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THIS FELONY CASE INVOLVED MATTERS OF PUBLIC OR GREAT 
GENERAL INTEREST 

This case involves a matter of public and great general interest because the Sixth 

District Court of Appeals changed the standard employed under RC. 2925.14(C) from a 

total-weight standard to a purity-weight standard when determining the weight of a 

controlled substance containing cocaine. This Court has pending before it the cases of State 

v. Gonzales, Case No. 2015-0384 and 2015-0385. The final determination in Gonzales 

would resolve the issue in this case as to which standard of weight would be required in 

cocaine related cases. Therefore, this Court should accept jurisdiction in this case pending 

the decision in Gonzales. 

STATEMENT OF CASE AND FACTS 
This case involves two separate purchases by a confidential infomiant from the 

appellee. One purchase involving both crack and powder cocaine was made on July 1, 2008 

and the second purchase of only crack cocaine was made on August 14, 2008. The 

purchases were the result of a larger Drug Enforcement Agency investigation that resulted in 

the delayed indictments. The appellee was indicted on July 18, 2012 under Court 2 with 

trafflcking in crack cocaine in an amount exceeding 25 grams but less than 100 grams, 

under Count 3 a violation of R.C. 2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(f); trafficking in cocaine (not crack) 

in an amount exceeding five grams but less than 10 grams in violation of RC. 

2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(c); and under Count 4 traflicking in crack cocaine in amount 

exceeding five grams but less 10 grams in violation of RC. 2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(d). 
Appellee was convicted on all three counts and was sentenced on March 31, 2014 to eight 

years on County 2, twelve months on Count 3, and thirty-six months on Count 4. The
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appellant would agree that since the legislature has eliminated the distinction between crack 

and powder cocaine, the trafficking under Count 2 and 3 should be combined into one 

offense which was the ruling made in the Sixth District. The evidence submitted at trial 

indicated a net weight of crack cocaine purchased on July 1, 2008 to be 34.1 grams, 42% or 

14.3 grams of which is actual cocaine and powder cocaine purchased the same date had a 

net weight of 4.3 grams, 78.3% or 3.3 grams of cocaine. The purchase made on August 14, 

2008 had a net weight of 6.8 grams, 70.9% or 4.8 grams of cocaine. 

The Sixth District added the amounts of pure cocaine from the July 1, 2008 purchase 

for a total of 17.6 grams to find that amount of cocaine was more than 10 grams but less 

than twenty grams for a violation of R.R. 2925.03(A)(l)(C)(4)(d) which is a third degree 

felony. The Sixth District also held that the amounts of pure cocaine from the August 14, 

2008 purchase as 4.8 grams and a violation of R.C. 2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(a) which is a 

felony of the filth degree. It is from this decision that the appellant has filed this appeal. 

LAW AND AFRGUMENT 
PROPOSITION OF LAW NO. I: 

IN A PROSECUTION UNDER R.C. 2925.03(A) AND (C) THE LEVEL OF THE OFFENSE IS DETERMINED BY THE TOTAL WEIGHT 
OF THE COCAINE OR A COMPOUND, MIXTURE, 
PREPARATION, OR SUBSTANCE CONTAINING COCAINE AND NOT THE WEIGHT OF THE PURE COCAINE. 
The goal of statutory construction is to implement legislative intent. The United 

States Supreme Court has stated that the “canons of construction are no more than rules of 

thumb that help courts determine the meaning of legislation ...” Connecticut Nat '1 Bank v.
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Germain, 503 U.S. 249, 253, 122 S.Ct. 1146, 117 L.Ed.2d 391 (1999). The overriding goal 

is that “[a]ll laws should receive a sensible construction.” United States v. Kirby, 74 US. 

482, 486, 19 L.Ed. 278,7 Wall. 482 (1869). 

Here, the Sixth District interpreted the word “cocaine” to supplant the essential 

element of the offense in which the word “cocaine” is used to describe the “drug involved” 

as “a compound, mixture, preparation, or substance containing cocaine.” See R.C. 

