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SUMMARY

The Ohio Eighth District Court of Appeals held that the state's appeal of Jamone Mims's sentence was
ripe and within the court's jurisdiction. The court ruled that jail-time credit cannot be applied to the
mandatory prison term for a firearm specification under R.C. 2929.14(B)(1)(b) and State v. Moore. It
reversed in part and remanded for a limited resentencing entry applying the credit to the underlying
felony sentence instead.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The State of Ohio obtained leave to appeal a felony sentencing entry
under App.R. 5(C) and R.C. 2945.67, challenging the trial court's
application of jail-time credit to a mandatory firearm-specification
sentence. Mims moved to dismiss on ripeness and jurisdiction
grounds. The appellate court denied the motion, found the appeal ripe
and within its jurisdiction, sustained the State's assignment of error,
and ordered a limited resentencing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Felony sentences are reviewed under R.C. 2953.08(G)(2). The
appellate court may increase, reduce, modify, or vacate and remand a
sentence if it clearly and convincingly finds that the record does not
support specified sentencing findings or that the sentence is otherwise
contrary to law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the State's challenge to the sentencing entry was ripe for adjudication before Mims was granted
judicial release.

2. Whether the appellate court had jurisdiction to review a sentencing entry that phrased the challenged
allocation of jail-time credit as a request to the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction.

3. Whether R.C. 2929.14(B)(1)(b) permits jail-time credit to be applied to a mandatory prison term
imposed for a firearm specification.

4. Whether refusing to apply jail-time credit to the mandatory firearm-specification term violated equal
protection because Mims was indigent and unable to post bond.

HOLDINGS

1. The appeal was constitutionally and prudentially ripe because the challenged sentencing entry created an
existing legal injury, presented a purely legal issue that would not be clarified by further factual
development, and postponing review could cause hardship to the parties.

2. The appellate court had jurisdiction to review the sentencing entry even though the trial court
characterized the challenged directive as a request to the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction.

3. A sentencing entry may not apply jail-time credit to a mandatory prison term imposed for a firearm
specification. The trial court's contrary directive violated R.C. 2929.14(B)(1)(b) and was contrary to law.

4. Refusing to apply jail-time credit to the mandatory firearm-specification term did not violate equal
protection, even though Mims was indigent and unable to post bond.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The trial court’s sentencing entry was a final, appealable order and it applied jail-time credit to the
mandatory prison term imposed on the firearm specification.” (¶ 25)

“In other words, however well-intentioned a trial court may be in crafting a criminal sentence, it has no
discretion to impose a sentence that is contrary to law.” (¶ 31)

“The Supreme Court in Moore held that R.C. 2929.14(B)(1)(b) does not allow jail-time credit to be applied to
mandatory firearm-specification sentences.” (¶ 33)



“The trial court is directed to vacate its prior sentencing order and issue a new journal entry that does not
include a request to apply jail-time credit to the mandatory prison term but instead applies that credit to the
underlying felony sentence.” (¶ 43)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mims was indicted for felonious assault under R.C. 2903.11(A)(2) with a one-year firearm specification under
R.C. 2941.141(A), among other offenses. He pleaded guilty to the charge and specification after spending
approximately 20 months in pretrial detention, and the trial court calculated 588 days of jail-time credit. The
court imposed the mandatory one-year firearm-specification term before and consecutive to an indefinite two-to-
three-year sentence for the underlying felony, but directed that the jail-time credit be applied to the firearm-
specification term because of the pandemic-related circumstances and Mims's detention.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Cuyahoga County grand jury indicted Mims for felonious assault with a firearm specification and other
offenses. Mims pleaded guilty to the felonious-assault charge and specification, and the State dismissed the
remaining counts. The trial court imposed a one-year mandatory firearm-specification term consecutive to an
indefinite two-to-three-year sentence for the underlying felony and directed that jail-time credit be applied first
to the specification. The State appealed after obtaining leave, and the Eighth District reversed that portion of the
sentence and remanded for a corrected sentencing entry.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The trial court must conduct a limited resentencing, vacate the prior sentencing order, and issue a new journal
entry that does not request application of jail-time credit to the mandatory firearm-specification term and instead
applies the credit to the underlying felony sentence.
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