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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 S.Ct.R.Rep.Op. 2; App.R. 11.1(E); 1st Dist. Loc.R. 11.1.1. 

Raising a single assignment of error, defendant-appellant Jevon T. Humes 

challenges the trial court’s imposition of consecutive, 18-month prison sentences following 

his pleas of guilty to two counts of gross sexual imposition, punishable as fourth-degree 

felonies.  Humes’ victims were his teenage stepdaughters.  In exchange for Humes’ guilty 

pleas, the state dismissed two other gross-sexual-imposition charges.   

At sentencing, the trial court reviewed the plea proceedings, the presentence 

investigation, a court clinic evaluation of Humes, victim-impact statements, the arresting 

officer’s statement, and the statements of Humes and of counsel.  The trial court reviewed 

the purposes and principles of felony sentencing reflected in the facts of Humes’ offenses.  

Based upon these factors it exercised its discretion to impose prison terms for these sex 

offenses.  See R.C. 2929.13(B)(1)(b)(v).  The court also made findings that consecutive 
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sentences were necessary under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4).  The aggregate prison term was 36 

months.   

On appeal, Humes first argues that the trial court’s imposition of consecutive, 

maximum terms of incarceration was contrary to law because the court failed to consider 

the principles and purposes of sentencing, and to make the findings required to support 

consecutive terms.  These arguments are feckless.   

Under R.C. 2953.08(G)(2), we may modify or vacate Humes’ sentences only if we 

clearly and convincingly find that the record does not support the consecutive-sentencing 

findings, or that the sentences are otherwise contrary to law.  See State v. White, 2013-

Ohio-4225, 997 N.E.2d 629, ¶ 11 (1st Dist.). 

Here, it is clear from the trial court’s remarks at the sentencing hearing that it 

expressly considered the relevant provisions of R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 in fashioning 

Humes’ sentences.  The court noted Humes’ record of prior criminal offenses, including 

convictions for domestic violence, resisting arrest, and drug trafficking, and his serious 

juvenile adjudications for trafficking in drugs, assault, and theft.  The court noted that 

Humes had failed to amend his behavior after the prior incarcerations, and that he had 

received unfavorable terminations of previous community-control sanctions.  The court 

also emphasized that Humes had inflicted serious psychological harm on his young 

victims.  It also observed that Humes showed no remorse for his actions.    

Moreover, the trial court articulated the statutory findings to support consecutive 

sentences during the sentencing hearing, and incorporated its consecutive-sentencing 

findings into the sentencing entries as required by State v. Bonnell, 140 Ohio St.3d 209, 

2014-Ohio-3177, 16 N.E.3d 659.  The record of Humes’ crimes amply supports the trial 

court’s R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) findings.  See R.C. 2953.08(G). 
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Humes next argues that the trial court failed to inform him, under R.C. 

2929.19(B)(2)(f), that he could not ingest or be injected with a drug of abuse while in 

prison and that he was required to submit to random drug testing in prison.  We have 

repeatedly rejected this argument.  E.g., State v. Haywood, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-

130525, 2014-Ohio-2801, ¶ 18.  R.C. 2929.19(B)(2)(f) was intended to discourage 

defendants from using drugs in prison, and confers no substantive rights upon a 

defendant.  Therefore, the trial court’s failure to comply with the requirements of that 

section did not prejudice Humes and constituted harmless error.  Haywood at ¶ 18. 

Finally, Humes argues that the trial court erred by imposing sentence without 

informing him of his eligibility for earned-days credit.  But Humes was sentenced after the 

September 2012 effective date of the statutory amendments eliminating the requirement 

that a court sentencing a felony offender provide notice of eligibility for earning days of 

credit.  See State v. Curless, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-130204, 2014-Ohio-1493, ¶ 13.  

Therefore, the trial court had no duty to inform him at sentencing that he would be eligible 

to earn credit towards his sentence while incarcerated.   

We, therefore, overrule his assignment of error, and affirm the trial court’s 

judgment. 

Further, a certified copy of this judgment entry shall be sent to the trial court 

under App.R. 27.  Costs shall be taxed under App.R. 24. 

 

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

 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on August 5, 2016 

per order of the court _______________________________. 
    Presiding Judge 