2925.11(C)(4). This type of statutory interpretation illustrates why this Court has held 

previously in a similar scenario the “[t]he construction for which appellant contends is too 

narrow and illustrates the vice that arises from picking out a word or words from an 

enactment, attaching peculiar significance to the select language and making it controlling in 

the interpretation at all hazards. The spirit or intention of the law must prevail over the 

letter...” State ex rel Henry v. Triplett, 134 Ohio St. 480, 484, 17 N.E.2d 729, 13 0.0. 53 

(1938). In that case, this Court opted to use a “broad interpretation” to “avoid a statutory 

construction which would lead to [an] absurd result. . . 
.” Id., at 485. 

CONCLUSION 
This Court should adopt the purposed proposition of law and reinstated Appel1ee’s 

original convictions and sentence because the legislature never intended for the statute in 

question to be construed in the way the Sixth District has construed it. 

Respectfully submitted, 

THOMAS L. STIERWALT, PROSECUTOR 
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{1} 1} F ollowing a jury trial, defendant-appellant, Roberto Sanchez, appeals the 
March 31, 2014judgment of the Sandusky County Court of Common Pleas convicting 
him of three counts of drug trafficking. For the reasons that follow, we reverse. 
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I. Background 

(1[ 2} The Drug Enforcement Agency (“DEA”) arranged for a confidential 

informant (“CI”) to purchase drugs from Roberto Sanchez. Two transactions are at issue 
in this case. The first occurred on July 1, 2008. At that time, the CI purchased both 

crack and powder cocaine from Sanchez. The second occurred on August 14, 2008. The 

CI purchased only crack cocaine that time. 

{1[ 3} The evidence obtained against Sanchez was part of a larger investigation, so 

authorities delayed filing charges. Sanchez was indicted on July 18,2012. In Count 2 of 

the indictment he was charged with trafficking in crack cocaine in an amount exceeding 

25 grams but less than 100 grams, a violation of R.C. 292S.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(f); in Count 3 

he was charged with trafficking in cocaine in an amount exceeding five grams but less 

than 10 grams, that is not crack cocaine, a violation of R.C. 2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(c); and 

in Count 4, he was charged with trafficlcing in crack cocaine in an amount exceeding five 

grams but less than 10 grams, a violation of R.C. 2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(d). The state did 

not pursue Count 1 of the indictment. 

{1[ 4} The case was tried to ajury beginning February 4, 2014, and lasted for three 

days. Sanchez was convicted of all counts. On March 31, 2014, the trial court sentenced 
Sanchez to eight years in prison on Count 2, 12 months on Count 3, and 36 months on 

Count 4, to be served concurrently. 

{fil 5} ‘Sanchez appealed from the court’s March 31, 2014judgment. He 
assigns the following errors for our review:



First Assignment of Error 

The trial court erred when it convicted and sentenced Roberto 

Sanchez on two counts of trafficking in cocaine that occurred on the same 

day as part of the same transaction. 

Second Assignment of Error 

The trial court erred when it convicted and sentenced Roberto 

Sanchez to an enhanced level of trafficking in cocaine based on a gross 

weight that included other material instead of the weight of the actual 

cocaine. 

Third Assignment of Error 

The trial court erred when it convicted and sentenced Roberto 

Sanchez to a third-degree felony for trafficking in cocaine because the 

amount of the cocaine involved did not reach the statutory threshold for a 

tl1ird—degree felony under R.C. 2925.03(A)(l)(C)(4)(d). 

Fourth Assignment of Error 

Trial counsel provided ineffective assistance of counsel, in violation 

of the Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Section 10, 

Article I of the Ohio Constitution when it failed to object to inadmissible 

hearsay.



II. Law and Analysis 
{1} 6} Before addressing Sanchez’s assignments of error, we observe that RC. 

2925.03 has been revised since the dates the offenses were committed. When Sanchez 
committed the subject offenses in 2008, R.C. 2925.03’ differentiated between crack 

cocaine and powder cocaine and heightened the degree of the offense and potential 

penalty where the substance at issue was crack cocaine. On September 30, 2011, HB. 86 
became effective. That legislation eliminated the distinction between criminal penalties 

for drug offenses involving crack and powder cocaine. It also altered the threshold 

quantities for determining the level of the offense. 

