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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
TWELFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT OF OHIO

BUTLER COUNTY

STATE OF OHIO,
CASE NOS. CA2002-03-063
Plaintiff-Appellee, : CA2002-03-067
CA2002-03-068

-Vs- OPINTON
: 9/8/2003

KEITH A. WALTER,

Defendant-Appellant.

CRIMINAL APPEAL FROM BUTLER COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Case No. CR01-04-0463

Robin N. Piper, Butler County Prosecuting Attorney, Daniel G.
Eichel, Government Services Center, 315 High Street, 11*" Floor,
Hamilton, OH 45012-0515, for plaintiff-appellee

Forg and Forg, John H. Forg III, 6 S. Second Street, Suite 410,
Hamilton, OH 45011, for defendant-appellant

YOUNG, P.dJ.

{1} In three consolidated appeals, defendant-appellant,
Keith A. Walter, appeals the imposition of consecutive sentences
resulting from his convictions for trafficking in cocaine, pos-

session of cocaine, and attempted escape.
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{2} The charges arose from three separate indictments is-
sued by the Butler County grand jury. Based upon appellant's
guilty plea and his prior criminal history, the trial court
imposed consecutive sentences of imprisonment on the three
charges totaling 30 months.

{3} As his sole assignment of error, appellant claims the
trial court erroneously ordered the imposition of consecutive
sentences. We agree.

{4} A trial court may impose consecutive sentences only if
it makes certain findings on the record. See R.C. 2929.14(E) -
(4). In addition, under R.C. 2929.19(B) (2) (c¢), the court must
Ostate on the record its reasons for imposing consecutive sen-

tences. State v. Comer, 99 Ohio St.3d 463, 2002-Ohio-233; State

v. Jones, 93 Ohio St.3d 391, 2001-Ohio-1341; State v. Flannagan,

Butler App. No. CA2002-05-120, 2003-Ohio-1444, at Y16-20.

{5} In the case at bar, the trial court failed to comply
with the statutory requirements of R.C. 2929.14(E) (4) and
2929.19(B) (2) (c). Under these circumstances, the imposition of
consecutive sentences must be vacated. See Comer at {23; Jones,

93 Ohio St.3d at 399-400; State v. O'Connor, Butler App. No.

CA2001-08-195, 2002-Ohio-4122, at Y44.

{16} The assignment of error is well-taken. Appellant's
sentences are vacated and the matter is remanded to the trial

court for resentencing.
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WALSH and POWELL, JJ., concur.
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