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SUMMARY

The Twelfth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed the denial of Lonnie Rarden’s pro se motion
for resentencing. The court held that the trial court had subject-matter jurisdiction under R.C.
2929.191 to conduct a 2010 hearing and correct the postrelease-control portion of Rarden’s sentence.
The court concluded that Rarden’s argument concerning fines was moot.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Rarden appealed pro se from the Butler County Court of Common
Pleas's denial of his motion for resentencing. He argued that the trial
court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction to conduct a 2010 hearing
correcting the postrelease-control portion of his sentence and that
defects concerning fines prevented finality of the original judgment
entries.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The opinion does not expressly identify a separate standard of review.
The court reviewed the trial court's ruling on the legal question of
subject-matter jurisdiction and statutory authority de novo.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published opinion; precedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court had subject-matter jurisdiction under R.C. 2929.191 to conduct the April 2010
hearing and issue corrected judgment entries addressing the erroneous imposition of postrelease control.

2. Whether alleged omissions concerning the imposition of an optional fine rendered the original
sentencing entries nonfinal and required a de novo sentencing hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. R.C. 2929.191 remained viable after State v. Harper and State v. Henderson and authorized the trial
court to conduct the April 2010 hearing and issue corrected judgment entries limited to the proper
imposition of postrelease control. The trial court therefore possessed subject-matter jurisdiction, and the
denial of Rarden's 2024 resentencing motion was proper.

2. The court did not reach the merits of the finality argument because, after affirming the trial court's
jurisdiction to conduct the 2010 R.C. 2929.191 proceeding, the second assignment of error was moot.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We find the reasoning of the First District persuasive and agree that R.C. 2929.191 remains viable following
Harper.” (¶ 21)

“For the foregoing reasons, we conclude that the trial court possessed subject-matter jurisdiction to hold the
April 2010 R.C. 2929.191 hearing and therefore the trial court did not err in denying Rarden's December
2024 motion for resentencing.” (¶ 25)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2006, a jury convicted Lonnie Rarden of multiple felonies and misdemeanors, and the trial court imposed a
sentence of 26 and one-half years. The original sentencing court advised Rarden that postrelease control would
be imposed but failed to advise him of the consequences of violating postrelease control. In 2010, pursuant to
R.C. 2929.191, the court held a limited hearing and issued corrected entries addressing postrelease control.
Rarden later challenged the trial court's authority to conduct that hearing and sought de novo resentencing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rarden was convicted and sentenced in 2006, and his conviction and sentence were affirmed on direct appeal. In
2010, the trial court conducted a hearing and issued corrected judgment entries under R.C. 2929.191 to properly
impose postrelease control; that decision was also affirmed. In December 2024, Rarden sought de novo
resentencing based on State v. Harper and State v. Henderson, but the common pleas court denied the motion on
jurisdictional and res judicata grounds. The Court of Appeals affirmed, holding that the 2010 proceedings were
authorized by R.C. 2929.191 and finding the second assignment of error moot.
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