{1} 7} For instance, under the version of R.C. 292S.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(f) in effect in 

2008, trafficking in powder cocaine was a first-degree felony if the amount of cocaine 

exceeded 500 grams, but was less than 1000 grams; trafficking in crack cocaine was a 

first-degree felony if the amount of crack cocaine exceeded 25 grams, but was less than 

100 grams. Following the effective date of HB. 86, there is no distinction between 
powder and crack cocaine, and trafficking in cocaine is a flrst—degree felony if the 

amount of cocaine exceeds 27 grams, but is less than 100 grams. Sanchez was tried and 

sentenced under the statute as it existed in 2008. He should have been tried and 
sentenced under the post-I-LB. 86 version of the statute. State v. Limoli, 140 Ohio St.3d 

188, 2014-Ohio-3072, 16 N.E.2d 641, syllabus. 

{1} 8} We also observe that Sanchez failed to object at trial to any of the errors of 
which he now complains. We, therefore, conduct a plain-error analysis of each of his



assignments of error under Crim.R. 52(B). State v. Leach, 150 Ohio App.3d 567, 2002- 

Ohio-6654, 782 N.E.2d 631, 11 41 (1stDist.), afld 102 Ohio St.3d 135, 2004—Ohio-2147, 
807 N.E.2d 335. Under Crim.R. 52(B), Sanchez must establish plain error affecting a 

substantial right. Plain error exists only if the outcome of the trial would have been 

different but for the error. Id. 

HI 9} With that backdrop, we turn to Sanchez’s assignments of error. 
A. First Assignment of Error: Did the sale of crack and powder cocaine on 

July 1, 2008 constitute one transaction? 

{fil 10} On July 1, 2008, Sanchez sold both crack and powder cocaine to the CI. In 
his first assignment of error, Sanchez argues that because RC. 2925.03 no longer 
distinguishes between crack and powder cocaine, the trial court erred when it convicted 

him and sentenced him on two counts of trafficlring in cocaine arising out of the July 1, 
2008 transaction. 

{1[ 11} The simultaneous possession (or other prohibited act) of different drugs can 

form the basis for multiple offenses. State v. Heflin, 6th Dist. Lucas No. L-11-1173, 

2012-Ohio-3988, 11 13. Consistent with this principle, when the legislature treated crack 

cocaine and powder cocaine as distinct and separate drugs for purposes of assigning the 

degree of the offense and resulting penalty, some courts refused to find error where the 

defendant was charged with, convicted of, and sentenced for multiple offenses arising 

from the simultaneous sale or possession of both powder and crack cocaine. See, e.g., 

State v. Crisp, 3d Dist.A1len No. 1-05-45, 2006-Ohio-2509, 1] 22; State v. Siefer,



No. 5-09-24, 2011-Ohio-1868, 1] 26. But the Ohio Supreme Court has since recognized 

that “[c]rack cocaine is not a different substance than cocaine; it is simply a different 

form of the same substance.” Limoli, 140 Ohio St.3d 188, 2014-Ohio—3072, 16 N.E.3d 

641, at 1] 2. 

{1} 12} Given the Supreme Court’s recognition that crack cocaine and powder 

cocaine are not different substances, we are persuaded that the rationale supporting 
multiple criminal counts for the simultaneous sale of both crack and powder cocaine 
during the same transaction has been effectively eliminated. We, therefore, find that 
Sanchez’s conviction on two counts in connection with the July 1, 2008 sale of cocaine 

was contrary to law. See State 12. Marshall, 12th Dist. Warren No. CA89-12-074, 1990 

WL 129459, *4 (Sept. 10, 1990) (“[T]he state’s case rested upon the theory that the crack 
and powder mixture were distinct substances and that appellant’s possession of each was 

a separate act or offense. If this theory was true, multiple punishments would be 

permissible. * * * Here, however, it is undisputed that the principal active ingredient and 

only controlled substance within either sample was cocaine. Therefore, the rock and the 

powder mixture must be treated as one and the same Schedule II controlled substance, 
cocaine”). 

{1[ 13} We find Sanchez’s first assignment of error well-taken.



B. Second Assignment of Error: Did the court err in convicting Sanchez 
of an enhanced level of trafficking in cocaine based on gross weight and 

not on the weight of actual cocaine? 

