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SUMMARY

The Ohio Fourth District Court of Appeals affirmed Charles R. Parks's convictions for trafficking in

fentanyl-related compounds and cocaine. The court rejected Parks's claims that the trial court

improperly denied his request for self-representation at trial and improperly denied his motion to

suppress evidence discovered during a search of an apartment and surrounding area.
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affirmed

Parks appealed his convictions and sentences from the Lawrence
County Court of Common Pleas, arguing that the trial court
improperly denied his request to represent himself at trial and

improperly denied his motion to suppress.

Denial of a pretrial request for self-representation is reviewed de novo.
A motion to suppress presents a mixed question of law and fact:
appellate courts defer to supported factual findings but review the

application of law to those facts de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court violated Parks's constitutional right to self-representation by denying his request

to proceed pro se at trial.

2. Whether the trial court erred by denying Parks's motion to suppress drugs found in an outdoor weeded
area beyond the apartment and in a bag initially believed to be discarded trash.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not violate Parks's right to self-representation because, although his waiver was
knowing and voluntary, his disruptive conduct during the suppression hearing demonstrated that he
could not intelligently exercise the right in a manner consistent with an orderly and effective trial. His

conduct resulted in forfeiture of the right to represent himself at trial.

2. The trial court properly denied the motion to suppress because Parks failed to establish a legitimate
expectation of privacy in the weeded area or in the discarded-looking Goldfish cracker bag. The area
was not shown to be Parks's property or the apartment's curtilage, and the bag was accessible to public

observation and therefore not protected by the Fourth Amendment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The right of self-representation is not a license to abuse the dignity of the courtroom. Neither is it a license

not to comply with relevant rules of procedural and substantive law.” (Y 27)

“The curtilage is the area around a home that a resident may reasonably expect to enjoy the sanctity and

privacy of the home.” (] 40)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A confidential informant purchased fentanyl from Parks at an Ironton apartment, and police later arrested Parks
with drugs and marked buy money. Officers obtained a warrant to search the apartment and found suspected
fentanyl and drug-trafficking scales inside. Based on information from a resident, officers searched an outdoor
weeded area approximately 51 feet from the apartment patio and found a Goldfish cracker bag containing
cocaine/crack and fentanyl. During a prior suppression hearing, Parks became disruptive and directed abusive
language toward the court and jurors; the trial court later denied his request to represent himself at trial.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Parks was indicted on seven drug- and forfeiture-related counts after a controlled buy, his arrest, and a search of
an apartment and surrounding property. The trial court denied his motion to suppress, denied his request to
represent himself at trial, and appointed counsel to represent him. A jury convicted him on six counts, acquitted
him on one, and the trial court imposed consecutive prison terms. The Fourth District overruled both
assignments of error and affirmed.
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