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SUMMARY

The Eighth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed Rahmean Ponzie’s convictions and aggregate

five-to-six-year prison sentence following his guilty plea to discharge of a firearm on or near

prohibited premises, felonious assault, and criminal damaging or endangering. The court held that the

trial court substantially complied with Ohio Crim.R. 11 and that Ponzie failed to demonstrate

prejudice from the court’s explanation of the Reagan Tokes indefinite-sentencing framework. The

court also held that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Ponzie’s presentence motion

to withdraw his guilty plea.
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Ponzie appealed his judgment of conviction and sentence following
his guilty plea, challenging the voluntariness and Crim.R. 11
compliance of the plea and the denial of his presentence motion to

withdraw it.

The denial of a presentence motion to withdraw a guilty plea is
reviewed for abuse of discretion. For alleged nonconstitutional
Crim.R. 11 deficiencies, a defendant must demonstrate prejudice

unless the trial court completely failed to comply with the rule.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ponzie’s guilty plea was knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily entered when the trial court

did not explain how his indefinite sentence would be calculated under the Reagan Tokes Law.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying Ponzie’s presentence motion to withdraw his
guilty plea.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not completely fail to comply with Crim.R. 11(C)(2)(a) because it informed Ponzie
that he faced an indefinite sentence, explained the minimum and maximum sentence ranges, and
confirmed that he understood them. Any failure to explain the calculation of those ranges was therefore

subject to the requirement that Ponzie demonstrate prejudice, which he failed to do.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Ponzie’s presentence motion to withdraw his guilty
plea.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A trial court’s complete failure to comply with a portion of Crim.R. 11(C) also eliminates the defendant’s

burden to show prejudice.” (1 12)

“Aside from these two exceptions, the traditional rule continues to apply: a defendant is not entitled to have
his [or her] plea vacated unless he [or she] demonstrates he [or she] was prejudiced by a failure of the trial

court to comply with the provisions of Crim.R. 11(C).” (1 16)

“A presentence motion to withdraw a guilty plea should be freely and liberally granted, and there is a

presumption in favor of permitting a presentence plea withdrawal.” (] 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On July 29, 2024, Ponzie and others were involved in an armed confrontation near his apartment complex, after
which Ponzie obtained an AR-style rifle and drove with codefendants to St. Malachi Church during a community
meal. Ponzie and Russell exited the vehicle and fired weapons toward Samuels near the church entrance; as they
fled, Samuels returned fire and struck a passenger in Ponzie’s vehicle. Ponzie was later indicted on multiple
firearm, felonious-assault, and criminal-damaging charges and ultimately pleaded guilty to three offenses under

a packaged plea agreement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



A Cuyahoga County grand jury indicted Ponzie on multiple firearm, felonious-assault, and criminal-damaging
charges arising from a shooting near St. Malachi Church. Pursuant to a packaged plea agreement, Ponzie pleaded
guilty to discharge of a firearm on or near prohibited premises, felonious assault with a firearm specification, and
criminal damaging or endangering; the remaining charges and specifications were dismissed. Before sentencing,
he moved to withdraw his plea, asserting ineffective assistance and a possible self-defense claim. The common
pleas court held a hearing, denied the motion, and imposed an aggregate indefinite prison term of five to six

years. The appellate court affirmed.
DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The judgment was affirmed, and the case was remanded to the trial court for execution of the sentence. Any bail

pending appeal was terminated.
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