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APPELLANT RONALD CLARK’S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
DENIAL OF JURISDICTION OF PROPOSITIONS OF LAW NOS. I AND II

This Court should reconsider its 5-2 decision to deny jurisdiction on
Propositions of Law Nos. [ and II because the decision may have been based on
objectively incorrect allegations contained in the State’s memorandum

opposing jurisdiction. State v. Clark, 2008-Ohio-2028, Lundberg Stratton and

O’Connor, JJ., dissenting from denial of jurisdiction on Propositions of Law-
Nos. I and II. Exhibits one and Two.
This cases involves a conflict between the First and Fourth Appellate

Districts. The conflict concerns whether the syllabus of State v. Deal (1969),

17 Ohio St.2d 17, applies to cases in which the defendant has retained
counsel. The Deal syllabus requires a trial court to inguire into any allegation
that appointed counsel has failed to subpoena alibi witnesses:

Where, during the course of his trial for a serious crime, an
indigent accused questions the effectiveness and adequacy of
assigned counsel, by stating that such counsel failed to file
seasonably a notice of alibi or to subpoena witnesses in support
thereof even though requested to do so by accused, it is the duty of
the trial judge to inquire into the complaint and make such inquiry
a part of the record. The trial judge may then require the trial to
proceed with assigned counsel participating if the complaint is not
substantiated or is unreasonable,

Mr. Clark’s two propositions of law ask this Court to adopt the First
District’s reasoning and to extend the protections of Deal to retained counsel
cases:

Proposition of Law No. I: Where, during the course of his trial for a
serious crime, an accused questions the effectiveness and
adequacy of counsel, by stating that such counsel! failed to file
seasonably a notice of alibi or to subpoena witnesses in support
thereof even though requested to do so by accused, it is the duty of
the trial judge to inquire into the complaint and make such inquiry
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a part of the record. The trial judge may then require the trial to
proceed with counsel participating if the complaint is not
substantiated or is unreasonable. State v. Deal (1969}, 17 Ohio
St.2d 17, explained.

Proposition of Law No. II: Where, during the course of his trial for
a serious crime, an accused questions the effectiveness and
adequacy of counsel, it is the duty of the trial judge to inquire into
the complaint and make such inquiry a part of the record. The trial
judge may then require the trial to proceed with the current
counsel participating if the complaint is not substantiated or is
unreasonable. State v. Deal (1969), 17 Ohio St.2d 17, explained.

In its response to Mr. Clark’s jurisdictional memorandum, the State
denied that there was a conflict between the First and Fourth Districts
judgments by incorrectly describing the First District’s holding:

The third case that appellant misrepresents is the fourth (sic)
district (sic) appellate case of State v. Jarvis (Feb. 5, 1999),
Hamilton app. {sic) No. C-980210, 1999 Ohio Spp. (sic) LEXIS 294,
Appellant claims that case is in conflict with the instant case, _
because, according to appellant, that case “held” that Deal applies )
whether counsel is retained or appointed. On the contrary, the o
difference, if any, between appointed and retained counsel was
never at issue in Jarvis. That case involved appointed counsel and
every case upon which it relied, including State v. Deal, involved
appointed counsel.

State’s response at 2-3, emphasis supplied. The Fourth District’s decision in
this case is attached as Exhibit 4. The First District’s decision in Jarvis is
attached as Exhibit 5.

The italicized portion is just plain wrong, and it involves a central issue
to this case—whether an Ohio court of appeals held that Deal applies to
retained counsel. Butf, contrary to what the State alleged, the First District
made it clear that Jarvis concerns retained counsel. The opinion quotes trial
counsel as saying, “Your Honor, Mr. Jarvis has just informed me that he no

longer wishes to retain me as counsel.” Id. at *19. Then, the opinion states
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that “the [trial] court determined counsel had been retained rather than
appointed. . . .” Id. at *20.1

Accordingly, the First District applied the Deal rule to a case which, like
Mr. Clark’s, involved retained counsel. By contrast, the Fourth District
expressly refused to apply the Deal rule to a retained-counsel case. The Fourth
District denied a motion to certify a conflict reasoning that the First District did
not make a point of the distinction, Exhibit 3, but the fact remains that trial
judges in the First District will be bound to apply the Deal rule to retained-
counsel cases while trial courts in Fourth District will apply Deal only to
appointed-counsel cases.

Reconsideration is needed because trial courts need clear guidance.
When E.l. defendant claims that his attorney has not called alibi witnesses, the
- trial court faces a dilemma. As the court in this case noted, it can be improper
for jﬁdges to inteweﬁe in the attorney-client relationship:

As in Deal, the trial court did not inquire as to “why no witnesses were

called or why no alibi defense was prepared.” Worse, the trial court

1 Undersigned counsel acknowledges that in Proposition of Law No. III, which is
not part of this reconsideration motion, counsel incorrectly asserted the
following statement was the holding of the United States Supreme Court: “Itis
settled that, if evidence available to a trial judge raises a bona fide doubt
regarding a defendant’s ability to understand and participate in the
proceedings against him, the judge has an obligation to order an examination
to assess his competency. . . .” Porter v. McKaskle (1984), 466 U.S. 984, 985
citing Drope v. Missouri (1975), 420 U.S. 162, and Pate v. Robinson (1966),
383 U.S. 375. As the State correctly pointed out, the Porter language was
from a dissent from the denial of certiorari, not a holding. However, the
quotation accurately describes the law as decided in Drope and Pate. Even
though the error was rhetorical and not substantive, counsel apologizes to the
Court for the oversight.

3



acknowledged it did not know and that it would inquire into Mr. Clark’s
allegations about his attorney:
I don’t know who your alibi witnesses are, but I can tell youlI just
explained to your counsel here at the table just a few minutes ago
that the three witnesses he subpoenaed I'm going to allow him to
call. Those witnesses. | don’t know whether that’s all the

witnesses you're talking about, or of those are the people that
you're calling alibi witnesses or not.

* * K

You're asking me to pass judgment on the status of your
representation. I cannot do that.

T.p. 90, 93-4. On the other hand, if the court remains silent, it could fail in its
duty under Deal to see that counsel is providing constitutionally sufficient
representation. A decision from this court will instruct trial courts how to
navigate between these sometimes conflicting obligations in retained-counsel
cases.

The First District’s view better comports with the policy behind Deal and
with this Court’s edict to “avoid[] the anomaly that one who employs his own
counsel may have a lower standard applied to measure his constitutional right

to assistance of counsel than one who at state expense had appointed counsel.”

State v. Hester (1976), 45 Ohio St.2d 71, 80.

This case is an ideal case to test the holding of Deal because

it is nearly identical to the facts of Deal, except that Mr.

Clark’s family retained counsel for him.

Mr. Clark’s family retained counsel for him, and his case is factually very
similar to the facts of Deal, so this is an ideal case to fest whether the Deal

syllabus applies to retained counsel. In Deal, this Court remanded a case for a

hearing because:



From the record, it is impossible to determine whether appellant
was adequately represented, because it contains nothing indicating
why no witnesses were called or why no alibi defense was
prepared. It is entirely possible that appointed counsel talked to
those witnesses and concluded that there was no worthwhile alibi
defense. The Court of Appeals affirmed appellant’s conviction on
the ground that he had not established error because the record
did not refute this possibility that counsel had investigated
appellant’s alibi defense and found it wanting. We reverse because,
in the circumstances of this case, it was the duty of the trial court
to see that the record contained an adequate investigation of
appellant’s complaint. :

Like Mr. Deal, Mr. Clark complained that his counsel had not presented
alibi witnesses:

Mr. Gardner refuses to represent me. [ asked him two months ago

to have my witnesses locked in. Now my witnesses, my alibis, are

denied. How could you deny my alibis when that’s where [ was? 1

can prove where | was. The State cannot prove where | was. I can

prove where I was. Mr. Gardner refused to get my witnesses in.

He refused to represent me period.
T.p. 3-4. Mr. Clark later specified that his three alibis witnesses were Joanne
Wolfe, his mother, and his brother. T.p. 90. The trial court did allow the
testimony of Ms. Wolfe Clark’s lawyer had disclosed her as a witness. T.p. 90.
Mr. Clark’s lawyer did not call either his brother or mother as alibi witnesses.

