court.)}
This 1s Case #9684, State of Ohio versus
John David Stumpf, and it comes on to be
heard upon a motion that had been filed on
the 30th., There was a prior motion filéd 4
the 7th day of June,‘l985, in this casge.
Mr., Tingle had filed it on behalf of the
defendant. Mr. Tingle and Mr. Stevens, for
leave to withdraw former plea of "gquilty"
entered ih the above case, set the case for
trial in the alternative to set agide the
gsentence imposed in thia case to order that
& new gentencing proceeding be conducted tc¢
which the State of Ohio responded on the 1°f
of July, And then the matter was delayed 1
being set for hearing upon some indecision
as to whether or not there was a Court in
being which could hear this matter.
I think it should be stated that this
was a four---or a three judge Court that ha

formerly heard the matter:. Judge Settis,.
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Judge Rice, and myself, and that at the tima that
the motion was filed by Mr, Tingle, the Court
inquired of Judge Bettis and Judge Rica and
learned that Judge Rice not only was {11, but
was Iin extremely precarious condition and he diad‘
some weeks later, Then, the question arose asg to
whether or not this Court, the sitting Judge of
the Common Pleas Court of Suernsey County, had
any jurisdiction to hear any part of this and the
question whether or not there was still a three
judge Court of whirh two judges remain., And so
this case has been sat, the motion has been get
for hearing at this time upon advice received by
letter of September 11 from Louis Damiani, who
ig the Director of the Supreme Court in which the
letter writer suggasts "It would appear that you
and Judge Bettis, a majority of the panel origin-
ally assigned in this case, nay rule on this motior
In the event that vou conclude that you cannot
reach a unaninous decision on this motien, a third
judge will be appointed to replace Judge Raymond C.
Rice, deceased. Thls situation appears to be
governed by Criminal Rule 25.",

We also have received from the~~-l¢£ me say

first that this entire case had been appealed and
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wag before the Court of Appeals of the Fifth
Appellate District; and we received a judgment
"entry from the Court of Appeals which reads, "In
the opinion of thie court, ths trial court has
continuing ju:isdiction to determine the motions
now pending before it, but to accomodate the views
of those who might conslider it to be nacessary,
it is ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that this
cause is remanded to the trisl court for the
purpose of the determination of any and all motions
now pending before it. !

Following that determination, such supplemental
agaignments of error and briefs as counsgel sghall
desire may be filéd in accordance with the appel-
late rules. No new notice of appeal shall be
hecesgary to preserve the continuing jurisdiction
of this Court of Appeals over the direct appeal
from the death sentence, and the gquestion of
whether any new notice or notlices of appeal need
be filed will depend, of course, upon the nature
of the judgment of trial court upon the pending
motions." Signed by three judges: Putman,
Milligan, and Wise,

Then on yesterday the;; was filed in this

Court a motion at 3:06 in the afterncon moving
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the Court for a continuance of the hearing zest

for October 1 on his motion for withdrawal of the
plea of "quilty” or in the alternative for new
sentencing hearing, and Mr. Tingle lg here to
provida othar statements. But he stateg in his
motion that Clyde Daniel Weslay has advisged him;
that is, I suppose, Mr, Tingle, that he i3 willing
to testify to the truth, that he did fire the gun
which resultad in the death of Mary Jane Stout,
States that insufficient time is avallable to
obtain the presgence of Clyde Danlel Wesley pricr
to the hearing scheauled for October 1, and that
this is evidence which was not avallable at the time
of the trial.

The Court haa determined that there will be
some type of a heariné today, Counsel is present
both for the State and for the Defendant, And I
t‘hin}c' in fairness to Mr. Tingle and his colleague,
Mr. Stevens, that the motlon for continuance would
hear some hearing at this time {f you desire to
pPresent anything in support of that motion for
continnance, I'm golng to make a étatement, how-
ever, at this time that this motion has been filed
for a long time, and counsel was advised of the

hearing of this date, and it seems to ne that it's
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very inappropriate that at 3:00 o'clock and six
minutes yesterday afternoon that we would recelve
a motion for a continuance which Judge Bettis had
carved out of his busy schedule and which this
Judge has also found time for hearing. And it wa
set down with the full knowledge of the attorneys
for the defendant and for the prosecution.

Before we go any further, I'm going to ask

Judge Bettis if he has something he wants to'say.

JUDGEZ BETTIS: I tkink you covered it very well, Judge.

cUDGT HENDERSON: It is depending upon the outcome of the

MR. TINGLE:

hearing on the motion for continuance. It is my
suggestion that we, at least since this is a matt
which the éourt of Appeals.has opanea ub for us
and sald "now pending" before it and this motion
of yesterday was not pending bef&re it, I'm not
sure that we can hear that other motien without

the consent of the Court of Appeals. However,

Mr, Tingle, on your mctior for continuance, if

you wish to fresert anything?

Thank you, Your Henor. The seguence of events
leading to the regquest fer the continuance, this
case had been sect for hearing last week and
schedﬁled on evéryonc's calendar. After the

setting of that hearinc, I did receive a letter
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from John Stumpf or that_letter cama to my ;ﬁéan-
tion in which ha advised me of the at;ttmants which
are listed in the motlon for continuance that he
attributes to Clyde Daniel Weslay., I have the , .
lattar, .It is the original'vhich T have providaﬁ ¥
to the Prosecutor and also marked as Dafendant's
Exhibit "1" which is offered in Court, After
receipt of that letter, I did prepare an affidavit -
or the form of an affidavit and gent it out to Mr.
Stumpf at Lucaavi{le. There hasz not baen suffi-
cient tima for the mail to reach him for him to
obtain an affidavit and to send it back even if tha
waere the casge, the latter indicates that Clyde
Daniel Wesley wishes to congult with his own
attorney, Donald Brown, before takiﬁq any ection
_in that regard. Today-~~-thls afterncon today we
did contact Attorney Donald Brown, and in this
afternoop's mail he dld recelve a letter from

Clyde Daniel Weslay reqguesting edvice from Mr.
drown on the issuas relative %o the John Stumpf
case that just came to Mr. Brown's office today

in this afternocon'a mail, He wonld not divulge

to us due to the private situation, tha content,

or what Mr. Wesley was requaasting of him other

-tran advise as ¢ whether. or. not he would sign
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_ letter did come in teday  to him, . That information,.

