
-.26-5776

IN THE

ORIGINAL
Supreme Court, U.S. 

FILED

MAR 1 2 2026
OFFICE OF THE CLERK

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

MYSHAWN ANTHONY STANLEY-PEHTONER

VS.

THE STATE OF OHIO-RESPONDENT

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO

OHIO SUPREME COURT

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

PETITONER, IN PROPRIA PERSONA 
MYSHAWN ANTHONY STANLEY0A828-866

Address: 15802 State Ronte 104 North, ChflHeothe Ohio 45601 

PHONE NUMBER TO THE PRISON (740>774-7Q80

Receive^ 
SEP 23 2028

RECEIVED 
JUN - 3 2026

RECEIVED 
MAR 27 3!’f 

CTMaagflE



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

4 iSnONffl; Did the Supreme court of Ohio abuse its discretion and violate Mr. Stanley’s 
14 Amendment Due Process Kights when itdtiied Me stahley.3 .pperf when pmrmtmt to Rule 
7.08(BX4) when Mr. Stanley’s appeal contained substantial constitutional questions that involved 
a question of great general or public interest?

—oupieme court ot Ohio abuse its discretion when it did not find that 
te trial court abused its disaetion, and deqy Me Stanley Equal Protection ofthe Law under the 
14 Amendment, and subject him to Double Jeopardy in violation of the 5» Amandnww .. 
explained by State u LMwootf 124 Ohio St 3d 365,370, when it filled to determine and 

■m^reand merge the allied flte offences ofsimilar import before sentaicing a defendant to extra 
time fi>r each offence charged?

flllESTr0W*K Did Supreme Court of Ohio abuse its discretion when it da not find that 
fie first district court of appeals abused its discretion when it denied Mr. Stanley’s APPJL26 (B) 
ifMt Stanleynever stipulated nor waived his right to allied oftttees of similar import?
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WINIONS BELOW
This case is Oom Ohio state courts:
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constitutional and STATUTORY provisions involved
Ohio R.C. 2941.25
14th Amendment due Process and Equal Protection Claim
5* amendment double jeopardy law protections

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

i"^lh>m agreed gttfflypta^

««<™y to law and it violated mandateay sentencing guidelines pmsnant to Ohio R.C2941.25 that 

codifies with 5* amendment double jeopardy law, protections nndtr the U.S .Constitution and the State 

fl^®^oool,^|hion when tialcwrt Med IhnsmgealBsdolftneeecf  simile fenpotEnnoaittoOhio 

R.C.2941J5 1*iet™l<!00rt 1888 ^P^red to inquire and determine which offences are allied offences and 

i^^t^todlliedoffimces of similar import ferfeionitms assault and invohmiaiyimnslaiightm. The 

°^nc® wwecotonthted at the same time and moment and were oommiltod with the same animus. Atrial 

001118 ^ure to detennme and injure which offences are alliod offences of similar import and fitikire to 

■age the allied offences is plain m SEE: State K 20tS.Mo.2267 testate

r.taMn^lStOUo^^jeS.SOlO-Mo.!,StMV.TMn^lM  (Mo 
^.2004^7.^^ ^202

1118 00018 d^10 merge those allied ofiiaices at sentencing this duty is mandatoty not discretionary. 

P™8'181^10 ^80 ^*0^951.08 it does not bar appellate review ofthatsaitence even though it was jomtly 

lecoll,,neodcd ’I* ^^“ditoposwl by thecoort. SEE. 5aatev.femmy/p 0610^.310^2^
ohto4569 893 N.E 2D 149, f43.

IU?2^125k comportBd 4,1
similar import prior to fencing wns^ha^lS^ 2?* “age allied offences of



The Ohio Supreme Court previously held that imposition of multiple sentences for allied offenses 

of similar import is plain error, see State V. Yarbrough, 104 Ohio sL3d 1,2004 Ohio 6087, 817 

N.E. 2d 845,196-102, Imposition of multpie sentences for allied offences of similar import is 

plain error; Pursuant to Ohio R.C. 2953.08(D) (1) A sentence is only authorized by law if it 

comports with all mandatory sentencing provisions. A trial court does not have the discretion to 

exercise its jurisdiction in a manner that ignores mandatary statutory provisions. Cases that 

illustrates that the sentence does not comport with all mandatory provisions are subject to 

resentencing. See; State V. Bezak. 114 Ohio St 3rd94.2007-0hio-3250 868N^.2d961, 111. Nor 

can an agreement to such a sentence insulate them from appellate review when in violation of R.C. 

2941.25, because the supreme court of Ohio foiled to review and determine the offences that are 

allied offences of similar import and merge the offences that are allied offences nf similar impnrt 

Mr. Stanley’s 5* and 14* amendments were left in violation. When the trial court completely 

disregarded the double jeopardy clause of the 5* amendment when Mr. Stanley was sentenced on 

both involuntary manslaughter and felonies assault witbone victim and bofeofthe offences were 

committed at one time in the same moment with the same animus the sentence violated Ohio R.C. 

2941.25 feat codifies wife the 5thamendment, in thus also violating Mt Stanley’s due process and 

equal protection claim under fee 5th and 14* amendments of the U.S. Constitution and Article 

1,§ 10 of the State Ohio constitution when the trial court engaged in a vindictive sentence against

■ iohcu io inquire ana determine and merge the offences feat are allied offences of 

similar import before sentencing Mr. Stanley with both involuntary manslaughter and felonies 

assault, furthermore the violations that were committed by the trial court were insulated by the 

supreme court of OHo when it ailed to inquire and determine and fix the constitutional violations 

committed against Mr. Stanley by the first district appellate court of appeals and die trial court



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The supreme court of Ohio held that a sentenced was only authorized by law if it comported with 

all mandatory sentencing provisions and Ohio R.C. 2941.25 requires the trial court to merge allied 

offences of similar import prior to sentencing was such a provision as it codifies with the double 

jeopardy protections within the 5th amendment of the U.S. constitution and also with the double 

jeopardy protections in the Ohio cons. Art I § 10 against receiving multqde punishment for the 

same criminal act The trial court erred by separately sentencing Mr. Stanley with involuntary 

manslaughter and felonies assault and tailing to determine and inquire were those offences allied 

offences of similar import pursuant to Ohio R.C. 294125(A), these plain errors violated Mr. 

Stanley’s 5* and 14* constitutional rights, the supreme court of Ohio and the first district appellate 

court of appeals insulated these constitutional violations when the appellate courts foiled to inquire 

and determine if the trial court violated Mr. Stanley’s constitutional rights with the imposed

sentence.
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CONCLUSION
There has been constitutional and statuary provisions that have been violated thus this petition 
for writ of certiorari should he granted

Respectfully submitted,

Date: 