Conclusion

Trial courts must have a clear, uniform rule to apply when defendants
complain that their counsel—retained or appointed—are not prepared for trial.
With a clear rule, trial courts can confidently exercise their discretion to resolve

one of the most difficult quandaries they face, when to intercede in the attorney

client relationship to head off future claims of ineffective assistance of counsel.



This Court should accept jurisdiction on Propositions of Law One and
Two, resolve the conflict between the First and Fourth Districts, and reverse
the decision of the court of appeals.
Respectfully submitted,
Office of the Ohio Public Defender
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Upon consideration of the jurisdictional memoranda filed in this case, the Court
denies leave fo appeal and dismisses the appeal as not involving any substantial
constitutional question.
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO Sin
FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT SRR
ATHENS COUNTY

State of Ohio,

Plaintiff-Appelies,
Case No. 07CA9
V.

: ENTRY DENYING MOTION
Ronald Clark, - : TO CERTIFY RECORD
Defendant-Appeilant. |
APPEARANCES:

David H. Bodiker, State Public Defender, and Stephen P. Hardwick, Assistant State
. Public Defender, Columbus, Ohig, for appellant.

C. David Warren, Athens County Prosecutor, and Patrick J. Lang, Assistant Athens
County Prosecutor, Athens, Ohio, for appeilee.

Kline, J.:

{€q1} Ronald Clark moves this court to certify the record of this case to the
Supreme Court of Ohio for review and determination. He contends that our decision
and judgment entry in Stafe v. Clark, Athens App. No. 07CA9, 2007-Ohio-6621, |
conflicts With State v. Jarvis (Feb. 5, 1999), Hamilton App. No. C-980210 from the first
appellate district. Clark requests that we cerlify the following question as a conflict
betwsen the judgments: "When a defendant complains to a trial court that refained
counsel has failed to seasonably file a notice of alibi or to subpoena witnesses in
support thereof even though requested to do so by accused, is it the duty of the trial
judge to inquire into the complaint and make such inquiry a part of the record?” In ﬁis
direct appeal, Clark relied “on State v. Deal (19869), 17 Ohio St.2d 17 to supgertﬁié"‘f?i@

EXHIBIT reR 1 0 7008
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Athens App. No. 07CAS 2
claim that the trial court failed to conduct an adequate hearing regarding his complaint
about his retained counsel.” Clark, supra, at §13. We found that "Deal and its progeny
only impose a duty upon a trial court to inquire on the record about complaints a
defendant has raised regarding his appoinfed counsel[,]” not retained coﬁnsel.” (Cites
omitted.) Id. |

{42} Article 1V, Seciion 3(B)(4) of the bhio Constitution provides: "Whenever the
judges of a court of appeals find that a judgment upon which they have agreeﬁ isin
conflict with a judgment pronounced upon the same question by any other court of
appeals of the state, the judges shall certify the record of the case to the supreme court
for review and final determination.” The court in Whitelock v. Gilbane Bldg. Co. (1993),
66 Ohio St.3d 594, 596 interpreted this provision to require at least three conditions to
exist before and during certification: (1) the certifying court must find a conflict on the .
same question between its judgment and the judgment of another appellate distridt; (2)
the conflict must be on a rule of law, instead of facts; and (3) the certifying court's entry
or opinion must clearly set forth the rule of law in conflict.

{93} Here, we find that our decision and judgment entry in Clark, supra, does not
present a conflict on the same question of law invoived in Jarvis, supra. The Jarvis
court upheld the trial court's decision to deny the defendant’s substitution of counsel
request and required retained counsel to remain on the case. Id. at8. The Jarvis court
determined that the defendant failed to show good cause for substitution of counsel. Id.

at7.




Athens App. No. 07CAD ' 3

94} The Jarvis court did cite to the Deal case, which perhaps suggests that it
believed that the Deal standard applies to both retained and appointed counsel.
However, unlike this case, the Jarvis court did not directly address that specific legal
question. It appears that the Jarvis court assumed without deciding that Deaf applied to
instances of retained counsel, as well as appointed counsel. Howsver, it determineq;
that, even abplying the Deal standard, the defendanfs claim was unsuccessful. (Stated
differently, it did nothing more that cite the rule and conclude that the defendant céuld
not meet the standard.) As such, it did not di.rectly rule on whether Deal applied in such
situations. In addition, after reviewing ;larvis, there simply is no evidence that the
parties ever directly presented the court with the question of whether Deaf applies to
retained counsel.
{95} Therefore, we find that our decision in Clark does not conflict with Jarvis.
{96} Accordingly, we deny Clark’s motion to certify a conflict

MOTION DENIED,

Abele, P. J. and McFarland, J.: Concur.

FO COURT,
J? <9

Roger L. Kline, Judge
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO R, THID
FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT 0SE 05 2000
ATHENS COUNTY

A oerk
State of Ohio, : PEALS

Plaintiff-Appellee, .
Case No. 07CAS8

V.
5 ' : DECISION AND
. ‘Ronald Clark, : JUDGMENT ENTRY
* Defendant-Appellant. : '
APPEARANCES:

~ David H. Bodiker, State Public Defender, and Stephen P. Hardwick, Assistant State
.. - Puiblic Defender, Columbus, Ohlo, for appeliant.

./C. David Warren, Athens County Prosecutor, and Patrick J. Lang, Assistant Athens

1 a_unty._!?m‘se(:utor, Athens, Ohlo, for appellee.

I:Kiihe; J.:
: {1!1} Ronald Clark appeals his convictions and sentences for three counts of

- unlawful sexual conduct with a minor from the Athens County Common Pleas Court.

Qf)h.appe_a_l. Clark contends that the trial court abused its discretion when it denied,

6ut an adequate hearing, his request to discharge his attorney and retain new

_gdunsai;. Because Clark, inter alia, waited until the moming of his jury trlai to make his

""_;édyest, we dlf_sagree. Clark next contends that the court abused its discretion when it

falled to order a compstency evaluation. Because we find that the evidence of Clark

ranting and raving is insufficient to order the evaluation, we disagree.’ Clark next
E: hténd's tﬁat his non-minimum sentence violates the Due Process Clause of the United

tatemﬁk% Because we have addressed this issue in the past, we disagree.

o DEG 05 2007 EXHIBIT
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Finally, Clark contends that H.B. 137 violates the separation of powers because the

'\-“ éxecutive branch now has the authority to impose post-release control without a court

'é.pr'der.‘ Because Clark has waived this issue by not raising it in the trial court, and
because he does not have standing to raise this issue, we do not address it.
. Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the trial court.

'-::{-1[2} The Athens County Grand Jury indicted Clark for three counts of unlawful

_e.)_-'gtfxal_;_conduct-_with a minor. Clark entered not guilty pleas and eventually his cases
'{'e-ée.t,for a jury trial. Clark fired his first retained attorney. Two days béfo;'e hi.s'
':ggﬁéduled jury trial, Clark's second retainad attorney filed a motion for a competency

L eyaluatior_&. The court continued the jury trial so that it could hold a competency hearing.
{113} '-‘ . Atthe hearing, the court considared the affidavits of two witnesses and a

” ment by Clark's counsel. All three indicated that Clark recently ranted and raved
bout his case and thought that everyone was out to get him. The court gave C!ark
me’to respond to the two witnesses and his attorney. Clark agreed with the witnesses _
and hss attomey The court denied Clark's request for a competency-evaluation.

{114} ' On the moming of Clark’s jury trial, Clark asked the court to discharge his
ec;énd attomey and grant him a continuance so that he could hire a third attorney for
he::trllal Clark explalned on the record his reasons for the request. The court demed
ia_;k’_s- request. E
{1[5} The jury found Clark guiity of all three counts of unlawful sexual conduct with |

minor. The court sentenced Clark to a non-minimum prison term,
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_ {916} Clark appeals and asserts the following four assignments of error: 1. “The trial
T .court erred by denying Mr. Clark's request to discharge his attorney and to retain new
=y '_ bqpnsei without an adequate hearing.” 1i. “The trial court abused its discretion by not

: .'-i_-rjgférrir'lg Mr. Clark for a competency evaluation.” lll. “The tria} court erred by imposing a

" jf‘hdn'—minimr.:_m prison term in violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth

" Aiendment [to the] United States Constitution.” And, IV. “The trial court erred by

-~ jmposing post-release control.”

