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SUMMARY

The Ninth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed Jonah Lamar Carter’s convictions for

improperly handling a firearm in a motor vehicle and possession of marijuana, along with a weapon-

forfeiture specification. The court held that the traffic stop was supported by reasonable suspicion,

declined to address an unpreserved constitutional challenge to R.C. 2923.16, and concluded that

sufficient evidence supported the marijuana-possession conviction.
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Carter appealed his judgment of conviction after the Summit County
Court of Common Pleas denied his motion to suppress, entered
convictions following a jury trial, and imposed two years of

community control.

Factual findings on a motion to suppress are reviewed for competent,
credible evidence, while the application of the law to those facts is
reviewed de novo. Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed de novo,
viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the State and
asking whether any rational trier of fact could find the essential
elements proven beyond a reasonable doubt. Constitutional arguments
not raised in the trial court are generally forfeited; plain error will not

be considered sua sponte when the appellant does not argue it.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court's factual findings concerning the traffic stop were supported by competent,

credible evidence.

2. Whether the officers had reasonable, articulable suspicion under the Fourth Amendment to initiate the
traffic stop after learning that the registered owner had a suspended driver's license and observing a

driver who matched the owner's description.

3. Whether Carter forfeited his constitutional challenge to R.C. 2923.16 by failing to raise it in the trial
court and failing to argue plain error on appeal.

4. Whether sufficient evidence supported Carter's conviction for marijuana possession.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court's factual findings were supported by competent, credible evidence because both officers
testified that the vehicle's registered owner had a suspended license and that the driver matched the

owner's photograph and description.

2. The officers lawfully stopped the vehicle because they had reasonable, articulable suspicion that the
driver was operating with a suspended license. The officers' observation that the driver matched the
registered owner's photograph and description supported the inference that the registered owner was

driving, and the stop therefore did not violate the Fourth Amendment.

3. Carter forfeited his constitutional challenge to R.C. 2923.16 by failing to raise it in the trial court, and
the appellate court declined to conduct a plain-error analysis because Carter did not argue plain error on

appeal.

4. Sufficient evidence supported Carter's conviction for knowingly possessing marijuana because the
evidence showed an odor of marijuana, Carter's admission that marijuana was in the vehicle, discovery
of a substance in the vehicle, and expert testing establishing a delta-9 THC concentration qualifying the

substance as marijuana.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Appellate review of a motion to suppress presents a mixed question of law and fact. When considering a
motion to suppress, the trial court assumes the role of trier of fact and is therefore in the best position to

resolve factual questions and evaluate the credibility of witnesses.” (9 9)



“We hold that when the officer lacks information negating an inference that the owner is the driver of the

vehicle, the stop is reasonable.” ( 15)

“The evidence is sufficient if it allows the trier of fact to reasonably conclude that the essential elements of the

crime were proven beyond a reasonable doubt.” (9 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police officers observed a silver Honda during a traffic patrol, ran its license plate, and learned that the registered
owner had a suspended driver's license. They testified that the driver appeared to match the registered owner's
driver's-license photograph and description, prompting the traffic stop. During the stop, an officer smelled
marijuana, Carter admitted that marijuana was in the vehicle, and officers found a substance in a backpack that
testing showed contained 14.5 percent delta-9 THC. A jury convicted Carter of improperly handling firearms in a
motor vehicle, a weapon-forfeiture specification, and marijuana possession, but acquitted him of marijuana

trafficking.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a traffic stop, Carter was charged with improperly handling firearms in a motor vehicle, marijuana
trafficking, marijuana possession, and a weapon-forfeiture specification. The trial court denied his motion to
suppress. A jury convicted him of improperly handling firearms, the forfeiture specification, and marijuana
possession, acquitted him of marijuana trafficking, and the court sentenced him to two years of community
control. Carter timely appealed, raising suppression, constitutional, and sufficiency-of-the-evidence assignments
of error.
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