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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio granted Charles Fraley a writ of mandamus concerning the Ohio
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction’s calculation of his prison sentence. The court held that
the sentencing entries required the sentences in two cases to run concurrently, including the firearm-
specification sentences, and that the department could not independently correct an alleged legal error
in the entries. The state’s failure to appeal the sentencing entries required the department to execute
them as written.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a declaratory-judgment action was an adequate alternative remedy that precluded mandamus to
challenge the Department's interpretation of the sentencing entries.

2. Whether the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction could disregard sentencing entries ordering
the sentences in two cases to run concurrently and impose what it viewed as the legally required
consecutive firearm-specification terms.

3. Whether the sentencing entries were ambiguous or instead unambiguously required the sentences in the
two cases to run concurrently.

HOLDINGS

1. A declaratory-judgment action is not an available remedy for seeking a declaration of the meaning of a
sentencing order or challenging the Department's interpretation of a sentencing entry; therefore, it did
not preclude mandamus.

2. The Department of Rehabilitation and Correction may not correct a sentencing court's alleged legal error
or impose the sentence it believes the court should have imposed; it must execute the sentence imposed
by the court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court speaks through its journal entries, State v. Miller, 127 Ohio St.3d 407, 2010-Ohio-5705, 940 N.E.2d
924, ¶ 12, and the entries in Fraley’s cases are not ambiguous: they order his sentences to be served
concurrently and do not separately address the sentences for the firearm specifications.” (¶ 17)

“If the entries contained a legal error favoring Fraley, then the state should have appealed the error. But it
failed to do so. DRC’s role is not to correct a sentencing court’s errors and impose the sentence it believes the
court should have imposed.” (¶ 17)

“To the contrary, DRC is obliged to execute the sentence imposed by the court.” (¶ 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fraley was convicted of aggravated murder and aggravated robbery in 1979 and later received parole. After
committing new offenses, he pleaded guilty in two cases to aggravated robbery offenses, including firearm
specifications. The sentencing entries ordered the sentences in the two cases to run concurrently, but the



Department calculated the two firearm-specification terms as consecutive, producing an aggregate thirteen-year
sentence instead of the ten-year sentence reflected by the entries.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Fraley filed a mandamus petition after the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction calculated his aggregate
sentence as thirteen years rather than ten years. The Supreme Court of Ohio denied the Department's motion to
dismiss and issued an alternative writ; following stipulated facts, exhibits, and briefing, the court granted the
writ.

DISPOSITION

writ_granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction must correct its records and recalculate Fraley's sentence
to execute the sentence imposed in the trial-court entries.
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