I.
_‘ - Clark'contends in his first assignment of arror that the trial court erred in
enytng his request for a continuance to enable him to retain other p;'i»gate counsel.
_ _!__a';f:k:-asserts that the court failed to conduct an adequate hearing to investigate his

_cbmplaint'against his current counsel, i.e., his counsel did not, inter alia, present alibi

2 T he trial court has discretion to grant or deny a request for a conti;iuance, o
taté v. Unger (1981), 67 Ohio St.2d 65, syllabus. Likewise, it has the same discration
tu}é:fant'. or deny a substitution of counsel. “An abuse of discretion con‘note.s more than
an error of judgment, it implies that the trial court's attitude was arbitféry, unreasonable,
f‘igjﬁgpn'sc.ionable.” Blakemore v. Blakemore (1983), 5 Ohio $t.3d 217, 218. In
pply-mg the abuse of discretion standard of review, we are not free to merely substitute - -
“our judgrnent for that of the tral court, I re Jane Doe / (1081), 57 Ohio $t3d 136, 137
738"3§itir"\g Berk v. Matthews (1990), 63 Ohio St.3d 161, 169.
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“ {19} *In evaluating a motion for a continuance, a court should note, inter alia: the

"’_"'Ie'rigth of the delay requested; whether other continuances have been requested and
received; the inconvenience to litigants, witnesses, opposing counsel and the court;

"-WHether the requested delay is for legitimate reasons or whether it is difatory,

-__'pt::r_po'se_ful, or contrived; whether the defendant coniributed to the circumstance which

-unique facts of each case.” Unger, supra, at 67-68.
L ‘{ﬂ10} Here, the trial court did not abuse its discretion when it refused to continue

the frial. First, Clark did not ask for a specific amount of time o obtain other counsel.

owever even if he obtained different counsel right away, it wouid take his counse) at

.,q;ﬁpatency evaluation two days before his first scheduled jury trial. The court

o .grénted his request for a hearing and confinued the jury trial. So, the court already
'-;:.Eqr{ttnued the trial once. Third, Clark waited un_til the morning of hig second scheduled
‘lnal t_qfrequest the continuané. The jurors, witnesses, opposing caunsei. and the
were ;;resent and ready to proceed. o ’ .

11} © " Fourth, the court by fmp!ication determi.ned that the requested delay was not
v__.-:f'o}-;legitimate roason. Clark told the court that he was not receiving adequate

; {}éﬁresentation. However, the court informed Clark that “fw]e’'ve been through this once

: éfdrg?_, You terminated the services of ancther attorney, if you recall that. And now you

jave _[éh-_attomeyl who, despite what you think, has vigorously represented You.“ |

“gives rise to the request for a continuance; and other relevant factors, depending on the

st & week or two to familiarize himself with the case. Second, Clark filed a motion for :
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' B | {15}  Clark further contends that the court should have at least allowed him to

ub stitute counse| without a continuance. Clark does not cite foa single authority that

:. ‘:'-f'wo.l:jid allow the court to make such a decision. Further, we can find no authority that

| would parmit a triél court to allow newly retained counsel, without any knowledge of the
~ case, to proceed.

{§16}  Accordingly, we ovarrule Clark's first assignment of error.

gw} ' Clark contends in his second assignment of error that the trial court erred

3 when it deniied his request for a competency avaluation Our review is for abuse of

;_-_-_digcretton. See, e.g., State v. Smith, Monigomery App. No. 21-58, 2006-Ohio-2365,

"It has long been recogmzed that ‘a person [who] lacks the capaclty to
'erstand the nature and object of the proceedings against him, to consult With
Aeunsé{ and to assist in preparing his defense may not be subjected to a trial. (Cites
_'_yrlz'ﬁtted)." State v. Thomas, 87 Ohio St.3d 309, 2002-Oh10-6624, 1136, “Fundamental
‘:'r_i-‘gg:iples of due process require that a crimi_nal defendant who is legally incompetent

‘may net beitried (Cite omitted.)" Id.

pp' No. 00CA2703, 2000-Ohio-1974, citing R.C. 2045.37(G). See, also, Stafo v.
"Mr;Grath, Meigs App. No, 02CA7, 2003-Ohio-1811, §11. “In order to rebut this
: tesumption, the defendant must request a competency hearing and at a subsequent

e"a'i‘ing',: a hreponderanbe of the evidence‘must show that the defendant, as a result of '

Atl defendants are presumed competent to stand trial. State v. Bomar, Scnoto o
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'- f‘ {ﬂ1-2} Fifth, the record shows that Clark contributed to the circumstance that gave
: fise to his request for a continuance. Part of what Clark said shows that he does not
B _understand the law. For example, he said, “| never had a preliminary hearing. That's a
:.j_:fgi_i's_;j_':issal right there. My indictments wasn't (sic) certified. That's a dismissal. The Bilt

-’ of Particulars ain't certified. That a dismissal straight out of the law book.” Clark was

~pot willing to listen to his attorney. Clark wanted his attorney to do the impaossible and

- . get the case dismissed. Thus, Clark's attitude contributed to any conflict he had with his

’eﬁomey In addition, a third attorney could not get the case dismissed if he pursued
i’s reasonmg as outlined above. N .
13} - Clark relies on State v, Deal (1969), 17 Dhie St.2d 17 to support his claim that B
thie._:t_;ial court failed to conduct an adequate hearing regarding his cornplaint about his
,_reé;Iﬁed counsel. “However, Deal and its progeny only impose a duty upon a trial court |
| "to"inquire on the record about complaints a defendant has raised regarding his
pﬁomfed counsel[ ]“ not retained counsel. (Cites omitted.) Stafe v. Dowmmg, Greene
‘p’-r.h.la ‘01-CA-78, 2002-Ohio-1302. See, also, Stafe v. King (1995), 104 Ohlo App 3d
434,437 Stale v. Bowshier, Ciark App. No. 08-CA-41, 2007-Ohio-5364, 1154.

g 'Me‘re.over, the trial court patiently listened to Clark before and after the jury selection to
'expla,in the probtems he had with his counsel as indicated by several exchanges

between the court and Clark regarding Clark's counsel.

Tharafcre based on these circumstances, we find that the frial court did not

abuse its dlscretson in denying Clark’s request to continue the trial to substitute ratalned
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- . hiis present mental condition, is not capable of understanding the proceedings and is
unable to assist in his defense.” Smith, supra, at 121; R.C. 2845.37(G). A court has
 discretion to order a competency evaluation. R.C. 2045.371(A).

{120} Here, the hearing occurred before trial. Atthe hearing, the evidence showed

- 7_‘5‘_ énly that Clark ranted and raved on at least two occasions. The fact that Clark ranted

iuunsel by |tself is simply not enough svidence to require a competency evaluation:
rk'fallad to affirmatively demonstrate that he could not assist in his own defense.

':_ {1121} In addition, the pre-trial record fails to indicate that Clark had difficulty
| :'ltinderstanding the proceedings or that he was incapable of asslsting his counsél in his
‘ﬂefénsa For examp!e Clark explained to the court why he fired his first attomey and ,- '
iier why he wanted to fire his second attomey. His explanations showed that, even -
t-.,rgh’ he held incorrect legal ideas, he was famitiar with court procedure, For
: A'.éxémple, he knew about discovery and alibi witnesses. During these pre-trial hearings,
_-'t‘f_lé. équrtvasked Clark other questions. Clark meaningfully responded to each question,
122} Therefore, based'on this evidence, we find that the trial court did not abuse Its
f%éfibn whier: it refused to refer Clark for a competency evaluation. '
1!23} _Accordingly, we overrule Clark’s sscond assignment of error,
| '
; {1]24} Clark contends in his third assignment of error that the trial court erred by

:posing a:non-minimurm sentence He maintains that the sentence violates the Due

"'mcess C!ause of the United States Constitution. Specifically, he claims that the

and raved outslde the courtroom in front of two withesses and over the phone with hls o o
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o Supreme Court of Chio’s decision in State v. Foster, 109 Ohio St.3d 1, 2008-Ohio-856,
' th:ch followed the reasoning in Blakely v. Washington (2004}, 542 U.S. 2898, deprived

- -ih%m of a statutory liberty interest when it remoeves procedural safeguards in a statute.

