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The jointly recommended consecutive prison sentences imposed upon defendant’s guilty pleas to aggravated trafficking and trafficking were not subject to review on direct appeal, because the sentences were authorized by law: R.C. 2925.03(C)(1)(e) required a prison term for his aggravated-trafficking offense, and R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) did not require findings to support the jointly recommended consecutive sentences.  R.C. 2953.08(D)(1).



The common pleas court had no jurisdiction to entertain defendant’s postconviction motion seeking resentencing for alleged errors in the imposition of mandatory prison time and consecutive sentences without the R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) findings:  the motion was not reviewable under R.C. 2953.21 et seq. as a postconviction petition because it did not allege a constitutional violation, under Crim.R. 33 as a motion for a new trial or under Crim.R. 32.1 as a motion to withdraw guilty pleas because the conviction was upon guilty pleas and the motion did not seek withdrawal of those pleas, or under R.C. Chapter 2731 as a petition for a writ of mandamus, under R.C. Chapter 2721 as a declaratory judgment action, or under R.C. Chapter 2725 as a petition for a writ of habeas corpus, because the motion did not satisfy those statutes’ procedural requirements.  See R.C. 2731.04, 2721.12(A), and 2725.04.



Defendant’s appeal, taken from the common pleas court’s judgment overruling his postconviction motion seeking resentencing for alleged errors in the imposition of mandatory prison time and consecutive sentences without the R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) findings, was subject to dismissal for lack of jurisdiction:  because the motion was not reviewable by the common pleas court under R.C. 2953.21 et seq., the judgment overruling the motion was not reviewable by the court of appeals under the jurisdiction conferred by R.C. 2953.23(B) to review an order denying postconviction relief; because the judgment was not a “final order,” it was not reviewable by the court of appeals under the jurisdiction conferred by R.C. 2505.03(A) to review, affirm, modify, or reverse a “final order, judgment or decree”; and because mandatory prison time was required for defendant’s aggravated-trafficking offense and R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) findings were not required for the jointly recommended consecutive sentences, the judgment of conviction was not subject to correction by either the common pleas court or the court of appeals under the jurisdiction to correct a void judgment.
 JUDGMENT:
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