8
the affidavit, That wag not divulged either, but

as a professional statement to tha Court, I did

contact Hr. Brown and he di{d Verify that that

because of this past week which hasg been trans-
piring in this Court, ‘there has not been sufficient
time to obtain an affidavit even i{f Mr. Wesley

had had an opportunity to consult with Mr. Brown,
which he has not.

The basis fecr our reguest for continuance,
becausge it ddea directly relate to the same issue
we raised in the motion which we're prepared to
go forward with, and that is the testimony of
James Eastman, which, I believe, can be stipulated,
which conforms to what is atated in the letter
from Mr. Stumpf to me. It wauld be a matter of the
same {ssue being raised by this motion and a subse~
quent motion for the continuance of the entire matter
until all available evidence can be provided to
the Court, Rule (33) does speak to the 120 day
time limit from the date of entry. The trial of
Clyde Daniel Wesley did not occur, or ét least
Mr., Wesley did not <estify, until April 23 and 24
of 1935. We did file the motion within 120 days

following that after trying to verify some additional
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information, but it was not available to us. In
fact, di{d not exist within 120 days after the date

ot e e

of mentencing of John Davi{d Stumpf. It only
occu:rgq.upon:Hgﬁﬁsquman'gftg;;;gggyﬁ4g,thﬁqf,.,ﬁ‘igi
Court as provided by the State of Ohio. Por

those reasons, we would request the Court z con-
tinuance in the matter to allow us time to pursuetha
question of whether Clyda Danfel Wesley will, in

fact, sign an affidavit as outlined in the letter

from John David Stumpf.

1

JUDGE BETTIS: Well, Lew, the letter itmelf 13 dated September

#dR. TINGLE:

19, 1985. What have you been doing on the
letter since September 13? Hasn't that glven you
some time at least to make a trip down and see
your client? You didn't tall this Court about
it until yesterday. Why didn't you tell ug imme-
diately about this?

The letter came in the 23rd.

JUDGE BETTIS: Sure, I accept your professional word on that.

MR, TINGLE:

8ut the letter itgelf iz dated September 19.
Since September 23ré, why didn't you at least
give this Court the courtesy of telling us you
had such a letter until yesterday afternoon?
Because the letter did not come to my attention.

I had skimmed over the letter very quickly, as I

A-63




10

did this past weak, And then on Saturday as I

~ was trying to go through some additional mail,

wofr Wi, C0 2 e
W

want through the latter agaif, saw the content of
that letter, and at that point dictatpg a letter
out with an affidavit form to Hr. Stumpf., It {(s
simply I've been in another case thig past week

that it did not come to my attention earlier,

JUDGE BETTIS: We'rae all involved in other matters.

JUDGE HENDERSON: Mr, Scott or Mr, Plummar, on the question

HR. SCOTT:

of continuance.
If the Court please, wiLh regard to the letter, I
received a copy of the letter at 2:32 p.m. today.
I was first made aware of the existence of the
letter or the---rather, therpossibility that
Mr. Wesley may recant the sworn testimony he gave
in his own trial and be willing to sign an affidavit;
otherwisae, testify on behalf of Stumpf to the
effect he apparently will Say he fired the fatal
shot, now that he is no longer in jeopardy on the
death penalty.

The other parts of this motion dealing with
the Eastman testimony and dealing with the request
to withdraw the previous plea of "gquilty” as the
Court hasa atatéd,have been pending since June.

Realizing the probiem that the Court faced with
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the death of Judge Rica‘aﬂd the u;caftgiﬂky a;hio-
proper method of proceeding and given tha fact °
that thae Stumpf caze 18 on-appeal,~I would think
that thﬁs ngrt Squ}g at_;eastAproccad.z The pro-
biem, Qs I ;;é.lé. iﬁa 1 r;all§.&6;'t.£;ve éﬂ;ﬁﬁﬁ
answar, is twofold., One lg that the law pravides
under, I belleve, 2945.06 that this *three Judgs
panel can act by a majority ln sll matters of law
and fact with the exception of the finding of
"guilty” and the inposition of the death penalty.
It seems ta me that the gquestion of whether or not
the gullty plea should be withdrawn 1s a matter of
law, and this Ccurt, if the two remaining Judges
can agree, can dispose of that motion; and, 4£ Y

might with the Court's permission, direct some

corments towards +hat motion, if T night?

" JUDGE HENDERSON: Llet's stick with the matter of the continuat

MR,

SCOTT:

Do you have anvthing further tc say on that’
I have no privilege~---I'm not privy to any of the
information Mr. Tingle is talking about. It seenm
tc me we're at a"if come naybe proposition' at thi
point. We don't know for certain whether or not,
after conferring with his attornay, whether Kr,
Hesley will be wiiling to do as Mr. Stumpf indi-

cates he +hinks he will dn in that letter. I can
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gee where &8 a practical matter if I were counsel
for Mr., Waealey with an appeal pending from '.:

his- sentanca with twanty'géézgmﬁsikha parols
boaréd and so forth, I would have gome serious
misgivings by advising him té admit, effectivaly
admit, perjury and‘effectively undercut any appeal,
it ceems to me if he does this, I don't know---we
don't know that that's golng to happen., I would
suggest that the Céurt may wish to proceed with
the existing motion and if and when these c¢ther
events taxe place r;qarding Mr. Wesley's willingness
to do what he, Stumpf, thinks he's go%ng to do,
deal with that at the appropriate time, That
would be my thought.,

JUDGE HENDERSON: Did you have anything further, Mr. Tingle?

MR. TINGLE: No% on that issue, no,

JUDGE HENDERSQN: On your motion, Mr. Tingle, for continuance,
we're going to deay that motion, And if you
éo at some future time, then if it's appro-
priate you desire to £ind yourself in a
position to file a motion along the lines
that are suggested in your motion for con-
tinuance, then you may do so, I think we're
going to hear the motion that you filed sore

wEeekI ago at thiag time. And let me mention

A-66



MR, TINGLE:

lJ|

et

also that this matter being before the Court of
Appeals and they limit us on this matter of :rhcu:“~
we can determins, it wa§"Temanded to the trlal
court for the purpose of tha determinatmcn of Any
and all motions now pendlng before it. And at“
the tine that we recelved your motion for a con-
tinuance, it was not pending bafore this Court.
So we're going to deny your motion for a continua.
and we'll hear the motion that you filed in June,
If the Court please, the motion which has been
£iled on behalf of the defendant requests {n the
alternative the withdrawal cor leave to withdraw -
the plea of "guilty" previously entered by the
defendant and in the alternative for a new
hearing to ke conducted concerning the penalty
to be imposed against this defendant. In suppor:
of that motion, I believe the State of Chin, the
’rosecuting Attorney, will agrze to 2 gtipulatio:
that the testimony aiduced a4 the trial of Clyce
Daniel Weslay by or from one James Eastman, Cage
£9692, and also the testimony of Clyde Daniel
desley in that same case can be admitted for
congideration of the Court as it relates to the
motion filed by the defencant as the testimony

