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I have received the following case regarding Christoph Blume and according to the Ohio Penal Code 2901.05 (A), “Every person accused of an offense is presumed innocent until proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, and the burden of proof for all elements of the offense is upon the prosecution. The burden of going forward with the evidence of an affirmative defense, and the burden of proof, by a preponderance of the evidence, for an affirmative defense other than self-defense, defense of another, or defense of the accused's residence also know as the “castle doctrine” which means you do not have a duty to retreat before using force in your residences. This, however, doesn’t not apply to the given situation as Stephon Archer was brought into the home buy his sister Lori Blume (Christoph’s wife) and did not unlawfully enter the home.
During the trial the prosecution bears the burden of proving, beyond a reasonable doubt, the defendant did not use force in self-defense. (Lawriter) Self-defense law requires the response to match the level of the threat in questions. “The defendant can only employ as much force as required to remove the threat. If the threat involves minor force and the defendant uses force that can cause bodily harm and/or death, the claim of self-defense will fail.” (FindLaw) For this defense to work we need evidence that Christoph believed he and his wife were in intimate danger. 
In Ohio, there are 3 elements to a self-defense claim, and these consist of the defendant not being at fault in creating or escalating the threatening situation. The defendant had reasonable grounds for believing there was a real danger of immediate bodily harm, and that the defendant made reasonable efforts to avoid or retreat from the threatening situation before resorting to force. (DFM-law) Regarding the first element, there had been altercations throughout the night between Christoph and Stephon which leads me to believe that this element will fall through in court. Secondly, there must be a real danger of immediate bodily harm. However, in this specific situation, I don’t see Christoph's reaction as justifiable in defense as Stephon did not have a weapon and it is stated that Stephon approached him in a “woozy” manner not in one that is threatening in any way. Lastly, it needs to be proven that the defendant made reasonable efforts to avoid or retreat from the threatening situation before using force, to which Christoph did not.
Self Defense has been used successfully in the criminal justice system under certain circumstances, when reviewing cases it seems as though a lot of self-defense cases are successful when it involves abusive relationships and battered woman syndrome such as in State v. Koss in 1990  and more recently, City of Parma v. Treanor in 2018, when a son entered the home of his father drunk and aggressively although he was not welcome at the home. The last case is 
When it comes to Christoph the prosecution proved beyond a reasonable doubt that he intended to come down the stairs with intent to kill Stephon. To decide this information we must look at the case and facts presented. Chris and Steph had been arguing all night, so much so that it made guests feel uncomfortable and they left the part. The verbal altercations then turned into physical ones that were witnessed by neighbors. Both Chris and Steph are guilty in regard to provoking one another and although there was a physical altercation there is no mention of serious injuries sustained for it to be reasonable to bring a gun into the fight. 
Finally, to summarize, I do not believe that Christoph's actions were out of self-defense. There had been previous altercations throughout the night and when he was approached by Steph, he did not try to back away or protect himself in any manner before pulling the trigger. Christophs decision to shoot Steph doesn’t match the action of Steph walking toward him, especially with no severe injuries occurring during this time.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
Northern District of Ohio
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
		Plaintiff
vs. 
Christoph Blume,
Defendant

Docket No. 298-04-076
DEFENDANT’S DEMAND FOR
DISCOVERY AND INSPECTION(Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(a))

