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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that offenses involving the sexual abuse of four minor victims were

properly joined under Crim.R. 8(A) because they were of the same or similar character. It further held

that the defendant failed to establish prejudice under Crim.R. 14 because the evidence was simple and

direct, and therefore the trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying severance. The court

reversed the Fifth District Court of Appeals and reinstated the trial court’s judgment and sentence.
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reversed

The State of Ohio appealed the Fifth District Court of Appeals'
judgment holding that the trial court abused its discretion by denying
Reed's motion to sever 22 criminal counts involving four victims,
vacating Reed's no-contest plea, and reversing the trial court's
judgment. The Supreme Court of Ohio reversed and reinstated the trial

court's judgment and sentence.

A trial court's decision denying severance under Crim.R. 14 is
reviewed for abuse of discretion, meaning conduct that is
unreasonable, arbitrary, or unconscionable. A defendant challenging
the denial bears a heavy burden and must affirmatively demonstrate
prejudice, that sufficient information was provided for the trial court to
weigh joinder against the right to a fair trial, and that the trial court

abused its discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the offenses involving four minor victims were properly joined under Crim.R. 8(A) because

they were of the same or similar character.
2. Whether Reed affirmatively demonstrated prejudice from joinder under Crim.R. 14.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by finding that the evidence was simple and direct and

denying severance.

4. Whether the State's challenge to the Fifth District's en banc voting procedure should be reached.

HOLDINGS

1. The charges were properly joined because all involved sex crimes allegedly committed by Reed against
minor victims while he was in a relationship with their mother or grandmother, making the offenses of

the same or similar character.

2. Reed failed to affirmatively demonstrate that joinder prejudiced his rights because his motion supplied
insufficient case-specific information for the trial court to weigh the considerations favoring joinder

against his right to a fair trial.

3. Severance was not required because the evidence was simple and direct and the jury could reasonably

segregate the proof concerning each offense.

4. The court declined to reach the en banc voting-procedure issue because its decision on severance

rendered that issue moot and any ruling would be advisory.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The State need only show that one of these tests is met to overcome a defendant’s claim of prejudice under
Crim.R. 14.” (1 22)

“In applying the simple-and-direct test, the inquiry is on whether the evidence of each offense is separate and

direct, whether the evidence is uncomplicated, and whether the jury is likely to be confused.” (1 31)

“Based on the limited information provided to the trial court, we conclude that the trial court did not abuse
its discretion in determining that joinder was not prejudicial because the evidence was simple and direct.” (1
37)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Reed was charged with 22 sex-related offenses involving four young girls, with alleged conduct occurring
between 2003 and 2020. The charges involved distinct alleged incidents and time periods, and Reed was alleged



to have been romantically involved with the mother or grandmother of each victim. Before trial, Reed moved to
sever the charges into four separate trials, but he provided few case-specific facts or theories of prejudice and
later pleaded no contest to four amended charges.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Reed was indicted on 22 counts involving alleged sexual offenses against four minor victims. The trial court
denied his motion to sever, after which he pleaded no contest to two amended rape counts and two gross-sexual-
imposition counts; the remaining charges were dismissed, and he received an aggregate prison term of 28 to 33
years. The Fifth District reversed and vacated the plea, concluding that joinder was prejudicial. The Supreme
Court of Ohio reversed the appellate judgment and reinstated the trial court's judgment and sentence.

DISPOSITION

reversed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court reinstated the trial court's judgment and sentence; no further remand instructions were stated.
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