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SUMMARY

The Ohio Fifth District Court of Appeals affirmed the Muskingum County Court of Common Pleas’

denial of William Thomas’s motion to withdraw his guilty plea. The court held that the trial court

provided Thomas a meaningful opportunity to be heard and sufficiently inquired into his reasons for

seeking withdrawal, and therefore did not abuse its discretion.
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Defendant appealed the Muskingum County Court of Common Pleas
denial of his presentence oral motion to withdraw his guilty plea and

the resulting sentence.

Abuse of discretion. The decision on a motion to withdraw a guilty
plea will not be disturbed unless it is unreasonable, arbitrary, or

unconscionable.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying Thomas's presentence motion to withdraw his
guilty plea.

2. Whether the trial court was required to conduct a more extensive or separate hearing on Thomas's

motion to withdraw his guilty plea.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Thomas's presentence motion to withdraw his
guilty plea because it conducted a thorough plea colloquy, heard Thomas's reasons for seeking

withdrawal, and reasonably determined that the motion lacked merit.

2. The trial court was not required to conduct a full or separate evidentiary hearing because it addressed the
motion on the record during sentencing, gave Thomas meaningful notice and an opportunity to be heard,

and sufficiently inquired into the asserted reasons for withdrawal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court held that presentence motions to withdraw should be freely and liberally given. Id. However, the
Court also stated that such motions are not automatically granted, as “a defendant does not have an absolute

right to withdraw a plea prior to sentencing.”” (Y9)

“We find that the trial court provided the appellant with an opportunity to be heard and sufficiently inquired

into the reasons for his motion to withdraw.” (13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

After a vehicle collision, William Thomas approached R.L., a man over age sixty-five, demanded money, took
R.L.'s wallet, struck him, and kicked him after he fell. Thomas and a codefendant took money and used R.L.'s
debit card, and R.L. suffered facial and bodily lacerations. Thomas later entered a negotiated guilty plea, but

sought to withdraw it at sentencing, claiming pressure from counsel and requesting a jury trial.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thomas was indicted on aggravated robbery, felonious assault, and theft-related offenses. He initially pleaded
not guilty, then entered a negotiated guilty plea to felonious assault with a repeat violent offender specification
and two theft offenses in exchange for dismissal of aggravated robbery. At sentencing, before sentence was
imposed, he orally moved to withdraw his plea, asserting that counsel pressured him and that he wanted a jury
trial. The trial court heard and denied the motion, imposed an aggregate six-to-nine-year prison sentence, and the

Court of Appeals affirmed.
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