~: .{‘525} Clark did not raise his due process argument in the trial court. He received

- ._-_f-..=':his' sentence after Blakely, supra, was decided on June 24, 2004. Tr;us, he has

o '-forfeited ail but plain error. Stafe v. Payne, 114 Ohio 8t.3d 502, 2007-Ohio-4642, 31

-{"we hold that a lack of an objection in the trial court forfeits the Blakely issue for

'urﬁoses of appeal when the sentencing occurred after the announcement of Blakaly. ”);
83 : Pursuant to Crim.R. SZ(B) we may notice plain errors or defects affecting

§ 'bstantlal nghts although a defendant did not bring them to the attention of the court o

Thé Supreme Court of Ohio has found that “[bly ls very terms, the rule places three

'-?",:r__‘llmltat;ons ona rewewing court's decision to correct an error despite the absence of a

' mely ob;ectlon at trial.” Stafe v. Barnes (2002), g4 Ohio St.3d 21, 27, 2002- Ohio—SB

Payne supra. First, an error must exist. 1d., citing State v. Hill (2001), 02 0h|0

St*3d_191 200, siting United States v. Olano (1983}, 507 U. S. 725, 732 (mterpretlng

: ‘.Crlm.l.:!. 52[B]s identica! federal counterpart, Fed.R.Crim.P. 62[b] ). Second, the error |

".'m:'ust be plain, obvious, or clear. Id. (Citations omitted.} Third, the error must affect

' b.stantlal rights,” which the court has interpreted to mean "but for the error, the

i€ Qme of the trial clearly would have been otherwise.” Id. citing Hill at 205; State .s./;'

Moreland (1 990), 50 Ohio St.3d 58, 62; Slafe v. Long (1878), 63 Ohio St. Zd 91,

aragraph two of the syliabus.
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{27}  “The burden of demonstrating plain error is on the party asserting it. (Cite

omitted.) A reversal is warranted if the party can prove that the outcorne ‘would have
been different absent the error.” (Cite omitted.) Payne atY17. A reviewing courf

S sl;ouid use its discretion under Crim.R. 52(8) to notice plain error “with the utmost

.. . caution, under exceptional circumstances and only o prevent a manifest miscarriage of

justice.” Long, supra, at paragraph three of the syllabus.

cbhsidered and rejected a due process challenge to a sentence imposed in accordance
with the Supreme Court of Ohio's holding in Foster. There, we agreed with the 7
éégrvat_ions of the Ninth and Second Districts, which rejected such challenges outright.

| c‘[bingrs'b, 'th'ose_ courls axpressed that it is unlikely that the Supreme Court of Ohid'

_ _:éhpellat courts are bound by directives of the Supreme Court of Ohio. Id. at 18, citing
L State v. Hildrath, Lorain App. No. 08CA8879, 2006-Ohio-5058, at 10; State v. Durbin,
Gréena App: No.2005-CA-134, 2008-Ohio-5125, at ff4142. |

? EQI " n ﬁndmg that tha Supreme Court of Ohio's remedy in Foster does not wolate'
lje-:Due Process. Clause of the United States Constitution, we also express.edour

. .ﬁppfoﬁél of the reasoning set forth by the Third Diistrict In State v. McGhee, Shelby App.
C No 17-06-05, 2006-Ohio-5162. Grimes at 119, citing with approval McGhee at 111 &
B -13-20. Because the range of prison terms for the defendant's offense remained the
gahe both before and after Foster, we.concluded, “it is difficult to understand how :

f;i@e’l!an_t could maintain that an enlargement of the criminal statute occurred, generally,

28} In Stafe v. Grimes, Washington App. No. 0BCA17, 2008-Ohlo-6360, this court .«

_.mild have directed lower level courts o violate the Constitution: and, in any event, the . I
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- cravailable punishments, in particular.” Id. at §10. Further, we noted that the appeliant

. did not attempt to explain how he would have acted differently had he known that the

Ig'Supreme Court of Chio would strike down paris of R.C. 2920.14. Id. Accordingly‘ we

o found that the court did not err in imposing the maximum sentence for the offense. 1d.

- atf11.

_{1]30} Based upon our holding in Grimes (and numerous decisions following

n_zes), we find that the trial court did not err in imposing non- mlnimum sentences for
‘Ciarks offenses. Ses, also, State v, Miller, Auglaize App. No. 2-07-02, 2007-0hio 4744
tFoster does not violate the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution), We -
do not accept Clark's implied invitation o revisit these issues. Therefore, we do not find
o -any error, let alone plain error.

" {131} ~ Accordingly, we overrule Clark's third assighment of error.

V. _
{1]32} " Clark contends in his fourth assignment of error that H.B. 137 violates the
_.'_'_separation ‘of powsrs because the executive branch of government now has the

, ', authorrty to impose post-release control without a court arder. We do not address this
]'-'-'fis's'he for two reasons. _
‘. 3”3;' * First, we find that Clark has waived this argument. He did not raise the -
;ﬁéraﬁon of powers argument in the trial court. He now raises it for the first time on
éppéél. However. a reviewing court should not review constitutional claims for the .ﬁfst
. time on appeal. See, e.g., Logan v. McKinney (Aug. 23, 1888), Hocking App. No.

o 'sgcmz; State v. Shepherd (Nov. 2, 1995), Scioto App. No. 94CA2322.
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'{ﬂ34} In addition, we find that-Clark does not have standing to make this argufnent.

Qur colleagues in the Twelfth District Court of Appeals have addressed this same issue
in State v. Rogers, Fayette App. No. CA2006-08-036, 2007-Ohio-3720 and State v.
Cathoun, Butler App. No.. CA2006-08-180, 2007-Ohio-36812. The Rogers and Calhoun
| bdurts found that when the judicial branch aduaiiy imposes the post-release control,

; .:'lnstead of the executive branch, a defendant does not have standing to chai!enge the

- tituttonahty of the provisions of the statutes affacted by H.B. 137. See, also, State
. Moris, Pickaway App. No. 08CA28, 2007-Ohio-5261.

: _ﬁ%} Here, Clark received notice of the imposition of the optional post-release

cdntroi from the trial court. Therefore, he does not have standing to challenge the
;,nstltutionahty of the statutes affected by H.B. 137.

"_‘ } ' Accord:ngly, we overrule Clark’s fourth assignment of error and affirm the
B judgment of the trial court.

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED.
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McFarland, P.J., dissenting.
{137} | respectfully dissent because the record below is very troublesome. This is
-.'rejadily apparent after reviewing and considering the dialogue between the Appallant,

" his counsel and the court regarding the legal representation of the Appellant. The record

reveats the Appellant told the court about his displeasure with his retained counsel and

i -deéire to fire him. He specifically stated that “Counse! has failed to represent me.” .

e‘went on fo say "l m asking you to let me hire another counsel.” The Caourt

responded by saying, amoeng other things, “you’re not going fo have a right fo hire other

::{1133} | After this exchange between the Appellant and the Court, hls retained
'_ counsei stated: “Your Honor, 1 can't, I cannot represent hirn when he 8 saying this.
What's quite clear here Is | am representlng him and | have baen trying todoa

'od ]ob And after he makes a gtatement like that | don't even want to help him,
A!righ ?” (Emphasis added.)

&

ke

{1]39} " In my view, it was an abuse of discretion for the irial court to procaed with the

;- july trial after this alarming statement from counsel. Any jurist hearing such a statement

é’tﬁbﬁld be very concerned about the impact it has on the Appellant's subjective belief

ab_ii__t}t-his _légal representation and the fairness of the proceedings. Thé record, ata
lnl'_tnﬁrh;' shows a significant conflict between counse! and the Appellant that was left
unresolved.

