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SUMMARY

The Fifth District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed Jason F. Dooley’s conviction and seven-month
prison sentence for felony escape. The court held that the trial court’s inquiry into Dooley’s psychiatric
medication sufficiently established that his guilty plea was knowing, intelligent, and voluntary under
Ohio Criminal Rule 11. The court also rejected his ineffective-assistance claim based on counsel’s
failure to request a waiver of court costs.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court violated Crim.R. 11 or constitutional requirements by failing to conduct further
inquiry after Dooley stated that psychiatric medication did not affect his ability to understand the guilty-
plea proceedings.

2. Whether trial counsel provided ineffective assistance by failing to request a waiver of court costs at
sentencing.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court was not required to conduct additional inquiry after Dooley unequivocally stated that his
psychiatric medication did not affect his ability to understand the proceedings, and the totality of the
plea colloquy established that his guilty plea was knowing, intelligent, and voluntary.

2. Dooley failed to establish ineffective assistance because counsel's failure to request waiver of costs did
not violate an essential duty and Dooley failed to show a reasonable probability that the trial court would
have waived costs had counsel made the request.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An appellate court determining whether a guilty plea was entered knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily
conducts a de novo review of the record to ensure that the trial court complied with the constitutional and
procedural safeguards.” (¶ 10)

“Akin to the facts of State v. Back, when Dooley answered that the medication did not affect his ability to
understand the proceedings, further inquiry by the trial court was not necessary.” (¶ 19)

“a determination of indigency alone does not rise to the level of creating a reasonable probability that the
trial court would have waived costs had defense counsel moved the court to do so” (¶ 32)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dooley was indicted for fifth-degree-felony escape and ultimately pleaded guilty. During the plea colloquy, he
disclosed that he was taking psychiatric medication but expressly stated that the medication did not affect his
ability to understand the proceedings. The record also showed that he understood the trial rights he was waiving,
the maximum penalties, post-release control, and the plea proceedings. Dooley was found indigent for purposes
of appointed counsel, but trial counsel did not request waiver of court costs at sentencing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Muskingum County grand jury indicted Dooley for escape. He initially pleaded not guilty, later entered a
guilty plea after a Crim.R. 11 colloquy, and was sentenced to seven months in prison. He appealed, arguing that
the trial court inadequately investigated whether his psychiatric medication affected his plea and that counsel
was ineffective for failing to request waiver of court costs.
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