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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Daniel S. Reindel 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 26998; T.C. No. 15CRB2281 
Panel:   Donovan, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: The trial court did not err in overruling Appellant’s motion to 

suppress, since Appellant was not subject to interrogation at the time 
he made statements to the police officer in response to being asked 
what he was doing in the course of the officer’s investigation on a 
complaint of voyeurism.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Keith B. Calicoat 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 27090; T.C. No. CRB1502509 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Appellant failed to include a transcript with his objections to the 

Magistrate’s decision that Appellant violated a local ordinance by 
parking his commercial vehicle in a residential district. There is no 
basis to conclude that the trial court improperly applied the law to 
facts as found by the Magistrate.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  Greene Metro Housing Authority v. Brenda M. Jennings 
Case No.: Greene App. Nos. 2015-CA-77 and 2016-CA-6; T.C. No. 

15CVG1019 
Panel:   Donovan, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Appellant has not produced a transcript of the hearings which 

resulted in a decision ordering her eviction from a rental property 
owned and managed by the appellee.  The trial court also ordered 
appellant to pay damages in the amount of $1,009.15 for past due 
rent and damages to the premises.  In the absence of a transcript, 
we have no basis to disturb the trial court’s findings of fact, which 
support its decision.  Judgment affirmed. 
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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Theresa B. Kennedy 
Case No.: Greene App. Nos. 2016-CA-15 and 2016-CA-16; T.C. Nos. 

15CR309 and 15CR122 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: In Case No. 15 CR 309, the trial court erred in imposing consecutive 

sentences without making the findings required by R.C. 
2929.14(C)(4) and in ordering defendant to pay two amounts of 
restitution.  Judgment in Case No. 2015 CR 309 reversed in part, and 
case remanded for further proceedings.  The judgment in Case No. 
2015 CR 122, about which no assignments of error were presented, 
is affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Dale Lowe  
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2016-CA-18; T.C. No. 15-CR-572 
Panel:    Donovan, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not err by imposing the maximum sentence for 

fifth-degree receiving stolen property. The sentence is not contrary 
to law and is supported by the record. Judgment affirmed. 

    
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Matthew Grimes  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26636; T.C. No. 04-CR-237/1 
Panel:    Donovan, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not err in overruling the appellant’s pro se “Motion 

to overturn the conviction and set aside the sentence, and to provide 
court records.” The appellant filed his motion more than nine years 
after his conviction and sentence upon a guilty plea, and the issues 
he raised in his motion challenging the knowing, intelligent, voluntary 
nature of his plea and an alleged statutory speedy-trial violation could 
have been raised in a direct appeal. Therefore, res judicata 
precluded the appellant from raising those issues in his motion. The 
appellant’s motion also was untimely insofar as it requested statutory 
post-conviction relief, and it failed to establish a “manifest injustice” 
insofar as it sought relief under Crim.R. 32.1. In addition, the 
appellant’s guilty plea waived his ability to allege ineffective 
assistance of counsel based on the counsel’s failure to raise the 
speedy-trial issue, which lacked merit in any event. Finally, nothing 
in App.R. 9 required the appellant’s plea and sentence to be vacated. 
Judgment affirmed.  

 
 
 