{940} A such, the trial court should have continued the trial and permitted

. - Appeliant the opportunity to sesk other counsel or praceed prd se. -In hearing these
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o étateménts by counsel, yet requiring the same counsel to remain at the trial, the court
- helow tainted the process and acted unreasonably.

'{1'[41} | realize it can be very frustrating to a trial court when an accused acts the
- way the Appeliant did in {hg proceeding below. However, that frustration should yield to

;-.-.-'"'thg greater interest of providing equiai justice under the law, particularly when an

_ "céused hears his atiorney does not want to help him.

4‘2} Accord-ing!y, ! dissent.
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JUDGMENT ENTRY

_ It is ordered that the JUDGMENT BE AFFIRMED and Appeliant pay the costs
.~ herein taxed. '

S " The Court finds there were reasonable grounds for this appeal.

‘ltis ordered that a special mandate issue out of this Court directing the Athens
.. .County Court-of Common Pleas to carry this judgment into execution.

If a stay of execution of sentence and release upon bail has been previously
granted by the trial court or this court, it is continued for a period of sixty days upon the
... bail previously posted. The purpose of said stay is 1o allow appellant fo file with the
Ohio Supreme Court an application for a stay during the pendency of proceedings in

fhat-court. The stay as herein continued will terminate in any event at the expiration of
sixty day period.

-The stay shall terminate earlier if the appellant fails to fite a notice of appeal with
¢ Ohiio Supreme Court in the forty-five day appeal pericd pursuant to Rule Il, Sec.2 of
Rules of Practice of the Ohio Supreme Court. Additionally, if the Ohic Supreme

7._-‘6'[5:.1 dismisses the appeal prior to expiration of said sixty days, the stay will terminate
- - a8 of the date of such dismissal.

A certified copy of this entry shall constitute the mandate pursuant to Rule 27 of
Rulasjof Appellate Procedure. Exceptions.

"McFarland, P.J.: Dissents with Dissenting Opinion.
“Abele, J.: Concurs in Judgment and Opinion.

For the Court

BY@L. ICQ:—- -

Roger L. Kline, Judge

NOTICE TO COUNSEL

fﬁ_l’li'spant to Local Rule No. 14, this document constitutes a final judgment =
entry and the time period for further appeal commences from the date of filing -
“with the clerk.
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PRIOR HISTORY: Criminal Appeal From:
Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas.
TRIAL NO. B-974727.

DISPOSITION:
Is: Affirmed.

Judgment Appealed From

HEADNOTES

EVIDENCE - PROSECUTOR - COUN-
SEL

SYLLABUS

IN A PROSECUTION FOR RAPE, THE
TRIAL. COURT PROPERLY ADMITTED
INTO EVIDENCE, FOR IMPEACHMENT
PURPOSES, TESTIMONY REGARDING
THE DEFENDANT'S PREVIOUS MURDER
CONVICTIONS, WHERE THE DEFEN-
DANT'S ACCOUNT OF THE FACTS GIV-
ING RISE TO THE CHARGES AGAINST

HIM CONFLICTED IN VARIOUS MATE-
RIAL RESPECTS WITH THAT GIVEN BY
THE VICTIM, THUS MAKING THE
CREDIBILITY OF THE DIVERGENT AC-
COUNTS A CENTRAL ISSUE TO BE RE-
SOLVED BY THE JURY AT TRIAL.

THE TRIAL COURT DID NOT ABUSE
ITS DISCRETION IN REFUSING TO DE-
CLARE A MISTRIAL ON THE BASIS OF
ALLEGATIONS BY DEFENSE COUNSEL
THAT THE PROSECUTOR'S ACKNOWL-
EDGED GESTURING DURING CROSS-
EXAMINATION OF THE  VICTIM
AMOUNTED TO IMPROPER COACHING
OF THE WITNESS; ALTHOUGH SUCH
GESTURING WAS INAPPROPRIATE RE-
GARDLESS OF THE PROSECUTOR'S MO-
TIVE, IT DID NOT DEMONSTRABLY AF-
FECT THE OUTCOME OF THE TRIAL AND
THEREFORE DID NOT GIVE RISE TO
PREJUDICE.

TO WHATEVER DEGREE THE VICTIM
OF A RAPE MAY HAVE SUFFERED FROM
[*2] MENTAL HANDICAPS ARISING
FROM THE HEAD INJURIES SHE HAD
RECEIVED AS A CHILD, THOSE HANDI-
CAPS DID NOT PER SE DISQUALIFY HER
AS A WITNESS, EVEN THOUGH THEY

EXHIBIT

tabbies’

5
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MAY HAVE ARGUABLY AFFECTED HER
CREDIBILITY; THE DEFENDANT WAS
NOT, THEREFORE, DEPRIVED OF THE
EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL
AS A RESULT OF ALLEGED DEFICIEN-
CIES IN HIS INQUIRY INTO THE VICTIM'S
COMPETENCY, WHEN COUNSEL EFFEC-
TIVELY CROSS-EXAMINED THE VICTIM
IN A MANNER THAT WAS AGGRESSIVE,
PROBING, AND EXTENDED, AND THAT
WAS DESIGNED TO AFFORD THE JURY A
BASIS FOR DOUBTING THE ACCURACY
OF HER ACCOUNT OF THE EVENTS IN
QUESTION.

COUNSEL: Joseph T. Deters and Philip R.
Cummings, for Plaintiff-Appellee.

Martin S. Pinales and John P. Feldmeier, for
Defendant-Appellant.

JUDGES: HILDEBRANDT, P.J., DOAN and
SHANNON, JJ. RAYMOND E.- SHANNON,
retired, of the First Appellate District, sitting by
- assignment.

OPINION

DECISION.

Per Curiam.

This is an appeal from the judgment of the
Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas con-
victing the defendant-appellant, Robert Jarvis,
of two counts of rape pursuant to the guilty
verdicts returned by a jury and the court's inde-
pendent finding, on the specification attached
to each count, that [*3] Jarvis had a prior con-
viction for murder. '

1 Jarvis was sentenced to imprisonment
for eight years on each rape and for five
years on each specification, with the
terms to be served consecutively.

The allegations of rape were drawn pursu-
ant to R.C. 2907.02(4)(1){c), and contained,
inter alia, the following declaration with respect
to the victim:

Karen Carter's [a female not the spouse of
the accused] ability to resist or consent was
substantially impaired because of a mental or
physical condition **¥, and the defendant knew
or had reasonable cause to believe that Karen
Carter's ability to resist or consent was substan-
tially impaired *** .

On June 30, 1997, the date specified in the
indictment, Carter was some thirty-four years
of age. It is uncontroverted that when she was
less than a year old, she had an accident which
resulted in injuries to her head, and that,
time, she began to demonstrate symptoms of
epilepsy. Ultimately, her seizures were diag-
nosed by physicians in these terms:

[They are] of [*4] the type we call grand
mal seizures, meaning that she would have a
sudden loss of consciousness without warning,
fall to the ground and shake violently, and the
seizures occurred at one time almost on a daily
basis.

Carter was taken into the home of her ma-
ternal grandmother, Sophia Napier, when she
was gbout nine months of age, was reared by
Mrs. Napier and was living with her on June
30, 1997, in a multi-building apartment com-
plex in Hamilton County. Mrs. Napier testified
that when Karen Carter was in the first grade of
elementary school, the severity of her epilepsy
was such that she was unable to benefit from
the efforts to educate her and she was removed
from school. A tutor was obtained to attempt to
educate her in her home, but after several
months that effort was abandoned because, her
grandmother testified, Karen "got so bad that
she couldn't remember what she learned that
day." Carter has never been employed or mar-
ried and has spent her days reading simple,
primary-grade books, coloring pictures and
playing a child's game of cards by herself. Her
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grandmother permitted her to take walks
through the apartment complex alone for no
longer than thirty to forty-five minutes, with
[*5] firm instructions to return home directly.

