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SUMMARY:

The findings of fact and conclusions of law denying the postconviction petition were not demonstrably the product of the common pleas court’s failure to engage in the deliberative process mandated by R.C. 2953.21(C), and the court’s verbatim adoption of the state’s proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law did not provide a basis for reversal, when they adequately advanced their purposes. 

The common pleas court properly denied under the doctrine of res judicata petitioner’s postconviction claim challenging trial counsel’s effectiveness in failing to question or exercise a peremptory challenge to exclude a juror based on views expressed in his questionnaire concerning the death penalty and race, because the challenge could fairly have been, and was, determined on direct appeal.

The common pleas court properly denied as unsupported petitioner’s postconviction claims alleging trial counsel’s ineffectiveness in preparing and presenting his case during the guilt and penalty phases of his trial, including counsel’s alleged failure to present evidence to impeach the state’s witnesses and demonstrate residual doubt and to present in mitigation lay and expert testimony concerning petitioner’s learning disability and neuropsychological impairment.
The common pleas court properly denied petitioner’s postconviction claim alleging the discriminatory application of the death-penalty law in Hamilton County and Ohio, in the absence of evidence of racial discrimination in the imposition of the death penalty in petitioner’s case.   

The common pleas court properly declined to afford petitioner either discovery to develop his postconviction claims or funding for experts to aid in that discovery, when his petition and its supporting evidentiary material did not demonstrate substantive grounds for relief.

The doctrine of “cumulative error” did not provide a basis for reversing petitioner’s judgment of conviction, when the court of appeals discerned no error in the common pleas court’s denial of his postconviction claims or in the court’s refusal to afford him discovery to develop those claims.

JUDGMENT:

AFFIRMED

JUDGES:

CUNNINGHAM, P.J., ZAYAS and MILLER, JJ. 