{1[ 14} In his second assignment of error, Sanchez claims that the trial court erred 
when it convicted him of higher-level felonies based on the gross weight, instead of the 
actual weight, of the cocaine. For the reasons set forth in our decision in State v.

I 

Gonzalez, 6th Dist. Wood No. WD-l 3-086, 2015—Ohio-461, 1] 42-48, appeal allowed, 
State v. Gonzalez, 143 Ohio St. 3d 1403, 2015-Ohio-2747, 34 N.E.3d 132, we agree with 
Sanchez and find that his conviction and sentence were contrary to law. 

(11 15} An analysis of the substances was performed by the DEA’s North Central 
Laboratory in Chicago, Illinois. According to the laboratory reports which were admitted 
as exhibits at trial, the lab determined the net weight of the crack cocaine purchased on 
July 1, 2008, to be 34.1 grams, 42 percent of which was actual cocaine. The actual 
amount of crack cocaine was 14.3 grams. The powder cocaine purchased on July 1, 
2008, had a net weight of 4.3 grams, 78.3 percent of which was actual cocaine. The 
actual amount of powder cocaine was 3.3 grams. And the crack cocaine purchased on 
August 14, 2008, had a net weight of 6.8 grams, 70.9 percent of which was actual 
cocaine. The actual amount of crack cocaine was 4.8 grams. 

{1} 16} Under the post-H.B. 86 version of R.C. 2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(t), trafficking 
in cocaine is a first-degree felony “if the amount of the drug involved equals or exceeds 

' twenty-seven grams but is less than one hundred grams of cocaine.” Under R.C.



2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(e), it is a second-degree felony “if the amount of the drug involved 

equals or exceeds twenty grams but is less than twenty-seven grams of cocaine.” Under 

R.C. 2925.03(A)(l)(C)(4)(d), it is a third-degree felony “if the amount of the drug 

involved equals or exceeds ten grams but is less than twenty grams of cocaine.” Under 

R.C. 2925.03(A)(1)(C)(4)(c), it is a fourth-degree felony “if the amount of the drug 

involved equals or exceeds five grams but is less than ten grams of cocaine.” And under 
R.C. 2925 .03(A)(1)(C)(4)(a), if the amount of the drug involved is less than five grams of 

cocaine, it is a fifih-degree felony. 

{1[ 17} With respect to Count 2, Sanchez was convicted of a first-degree felony 

based on the gross weight of 34.1 grams. With the actual weight of cocaine at 14.3 

grams, Count 2 should have been a third-degree felony. The cocaine giving rise to Count 

3 had an actual weight of 3.3 grams. Adding together the quantities of actual cocaine 

contained in the powder and the crack cocaine sold on July 1, 2008, totals 17.6 grams. 

That amount does not enhance the offense beyond a third-degree felony. 

{1I 18} As for Count 4, Sanchez claims that no witness testified at trial as to the 

actual weight of the cocaine, thus Count 4 should be lowered to a fifih-degree felony. 

However, the copy of the laboratory report admitted into evidence as exhibit No. 8 lists 

both the gross weight and the actual weight of the cocaine. With an actual weight of 4.8 

grams, we agree with Sanchez that Count 4 should have been a fiflh-degree felony, not a 

third~degree felony. 

{1[ 19} We find Sanchez’s second assignment of error well-taken.



C. Third Assignment of Error: Was Sanchez convicted and sentenced 
based on a distinction between crack and powder cocaine that 

has now been eliminated in the Revised Code? 

{1[ 20} In his third assignment of error, Sanchez claims that even if the cocaine at 

issue in Count 4 weighed 6.8 grams, this would constitute a four'th—degree felony——not a 

third-degree felony. The trial court judgment entry identified Count 4 as a third-degree 

felony. We agree with Sanchez that with the distinction between crack and powder 
cocaine having been eliminated, at most, Count 4 was a fourth-degree felony. But, as we 
explained in the previous section, the lab report, which was entered as an exhibit, 

indicated that the actual weight of the cocaine was 4.8 grams. With an actual weight less 

than five grams, the evidence supported no greater than a fiflh—dcgrec felony. 