In wn2 enszireyy 2% hoth wiktnesses,
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Upon tha representation of the Court Reporter
that what Mr. Tingle has lg in fact, the entire
testimony of Mr., Wesley 'and the entire testimony
of the witness Eastman, I'll agree that it be
stipulated that that is what it is and nothing
more rather than bringing the Court Peporter to
the stand and doingrall those things. If she
indicates to us that that is the complete trans-

cript of those two people, I have no problem in

putting it in.

JUDGE HENDERSON: Do I understand the stipulation is that the

MR, SCOTT:

testimony of these two individuals, Clyde
Daniel Wesley and Mr. Eastman, that may be
received in evidence in this manner?

As to that's what it is and nothing more that the

was the testimony as given in the Wealey case.

JUDGE HENDERSON: Very well.

AX. TINGLE:

JUDGE HENDERSON: Aad oa that basis, siose are admitzed, "J

MR. TINGLE:

92 that Zasis, I would offer Defendant's Exhibit
"' and
W
and "3".
I£ the Court please, in support of the motion
then that is the only testimony or physical evi-
dence which will te cffered In support of the

meTion. I owould like to address the Court on
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the lssue {tself,

JUDGE HENDERSON: Very well.

MR. TINGLE:

If the Court please, the basls UPSR Which the

motion is filed or brought to'the Court's attention

is the fact that at the time of sentencing, this
Tourt, as reqguired by law, issued a written finding;
and part ol that {inding was or were the reasons why
the aggravating circumstances the offender was
found gquilty of committing wera sufficient to
outweigh the mitigating factors. The first of
those items ligted dnder number 1 that the Court
finds beyond a reasonahle doubt that the defendant
was the principz} offender in Count 1 of the
indictment. The State of Ohio during the trial

of Clyde Daniel Wegley, Case §9692, produced a
witness by the name of James Eastman, 7o sSummarlze
bfiefly, Mr, Fastman had heen a cell mate of

lede Saniel ilasley while he wis incarcerated in
the Tuerisey County Jail following his extradi-
tion Irom the State o Toxas. It was the testi-
rony of Mr. EZastman that during the course of

their companionship in that cell, Mr. Wesley
related to him the story of this crime and how

it occurred. The testimony of Mr. Eastman, fbund

SOORaje L2 of that sranscript of his testimony,
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el ey ey
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- 0,

le
Aoes inficate, and he stated directly, that
as they were getting ready to leave, Wesley
related to him he heard her moan, neaning
Mrs. Stout, or cry out something, turnead
around and chot her esgein. Weslev said he
wen back and shoi Mrs. Stout 25ain. Put
irto the context c¢f rhe entire testimony,
the shooting of Mrs., Steut as relzted by
Mr. Eeshmen, Jameé Fastman, occcurreé in two
phases, She wazs shci, they leftn the room, as
<hev were leaving they heard her mean, she
vze skot again, Comparing that to the test-
imonv of Clydes Deniel Veslev zs cffered &t
trial, thzt scenario is followed feirly
&E.asely. tut when guesticned ahcut how
James Eastmean cculé have known these things
or viiere he cot his informaticn, Mr. Weeley's

expleraticn vas thet duzing ths course cf

't

their conparicnship in that jail cell, ke

tad 2 transczict of rle case of "State versus
Joha Stumpf® to use ir his cwn frial prepar-
2tien, that he discussed the case comevhak
with ¥r, Fzstman and Mr. Eastmen had access

Lo that transcripk and read the account in

-ts t-rpserint: the-ebr, acgeiring tre ¥rowledge
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The problem with Wesley's

explanation is the fact that there 1s no account

that matches that situation or that scenario in

the transcript of John David Stumpi,

acgount which atates

lefr che roou, Anesard

iier again, Ine oaly

Cly

‘_l

e

fmpmzeclle For

[x ™
Py eaps

There is no
drs. Stout was shot, they
went bagck and shot
pizce thet that appears is
Janrz2s Vesiey. It would 5ave

Zastman ta have acguirad

the transcript of John David

Joilcws that he must have

that dnewitdye from &
Stumpi. Ik, thersfore,
acquired

personaliiy.

ir, tha: gpasis,
Court's fiading that
was the

one wio

Agsoman o

it does

principal offender.

that knowledge from Clyde Daniel Wesley

indicate that the
the defendant, John Stumpf,
In other words, the
Ftou= ig contradicted by

n, andé thz explanatica

e7y 12 nut sufficient to contra-

tecbtinony. It's on that basis,

then %hat we have fiied this motion, brought it to

P

the Courc's

£orms of raiisf, %k

PP ST
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the details of his plea with him many, many times,
Both of you are very competent counsel, I heard
ycu., At least, that's my view. Didn't you, Lew?
MR. TINMGLE: Yes,
JUDGE BETTIS: How many ncurs €id you spend with Mr., Stumpf

in disuasving the care with him befcre you pled

MR, TINGLE: fuits & fev, Yoor Ronoo. hRicurztely, I cculdn't
tell yer, ul it wis ¢ gubstantizl pumber,
SUDGE SETTIS: &I1 rignz, thoank you,
CJUDGE HENDERSOM: Mr. Sc-ott,
MR, SCOTT: If the Csu::I plezse, I b_eleive wve need to talk
about two cther things tefore we get to the substance
of what Eastman had to say and what Wesley had to
say, ZInitially, I thipk we z:e.ed tc look at
Seckion 2945.506 which talks sbout a three judae
penel ln a Ceath panalty care and what precedurally
e P opmencloned sazileor, the stziute

says wnat iz Ceuvrs can determine matters of law

2ad fac: UoL oparusiiy secition, Howaver, decisions
regaxding vhe guili, ur in this case the impcs-tion

© he snanimeze.  Uith

Q
0
[
D
(&N
th
B
LL
W
&)
ja]
&
} ]
ri
‘f‘
5
3
"
[

‘nk wa mned to lock at what the

- . . ,.‘ N - F A
ChAat Ah Waihz, o tnainn

defendans s asking by nmzzzs of this motion.

