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KENNETH A. ROCCO, J.:

{111} Defendant-appellant Antoine Love appeals from the consecutive sentences imposed
on him after he pleaded guilty to one count of rape and one count of aggravated burglary.

{912} Love presents a single assignment of error, claiming that the transcript of his
sentencing hearing demonstrates that the trial court failed to comply with R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) in
imposing consecutiveterms.  The state concedes that Love' s claim has merit.

{113} The statements that the trial court made in this case consisted of the following: the
court had listened to the parties and the victim, considered the facts of the case, and “balanced
that with” Love's crimina record. Otherwise, the trial court stated only that it had “considered
all the factors of law and determined that prison is consistent with the purposes of sentencing.”

{114} These comments clearly failed to meet the standard for compliance with R.C.
2929.14(C)(4) when imposing consecutive prison terms as set forth in this court’s decision in
Sate v. Nia, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 99387, 2014-Ohio-2527. Even under the more relaxed
standard of review set forth in State v. Bonnell, 140 Ohio St.3d 209, 2014-Ohio-3177, 16 N.E.3d
659, the trial court made none of the required findings to impose consecutive terms.

{115} Although the circumstances of this case indicated Love's crimes deserved multiple
punishments, because a review of the record supports Love's assignment of error, it is sustained.
Sate v. Brooks, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 100455, 2014-Ohio-3906, 1 6-7.

{116} Love's sentences are reversed. This case is remanded to the tria court with
instructions to follow the mandate that the Ohio Supreme Court set forth in Bonnell. The tria
court is reminded that, according to Bonnell, the statutory findings must not only be pronounced
in open court, but must also be placed in the journal entry of sentence.

It is ordered that appellant recover from appellee costs herein taxed.



The court finds there were reasonable grounds for this appeal .

It is ordered that a specia mandate issue out of this court directing the common pleas
court to carry this judgment into execution.

A certified copy of this entry shall constitute the mandate pursuant to Rule 27 of the

Rules of Appellate Procedure.

KENNETH A. ROCCO, JUDGE

FRANK D. CELEBREZZE, JrR., P.J,, and
LARRY A.JONES, SR., J., CONCUR



		reporters@sconet.state.oh.us
	2014-10-30T15:12:57-0400
	Supreme Court of Ohio
	Persona Not Validated - 1401997836049
	this document is approved for posting.




