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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that when revoking community control, a trial court may order a

reserved prison term to run consecutively to another sentence only if it notified the offender at the time

community control was imposed that consecutive sentencing was possible. Because Brooke Jones did

not receive that notice, the court was not authorized to impose the reserved two-year term

consecutively to her Jefferson County sentence. The judgment was affirmed in part, reversed in part,

and remanded for imposition of a concurrent sentence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a trial court may impose a reserved prison term consecutively to another sentence after
revoking community control when the court did not notify the offender at the original community-

control sentencing that consecutive sentencing was a possibility.

2. Whether the trial court could impose the reserved term consecutively without first making the findings
required by R.C. 2929.14(C)(4).

3. Whether the original or subsequent sentencing court has authority to impose a sentence consecutive to a

reserved prison term that had not yet been imposed.

HOLDINGS

1. When a court revokes community control, it may require the reserved prison term to be served
consecutively to another existing or then-imposed sentence only if, when imposing community control,

it notified the offender that a consecutive sentence on revocation was a possibility.

2. A reserved prison term is a potential future sentence, not a contemporaneous sentence imposed with
community control, and therefore is not available as an already imposed sentence for purposes of

consecutive sentencing.

3. The findings required by R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) must be made when imposing consecutive sentences after

revocation of community control.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a court revokes community control, it may require that the reserved prison term be served
consecutively to any other sentence then existing or then being imposed but only if at the time it imposed
community control, it notified the offender that a consecutive sentence on revocation of community control

was a possibility.” (1 2)

“Taking these statutes together, in the context of the presumption of concurrent sentences, we hold that a trial
court may not impose a consecutive prison sentence on revocation if it did not previously notify the offender
that the reserved prison term (whether the notice is of a “specific prison term” under the former version of
R.C. 2929.19(B)(4) or a “range of prison terms” under the current version of R.C. 2929.19(B)(4)) could be

imposed as a consecutive sentence.” ( 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jones pleaded guilty to endangering children in Harrison County and was sentenced to five years of community
control with a two-year prison term reserved. The trial court notified her of the specific prison term that could be
imposed for a violation but did not notify her that the reserved term could be imposed consecutively to another
sentence. After violations of community control and a conviction for robbery in Jefferson County resulting in a
three-year prison sentence, the Harrison County court revoked community control and ordered the reserved two-

year term to run consecutively to the Jefferson County sentence.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones pleaded guilty in the Harrison County Court of Common Pleas and received five years of community
control with a two-year prison term reserved. After Jones violated community control and received a three-year
prison sentence in a separate Jefferson County case, the Harrison County court revoked community control and
ordered the reserved two-year term to run consecutively. The Seventh District held that the trial court had
authority to impose a consecutive sentence but vacated the sentence and remanded for the required consecutive-
sentence findings under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4). The Supreme Court of Ohio accepted Jones's discretionary appeal,
certified a conflict, consolidated the matters, affirmed the sentence vacatur, reversed the remand for additional
findings, and remanded for imposition of a concurrent sentence.

DISPOSITION
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The trial court must impose the reserved two-year prison term concurrently with the three-year Jefferson County

sentence; it may not conduct a new R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) analysis to impose the term consecutively.
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