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PER CURIAM.   
 

{¶1} Defendant-Appellant Brian L. Anderson filed an application for 

reconsideration of our March 23, 2023 decision affirming his convictions of aggravated 

drug possession, having a weapon while under disability, and unlawful possession of a 

dangerous ordnance.  Appellant’s brief argued the trial court should have suppressed his 

statement before he was Mirandized, the methamphetamine recovered from his pocket 

after he acknowledged he had drugs, and his statements after he was Mirandized.  He 

also challenged the sufficiency of the evidence and the weight of the evidence as to the 

operability of the gun recovered, contesting whether it met the definition of a firearm. 

{¶2} Appellant’s motion to reconsider says we should have considered the 

incident report, the vehicle inventory report, and the preliminary hearing transcript.  He 

says he was innocent, challenging the deputy’s credibility and the evidence 

demonstrating his possession of the firearm (claiming the driver lived in her car). 

{¶3} “In order to prevail on an application for reconsideration, an appellant must 

demonstrate an obvious error in our decision or that an issue was raised that was either 

not dealt with or was not fully considered.”  State v. Carosiello, 7th Dist. Columbiana No. 

15 CO 0017, 2018-Ohio-860, ¶ 12.  “Mere disagreement with this Court's logic and 

conclusions does not support an application for reconsideration.”  Id.  See also Victory 

White Metal Co. v. Motel Syst., Inc., 7th Dist. Mahoning No. 04 MA 245, 2005-Ohio-3828, 

¶ 2 (the purpose of reconsideration is not to reargue one's appeal based on dissatisfaction 

with the logic used and conclusions reached by an appellate court); Hampton v. Ahmed, 

7th Dist. Belmont No. 02 BE 66, 2005-Ohio-1766, ¶ 16 (“An application for reconsideration 

may not be filed simply on the basis that a party disagrees with the prior appellate court 

decision.”). Moreover, a reconsideration application is not a chance to present a new 

argument to the appellate court.  State v. Wellington, 7th Dist. Mahoning No. 14 MA 0115, 

2015-Ohio-2095, ¶ 9. 

{¶4} The items cited by Appellant were not exhibits presented at trial or at the 

suppression hearing.  Furthermore, the cited items do not support his vague 

reconsideration arguments.  We fully considered the arguments presented on appeal in 
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a highly detailed opinion.  Appellant’s application for reconsideration cites no argument 

raised in his brief that was not fully considered in our opinion affirming his convictions.  

Finally, any implied disagreement with the logic used and conclusions reached by this 

court would not provide substantive grounds for reconsideration.  No obvious error is 

alleged or evident.  Accordingly, Appellant’s application for reconsideration is denied. 
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