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QUESTIONS PRESENTED |

DHFSnQN.u;Didthe-SupmmemmothioamseﬂsdimﬁonmmmMn Stanley’s
14ﬁAmemmemmummRigmmndéﬁedmsmhy’swwhen'mwm
7.08(B)(4) when M. Stanley’s appeal contained substatial constitutional questions that irivolved
aqmﬁon'ofgreatgenéralofpublicinterest? - - _
OUESTION 2. e Spren ot of O e s duion v it o

the trial court abused its discretion, and deny Mr. Stanley Equal Protection of the Law under the
14® Amendment, and subject him to Double Jeopardy in violation of the 5 Amendment as
explained by State v Underwood, 124 Ohio St. 3 365, 370, when it fiiled o determine gud
.hquhmdmmgetheaﬂiedtheoﬁemofshnﬂmmonbeﬁmmmgadeﬁndmwem
time for each offence charged? o o ~ -

wwtheswmcwofommmdimﬁmmndmmﬁndm

the fist district court of appeals sbused its discretion when denied Mr, Stanley’s APPR 26 (B)
ifMr. Stanley never stipulated nor waived his right o altied offences of similar import?

~
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3 2267cltmgState
V.underwood, 124 Ohio st3d 365 :2010-0hio-1,922 N.E2d 923 131 citing State VYarbrough. 104.0hio
st3d ] 2004-ohio-6087 817 N.E2D. 845, 196-102 A defendant’s plea to multiple counts does not affect

ohio4569 893 N.E. 2D 149, 143,

,’l‘hempremzcmntothlohelddntasmmewasonly bylawonlyxf:tcompmedwnhall
mandaunysmtmcmgpmvmonsandR.C 2941.25requ1resﬂleh‘mlcmrttomergealhedoﬁmof '
the Ohi § 10 ! f;u::d:edwble See: Si

in the Ohio const. art 1 e € same criminal act, tate

n P t;gamtrecewmgmhp punishments |
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The Ohio Supreme Court previously held that imposition of multiple sentences for allied offenses

of similar import is plain error, see State ¥ Harbrough, 104 Okio st.3d 1, 2004 Ohio 6087, 817
N.E. 2d 8459 96- 102, Imposnmnofmulnplesentenoaﬁ)ralhedoﬂbmesofmhumponm
plain error, Pursuant to Okio R.C. 2953.08(D) (1) A sentence is only authorized by law if it
.comportsvwnhallmndatorysentencmgprovxsmns.Atmlcomtdoesmt.lmveﬂ:edismtionw
exemisé ns'msdicﬁonmammmmmorymmmvisbmcmﬂm'
ﬂlusuatesthatthesentemedo&smtcomponwnhaunmdatorypmmmnsare subjectto
resentencing, See; State V. Bezat. 114 0thSt.3RD94 2007-01110-3250 868 N.E.2d 961, §11. Nor
cananagreementtosmhasentememsulatethemﬁ'omappeﬂm-reviewwhenmviolationofR.C.
294125,bemsethesupremeoourtofomoﬁﬂedtoreviewmaeteminetheoﬁemesmm
amedoﬁ'emesofmmﬂmmponmdmergetheoﬁemmﬂmtmaﬂwdoﬂemofmlmmpon.
Mr. StanleysS"’andM"‘ amendmemswerekﬁmvmlahon.Whenﬂletnalcomtcompletely ‘
dlsregardedthedoublempardyclauseoftheS"‘amendmentwhenMr Smnleywassentenwdon
| . bothmvohmtm-ymanslmghterandﬁlomesassaulththonevnctmandbothoftheoﬂ‘emeswere
mmmﬂtedatomumemthesamemomemmmesamemmthesemencevmlatedOhmR.C .
2941 25thateod|ﬁ&sw1thﬂ1e5thamendment,mthusalsovmhnnng.Stanley s dus process and
equalprotecuonclannmderthes“'andl4“'amendmem;sofﬂleUS ConshtuhonandArtlcle
. ,§_100fthg_$tat_e_0hloconstﬂanhentheh'nlwmtengaged'inavindictivesentemeagainst
MStmhyandfmIedwmqtmeanddetameandmrgetheoﬂ’emesﬂdehedoﬁemesof
snmlarlmportbeforesentencmng Stanleywnhbothmvohmlarynmnslmghterandfebmes

o assmh,ﬁMhermmtbemlauothwemmmmmdbyﬂEMWmtweremsmatedbythe

supremewmtothwwlnnnﬁubdmmquneanddaermmemdﬁxthemMmImhuom '
committed against Mr. Stanleybytheﬁl'stdlsu'mtappeﬂatecounofappealsandthetrialcom
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'REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

ThempremewmtothoheldﬂmasenmdwasonlymnhomedbthIfnwmpomdwnh
aﬂmandatory&ﬂencmgprovnsmnsandOhioKC.2941.25requi:u"theh‘ialcom'tton1ergeallbd
oﬁemesofsimﬂarimponpﬁbmmmgmmhamvisionasﬁwdiﬁmwi:hthedouﬂk_
JeopMyprotecuonswnhmtheS"'amendmemofﬂneUs consuumonandalsownhthedouble
JeopardyprotechonsmtheOhxocom ArtI§lOagamstrece1vmgmultq)lepumshmentsfortlw'
. samecnmmalact. Thetmloomtenedbyseparatelysentemmng Stanleywnhmvohmtary_
.mnslmghtaandfehmsmsanham&ﬂmgwdemmmemﬂmqurewmthoseoﬂbmamed
oﬂ'emsofsmﬂarmlponpmuamtoOhmRC 2941.25(A), tlmeplainerrorsviolateer
Stmbyssﬁmduﬁwnstmmonﬂngm&thempmmemethmandtheﬁrsthappeﬂm
wMofappmlsmmlatedthesemMmlmmehentheappeMmmﬁﬂedmmqm |
and determine if thé trial court violated Mr. Stanley’soonstituﬁonalrightswiththeimposed




CONCLUSION

Themlnsbeenwmuttnmmlandstanmyprommmthmlmwbeenmlatedthmthlsmn
for writ of certiorari should be granted. :

Respectfully submitted,

RS MK&wn swaag el




