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SUMMARY

The Sixth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed Lamar Gaston’s aggregate 48-month prison
sentence following his no-contest pleas to third-degree felony robbery and burglary. The court held
that Gaston’s challenge to the trial court’s consideration of Ohio sentencing statutes was not
reviewable as framed, despite his characterization of the issue as constitutional.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Lamar Gaston appealed his felony sentence after entering a no-contest
plea to one count of robbery and one count of burglary, both third-
degree felonies.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The appellate court held that it was prohibited as a matter of law from
reviewing whether the trial court properly considered R.C. 2929.11
and 2929.12 in selecting the sentence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Sixth District could review Gaston's challenge to the trial court's consideration of the
felony-sentencing purposes and seriousness and mitigation factors under R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12.

2. Whether framing the sentencing challenge as a violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the
United States Constitution and Article I, Section 16 of the Ohio Constitution permitted appellate review.

3. Whether the trial court erred by imposing a prison term rather than community control for the third-
degree felony offenses.

HOLDINGS

1. The appellate court is prohibited as a matter of law from reviewing whether a trial court properly
considered R.C. 2929.11 and R.C. 2929.12 when determining an appropriate sentence.

2. Characterizing a challenge to the trial court's sentencing determination as a due-process claim does not
avoid the prohibition on appellate review when the substance of the claim challenges the prison-versus-
community-control decision and the court's consideration of R.C. 2929.11 and R.C. 2929.12.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Since 2020, we have consistently found that we are prohibited, as a matter of law, from reviewing whether
the trial court’s consideration of R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 when determining the appropriate sentence was
proper.” (¶ 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gaston entered a no-contest plea to one count of robbery and one count of burglary, each a third-degree felony.
The trial court imposed an aggregate 48-month prison term. On appeal, Gaston argued that the trial court should
have imposed community control instead because of his documented mental-health issues and characterized the
sentencing error as a due-process violation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gaston pleaded no contest to robbery and burglary and was sentenced by the Lucas County Court of Common
Pleas to an aggregate 48-month prison term on September 3, 2025. The trial court memorialized the judgment on
September 4, 2025. Gaston timely appealed, arguing that the prison sentence violated due process and that the
court should have imposed community control because of his mental-health issues. The Sixth District placed the
appeal on the accelerated calendar and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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