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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.   

Deionta Deangelo Beal was charged as a juvenile for acts that, had he been an 

adult, would have constituted four counts of aggravated robbery with firearm 

specifications, two counts of carrying a concealed weapon, two counts of having a 

weapon while under a disability, and one count of assault on a peace officer.  Two 

of the charges were mandatory bindover offenses, and the rest were 

discretionary.  Following a probable cause hearing in juvenile court, Beal waived 

his right to an amenability hearing on the discretionary offenses, and the trial 

court relinquished jurisdiction on all the offenses.  

In the general division of the common pleas court, Beal pleaded guilty to 

four counts of aggravated robbery and one count of assault, each with an 

accompanying firearm specification.  The trial court imposed an agreed sentence 

of 13 years of incarceration.  As part of the agreed sentence, the court ordered two 

of the aggravated robbery sentences to be served consecutively.   
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In his first assignment of error, Beal claims that the juvenile court erred in 

finding that there was probable cause that he had committed the acts alleged, and 

therefore, it should not have bound him over to the common pleas general division.  

Upon a review of the record, we hold that the state provided credible evidence in 

support of every element of each offense to raise more than a mere suspicion of guilt 

for each.  See State v. Iacona, 93 Ohio St.3d 83, 93, 752 N.E.2d 937 (2001).  We also 

hold that the trial court correctly evaluated the quality of the evidence presented 

when it determined that each charge was supported by probable cause. Id.; see In re 

A.J.S., 120 Ohio St.3d 185, 2008-Ohio-5307, 897 N.E.2d 629, ¶ 42–43.   

Beal next contends that the mandatory bindover laws violate: (1) the due 

process and due course clauses of the United States and Ohio Constitutions; (2) the 

equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment; and (3) the Eighth 

Amendment’s prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment.  We reject these 

arguments on the authority of State v. Aalim, 150 Ohio St.3d 489, 2017-Ohio-2956, 

83 N.E.3d 883 and State v. McKinney, 46 N.E.3d 179, 2015-Ohio-4398 (1st Dist.). 

Beal’s first assignment of error is overruled.  

In his second assignment of error, Beal argues that the trial court erred 

because it failed to make consecutive-sentencing findings and to incorporate those 

findings in its sentencing entry.  Because Beal’s agreed sentence was lawful, we lack 

the authority to review this issue.  See State v. Sergent, 148 Ohio St.3d 94, 2016-

Ohio-2696, 69 N.E.3d 627, ¶ 43.    

Beal also contends that the trial court erred when it failed to notify him at 

sentencing that he would be required to submit to DNA testing, that he could not 

ingest or be injected with a drug of abuse, and that he would be required to submit to 

random drug testing in prison.  This was harmless error.  State v. Taylor, 1st Dist. 

Hamilton No. C-150488, 2016-Ohio-4548, ¶ 4-6.  As was the trial court’s failure to 
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advise Beal of his right to appeal.  See Crim.R. 52(A).  Beal’s second assignment of 

error is overruled. 

In his third assignment of error, Beal argues that counsel was ineffective 

because he waived the amenability hearing on those charges subject to a 

discretionary bindover.  Counsel’s decision could be considered sound strategy as it 

arguably allowed Beal a stronger plea bargaining position in the common pleas 

general division. We therefore overrule this assignment of error. See Strickland v. 

Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687, 104 S.Ct. 2052, 80 L.Ed.2d 674 (1984); see 

also State v. Bradley, 42 Ohio St.3d 136, 538 N.E.2d 373 (1989), paragraphs two and 

three of the syllabus.     

 The judgment of the trial court is affirmed.  

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. 

MYERS, P.J., MILLER and DETERS, JJ.  

 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on December 27, 2017 

per order of the court _______________________________. 

     Presiding Judge 