. R . - LRI
L e T T it Ss ey = . il b Se- o onortovavia
O i SR SRR R VR -5 J- St St S LR J 4 WSRO A L “':“:_1 i l
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of the previous plea of “"guilty”, It seems to i
me that is a matter of law and does not go 'thb' the
question of the mxltibh"ﬁr;tha“ﬂaath penalty
nor to tha question of quilt And that can ba
initially, I beliav;, detemined by the re.nmining
two judges in this panel, being a majority of the
original pamel. As far as the merits of that
rmotion, there is no indication as the Court has
inquired that Mr. Stumpf was not fully aware of
what e wags doing when he entered the plea of
"guilty". It'was, LIf you'll recall, a negotiate(
plea wherein he entered a plea of "gquilty" to
certain counts and to certain specifications to
those counts in return for the State dismissing -
certain other counts or certain other specificat:
I believe in our memorandum in opposition to the
motion we cite the provision of Criminal Hule (3.
wileh statas that a motion to withdraw a "guilty
piea is direztad to the sound discretion of the
Court., and I'ii Guote, "M notion to withlraw a
olea of'juilty” or 'no contest"may be made only
belore sentence is imposed or ihposition of sen-
teace is suspended; but to correct nanifest
injustice, Ehe Court, after sentence, may set

asida e jilyment of conviction and permit the
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defendant to withdraw his plea", We cite a came
or *wo in here vhich indicates that Lif the defen,—l’
dant knew what he was doing and in the absence of
coercion or mistaka or something of that nature
which casts douh;: on the voluntariness of it or‘
wha=aver, the notioa should be denied. We hea‘rd

i -

oF tniz motion to indicate that tha defendant was

J

v2hing than fully informed and that he intelli-

ar

+

gently made the decision with the assistance of
his coungel aftei‘ having everything explained to
hin that pertains to this plea of "guilty" and
t-at he agreed and that the "guilty® plea pro-
ceedings were, in fact, undertaken and the inquir:
of the Court made at that time, which I believe
is all a patter of record in this case,

So, therefore, I think that the initial
mooicn by ihe cdefendant to withdraw the "guiley”

houso Le Jenled because there's Leen nothint

71
]
M

A1)
th

s.ioWwn %0 the Court to justify Zoing anything e.se
viith fega:d o the other alternative relief

reguested hy the motion, it is tantamount to &

rc-ion for a nev trial, at least in part, with

d to the sentencing phase of the former tria.

He
1
uy
2]
Hy

A § ] o
tre Court, heving following the plea of "guilty”,
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heard the evidence and found the dcfand&nt"}guillt':;‘
of the offenxs, guilty of the specificationi'by
unaninous decision of the three Judge panel. Thers
ts B0 reasen tosdlefurb f findlng bectuse of .,

wne fact that this {s not a case ';'h-are the trial
roceeded on a "not quilty” plea; but the defendant
aiajitted in open Court, as we cite in our memoran-
that there is nothing more golemn or whatevaer
=-an & piea of “quilty® where he admitted that he

2, irn Zact, purposely kill Mary Jane Stout and

cieaded “guilty® to certain of those specification

It seems to me that in order to determine this

arz of the wmotiom, the Stata would take the

ru

cosizion that the ramaining two judgas can handle
“hat as wall becauss it Is not a matter at this
rolnt directly dealing with the imposition of the
death penalty nor is it 2 matter dealing with
gulilz, the fiading of guilt, It is a questi.onl or
2 reguas:c to vacate the former sentence which
~o2l3 be a matter of law, arguably at least. The
;sr wary lLittle, if any, authority that I could

tnd 35 this exact problem where we don't have an

inzazt fansl laft, but it would be our position
Sat the two redaining judges can make that decic

Soos2o52 Lt is 4 makter of law, (And whether ¢r oz
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the Court feels that the presence of the witneas
Fastman s necessary In order to do that or whether
the Court can read the record and determine fron
the record of his testimony in the Wetley caze,

: i.s a matter for the Court to determine. I would
hasten to 3O on and say that although the Court

2id in it's unanimous opinion setting forth thae
reasons why the aggravating clrcumstances outwelighed
the mitigating eircumstances shown, did make a
Zinding that the defendant, Stumpf, was the principal
cffender in 4he case, that:finding was not necegsary

ender the apecilications to which the defendant

{1,

ar

H
1]
w

red his plea. That even L{f the Court found

=at =he defendant was an aider and abettor or
even i the evidence shoved that the defendant

wag an aider and adettor undar those specificatlons,
~ha death penalty still can be imposed.. The
Tueszicn really before the Court is whether or not
tme informatlon proviled aow to the Court would
change the Court's finding because the evidence

i35 : conflict on the pointy that is, that My, Wesley
zestified at his gwa trial, and the Court has that
z2s Timeny that he did noc fire the fatal shot.
Zzstman's t2stinony was as to a conversation with

Trsa@y Whooa o ooduass2d jaag after the Stumpl trial
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- 4

kad been concluded. The circumstantial avidencs,

the bailistics evidenca certainly supports the

M

sart's original finding that 3tumpf was tha---

[ 2]

n.efﬁecﬁ, the shooter or ths g_rj_.nc:ipal of__{trgd_gr.

Now, 1t would seem to me the Court's first
Zewarxniration woeld be as to vhather or not this
maw informatior, belng the testimony of Wesley and

R R

estirony of Fastman, 1s sufficient to change

t=e Tourt'’s opizien as to whether or not the evi-

2= “re princical offender. And if the Court

sheoueld then zoneclude that the evidence now, the
naevly discovered evidence {f you will, does change
she ;ictﬁre to the polnt where that finding is

nTLt sroper, whether or not that raken anf difference;
nevarchealess, on the lapasition of the dea!_:h penalty~-

:  CF ceourse Mr. Scot%, oardon me for interrupting,

]
1

‘% r2q hat ant baen satisfied that Stumpnf
eI, fm fan4, 4ha t-fener man, the princiral
1¥Iznder, AanT wa wawe j1tigfiad that he was, in
Taz%, 3n 2ider and ahé-‘.‘.:cr, that may very well
“awe Yad an effect uson this Court's determin-

12isn cf whetber the death penalty should

FeIlvw. I'wonot saying it wuld, but {t's
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KR, SCOTT: That's right, I think the first decision this
Court would have to make .is whether or not thié.
a22itional {nformation changes the plcture as to
% finding that wag previously made. And if
it Zdoes, does that, in turn, change the appropri-

ztenegs A° the death per*alty in this case in the

Ly —memb a L &.'l'-. nre?
Juizmezt ol the Cou

“TOGEED EITTIS: Iak ze follow that up. My recollection was

ttat Wesler was in jail In Texas at the fine

2f tha Stunpl trial.
*
wE, SCOTT:  That's correct, sir.