TO Robert Scorpio, UNITED STATES ATTORNEY:
1. Pursuant to Rule 16(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, Christoph Blume, the defendant in this action, demands disclosure for purposes of inspection and/or copying and/or photographing each of the following:
2. All relevant written or recorded statements made by the defendant, or copies of those statements, that are within the possession, custody, or control of the government, and the existence of which is known, or by the exercise of due diligence may become known, to the attorney for the government.
3. The substance of any oral statement that the government intends to use at trial and that was made by the defendant, whether before or after arrest, in response to interrogation by any person then known to the defendant to be a government agent.
4. That portion of any written record containing the substance of any relevant oral statement that was made by the defendant, whether before or after arrest, in response to interrogation by any person then known to the defendant to be a government agent.
5. All recorded testimony of the defendant before a grand jury that relates to the offense charged.
6. A copy of the defendant’s prior criminal record, if any, that is within the possession, custody, or control of the government, the existence of which is known, or by the exercise of due diligence may become known, to the attorney for the government.
7. All books, papers, documents, data, photographs, tangible objects, buildings or places, or copies or portions of these items, that are within the possession, custody, or control of the government and that the government intends to use as evidence in its case-in-chief at the trial.
8. All books, papers, documents, data, photographs, tangible objects, buildings or places, or copies or portions of these items, that were obtained from the defendant.
9. All books, papers, documents, data, photographs, tangible objects, buildings or places, or copies or portions of these items that belong to the defendant, as well as any other similar items belonging to the defendant that are in the government’s possession, custody, or control.
10. All of the following books, papers, documents, data, photographs, tangible objects, buildings or places, or copies or portions of these items that are material to the preparation of defendant’s defense, as well as any other items in the possession, custody, or control of the government that are material to the preparation of the defense.
11. All results or reports of physical or mental examinations, and of scientific tests or experiments, or copies of those results or reports, that are within the possession, custody, or control of the government, the existence of which is known, or by the exercise of due diligence may become known, to the attorney for the government, and that the government intends to use as evidence in its case-in-chief at the trial.
12. All material now known to the government, or that may become known, or that through due diligence may be learned from the investigating officers or the witnesses in the case, that is exculpatory in nature or favorable to the accused or that may lead to exculpatory material. This request includes the reports of any investigations carried out by the FBI or the police of suspects other than the defendant. 
Compliance with Demand
1. The materials sought by this demand must be produced for examination as provided for in Rule 16 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure on July 25, 2019, at, 10:00 a.m. at the offices of Ironside, Sifuentes, Matlock and Reagan, P.C., whose address is 123 Legal Way, This place, Ohio, 44313. 
2. If, subsequent to the production time and date described above, but prior to or during trial, the government discovers additional evidence or material that responds to the requests set out in this demand and that is subject to discovery or inspection under Criminal Rule 16 or any other rule, statute, case, or order of this Court, the government must promptly notify the attorney for the defendant of the existence of this additional evidence or material. 
3. If the government fails to comply with the terms of this demand, the defendant will move for an order compelling compliance, an order prohibiting the government from introducing the undisclosed evidence at the trial, or both. 
Dated: July 18, 2019 
Ironside, Sifuentes, Matlock, ad Reagan, P.C. 
By: ______________________  
Steven Ironside 
123 Legal Way, This place, Ohio, 44313
(330) 899-8965
gmensuits@lawyersrus.org
Attorneys for Defendant 
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DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF OHIO
COUNTY OF SUMMIT
Honorable Judge R. Judy
Case No.   298-04-076 

STATE OF OHIO,
		Plaintiff,
                 v.
CHRISTOPHER BLUME,
Defendant

NOTICE OF MOTION TO DISMISS INDICTMENT

Sir or Madam:
Upon the annexed, affirmation of Steven Ironside, Esq., sworn to Ironside, Sifuentes, Matlock, and Reagan, P.C. 1999, and the indictment and all proceedings previously had, the defendant, Christoph Blume will move this court at a Criminal Term, Part B thereof, at the Courthouse, located at 112 Law Street, Akron, Ohio 44313 , on August 18, 2019 at 10:00 A.M.  or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard, for an order pursuant to Criminal Procedure Law Rule 12(B)(6) of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure.

1. Dismissing the indictment upon the following grounds: Dismissal is required in furtherance of Justice.
2. Exonerating bail.
3. Granting such other and further relief as to the court may seem just and proper.

Dated: August 20, 2019
Steven Ironside
Attorney for Defendant
112 Law Street
Akron, Ohio
456-456-4657
To: 
Hon. Samuel Winchester
District Attorney
Fairfield County
210 That Street
Akron, Ohio
Clerk, Part A
Supreme Court of the State of Ohio
Summit County 


CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF AKRON 
County of Summit
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	STATE OF OHIO,
		Plaintiff,
                 v.
CHRISTOPHER BLUME,
                          Defendant
	




Affirmation
Case No.   298-04-076 

Steven Ironside, an attorney at law duly admitted to practice in the State of Ohio, affirms the following under penalty of perjury:
1. I am the attorney for the defendant, Christopher Blume, and I make this affirmation in support of the annexed notice of motion to dismiss the prosecutor’s information accusing him of the offense of murder in the second degree.

2. This action was commenced on the 16th day of August 2019, when information was filed with the Criminal Court of the City of Akron, County of Summit, charging the defendant with the commission of the offense of murder in the second degree.

3. A copy of the information is annexed hereto as Exhibit “A.” It alleges that on the 3rd day of July, 2019, the defendant committed the crime of Murder in the Second degree, when, an altercation between the defendant and the victim escalated to physical violence.

4. On July 4, 2019, the defendant appeared before Judge Dean Winchester of the Criminal Court of the City of Akron, Summit County, for the purpose of arraignment. At that time, the District Attorney filed a prosecutor’s information with the Court charging the defendant with the offense of murder in the second degree. A copy of the prosecutor’s information is annexed hereto as Exhibit “B.” It alleges that on the 3rd day of July, 2019, the defendant, with intent to cause physical injury to Stephon Archer shot and killed the victim, within the defendant’s residence on 610 Zane Street, Lancaster, New York. The prosecutor’s information further alleges that the defendant intentionally retrieved a firearm from his bedroom with the intent to shoot and kill Stephon Archer.

5. On consent of counsel, the defendant was arraigned upon the prosecutor’s information and the defendant was admitted to and posted bail of $5,000.

WHEREFORE I respectfully pray that the information be dismissed and bail be exonerated, together with such other and further relief as to the court may seem just and proper.

Dated: August 19, 2019
Steve Ironside  
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