{1[ 21} We find Sanchez’s third assignment of error well-taken. 
D. Fourth Assignment of Error: Was Sanchez deprived of effective 

assistance of counsel when his attorney failed to object to hearsay testimony? 

{fil 22} Detective Mark Apple, the lead detective in the case, testified at trial about 
the information received from the DEA lab in Chicago, Illinois, including the gross 
weight and actual weight of the powder and crack cocaine sold in the July 1, 2008 

transaction, and the gross weight of the cocaine involved in the August 14, 2008 

transaction. In his fourth assignment of error, Sanchez argues that his trial counsel was 

ineffective for failing to obj ect to this testimony as inadmissible hearsay. He claims that



if counsel had objected, the weight and purity levels of the cocaine would not have been 
admitted at trial. 

{1} 23) In order to establish a claim for ineffective assistance of counsel, the 

appellant must show that counsel’s performance fell below an objective standard of 
reasonableness and that he was prejudiced to a degree that deprived him of a fair trial. 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 699-692, 104 Sbt. 2052, 80 L.Ed.2d 674 

(1984). The appellant must prove “a reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s errors, 
the proceedings result would have been different.” State v. Hale, ll9 Ohio St.3d 118, 
2008-Ohio-3426, 892 N.E.2d 864, 1] 204, citing Strickland at 687-88. Because there are 
multiple ways to provide effective counsel in each case, judicial scrutiny of counsel’s 

performance is highly deferential. Strickland at 687-88. 

{1[ 24} Courts have recognized that R.C. 2925.51 creates an exception to the 

hearsay rules. State v. Hudson, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 79010, 2002 WL 472304, *2 
(Mar. 28, 2002). Section (A) of that statute provides that a laboratory report of a 

controlled substance performed by a laboratory operated by a law enforcement agency 
stating that the substance at issue has been weighed and analyzed and stating the findings 
as to the content, weight, and identity of the substance is prima facie evidence of the 

content, identity, and weight of the substance. The section requires that the report be 
signed and notarized by the person that performed the analysis and that the signer state 
his or her education and attest that scientifically accepted tests were performed with due 

caution and that the evidence was handled by accepted procedures. R.C. 2925.51(B) 

I0.



requires the prosecutor to serve a copy of the report on the defense. And R.C. 
2925.5 I(C) provides that the report cannot constitute prima facie evidence if the defense 
serves upon the prosecutor a written request for the testimony of the signer of the report 
within seven days alter receiving the lab report. 

{1[ 25} The record reflects that the lab analyses took place at a DEA laboratory. 
The proper attestations were attached to the reports, as were the curriculum vitae of the 
chemists performing the analyses. The prosecutor served the required R.C. 2925.51 
notice, and there is nothing in the record to suggest that counsel requested the testimony 
of the persons performing the analyses. We, therefore, find that testimony concerning the 
weight and content of the cocaine did not constitute hearsay evidence and counsel was 
not ineffective for failing to object. 

{1} 26} We find Sanchez’s fourth assignment of error not well—taken. 
III. Conclusion 

{1l27} We find Sanchez’s first three assignments of error well-taken, and his 
fourth assignment of error not well—taken. We conclude that Sanchez should have been 
convicted and sentenced for one third-degree felony in connection with the July 1, 2008 
transaction, and one fifth-degree felony in connection with the August 14, 2008 

transaction. We reverse the March 31, 2014 judgment of the Sandusky County Court of 
Common Pleas and remand for proceedings consistent with this decision. Costs are 
assessed to the state pursuant to App.R. 24. 

Judgment reversed. 

ll.
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A certified copy of this entry shall constitute the mandate pursuant to App.R. 27. See also 6th Dist.Loc.App.R. 4. 

Mark L. Pieflkowski, J. 

JUDGE 
Arlene Singer J. F 
James D. Jensen, P.J. GE CONCUR. 

JUDG 

This decision is subject to further(g't—ing by the Supreme Court of Ohio’s Reporter of Decisions. Parties interested in viewing the final reported 
version are advised to visit the Ohio Supreme Court’s web site at: 

http://www.sconet.state.oh.us/rod/newpdt7?source=6.


