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SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court reviewed Odraye G. Jones’s convictions and death sentence for the

aggravated murder of an Ashtabula police officer. Jones raised multiple claims concerning voir dire,

juror bias, venue, counsel substitution, evidentiary rulings, and the sufficiency of evidence supporting

prior calculation and design. The court affirmed the convictions and sentence.
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Direct appeal as of right from a judgment imposing convictions for
aggravated murder and related death-penalty and firearm

specifications, and a sentence of death.

Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed by asking whether, viewing
the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, any
rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements proven
beyond a reasonable doubt. Unpreserved errors are reviewed for plain
error. Decisions concerning continuances and substitution of counsel
are reviewed for abuse of discretion. The death sentence is

independently reviewed for appropriateness and proportionality.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.
2.

L0.

Whether the trial court improperly restricted voir dire concerning specific mitigating factors.

Whether the jury-selection process and challenges for cause violated Jones's rights to an impartial jury, a

representative cross-section, or equal protection.

. Whether denial of a continuance and substitution of counsel violated the Sixth Amendment.

. Whether medical evidence concerning the victim's injuries and treatment, other challenged evidence,

and Jones's statements were admissible.

. Whether the evidence was sufficient to establish prior calculation and design and the R.C. 2929.04(A)(3)

aggravating circumstance.

. Whether the trial court's guilt-phase and penalty-phase jury instructions constituted reversible or plain

eITOor.

. Whether the R.C. 2929.04(A)(3) and (A)(6) aggravating circumstances were duplicative and required

merger.

. Whether prosecutorial misconduct occurred during voir dire, penalty-phase argument, and witness

examination.

. Whether Jones received ineffective assistance of counsel.

Whether Ohio's death-penalty law and the sentence imposed were constitutional, appropriate, and

proportionate.

HOLDINGS

1.

A trial court is not required during voir dire to discuss or permit questioning about specific mitigating
factors because jurors cannot properly weigh particular factors until they have heard the evidence and

received the legal instructions.

. A defendant does not establish a Sixth Amendment fair-cross-section violation merely by showing that

the particular jury panel was underrepresentative; the defendant must prove that a distinctive group was
unfairly represented, that the underrepresentation was unreasonable, and that it resulted from systematic

exclusion.

. A defendant has only a presumptive right to chosen counsel, and a trial court may deny substitution and

a continuance when the request is untimely, would substantially disrupt an already commenced trial, and

the record shows no total breakdown in communication with existing counsel.

. Prior calculation and design requires more than momentary deliberation and is determined from the

totality of the facts and circumstances; there is no bright-line test.

. The State must prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant committed the prior offense for

which he sought to avoid apprehension under the R.C. 2929.04(A)(3) death-penalty specification.



6. The R.C. 2929.04(A)(3) and (A)(6) aggravating circumstances need not merge when they arise from a

divisible course of conduct involving separate acts and separate animuses.

7. To establish ineffective assistance, a defendant must prove deficient performance and resulting
prejudice, meaning a reasonable probability that the result would have been different absent counsel's

errors.

8. The death sentence was appropriate and proportionate because the R.C. 2929.04(A)(3) and (A)(6)
aggravating circumstances outweighed the mitigating evidence beyond a reasonable doubt and the

sentence was not excessive or disproportionate compared with similar cases.

KEY QUOTATIONS

€«

[T]he phrase ‘prior calculation and design’* * * indicated] studied care in planning or analyzing the
means of the crime as well as a scheme encompassing the death of the victim.”” (at 345)

“We find that the defendant’s commission of the prior offense constitutes an essential element of the R.C.
2929.04(A)(3) specification.” (at 347)

x4

[W]hile the right to select and be represented by one’s preferred attorney is comprehended by the Sixth
Amendment, the essential aim of the Amendment is to guarantee an effective advocate * * * rather than to

ensure that a defendant will inexorably be represented by the lawyer whom he prefers.”” (at 342)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police pursued Jones after receiving information that he had outstanding felony warrants and had been seen in
Ashtabula. Jones had previously told his cousin that he was facing substantial prison time for robbing Isaac
Coleman and would shoot at police if they attempted to arrest him. When Officer William Glover approached
him, Jones fled, then drew a .38-caliber revolver loaded with hollow-point ammunition and shot Glover at close
range several times before fleeing and kicking the wounded officer. Glover died the next morning, and the

firearm and ammunition recovered from Jones were linked to the shooting.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones was convicted by a jury of aggravated murder with prior calculation and design, death-penalty
specifications, and a firearm specification after the shooting death of Officer William Glover. The jury
recommended death, and the trial court adopted that recommendation and imposed a consecutive three-year
mandatory firearm term. The Supreme Court of Ohio considered Jones's fifteen propositions of law,
independently reviewed the death sentence for appropriateness and proportionality, and affirmed.

DISPOSITION
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