STGE BETTIS:  You were aware of that, were you not, HMr. Scott?

MR. SCOTZ: Yes, I Xnex cf that.

STDGE 3ETTIS: And vou were awvare of it too?

YR, SCOTT: Iwvervbody was avare of it,

STO5E BETTIS: There wesa't anythi;.q to prevent either the
Taate eor the defense fronm talkine to Mr. Efesley.

Lo nzakahle waznth

e, 2w o2 zrachical ratter,
soins 4 Bven wer ~uch 4o zar to anviedy; but
cow Zifstt oash win, Y ooawe?
MEL OTINZLI: The Zefenmee 212 not, ne, Your EHonor.
STTFIOBETTIS: Tz oamrtre o behal? of the Zefense. fe was

maver acked br anybody, so he was available?

STTY T kalista tat's cor-ect, yes, Your Honor.

~— - -
Tre Dol lar D mallaTs -

e - - - - 4+
STTIT BEITTIS: s Cnme te was in Tewaz, defanse kaow-othat.
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M2, TINGLE: Ee was fighting extradition, Thaugh 4.8 far as
availability for trial, he was not available.

TTDGZ BETTIS: You and I knov as a practical matter he probably

was 't qolng to g{x_re_you the time of day if I
you went down. But the point s, ybu never N
asked hin «hat he dif iz relation to Mrs.
Steus ez amytody elss, 2id you?

“E. TEINGLE: ¢ thisx te srosecuiien was in Texas at that
Zixe &nring the reriod he was fighting extradi-
g;.‘.:Jn. Shat transoired hetween them and Wesley
a2ad ; ley's' counsel in Texas I'm not privy to.

STTHZE ZETTIS:  Okay, Bot you didnth,

. SCOTT: I zax tell yom, but there's no record on it.

JTET OBEITTIS: Let ne follow up. Mo one for the defensa

agkad ¥r. Fasley; aad at least at this point,
all ve have is verbiaje, it's not evidence.
e have varkiage, we 2ave a statement by Mr.
Tiaglae rav 2is I wiaaw wvaslaw wealld do, aad

w3 L7z op loites allszadlic signed Sy Mr. Stoat.

sE. BIIUT: I Rave soising to prasaal, Your Honor,

S.IFI OZEITIIE: I the rzzmrd so far raat, in fact, Wesley was
the ‘rigger man,

F . TINILI: Zastmaz's testinony, Your Honor. At Wesley's
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JUDGE BETTIS: Okay., And isn't there some---don't we have
some right to read that and determine whether
that ls, in fact, credible téééihony? |

MR, TINGLE: Very definitely, Your Honor,

JUDGE BETTIS: I haven't read it. I'm certainly going to
take the privilege to de so,

MR, TINGLE: And cempared alsc against Wesley's testimony,

JUDGE BETTIS: I'm going to read both Eastman and Wesley
cecause I Zicn't have the privilege of hearing
tat testiacny.

MR, SC0TT: If it's app:c;riate, I carn tell you what happened

in Texas when I talked to his Texas lawyef.

JUDGE HENDERSON: I don't believe that's necessary at this
time. We're hearing the matter of Eastman
at this time, and we're not hearing the motion
whick has not been made vet,

MR, SCOTT: The inguiry was made, and I have an answer. But
if you dor't want to hear it at this point, that's
fine.

vUOGE JETTIS: It's a motion ¢f the defendant, not the Sﬁate.

MR. BCCTT:  But I hava nothing other te say than it seems to
me I don't presaﬁe to advise this Court how to
crccee., we are under a s2t of circumstances,
which tc my xnocwledge, has not occurréd under our

.
- =

Fresert aet-op with regard o capital_casegf
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seems to me the Court must first look at what you
have on the record there that was presented today
to detarmine 1f you can determine from that alone
whether or not Eastmans testimony {8 of gufficisnt
credibility to warrant furthar consideration or
whether you need to hear testimony from Eastman

live, I:

L

eens to ne that's the first thing you

n=ed to consider and once you have made that deter-

mination as 't whether or nctanew trial is warranted

sa the Lazis LI ochat avilence., I believe that

ewis liars zroazalyrally--zois Court can proceed
with the two remaining menzers of the panel because
we are not dealing directly with the imposition

2% the deaih genalty nor directly with the adjudi-
cation of guilt. We are dealing with a matter of
law as to whether 3: nct tie previously impesed

sentence 3hall be vacated. Thank you.

srifher, 4z, Tiagle?

rr

JUDGE UINDERIM:  Anyshiag

R DINGLE: Yoshiag Turiher, Your donoz.

JUOGE HENDERESN.  JGe'll zade :Dhis maviecs under advisement,
Thie JSurio L5 yo.n to, s¢ that they don't
8T Lasv, lu gotly u. present two ltems:
"W Latar foia fz, Lamlani, Supreme Court,
which I thiak all counsel have recelved a

NN [ R

: _.iymect entry of the
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Court of Appaals which remands this casze; if
nacessary. I believe it says for the purpése of
the determination of any‘ané all motions now,
parenthesis, then pching baefore 4it. - Thoxe twa
natters, I beliave, we'll just have them put int
tha record. |
Anything further? We'll take this matter
under advisement.
| {Whereupon, at 3:17 o'clock p.

the foregolng proceedings ware

terminateaed.)
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PROPOSITION OF LAW NUMBER 11

The denial of a motion to wvacate g sentenée, or to
withdraw a plea of guilty which is based upon =vidence that did
not exist at the:time of trial and which the Defendant could not
have presented at trial, should be granted to correct manifest
injustice and the denial of such a motion is an abuse of
discretion.

Evidence which is not in existence at the time of trial
is not newly discovered evidence as contemplated by Criminal Rule
33.

