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SUMMARY

The Fifth District Court of Appeals affirmed Samantha Huff's convictions and sentences following
negotiated guilty pleas and the revocation of community control. The court held that Huff's statements
during the plea hearing did not constitute a continuing protestation of innocence requiring an enhanced
Alford plea inquiry, and that her valid guilty plea supported the community-control violations.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Huff appealed her convictions, sentences, and revocation of
community control following negotiated guilty pleas and admissions
to community-control violations.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court evaluated whether the guilty plea complied with Crim.R. 11
and whether competent and credible evidence supported revocation of
community control.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Huff's guilty plea was knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily entered despite statements
indicating that she did not know about the heroin and whether the trial court was required to conduct the
enhanced inquiry applicable to an Alford plea.

2. Whether Huff's guilty plea to possession of heroin constituted competent and credible evidence
supporting revocation of her community control.

HOLDINGS

1. The guilty plea was knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily entered. Because Huff did not persist in a
protestation of innocence after consulting with counsel and confirming her desire to plead guilty, the
trial court was not required to conduct the enhanced inquiry applicable to an Alford plea.

2. Because Huff's guilty plea to possession of heroin was validly entered, her admission to the related
community-control violation constituted competent and credible evidence supporting revocation of
community control.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Huff did not persist in a protestation of innocence after consulting with her attorney, the enhanced
Crim.R. 11 inquiry applicable to an Alford plea was not required.” (¶ 36)

“Because Huff’s guilty plea was validly entered, her admission to the community control violations based
upon the conviction for possession of heroin constitutes competent and credible evidence that she violated the
conditions of her community control.” (¶ 40)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Huff was indicted in three Richland County criminal cases, including a heroin-possession charge involving
nearly fifty-four grams of heroin allegedly found during a probationary home inspection. She pleaded guilty to
the heroin charge after the trial court denied a continuance on the morning of trial, and she later admitted
violating community control through the guilty plea and a positive alcohol test. The trial court imposed an
indefinite four-to-six-year term for heroin possession and additional prison terms for the community-control
violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Huff pleaded guilty to aggravated possession of drugs, failure to comply with the order or signal of a police
officer, operating a vehicle under the influence, and possession of heroin. She was initially placed on community
control in two cases, later pleaded guilty to the heroin charge, and admitted two community-control violations.
The Richland County Court of Common Pleas revoked community control and imposed consecutive and
concurrent prison terms. The Fifth District consolidated the appeals and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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