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SUMMARY

The Ohio Seventh District Court of Appeals denied the State of Ohio’s application for reconsideration

of its decision reversing the denial of Tiona Jones’s presentence motion to withdraw her guilty plea.

The court concluded that the State had not identified an obvious error or an issue that the court had

failed to consider, and reaffirmed its analysis of the relevant factors and abuse-of-discretion standard.
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The State of Ohio filed an application under Ohio Appellate Rule 26
for reconsideration of the court's prior decision reversing the
Columbiana County Common Pleas Court's denial of Jones's
presentence motion to withdraw her guilty plea.

An application for reconsideration under Ohio Appellate Rule 26 is

granted when it identifies an obvious error in the appellate decision or
raises an issue that the court failed to consider when it should have. A
presentence motion to withdraw a guilty plea is reviewed for abuse of

discretion, applying the nine factors identified in State v. Fish.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the State identified an obvious error or an insufficiently considered issue warranting

reconsideration under Ohio Appellate Rule 26.

2. Whether the appellate court erred in concluding that the trial court abused its discretion by denying

Jones's presentence motion to withdraw her guilty plea.

3. Whether the appellate court improperly failed to defer to the trial court or consider the totality of the

circumstances surrounding Jones's plea.

HOLDINGS

1. Reconsideration was not warranted because the State merely disagreed with the appellate court's
conclusions and did not identify an obvious error or an issue that the court failed to consider when it

should have.

2. The court declined to alter its prior holding that the trial court abused its discretion because the record
supported four of the nine Fish factors, including lack of prejudice to the State and Jones's reasons for

withdrawal and possible innocence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An application for reconsideration is not designed for use in instances where a party simply disagrees with

the conclusions reached and the logic used by an appellate court.” (Y 2)

“Based on the above, the state has not called to our attention an obvious error in our decision nor has the
state raised an issue for our consideration that was either not at all or was not fully considered by us when it
should have been.” (] 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jones was indicted on 24 counts, most of them felonies, and entered a guilty plea. She sought to withdraw the
plea before sentencing, asserting actual innocence, limited knowledge of the State's evidence, and that she had
pleaded guilty believing it would benefit her elderly grandmother; her counsel confirmed that she wanted to
withdraw the plea the day after entering it. The trial court denied the motion, but the appellate court reversed,
finding that relevant Fish factors—including lack of prejudice to the State and Jones's reasons for withdrawal
and possible innocence—supported withdrawal. The State then sought reconsideration based partly on alleged

co-defendant cooperation agreements and the expiration of co-defendants' prison terms.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones pleaded guilty after being indicted on 24 counts and later moved before sentencing to withdraw her plea.
The trial court denied the motion, and the appellate court previously reversed, concluding that the trial court

abused its discretion. The State sought reconsideration, arguing that the appellate court overlooked facts



concerning co-defendant cooperation, Jones's claims of innocence, and the circumstances surrounding her plea.

The appellate court denied reconsideration.
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