At about noon on June 30, 1997, Karen
Carter was taking one of those walks when she
met Jarvis as he was sitting near the complex's
swimming pool. Although she had not previ-
ously seen Jarvis, a relatively new tenant there,

the two began a conversation after Jarvis intro- .

duced himself. At that time, Jarvis was a fifty-
two-year-old man who had established resi-
dence in the Cincinnati area sometime in Feb-
ruary 1992. He was unemployed and suffered
from post-traumatic stress disorder as a conse-
quence of his military service in Vietnam be-
tween 1965 and 1970. When Jarvis testified in
his own defense, he claimed that his stress dis-
order affected his ability to make judgments
and to conform his behavior to the expected
norms of society.

_ During their conversation, Catter accepted
Jarvis's invitation to accompany him to his
apartment to assist him in hanging pictures
there. According to Carter's testimony, as the
two were dancing to music from a radio inside
the apartment, Jarvis suddenly threw her onto
his bed and placed his body on top of hers. She
stated that she panicked and lost consciousness,
and that when she recovered her senses, her
undergarments [*6] were wrapped around her
ankles, and the bed linen was blood-soaked be-
cause she was in the course of her menstrual
cycle. Jarvis allowed Carter to stand up and
then cleanse herself with towels from his bath-
room. As she returned to her home, she dis-
carded the soiled towels in a trash receptacle.

Jarvis's version of the episode was that after
some thirty minutes of conversation with Carter
he went to his apartment, alone, to prepare for a
visit from his "case manager” from the "Central
Clinic,"” who had responsibility for monitoring
his progress in recovery from his stress disor-
der. At times between 1994 and 1996, Jarvis
was a patient at several facilities for treatment

of his condition, and, apparently, he was being
treated on an outpatient basis under the aus-
pices of the Central Clinic.

Jarvis claimed that after he parted company
with Carter she came fo his apartment and
knocked on his door. When he let her mnside,
they began kissing, touching each other and
engaging in other forms of "sexual foreplay."
Carter then left to return home without any
sexual intercourse having occurred.

According to Jarvis, at approximately 5:00
p.m., Carter was again in the vicinity of Jarvis's
apartment. [*7] She testified that he motioned
for her to come inside again because the pic-
tures had not yet been hung, but the versions of
what occurred next differed markedly. Karen
Carter testified that Jarvis threatened to carry
her inside if she did not go voluntarily, and that
once she went into the apartment, Jarvis took
her into a large closet, raped her vaginally, and
then would not permit her to leave. She testi-
fied further that Jarvis told her that he had al-
ready killed a man, and that if he (Jarvis) killed
her (Carter), she would be the third person he-
had killed. By his own admission, Jarvis had
murdered a man in West Virginia, and while
imprisoned for that homicide, he murdered a
guard during a prison riot in 1973.

Carter stated that after Jarvis told her that
the only way she could leave his apartment was
to engage in fellatio, she submitted to his de-
mand. She testified that Jarvis raped her vagi-
nally again before permitting her to leave. She
arrived at her home at approximately 7:00 p.m.
and, according to Mrs. Napier's testimony, was
emotionally distraught and tearful and refused
to speak. Finally, as her cries came louder and
louder, Karen told her grandmother that she
had been raped. [*8] Police were summoned
and they attempted to interview Karen Carter.
Ultimately, she was taken to a hospital to un-
dergo a physical examination, which, inter alia,
revealed evidence of bruising to her inner labia
and vaginal area.
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In contrast, Jarvis testified that Carter had
entered his home willingly, that they engaged
in various forms of conduct he characterized as
sexual foreplay without sexual penetration of
any kind, and that she left without interference.

Trial to the jury began on October 9, 1997,
and concluded with the verdicts the following
day. Antecedently, the court had granted Jar-
vis's motion to have the prior- conviction speci-
fications tried to it rather than to the jury.

We are given these six assignments of error
through the counsel Jarvis has retained to re-
place the counsel he had retained to represent
him at trial:

The trial court erred to the prejudice of Mr.
Jarvis by admitting evidence of his prior mur-
der convictions.

The trial court erred to the prejudice of Mr.
Jarvis by failing to declare a mistrial or strike
the testimony of Karen Carter, after the prose-
cutor gave Ms, Carter signals during her cross-
examination.

The trial court erred to the prejudice [*9]
of Mr. Jarvis by publishing Karen Carter's hos-
pital records to the jury.

Mr. Jarvis was denied the effective assis-
tance of counsel in violation of his Sixth
Amendment right to counsel and his Fourteenth
Amendment right to due process.

The trial court erred to the prejudice of Mr.
Jarvis by overruling his repeated requests for a
new attorney.

The trial court erred resulting in prejudice
to Mr. Jarvis when it imposed separate and
consecutive sentences for the two counts of
rape and attached specifications.

To support his first assignment, Jarvis sub-
mits that Evid R. 609(4)(2) should have pre-
vented the prosecution from adducing evidence
of his prior convictions to impeach his testi-
mony when the probative value of that evi-

dence was outweighed by the danger of unfair
prejudice to him.

The prosecution argues that a trial court
possesses a broad range of discretion within the
rule when determining the admissibility of
prior convictions for impeachment purposes,
and that the following factors set forth in State
v. Goney (1993), 87 Ohio App. 3d 497, 501-
502 622 N.E.2d 688, 691, must be considered
in that process:

(1) the nature of the crime, (2) recency of
the prior conviction, [*10] (3) similarity be-
tween the crime for which there was a prior
conviction and the crime charged, (4) impor-
tance of the defendant's testimony, and (5) cen-
trality of the credibility issue. [Emphasis
added.]

We emphasize the fifth component because
in the context of this case the prime considera-
tion for the jury was the credibility of Jarvis
and, in tandem, Carter. The prosecution agrees
that it bore the burden to demonstrate that the
probative value of the evidence of prior convic-

" tions outweighed the arguable prejudicial effect

of them upon the minds of the trier of fact.

As we see the record, the evidence of the
previous convictions served a purpose beyond
that contemplated by Evid.R. 609, i.e., to attack

. Jarvis's credibility alone. Here, such evidence

bolstered Carter's credibility, ie., the obverse
of the purposes of the rule. As this record
stands, the only way Carter could have known
of Jarvis's past criminal behavior was to have
heard of it from him. She testified that he had
told her that he had killed twice, a statement
Jarvis denied categorically having made.
Clearly, the members of the jury were entitled
to consider those diametrically opposed state-
ments [*11] when deciding whether to believe
Carter's accounts of the events of June 30,
1997, or those espoused by Jarvis.

We are convinced that the court fully and
fairly resolved the question whether the state
had maintained its burden and that the court did
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not abuse its discretion in admitting the testi-
mony touching upon the antecedent murders
committed by Jarvis. ? Resultantly, the first as-
signment is without merit and is overruled.

2 The court properly instructed the jury:

There was evidence that the defen-
dant was previously convicted of a crime.
You may consider this evidence insofar
as it may help you tfo determine the
credibility of the defendant.

You may not consider it for any other
purpose.

The second assignment of error, that the
court improperly failed to declare a mistrial or
to strike certain testimony, rests upon the asser-
tion that the prosecutor "signalled answers to a
mentally-challenged alleged rape victim
[Carter]" and thereby restricted the cross-
examination of her.

On the second day of trial, [*12] the court
entertained argument, in the absence of the
jury, on the motion for a mistrial that had been
filed by defense counsel in writing that same
morning. Counsel declared:

As grounds for this motion, the Defendant
states that the actions of Hamilton County As-
sistant Prosecutor Chris McEvilley in signalling
answers to the chief prosecuting witness during
the Defendant's cross-examination of that wit-
ness were actions that constituted suborning
perjury. In addition, those actions worked to
restrict the right of the Defendant to cross-
examine a principal witness against him.

In his argument, defense counsel expanded
his written allegation by stating:

During the course of my cross-examination
of that witness, I noticed several answers
changed midstream. Based on that, I began to
grow a little suspicious as to what was happen-
ing, and I began observing the prosecuting at-
torney at that time, and noticed a number of
times [that she was] shaking her head no or

nodding yes prior to the defendant answering
questions, and the - or prior to the prosecuting
witness answering the questions, and each time
the prosecuting witness' answer then corre-
sponded with either the no or yes signal by
[*¥13] the prosecutor.