ARGUMENT

During the trial of the Co-bDefendant, Clyde Daniel
Wesley, the State of Ohio produced evidence in the form of the
testimony of James Eastman (Wesley Transcriot pages 2512-2544).
The testimony disclosed that Eastman had been a cell mate of
Clyde Daniel Wesley during his incarceratioa in the Guernsey
County Jail prior to trial. The State of Ohio produced this
witness to provide evidence that Clyde Danlel Wesley was in fact,
the individual who pulled the trigger of the gun which killed
Mary Jane - Stout. This was in direct contradiction of the
position of the State of Ohio in the trial of John David Stumpf
and directly contradicted a specific finding of the Trial Court
in that case. The Trial Court in the Stumpf case found that John
David Stumpf was the principal offender.

James Eastman testified as to a discussion with Clyde
Daniel Wesley in which Wesley described how the shooting of Mary
Jane Stout occurred. It was Eastman's testimony that Wesley

related that Mrs. Stout had been shot once and as they were
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leaving the residsnce, they heard her moan. Wesleay then

recounted how he went back.into the room and shot her a second
time. This is in direct contradiction of the Trial Court's
findings in the present case. The Trial Court made a specific
finding that John David Stumpf was the principal offender, even
though this finding was not necessary under the specification
upon which he was convicted. During his own testimony, Clyde
Daniel Wesley attempted to deny the conversation with James
Eastman. Wesley characterizes Eastman's testimony as a
fabrication. His explanation is found at Page 2717 of the Wesley
transcript. When asked if he ever told Eastman how the crime
occurred, his response was: "No, I didn't. Him and I reviewed
Stumpf's case because I had an opportunity to review his case
thoroughly through the transcript that's laying there on the
defense table . . , " It is Wesley's explanation that Eastman
obtained his informaticn from the transcript of the John David
Stumpf trial. But, what Clyde Daniel Wesley failed to realize
was that no account of the shooting of Mary Jane Stout in the
terms described by Eastman agppears in the Stumpf transcript. The
credibility of James Eastman's testimony is established through
the testimony of Clyde Daniel Wesley himself. This was the only
place where any mention of the shooting of Mary Jane Stout
occurring in two (2) separate phases appears (Wesley transcript
pages 2787-2788).

The sequence of evants as recounted by Wesley and as
related by Eastman fit together, But, after bragging about his
act, Wesley tried to come up with an explanation to discredit
Eastman's testimony. The available testimony supports tha
credibility of Eastman and dlscrOdl*s Wesloy Eastman could not
have acquired the knowledéémfor his testimony from the transcrlpt
as Wesley alleges. The only source of that information is Clyde
Daniel Wesley himself.
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While the State of Ohio may not be reguired to vouch
for the.testimony of the witnesses it calls, there is absolutely
no reason for the State to offer James EBastman as a withess
unless they believe in the credibility of his testimony. If the
State of Ohio believed that James Eastman was lying, it is |
certain that they would not have offered him as a witness. The
State of Ohio had already obtained a death sentence against one
NL1l} of the Defendants (John David Stumpf) in which the Court
issued a finding that he was the principal offender. The State
of Ohioc did not need the testimony of James Eastman for anything
else other than to prove that he, in fact, was the one who. shot
Mary Jane Stout. This is not a case in which Co-Defendants are
each pointing the finger of guilt at the other. This is a case
in which the State of Ohio has prosecuted an individual claiming
him to be the principal offender and then turns around and offers
direct evidence against a Co-Defendant that he is the principal
offender. The position is not tenable.

In one of these cases, the State of Ohio has mislead
the Court. This is not a case in which the same evidence can be
used to arrive at different conclusions. This is a case in which
different evidence was used to arrive at the same conclusion.

The State of Ohio certainly would not have admit to producing
evidence which they believed to be false. Due to the fact that
iclyde Daniel Wesley was fighting extradition in the State of
Texas during the trial of this Defendant, the evidence provided
by James Eastman did not exist at the time of John David Stumpf's
trial. But, if that testiﬁony had been in existence at the time
of John DavidAStumpf's trial, would the State of Ohio have
withheld that evidence? The State of Ohioc is now in the position
of trying to maintain a death sentence upon this Defendant after
having offered evidence in the case of a Co-Defendant which would
mitigate against that death penalty.
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The Trial Court conducted a hearing on the Defendant's
motion with only two (2) of the original three (3) judges present.
Judge Raymond Rice was deceased at the time of the hearing. The
Court proceeded upon the hearing by indicating that‘direction to
do so had been issued by the Supreme Court. The Defendant
contends that the Trial Court was not properly constituted and,

therefore, lacked jurisdiction to issue its order,
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PROPOSITION OF LAW NUMBER 12

Ohio Revised Code Section 2945.06 regquires that the
trial of a capital case, without a jury, be conducted by a
three-judge panel, and consideration of post-sentence

- proceedings by less than the entire panel is not authorized

and violates the Defendant's right to due process in egqual

protection of the law,
ARGUMENT

Subsequent té the position of sentence in this
casa, the Defendant filed a motion to vacate his sentence or
in the alternative, for consent to withdraw his plea of
guilty. Prior to the hearing of this motion, Judge Raymond
Rice, a member of the original panel, died. The remaining
two judges conducted a hearing upon the Defendant's motion
and denied the same.

Section 2945.06 of the Ohio Revised Code requires
the proceedings to be conducted by a three-judge panel and
does not authorize action by only two of the judges of the
original panel. The Defendant is entitled to consideration

by three judges in such a case.

Resgectfully submitted,

- )Z-/ S

/‘—"__7_

LEWIS M. TINGLE and CRAIG PHENS
Attorneys for Appellant .~
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A-88

42




IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

STATE OF OHIO,

Plaintiff-Appellee,

JOHN DAVID STUMPF,

Defendant-Appellant.

_f;;izfg%;;i.*-iﬂfi

Case No, §86-1118

—— e R e e E O W E— . v A — m Srre—

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPEALS

FOR GUERNSEY COUNTY OHIOC,

FIFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

o mimA R e = o = m i e e ———

MERIT

r———t = e m R e e R o e T M e o e e e

LEWIS M. TINGLE

138 North Seventh Street
Cambridge, Ohio 43725
614/439~7745

and

CRAIG STEPHENS

206 South Meridian Street

Ravenna, Ohic 44266
216/296—3434

Counsel for Defendant~
Appellant

BRIEF OF THE STATE OF OHIO,
PLAINTIFF-APPELLEE

C. KEITH PLUMMER Y
Guernsey County
Prosecuting Attorney
139 Courthouse Square
Cambridge, Ohio 43725
614/432-6322

and

JAMES R. SCOTT

Tilil e

JAHESVﬂu_hﬂ
T T S S

e

Special Assistant Prosecuting

Attorney

139 Courthouse Square
Cambridge, Ohio 43725
6l4/432-6322

A-§ounsel for Plaintiff-
Appellee

.
S i




PROPOSITION OF LAW ELEVEN

THE DECISION TO PERMIT OR DENY MOTIONS TO
WITHDRAW A GUILTY PLEA AND FOR A HNEW
SENTENCING HEARING ARE ADDRESSED TO THE
SOUND DISCRETION OF THE TRIAL CQURT.

