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Case Name: State of Ohio v. Julius M. Williamson
Case No.: Montgomery App. No. 25479
Panel: Froelich, Fain, Donovan
Author: Jeffrey E. Froelich
Summary: Trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motion to suppress.

Defendant’s statements were not the fruit of an unlawful arrest; under
the totality of the circumstances, the officers were justified in
searching the passenger compartment of the vehicle for a weapon
and, after one was located in the vehicle, the officers had probable
cause to arrest defendant for carrying a concealed weapon.
Defendant’s convictions for attempted aggravated burglary, tampering
with evidence, and having a weapon while under disability were based
on sufficient evidence and were not against the manifest weight of the
evidence.  The trial court erred in failing to make the statutory findings
under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) prior to imposing consecutive sentences.

 Defendant’s sentence will be reversed, and the matter will be
remanded for the trial court to consider whether consecutive
sentences are appropriate under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) and, if so, to
enter the proper findings on the record.  In all other respects, the trial
court’s judgment is affirmed.  (Fain, J., concurring).

Case Name: State of Ohio v. Chad Widener
Case No.: Miami App. No. 2013 CA 29
Panel: Froelich, Fain, Donovan
Author: Jeffrey E. Froelich
Summary: The trial court erred in granting defendant’s application to seal his

conviction for contributing to the delinquency of a child, a
misdemeanor of the first degree.  R.C. 2953.36(F) precludes sealing
the record of such an offense.  There is no ambiguity in the statute
requiring further interpretation.  Judgment reversed.     
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Case Name: State of Ohio v. Brian L. Sanders
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 25815
Panel:  Donovan, Hall, Welbaum
Author:  Michael T. Hall
Summary: The appellant’s domestic-violence conviction is supported by legally

sufficient evidence and is not against the manifest weight of the
evidence. As the trier of fact, the trial court had the discretion to credit
the victim’s testimony that the appellant, her live-in boyfriend, punched
her, shook her by the neck, squeezed her arms, and shoved her into
a dresser. Judgment affirmed.

Case Name: State of Ohio v. Scott Fahl 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2013-CA-5
Panel:  Froelich, Fain, Donovan
Author:  Mike Fain
Summary: Trial court did not commit plain error when it failed to merge two Rape

convictions.  Arrest report attached to pre-sentence investigation report
reflects that the two rapes, although involving the same victim, and
occurring on the same day, were two different incidents occurring at
different times.  Trial court also did not err in imposing consecutive
sentences; trial court conducted a sentencing hearing and made the
necessary findings for the imposition of consecutive sentences.
Affirmed.

Case Name: State of Ohio v. Christopher Barksdale 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 25746
Panel:  Froelich, Fain, Donovan
Author:  Mike Fain
Summary: On remand for the merger of two Felonious Assault convictions, trial

court did not err when, after a sentencing hearing, it imposed the
same, four-year sentence for the surviving Felonious Assault
conviction.  Affirmed.

Case Name: Jennifer N. Jones v. Richard A. Jones 
Case No:  Miami App. No. 2013-CA-32
Panel:  Froelich, Fain, Donovan
Author:  Mike Fain
Summary: The trial court did not abuse its discretion by ending an agreed

temporary downward deviation in child support from the amount
specified by the Ohio child support guidelines and setting the amount
of support in the amount so specified, as contemplated by the parties
in their separation agreement incorporated in the dissolution decree.
Affirmed.
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Case Name: William S. Johnson v. Clark County Board of Revision, et al.
Case No.: Clark App. No. 2013 CA 32
Panel: Donovan, Hall, Welbaum
Author: Mary E. Donovan
Summary: The decision of the BTA regarding the current agricultural use value

(“CAUV”) of Appellant’s property is reversed and vacated, and the
matter is remanded to the BOR to establish how it calculated the
CAUV and if warranted, after the site visit assured Appellant, adjust
the CAUV accordingly.  The decision of the BTA regarding the
valuation of Appellant’s  farm buildings and homesite are affirmed.
Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded for proceedings
consistent with this opinion.

Case Name: Madhav Lakkapragada v. Neelima R. Lakkapragada
Case No.: Montgomery App. No. 25883
Panel: Froelich, Fain, Donovan
Author: Mary E. Donovan
Summary: The trial court properly exercised jurisdiction over the parties’ divorce,

and Appellant, Neelima, did not give reasonable notice of her intent to
rely on the law of India. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in
designating Appellee, Madhav, the residential parent and legal
custodian of the parties’ minor child, and the court did not abuse its
discretion in granting supervised parenting, to occur only in the Dayton
area, to Neelima, who resides in India.  The trial court did not abuse its
discretion in denying Neelima spousal and child support. The trial court
did not abuse its discretion in dividing the parties’ marital property and
debt.  Judgment affirmed.

Case Name: State of Ohio v. Jeffrey M. Bowlin
Case No.: Miami App. No. 2013 CA 10
Panel: Fain, Donovan, Welbaum
Author: Mary E. Donovan
Summary: Record reveals no arguably meritorious issues for appellate review.

[Anders brief].  Judgment affirmed.