In response, the prosecutor said:

Tudge, when I was trying to prepare Karen
Carter for cross-examination, and actually all of
her family at the same time, I instructed Karen
and the other members of her family to pause
momentarily after the defense asks a question
to give me the opportunity to object, and that if
I did not object, to go ahead and answer the
question.

Karen being, in her own words, a slow
thinker, would pause, [ noticed, and look to me
as to whether or not she should answer the
question, and not what the answers to the ques-
tions were. I never once shook my head no. 1
may have nodded yes, only to indicate to Karen
that she could go ahead and answer the ques-
tion, not that the answer to the question was
yes. She is mentally challenged, we would
submit, and she didn't understand when she was
supposed to answer and how long she was sup-

- posed to wait. She was merely looking io me

for encouragement. When the defendant
pointed out that I was, in fact, nodding, which I

“ really didn't realize I was doing, 1, at that min-

ute and then from then on through the rest of
her testimony, made a conscious effort not to
nod, even though Karen would at times stare at
me [*14] for several seconds, simply waiting
for encouragement to answet.

In State v. Evans (1992), 63 Ohio St. 3d
231, 240, 586 N.E.2d 1042, 1051, a case in
which the appellant had been found guilty of a
capital murder by a jury and sentenced to death,
the court wrote in its rejection of the appellant's
claim that the conduct of the prosecutor de-
prived him of a fair trial:

"In general terms, the conduct of a prose-
cuting attormey during trial cannot be made a
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ground of error unless that conduct deprives the
defendant of a fair trial. * * * " State v. Maurer
(1984), 15 Ohio St. 3d 239, 266, 15 Ohio B.
Rep. 379, 402, 473 N.E.2d 768, 793. See, also,
State v. Smith (1984), 14 Ohio St. 3d 13, 14
Ohio B. Rep. 317, 470 N.E.2d 883.

However disarming may be the prosecutor's
declarations of her motive in nodding her head
toward Carter during her responses under
cross-examination, we do not and cannot con-
done her technique. Such a device invites need-
less risks, both at trial and upon appeal. Still,
our disapproval does not resolve the essential
question whether Jarvis's substantial rights
were affected prejudicially. That resolution
demands a determination whether, as the su-
preme court noted in State v. Evans, [*15]
supra, the record demonstrates that the out-
come of the case clearly would have been dif-
ferent but for the conduct of the prosecutor.

There is nothing substantive in the record to

indicate that any member of the jury observed -

‘the conduct of the prosecutor as described by
defense counsel, or that the court, itself, saw
anything out of the ordinary. From all that can
be derived, the jury was unaffected and unin-
fluenced by any behavior on the floor or from
the witness stand in response to it. The inquiry
by the court into the matters broached by the
motion for a mistrial was adequate to establish
a factual basis upon which to proceed. The
standard which we must apply in evaluating
whether the court acted properly in denying the
motion for a mistrial is whether there was an
abuse of the sound discretion of the court. In
State v. Widner (1981), 68 Ohio St. 2d 188,
190, 429 N.E.2d 1065, 1066, Chief Justice
Celebrezze noted the reluctance of the United
State Supreme Court to formulate precise, in-
flexible standards in evaluating whether a trial
court has acted properly in ruling on a mistrial,
and further indicated that deference should be
given to the trial court’s exercise of discretion
[¥16] in declaring mistrials by quoting the fol-
lowing language from United States v. Perez

(1824), 22 U.S. 579, 9 Wheat. 579, 580, 6 L.
Ed. 165:

We think, that in all cases of this nature, the
law has invested Courts of justice with the au-
thority to discharge a jury from giving any ver-
dict, whenever, in their opinion, taking all the
circumstances into consideration, there is a
manifest necessity for the act, or the ends of
public justice would otherwise be defeated.
They are to exercise a sound discretion on the
subject; and it is impossible to define all the
circumstances, which would render it proper to
interfere. To be sure, the power ought to be
used with the greatest caution, under urgent
circumstances, and for very plain and obvious
causes.

Finding no abuse of discretion evidenced
by the record, we overrule the second assign-
ment. '

The third assignment questions the admis-
sion of the hospital records reflecting the ex-
amination of Carter on June 30, 1997, because,
Jarvis argues, the prosecution failed to lay a
proper. foundation for their introduction.

When the exhibits in question were prof-
fered to the court to be admitted, the prosecutor
said:

We would offer State’s Exhibits [*17] 1
and 2, which were testified about, and Exhibit
3, which is Karen Carter's University Hospital
medical records, copies of which were provided
to the defense. We'd ask that those be admitted
under the rule that allows records in the ordi-
nary course of business.

The only part of the hospital record which
defense counse] elected to question and ulti-
mately asked to have stricken was a reference
to "PT [patient] who is mentally challenged,"
because no "expert" had made such a diagnosis.

In response, the prosecutor advised the
court that she intended to call two doctors to
testify with respect to Carter's mental limita-
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tions, but had no objection to the "four words"
to which counsel objected being redacted.

In its brief, the prosecution concedes that
Evid.R. 803(6) required it to lay a foundation
for the admission of the records and that they
should have been authenficated as business re-
cords under Evid.R. 901. The basic authenticity
of the records, however, was not challenged,
and the reference to "mentally challenged" was
redacted to obliterate that part of the exhibit
before it reached the hands of the jury. That
being so, we find neither an abuse of discretion
by the court in receiving [*18] the exhibit as
evidence to be submitted to the trier of fact, nor
any form of prejudice to Jarvis. Therefore, we
overrule the third assignment of error.

The fourth assignment of error, that Jarvis
was denied effective assistance of counsel, is
grounded on this proposition:

A defendant is denied effective assistance
of counsel when his trial counsel does not: (1)
. investigate an insanity defense or evaluate de-
fendant's competence to stand trial, (2} investi-
gate the competency of the state's primary wit-
ness who is mentally retarded, (3) obtain pre-
trial ruling on the admissibility of the defen-
dant's prior murder convictions, and (4) inform
the defendant that, if he testifies, his prior con-
victions could be used to impeach him.

Jarvis recognizes that the standard of re-
view this court must apply in evaluating his
claims of lack of effective assistance from his
trial counsel is that established in Strickland v.
Washington (1984), 466 U.S. 668, 104 S. Ct.
2052 80 L. Ed. 2d 674. Therefore, Jarvis con-
cedes that he must demonstrate that the repre-
sentation afforded him upon trial was deficient
because it fell below an objective standard of
reasonableness, and, that in furn, it resulted
[*19] in prejudice to him.

As we held in State v. Kemp, 1997 Ohio
App. LEXIS 4766 (Oct. 31, 1997), Hamilton
App. No. C-960478, unreported:

In Lockhart v. Fretwell (1993), 506 U.S.
364, 371, 113 S. Ct. 838, 843, 122 L. Ed. 2d
180, the United States Supreme Court held that
a showing of prejudice does not depend solely
on whether the outcome of the trial would have
been different but for counsel's error. It is
rather an inquiry into whether "counsel's per-
formance renders the result of the trial unreli-
able or the proceeding fundamentally unfair."
Id at 371, 113 8. Ct. at 844. When reviewing
trial counsel's performance, courts must indulge
"a strong presumption that counsel's conduct
falls within the wide range of reasonable pro-
fessional assistance * * * ." Strickland, 466
US at 689, 104 S. Ct. at 2065. See, also, State
v. Bradley (1989), 42 Ohio St. 3d 136, 538
N.E.2d 373.

Jarvis's primary complaint is that his coun-
sel upon trial failed to investigate or prepare a
defense based upon insanity. The record shows
that immediately after court was convened on
October 9, 1997, his counsel said:

Your 'HoﬂQr,_ Mr. Jarvis has just informed
me that he no longer wishes to retain me as
counsel. He wishes to change [*20] his plea to
that of not guilty by reason of insanity plea, and
wishes to hire another attorney to represent him
in this matter, hire alternate counsel.

After the court determined counsel had
been retained rather than appointed, counsel
continued:

Mr. Jarvis no longer believes that the de-
fense that has been prepared over the last two
months is what he wants to pursue. I'm clearly
not ready to switch to NGRI in this situation,
and if Mr. Jarvis wishes to hire alternate coun-
sel, I will not stand in his way.