{The eleventh proposition of law was separately
briefed in case number CA-793 below.)

A motion to withdraw a quilty plea is addressed to
the sound discretinn of the trial court,

"A motion to withdraw a plea of guilty or
no contest may be made only Dbefore
sentence {s imposed or imposition of
sentence is suspended; but to correct
manifest injustice the court, after
sentence, may set aside the judgment of
conviction and permit the dafendant to
withdraw his plea."

Criminal Rule 32.1.

After sentence has been imposed, a defendant seeking
fo withdraw a guilty plea hears the burden of establiéhing
manifest injustice under Criminal Rule 32,1, State v. Smith
{1977), 49 ©Ohio 5t. 24 261. Construing the virtually
identircal federal countecpart to Ohio Criminal Rule 32.1, the
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Ciruit has
observed that:

"[tlhe withdrawal of a plea of guilty is
not-a matter of right. A motion for leave
to withdraw a plea of guilty and
substitute a plea of not guilty Iis
addressed to the sound discretion of the
court and should be denied if the
defendant knew and understood what was
being done and there were not present any
circumstances of force, mistake,
misapprehension, fear, inadvertence .or.. ..
ighorance of his rights and understanding
of the conseguences of his plea."

United States v, Ptomevy (3rd Cir., 1966),
366 F. 2d 759, 750.

(Emphasis supplied.)
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A plea of gquilty is a complete admission of the
defendant's guilt. By entering his gquilty plea to the
orincipal charge and to the specifications, appellant admitted
that he purposely murdered Mary Jane Stout during the course
of an aggravated robbery and that he did so for the express
putpose -of avoiding detection, apprehension, trial or
punishment for his crime of attempting to murder Norman Stout
during an aggravated robbery. In short, by pleading guilty,
appellant admitted that he killed Mary Jane Stout to make good
his getaway., A guilty plea is the highest form of confession
known in jurisprudence. .

Appellant makes no ciaim that his plea waé not
entered knowingly, intelligently and voluntarily. Review of
the record clearly demonstrates the plea was proverly taken.
Having confessed throuéh his guilty plea in open court that he
comnitted the offense, appellant bears a heavy burden to
demonstrate that manifast injustice will occur if his plea is
not withdraw, In poiht of fact, defendant has advanced

absolutely no reason to permit withdrawal of his guilty plea.4

4an accused may not preclude imposition of the death
penalty by simply pleading guilty to capital charges. State
v. Jackson, supra., 50 Ohio St. 24 at 258-259. Imposition of
the deatn sentence based on a guilty plea certainly is not
unknown. See State v, Frohner (1948), 150 Ohio St. 53; State
v. Ferguson (1964), 175 Ohio St. 390. There is no regquirement
that mercy must be extended to one who pleads guilty to a
capital offense. "True he is young, but true also is the fact
that he was guilty of a cold-blooded, heinous offense.”
Frohner, supra., at 117,

49
A-91




"Neither manifest injustice nor an abuse
of discretion is shown merely because [a
defendant] chose to test the water and
found it too fervid."

United s5tates v. Prince (Sth Cir., 1976),
533 F. 2d 205, 209.

Appellant's single basis for withdrawal of his plea
or for a new sentencing hearing is that during co-defendant
Wesley's trial, Jjail inmate James Eastman tastified that
Wesley admitted to him that Wesley shot Mary Jane Stout, The
panel which sentenced appellant Stumpf found, inter alia, that
Stumpf was the principal offender in that slaying. Appellant
urges that as a result, he should be permitted to withdraw his
plea or be resentenced,

"One indicted as an aider and abettor of

the ocrime of murder may be placed on

"ktrial, convicted and senteaced for that

offense notwithstanding the principal

offender had been tried previously, and

convicted and sentenced for manslaughter

only."

State v. Goins (1889), 49 Chio S5t. 457,

syllabus paragraph three.

The criteria for imposing the death penalty in a
capital offense are set forth in Section 2929.04, Revised
Code. The reguirament that the actor be either the principal
or to have acted with prior calculation and design applies

solely to the specification set forth in subparagraph seven.

The defendant herein admitted his guilt to the specification

set forth in subparagraph thiee; that he killed Mary Jane
Stout to avoid detection, apprehension, trial or punishment
for attempted aggravated murder (shooting Norman Stout in the
head) and for aggravated robbery. That the death penalty is

authorized for ajders and abettocs is further exemplified by
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subparagraph (B} (6), mitigatien. Under that subparagraph, the
sentencing authority may consider the offender's deéree of
pacrticipation in the offense as mitigation whera the offender
was not the principal offender.

It 1is apparent that execution of an aider and
abettor 1is authorized by Revised Code Section 2929.04.
Therafore, while the trial court found Efrom the evidence that
defendant Stumpf actually shot Mary Jane Stout, that finding
was not a condition precedent to imposing the death penalty.
hs testified to by Worman Stout, appellant had the chrome
pistol which was identified as .the pistol which killed Mrs.
Stout. ‘Norman Edmonds (who remained in the car while
- appellant and Wesley walked to the Stout's home} testified he
‘gave the gun to Stumpf in the car; Worman Stout was positive
that Stumpf held the chrome pistol and that Stumpf shot him
with the chrome pistol., Regaining consciousness after being
twice shot in the head by Stumpf, Mr. Stout heard the two
defendants in a discussion after which .he heard‘rthe four
additional shots which killed his wife, Mary Jane.5 The
bullet from the top of Worman Stout's head was fired from the

same gun which killed Mrs, Stout. The partial slug taken from

- e - W me wom s w

5The inference to be drawn from this discussion is
obvious, Stumpf and Wesley were not about to leave witnesses
behind to identify them; Mrs. Stout had to die. 1In view of the
fact that the slaying was done to silence a witness {Revised
Code Section 29295.04(A)(3)), it matters not one whlt which
hand actually fired the four fatal bullets, -
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between #r. Stout's eyes had the same characteristics. That
gun was carried by appellant Stumpf. By his guilty plea,
appellant admitted he shot Mary Jane Stout.

