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JUDGMENT ENTRY. 

  

We consider this appeal on the accelerated calendar, and this judgment entry 

is not an opinion of the court.  See Rep.Op.R. 3.1; App.R. 11.1(E); 1st Dist. Loc.R. 

11.1.1. 

Following the entry of guilty pleas, the trial court found defendant-appellant 

Anthony Williams guilty of trafficking in cocaine, assault and vandalism.  After 

reviewing a presentence-investigation report that indicated that Williams had a high 

risk for recidivism, the trial court imposed concurrent 12-month prison terms for 

each count.  Williams now appeals his sentences, arguing in a single assignment of 

error that they are contrary to law.  Although the state argues to the contrary, the 

record does not show that this appeal is moot.  Therefore, after reviewing Williams’s 

challenge to his sentences, we affirm the trial court’s judgment.   

We may only vacate or modify a sentence imposed by a trial court if we clearly 

and convincingly find that the record does not support the mandatory sentencing 
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findings or that the sentence is otherwise contrary to law. State v. White, 2013-Ohio-

4225, 997 N.E.2d 629, ¶ 11 (1st Dist.); R.C. 2953.08(G)(2).  

Here, all of the sentences were within the applicable statutory ranges and 

were not otherwise contrary to law.  The trial court was not required to discuss the 

factors contained in R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 on the record, and, unless it is 

demonstrated otherwise, we presume the trial court considered these statutes.  See 

State v. Finnell, 1st Dist. Hamilton Nos. C-140547 and C-140548, 2015-Ohio-4842, ¶ 

54.  It is clear from the record that the trial court considered the purposes and 

principles of sentencing.    Finally, the trial court’s failure to notify Williams that he 

would be required to submit a DNA specimen was harmless error.  See State v. 

Taylor, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-150488, 2016-Ohio-4548, ¶ 6; R.C. 2901.07(B)(1).   

Accordingly, the trial court did not err in the imposition of sentence.  The 

single assignment of error is overruled, and the judgment of the trial court is 

affirmed.   

 Further, a certified copy of this judgment entry shall constitute the mandate, 

which shall be sent to the trial court under App.R. 27.  Costs shall be taxed under 

App.R. 24. 

HENDON, P.J., MOCK and STAUTBERG, JJ. 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on November 16, 2016 
 
per order of the court ____________________________. 
            Presiding Judge 


