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SUMMARY

The Ohio Eighth District Court of Appeals reviewed the imposition of $40,000 in fines on Charles
Terrell following his convictions for aggravated robbery and related offenses. The court held that the
trial court failed to adequately consider Terrell’s present and future ability to pay, particularly in light
of the outdated financial information and lengthy prison sentence, and vacated the fines.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by imposing $40,000 in fines without considering Terrell's
present ability to pay at the time of sentencing.

2. Whether Terrell's potential future earnings, including prison income and employment after release,
established a future ability to pay the fines.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court abused its discretion by imposing the fines because it relied on a year-old presentence-
investigation report and did not consider Terrell's financial condition at the time of sentencing.

2. The possibility that Terrell could earn money in prison or after release was insufficient to establish a
future ability to pay, particularly in light of his lengthy prison term and felony convictions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court must . . . determine a defendant’s ability to pay considering his financial condition at the time of
sentencing.” (¶ 12)

“Furthermore, the probability that Terrell could pay the fine in the future was an insufficient basis to establish
a future ability to pay, especially given the length of the prison term and Terrell’s specific convictions.” (¶ 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Terrell pleaded guilty to multiple aggravated robberies, firearm specifications, having weapons while under
disability, and tampering with evidence after allegedly committing ten convenience-store robberies and
kidnapping fourteen victims while displaying a firearm. He had been incarcerated for approximately a year
before sentencing under a $100,000 bond and had not worked during that period. The trial court relied primarily
on a year-old presentence-investigation report stating that Terrell had two jobs and was financially comfortable,
and imposed $40,000 in fines despite an aggregate prison term of 18 to 19½ years.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A grand jury indicted Terrell on 32 counts arising from multiple aggravated robberies, kidnappings, weapons
offenses, tampering with evidence, and obstructing official business. Pursuant to a plea agreement, Terrell
pleaded guilty to ten aggravated-robbery counts, two firearm specifications, having weapons while under
disability, and tampering with evidence; the remaining charges were dismissed. The trial court imposed an
aggregate prison sentence of 18 to 19½ years and two $20,000 fines. Terrell appealed the fines, and the Eighth
District vacated them.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



A special mandate shall issue directing the common pleas court to carry the judgment into execution. The fines
are vacated; the opinion does not direct resentencing or impose any further specific remedy.
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