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SUMMARY

The Ohio Court of Appeals for the Fifth Appellate District affirmed Lovely Worden's convictions and

aggregate prison sentence in two Muskingum County cases. The court held that the trial court properly
made and supported the findings required by Ohio Revised Code section 2929.14(C)(4) for

consecutive sentences. Because Worden did not object at sentencing, the appellate court reviewed her

claim for plain error and found none.
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affirmed

Lovely Worden appealed her convictions and sentences from the
Muskingum County Court of Common Pleas, arguing that the trial
court plainly erred by imposing consecutive sentences whose statutory
findings were allegedly unsupported by the record.

Under R.C. 2953.08(G)(2), the appellate court may modify or vacate a
felony sentence if it clearly and convincingly finds that the record does
not support the sentencing court's statutory findings or that the
sentence is otherwise contrary to law. Because Worden did not object

to the consecutive sentences below, the court reviewed for plain error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court plainly erred by imposing consecutive sentences under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) when

the statutory consecutive-sentence findings were allegedly unsupported by the record.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court's findings under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) were supported by the record, and the consecutive

sentences were not clearly and convincingly unsupported or otherwise contrary to law.

2. Worden failed to establish plain error warranting reversal because she did not show that the outcome

would clearly have been different absent the claimed sentencing error.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As long as the reviewing court can discern the trial court engaged in the correct analysis and can determine

the record contains evidence to support the findings, consecutive sentences should be upheld.” ( 13)

“This court may not, however, weigh the evidence in the record and substitute its judgment for that of the trial

court concerning a sentence that best reflects compliance with the overriding purposes of felony sentencing.”

(116)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Worden was a passenger in a vehicle containing methamphetamine, a digital scale, and cash beneath the front
passenger seat. In a separate incident, she recruited associates to retrieve her daughter from a residence and later
returned with a shotgun after believing a man involved in the incident was responsible for assaulting her
daughter. Worden attempted to fire at a person mistakenly believed to be that man, and a coconspirator shot the
innocent victim, seriously injuring and permanently maiming him. Worden pleaded guilty to drug possession,

attempted aggravated burglary, conspiracy to commit murder, and felonious assault with a firearm specification.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Worden pleaded guilty in two cases pursuant to plea negotiations. The trial court sentenced her to an aggregate
prison term of 21.5 to 25 years, including consecutive sentences under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4). She appealed
without objecting to the consecutive-sentence findings at sentencing, so the appellate court reviewed the claim

for plain error and affirmed.
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