The prosecutor then informed the court of
the somewhat halting progress of the case, the
desire of the Carter-Napier family to go to trial
on the date set months before, and the state of
readiness of the prosecution to go forward, add-
ing this:
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It was my understanding that his prior at-
torney fried to file an NGRI defense and the
defendant did not wish him to pursue that.
Now, at the 11th hour, he is secking to do that,
and we would object and ask that we go for-
ward with trial.

The court denied Jarvis's request for a con-
tinnance, saying, cryptically to us, "I would al-
low him to enter that plea and we will go for-
ward with trial today." As far as the record
stands, however, no plea [¥21] of not guilty by
reason of insanity was made and the defense
proceeded instead on the theory that Jarvis nei-
ther knew nor had reason to know of Karen
Carter's lack of ability to resist or consent to
any sexual encounter.

At this juncture, we believe it appropriate to
note that Jarvis has appended to his brief his
personal affidavit detailing communications
with his trial counsel about his mental condi-
tion and hospitalizations, and the affidavit of
one of his current counsel in this appeal regard-
" ing communications with that same attorney. In
+ law; these affidavits can be given neither cre-
‘dence nor effect because they are not properly
part of the record. A reviewing court cannot
add matter to the record that was not a part of
the trial court's proceedings, and then decide
the appeal on the basis of the new matter. State
v. Ishmail (1978), 54 Ohio St. 2d 402, 377
N.E.2d 500.

The remaining particulars of the fourth as-
signment, viz., the competency of Carter, the
admissibility of the convictions and their poten-
tial as evidence to impeach, do not serve to
demonstrate professional conduct that did not
satisfy an objective standard of reasonableness
and that prejudiced Jarvis. The [*22] compe-
tency of Carter to testify as a witness, ie,
whether she had sufficient understanding to
receive, remember and narrate impressions and
comprehended the significance of the oath ad-
ministered to her, was never challenged, nor, as
we see the record, should it have been. What-
ever may have been her handicap, it did not

disqualify her, per se, as a witness, although it
arguably may have affected the credibility of
her testimony. Counsel's cross-examination of
Carter was aggressive, probing, extended and
designed to afford the jury the basis for doubt-
ing the accuracy of her recollections of the
events of June 30, 1997.

The fact of the previous convictions was,
and could not be, questioned. Given the facts of
this case, counsel for Jarvis was faced with an
invidious choice: either to keep Jarvis off the
stand, which would have then left the state's
version of events as the more forceful evidence,
or to have Jarvis testify to give the jury a basis
upon which to conclude that he was unaware,
directly or indirectly, of any inability of Carter
to consent or resist sexual advances. When all
is considered, we see no derelictions of duty
toward Jarvis by defense counsel. Therefore,
[*23] the fourth assignment is overruled.

The fifth assignment of error, which asserts
that Jarvis was prejudiced by the court's refusal
to permit him to discharge his retained counsel
and to obtain a new one, dovetails to some de-
gree with the fourth assignment. Jarvis argues
that:

A defendant is denied his right to counsel
and his right to a fair trial when the trial court
denies the defendant's repeated requests for a
new attorney, which are made due to obvious
and prejudicial breakdowns in communications
between current counsel and the defendant.

Jarvis, in support of his thesis, cites primar-
ily State v. Prater (1990), 71 Ohio App. 3d 78,
82 593 N.E.2d 44, 46, in which the Court of
Appeals for Franklin County cited the syllabus
in State v. Deal (1969), 17 Ohio St. 2d 17, 244
N.E.2d 742:

Where, during the course of his trial for a
serious crime, an indigent accused questions
the effectiveness and adequacy of assigned
counsel, by stating that such counsel failed to
file seasonably a notice of alibi or to subpoena
witnesses in support thereof even though re-
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quested to do so by [the] accused, it is the duty
of the trial judge to inquire into the complaint
and make such inquiry [*24] a part of the re-
cord. The trial judge may then require the trial
to proceed with assigned counsel participating
if the complaint is not substantiated or is unrea-
sonable.

The precept with which we must begin our
analysis of the merits of the fifth assignment is
set forth in State v. Pruitt (1984), 18 Ohio App.
3d 50, 57, 480 N.E.2d 499, 507, quoting United
States v. Calabro (C.A.2, 1972), 467 F.2d 973,
986:

In order to warrant a substitution of counsel
during trial, the defendant must show good
cause, such as a conflict of interest, 2 complete
breakdown in communication or an irreconcil-
able conflict, which leads to an apparently un-
~ just verdict.

The court in Calabro, supra, 467 F.2d at
986, went on to give the appropriate standard of
review to be applied in these words:

- If a court refuses to inquire into a seem-

ingly substantial complaint about counsel when
he has no reason to suspect the bona fides of
the defendant, or if on discovering justifiable
dissatisfaction a court refuses to replace the at-
torney, the defendant may then properly claim
denial of his Sixth Amendment right. * * * In
the absence of a conflict which presents such a
Sixth Amendment problem, the trial court has
[*25] discretion to decide whether to grant a
continuance during the course of trial for the
substitution of counsel, and that decision will
be reversed only if the court has abused its dis-
cretion.

See, also, State v. Grant (1993), 67 Ohio 8t. 3d
465, 479, 620 N.E.2d 50, 67, State v. Coleman
(1988), 37 Ohio St. 3d 286, 525 N.E.2d 792,
certiorari denied (1988), 488 U.S. 900, 109 S.
Ct. 250, 102 L. Ed. 2d 238.

In order to demonstrate that the court
abused its discretion when it denied his re-

quests for the opportunity to retain new coun-
sel, Jarvis must have shown with specificity
that there existed no trust, communication or
cooperation between his attorney and himself.
State v. Warren (1990), 67 Ohio App. 3d 789,
798, 588 N.E.2d 905, 912; State v. Walker
(1993), 90 Ohio App. 3d 352, 361-362, 629
N.E2d 471, 477. '

It must be said at the outset that the meth-
odology employed below by the trial court in
its disposition of Jarvis's "wishes" to change his
plea and to hire another attormey is not a model
to be followed by others and gives us little of
substance from which to determine whether, in
proceeding forthwith to trial, the court abused
its discretion. What is clear from [*26] the re-
cord, however, is that Jarvis was mercurial,
subject to mood swings, in his own words
"paranoid,” and prone to make rash, unfounded
"accusations," had summarily discharged his
original attorney, and had broached his dissatis-
faction with his trial counsel through that indi-
vidunal himself without seeking or attemipting to
address the court personally only when the trial
was imminent, i.e., when the jury was.about to
enter the courtroom. From this record, it is pos-
sible to infer that the trial court saw Jarvis's
wishes as nothing more than a last-minute ploy
to avoid the inevitable trial and not bona fide,
justifiable dissatisfaction.

Coupling all of this with our holding that
Jarvis was not denied effective assistance of
counsel, we hold that Jarvis failed to meet his
burden to show good cause for a substitution of
counsel, such as a complete breakdown in
communication or an immediate conflict be-
tween himself and his chosen counsel which
led to an unjust verdict. Resultantly, we hold
that he has failed to convince us that there ex-
ists an abuse of discretion below, and his fifth
assignment is overruled for that reason.

The sixth assignment of error, that the court
erred by imposing [*27] consecutive sentences
for the separate convictions for the rapes in
their disparate forms, is not well taken and is
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overruled. Upon the evidence which the jury
was entitled to accept as credible, the two rapes
were commiited separately both spatially and
temporarily. They were clearly committed un-
der circumstances which bring the sentences
within the ambit of State v. Jones (1997), 78
Ohio St. 3d 12, 676 N.E.2d 80, which, as Jarvis
concedes, is applicable. We decline his submis-
sion that Jones should be overruled.

Since none of the six assignments of error
are well taken, the judgment of the Hamilton
County Court of Common Pleas is affirmed.

Judgment affirmed.

HILDEBRANDT, P.J.,
SHANNON, J7.

RAYMOND E. SHANNON, retired, of the
First Appellate District, sitting by assignment.

DOAN and
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