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SUMMARY

The Twelfth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed Mychel King's convictions for aggravated
murder and an accompanying firearm specification. The court held that police lawfully seized and
photographed a shoe found in plain view on King's front porch, upheld the complicity jury instruction,
and rejected King's challenge to complicity liability for the firearm specification. The court also
concluded that any error in excluding double-hearsay testimony concerning a possible female
accomplice was harmless in light of the evidence of King's involvement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether detectives' picking up a shoe lying in plain view on King's front porch, turning it over, and
photographing its sole constituted a warrantless search requiring probable cause.

2. Whether the trial court plainly erred by giving the jury a complicity instruction.

3. Whether an unarmed accomplice may be sentenced on a firearm specification when a principal offender
used a firearm.

4. Whether the trial court erred by excluding an officer's testimony recounting a victim's statement relayed
through the victim's deceased brother, and whether any error was harmless.

HOLDINGS

1. Picking up and turning over the shoe to photograph its sole did not transform an object already visible
from a lawful vantage point into a search under the Fourth Amendment. The trial court properly denied
the motion to suppress.

2. The complicity instruction fairly and correctly stated Ohio law and was substantially identical to the
complicity statute, Ohio Jury Instructions, and controlling precedent. The trial court therefore committed
neither error nor plain error.

3. An accomplice may be sentenced on a firearm specification even if the accomplice was unarmed and did
not personally possess the firearm. The trial court properly imposed the additional consecutive three-
year term.

4. The trial court did not commit reversible error by excluding the officer's testimony recounting the
victim's alleged statement as relayed through the victim's brother. Any error was harmless because
overwhelming evidence established King's guilt and the excluded statement would not have negated his
liability as an accomplice or principal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The fact that Detective Botts picked up the shoe and turned it over in his hand so that he could take a better
photograph of the shoe's sole does not transform what was otherwise in Detectives Smith's and Botts' plain
view into something that was not.” (¶ 18)

“The improper exclusion of evidence is harmless where the remaining evidence provides overwhelming proof
of a defendant's guilt.” (¶ 30)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Knight was shot and killed near a vacant house in Hamilton, Ohio, after being lured there to sell marijuana. The
victim's vehicle door handle, found nearby, contained King's fingerprints and DNA, and a size-13 shoe with a
distinctive tread matching footprints at the murder scene was found on King's front porch by detectives. King
lived within a few blocks of the murder scene and offered shifting explanations to police and at trial, while the
state presented testimony that he had confessed and other evidence linking him to the killing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Butler County grand jury indicted King on nine counts and specifications arising from the shooting death of
Jaylon Knight. The trial court denied King's motion to suppress a shoe found on his front porch, conducted a
jury trial, and entered guilty verdicts on all charges and specifications. The court merged the offenses and
specifications for sentencing and imposed 25 years to life for aggravated murder plus a consecutive three-year
firearm-specification term. The appellate court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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