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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Curtis A. Moody 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 26926; T.C. No. 14CR3237 
Panel:   Fain, Froelich, Hall 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: Trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motions to suppress.  

Although one witness was shown a different photo array than other 
witnesses, each photo array and the manner in which it was 
presented was not unduly suggestive.  Trial court did not err in failing 
to grant him a continuance, which was based on the State’s late 
disclosure of alleged Brady material.  Defendant’s due process rights 
were not violated as a result of the State’s alleged Brady violation, 
and there was no plain error in the State’s use of a cruiser video at 
trial.  Trial court did not err in allowing two witnesses to be designated 
court’s witnesses and in allowing use of a cruiser video to impeach 
one of those witnesses’ testimony.  Defendant’s claims that the trial 
court repeatedly permitted inadmissible hearsay is without merit. 
Defendant did not establish prosecutorial misconduct; the 
prosecutor’s closing argument regarding the witnesses’ credibility 
was proper, and the prosecutor did not improperly respond to 
defense counsel’s closing argument during rebuttal.  Judgment 
affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. James L. Dunson  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26990; T.C. No. 12-CR-1991/2 
Panel:    Fain, Froelich, Hall 
Author:   Mike Fain  
Summary:  In overruling a defendant’s post-conviction motion to vacate, stay, or 

modify a payment plan for court costs, the trial court gave insufficient 
consideration to the defendant’s claims of indigency and inability to 
pay.  Trial court did not abuse its discretion in overruling the 
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defendant’s motion with respect to restitution.  Reversed, in part, 
Affirmed, in part, and Remanded. (Hall, J., concurring in part and 
dissenting in part.)  

 
Case Name:  Wright State Physicians, Inc., et al. v. The Doctors Company 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27084; T.C. No. 14-CV-5685 
Panel:    Fain, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not err by granting Appellee summary judgment on 

Appellants’ claims for breach of a claims-made insurance policy and 
bad faith. Appellants failed to satisfy the policy’s notice-of-claim 
requirements. Judgment affirmed. 

 
 


