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LARRY A.JONES, SR, J.:
{111} Defendant-appellant, Cedric Glaze (“Glaze”), appeals his conviction and sentence
for involuntary manslaughter and felonious assault.  Finding no merit to the appeal, we affirm.
{112} In 2015, Glaze was charged with aggravated murder and two counts of felonious
assault; the charges were accompanied by one- and three-year firearm specifications. The
indictment stemmed from the shooting of Sachin Rana (*Rana’), which resulted in Rana s death.
After extensive plea negotiations with the state, Glaze agreed to plead guilty to one count of
involuntary manslaughter with one- and three-year firearm specifications and two counts of
felonious assault without the accompanying firearm specifications. The parties also agreed to a

prison sentence of 20 to 25 years and that none of the charges would merge as allied offenses of



similar import.

{113} The court sentenced Glaze to 11 years for involuntary mans aughter, 4 years for each
felonious assault, and 3 years for the firearm specifications. The court ordered the sentences to
run consecutively for atotal of 22 yearsin prison.

{114} Glaze filed a timely notice of appea and raises three assignments of error for our
review. Further facts will be discussed under the assignments of error.

I. The trial court erred by sentencing the appellant to multiple consecutive
sentences.

[I.  Trial counsel was ineffective rendering the pleainvoluntary.

[1l.  Thetria court’s sentence of twenty-two (22) years was contrary to law.

{115} We will first address the second assignment of error, concerning Glaze's clam that
his counsel was ineffective, and then combine the discussion related to the first and third
assigned errors.

{116} In the second assignment of error, Glaze claims that he was afforded ineffective
assistance of counsel and that rendered his pleainvoluntary.

{17} To demonstrate ineffective assistance of counsel, a defendant must prove (1) that
counsel’ s performance fell below an objective standard of reasonableness, and (2) that counsel’s
deficient performance prejudiced the defendant resulting in an unreliable or fundamentally unfair
outcome of the proceeding. Sate v. Madrigal, 87 Ohio St.3d 378, 388-389, 721 N.E.2d 52
(2000), citing Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687-688, 104 S.Ct. 2052, 80 L.Ed.2d 674
(1984). In the context of a guilty plea, prejudice is demonstrated by a showing that “there is a
reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s error, the defendant would not have pled guilty.”

Sate v. DelManzo, 11th Dist. Lake No. 2009-L-167, 2010-Ohio-3555, 1/ 33.



{118} Glaze contends that counsel was ineffective for stipulating to the court psychiatric
clinic’s evaluation, which concluded that Glaze was competent to stand trial.

{119} In stipulating to the findings of the evaluation, counsel for Glaze stated: “I’ve had
plenty time to pursue it, review it and have gone over it with [Glaze]. And the defense at this
point will stipulate to the ultimate conclusions of Dr. Soliman, who | have personally spoke with,
and will stipulate Mr. Glaze is currently competent to stand trial and defend the proceedings
against him.” The state also stipulated to the findings of the evauation, and the trial court
accepted the stipulations of the parties.

{1110} Although Glaze contends that counsel should not have stipulated to the
competency report, there is no evidence in the record that counsel acted inappropriately or that
Glaze was incompetent at the time he entered his plea. During the plea colloquy, the court
inquired of Glaze and he answered that he understood each right he was waiving and the
consequences of his plea agreement.

{111} Thus, Glaze cannot show that counsel’s performance fell below an objective
standard of reasonableness so as to render his pleainvoluntary. The second assignment of error
isoverruled.

{112} In the first and third assignments of error, Glaze contends that the trial court erred
in sentencing him to consecutive sentences and that his sentence was contrary to law because his
sentence was both disproportionate to similarly situated offenders and excessive in light of the
statutory purposes and principles of sentencing.

{1113} We note, however, that an agreed-upon sentence may not be appealed if (1) both
the defendant and the state agree to the sentence, (2) the trial court imposes the agreed sentence,

and (3) the sentence is authorized by law. R.C. 2953.08(D)(1). If all three conditions are met,



the defendant may not appeal the sentence. State v. Heisa, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 101877,
2015-0Ohio-2269, 1 27, citing Sate v. Underwood, 124 Ohio St.3d 365, 368, 2010-Ohio-1, 922
N.E.2d 923.

{1114} Recently, this court discussed the reviewability of a sentence that fals within a
jointly recommended sentencing range, is authorized by law, and includes nonmandatory
consecutive sentences. State v. Grant, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 104918, 2018-Ohio-1759. In
Grant, the parties agreed to an aggregate sentence of 6 to 20 years. The defendant agreed that
any sentence within that range was appropriate and the trial court recognized that, given the
range of 6 to 20 years, there would be some consideration of consecutive sentences. Id. at § 26.

A panel of this court held that atrial court’s imposition of nonmandatory consecutive sentences
within an agreed sentencing range is a jointly recommended sentence that is authorized by law
and not reviewable on appeal under R.C. 2953.08(D)(1). Id. at 1 29.

{115} In this case, the parties agreed to a sentence in the range of 20 to 25 years; that
range would necessarily include consecutive sentences. The trial court acknowledged the
agreement and sentenced Glaze to 11 years in prison for involuntary manslaughter, a first-degree
felony, and an additional 3 years on the firearm specification. That sentence is within the
statutory range. See R.C. 2929.14(A)(1) and 2929.14(B)(1)(a)(ii). The court also sentenced
Glaze to a consecutive 4 years for each felonious assault, which is within the statutory range for a
second-degree felony, see R.C. 2929.14(A)(2), for an aggregate sentence of 22 years. Thus,
Glaze' s sentence was authorized by law.

{1116} Thus, because a trial court’s imposition of honmandatory consecutive sentences
within an agreed sentencing range is a jointly recommended sentence that is authorized by law

and not reviewable on appeal under R.C. 2953.08(D)(1), the first and third assignments of error



are overruled.

{1117} Judgment affirmed.

It is ordered that appellee recover of appellant costs herein taxed.

The court finds there were reasonable grounds for this appeal .

It is ordered that a special mandate issue out of this court directing the common pleas
court to carry this judgment into execution. The defendant’s conviction having been affirmed,
any bail pending appeal is terminated. Case remanded to the trial court for execution of

sentence.

A certified copy of this entry shall constitute the mandate pursuant to Rule 27 of the

Rules of Appellate Procedure.

LARRY A. JONES, SR., JUDGE

MELODY J. STEWART, P.J,, and
PATRICIA ANN BLACKMON, J., CONCUR






