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KINSLEY, Presiding Judge. 

This court sua sponte removes this cause from the regular calendar and places 

it on the court’s accelerated calendar, and this judgment entry is not an opinion of the 

court. See Rep.Op.R. 3.1; App.R. 11.1(E); Loc.R. 11.1. 

Defendant-appellant Edward Murray pleaded guilty to involuntary 

manslaughter in violation of R.C. 2903.04(A), a felony of the first degree.  As part of a 

plea agreement with the State, the charge was amended from murder in violation of 

R.C. 2903.02(B), a felony of the second degree.  The State also dismissed an additional 

murder count, as well as counts of endangering children and felonious assault, all 

second-degree felonies, in exchange for Murray’s guilty plea.   

At the State’s request, the trial court sentenced Murray to an indefinite prison 

term of 11 years to 16 years and six months, the maximum sentence permitted by law. 

Murray received credit for the 579 days he already served and was ordered to pay court 

costs.  Murray was also sentenced to two to five years of postrelease control. 
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On appeal, Murray raises a single assignment of error.  He argues that the trial 

court failed to consider the felony sentencing factors in R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 

before imposing a maximum term of incarceration.  We disagree. 

Under R.C. 2953.08(G)(2)(b), an “appellate court cannot modify or vacate a 

sentence based on its view that the sentence is not supported by the record under R.C. 

2929.11 and 2929.12.”  State v. Smith, 2024-Ohio-2187, ¶ 14 (1st Dist.).  Rather, 

appellate courts are only permitted to reverse or modify sentencing decisions that are 

contrary to law.  State v. Brunson, 2022-Ohio-4299, ¶ 69.  Absent clear evidence to 

the contrary, we presume the trial court considered R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 in 

pronouncing a felony sentence, and a trial court is not required to use specific language 

or make specific findings to demonstrate that it considered these factors.  State v. 

Hart, 2024-Ohio-4552, ¶ 12 (1st Dist.).   

Given these principles, we presume that the trial court properly considered 

R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 before imposing the maximum term of incarceration in 

Murray’s case.  No evidence in the record below suggests that the trial court deviated 

from these guidelines.   

But even without that presumption, the record also indicates that the trial court 

specifically considered R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 in this case.  The trial court said it 

had done so before pronouncing Murray’s sentence, and it offered a detailed 

explanation for the prison term it imposed.  More specifically, the trial court 

emphasized the seriousness of Murray’s actions—he threw the 21-month-old son of his 

girlfriend into a brick wall, causing his death.  It also stressed the severity of the child’s 

injuries and how painful his death must have been as factors motivating its sentence.   

See, e.g., R.C. 2929.12(B)(1)-(2) (requiring a trial court to consider the victim’s 

physical injury and age and the severity of the victim’s harm in imposing a felony 
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sentence).  These statements show that the trial court did in fact consider the required 

factors when sentencing Murray.  

Therefore, Murray’s sentence was not contrary to law, as the record supports 

the presumption that the trial court considered the purposes of felony sentencing 

under R.C. 2929.11 and the statutory factors under R.C. 2929.12.  Murray’s sole 

assignment of error is overruled, and the trial court’s judgment is affirmed.  

The court further orders that (1) a copy of this Judgment constitutes the 

mandate, (2) the mandate be sent to the trial court for execution under App.R. 27, and 

(3) costs shall be taxed under App.R. 24. 

CROUSE and MOORE, JJ., concur. 

 
 
To the clerk: 

Enter upon the journal of the court on 7/8/2026 per order of the court. 

 

By:_______________________ 
                Administrative Judge 