appellant attempts to make much of the fact.that
during Wesley's trial, the state offered inmate Eastman's
testimony that Wesley admitted his gquilt in the slaying.
Appeilant intimates some improper act on the part of the
state, asserting the state "has misled the court.," (Brief,
p. 4Df Appellant concedes that Wesley was not in Ohio and
therefore, the events subject of Eastman's testimony had not
occurred at the time appellant Stumpf pleaded guilty to this
slaying. (Brief, p. 40)

It is the responsibility of the state to present all
relevant evidence in the prosecution of crime. The state is
not in the position of being able to suppress relevant
evidence and clearly did not do so either in this case or that
of co-defendant Wesley. As noted above, the reguirement that
an actor be either the principal offender or act with prior
calculation and design applies only to the specification set
fortih in subparagraph seven of Revised Code Section 2929.04.
Appellant admitted he acted under_subparagraph three. See

State v. Goins, supra.

Moreover, one may act as a principal even as one
also aids a co-defendant in committing a e¢rime. For example,
should co-defendants, armed respectively with .22 and .38
caliber weapons,-both fire their pistols into the body of a

victim, the mere fact that the .22 caliber weapon was found to
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cause the death does not iessen the fact that the defendant
wielding the .38 remains a principal offender. Should one co-
defendant hold a victim while the other inflicts the Eafal
blow, 1is the £Eormer 1less a principal than the 1latter?
Obviously, the General Assembly did not intend to limit the
term "principal" to only those who actually fire the fatal
bullet, thrust the fatal knife or inflict the fatal blow. The
term "principal" does not equate solely with the vernacular
"triggerman." Under the facts of this case, appellant was a
"principal offender" within contemplation of the statute
whether or not he actually fired ‘the fatal bullets that killed
Mary Jane Stout. To hold otherwise would permit equally
guilty offenders to avoid the death penalty by acting in
concert in slaying a victim, each performing only one half of
the fatal act, thereby permitting each to claim he was not the
“principal." This is not only an untenable, unjust result,
but clearly was not the intent of the General Assembly. The
trial court was well within its sound discretion in denying
leave to withdraw appellant's gquilty plea and denying the
motion for resentencing.

Finally, for the reasons advanced iIn appellee's
response to the twelfth proposition of law, infra., the death
of Judge Rice did not deprive the trial court of jurisdictioﬁ
to rule on appellaht's post—senﬁence motions.

The eleventh proposition of law is without merit.
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PROPOSITION OF LAW TWELVE

FOLLOWING THE VERDICT AND SENTENCE IN &

CAPITAL CASE HEARD BY A THREE-JUDGE PANEL

PURSUANT TO REVISED COQDE SECTION 2945.06,

POST-SENTENCE MOTIONS ARE HEARD AND

DECIDED BY THE TRIAL JUD:E,

In his final proposition of law, appellant asserts
that the trial court was without jurisdiction to act on his
post—-sentence motions because Judge Raymond Rice, a member of
the three judge pana2l which tried appellant, was deceased when
the post<trial motions were decided. We respectfully
disagree,

It is clear that in any case whera the defendant has
the right to and elects trial by jury, the trial judge does not
try the Ffacts of the case but does determine pre-~and post-~
trial motions as well as those legal issues occurring during
trial. Once a jury verdict {1s returned, the defendant
sentenced, and the jury discharged, the trial judge retains
jurisdiction to rule upon post-trial motioans. Whera the
accused is charged with an offense punishable by death, the
accused may elect to waive trial by jury and be tried by not
one but by three judges sitting as trier of the facts. Revised
Code Section 2945,06, appendix, infra. The same is true upon
a guilty plea. . We invita the court's attention to the
pertinent parts of that section.

“In any case in which a defandant waives

nis vight to trial by jury and elects to

be tried by~ the court under ' section

2945.05 of the Revised Code, any judge of

the court in which the cause is pending

shall proceed to hear, try, and determine
the cause in accordance with the rules and
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in like manner as if the cause were being
tried before a jury. If the accused is
charged with an offense punishable with
death, he shall be tried by a court to bhe
composed of three judges, consisting of
the judge presiding at the time in the
trial of criminal cases and two other
judges to be designated by the presiding
judge or chief justice of that court, and
in case there is neither a presidiang judge
nor a chief justice, by the chief justice
of the supreme court, The judges or a
majority of them may decide all questions
of fact and law arising upon the trial;
however the accused shall not be found
guilty or not guilty of any offense unless
the judges unanimously find the accused
gquilty or not guilty."

(Emphasis supplied,)

It is readily apparent from the plain wording of the
statute that the composition of the three judge trial court is
for the trial of the case, the ascertaining of facts,
equivalent to the function of a jury whe;e a Jjury is not
waived. Once a jury-has completed its fact £inding task, a
jury is discharged and all further duties in that céuse are
handled by the trial judge. 1In the case of trial before a
three judgz panel called pursuant to Revised Code Section
2945;06, once the fact finding or jury function of that panel
is complate and the sentence imposed, further duties devolve
upon the original presiding judge to whom the case was first
assigned. While appellant had the benefit oFf having two of
the members of the panel rule on ais post-trial, post¥sentence
motions, he was entitled only to have the original presiding
trial judge rule on his post-trial motions. He was not
entitled to more. Having gratuitously received more benefit

than he was entitled to, he cannot show that he was in any way
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prejudiced below.

Appellant pleaded guilty to the charge that he
murdered Mary Jane Stout to avoid detection for his offense of
attempting to murder WNorman Stout. The panel which heard
appellant's case reached the proper judgmént ih imposing the
death sentence for these crimes. Under the facts of this
case, apéellant was properlf found to b2 a “principal
offender" as that term is used in the Ohio statutes, whether
or not he actually FEired the fatal shots into Mrs. Stout's
body. Appellant's sentence was not imposed arbitrarily,
capriciously or indiscriminately and is not disproportionate
to other offenses of a similar ﬁature. State ‘v, Jenkins,
supra. The panel of judges lawfully tried appellant's case
under Revised Code Section 2945.06. Post~trial motions are
properly ruled uponr by. the original judge presiding in the
case. Appellant's twelfth proposition of law is without

merit.
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