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Case Name:  Vicki S. Dorsey v. William R. Dorsey, D.O. 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27338; T.C. No. 2009-LS-23 
Panel:   Hall, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: The trial court erred in calculating how a Mercedes automobile was 

credited in equalizing the parties’ property division.  The court did not 
err in any other respects.  Reversed in part, only as to said allocation.  
On remand, the court will order that the total amount required to 
equalize the property division, as of September 24, 2015, is 
$275,804.50.  Affirmed in all other respects. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Derrick T. Pickett 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27457; T.C. No. 16-CR-3561 
Panel:   Hall, Donovan, Tucker 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: The police stop at issue was based upon information supplied by a 

911 caller who provided his first name and a telephone number.  The 
911 caller reported that at a specified location a man wearing a red 
hooded sweatshirt had fired three shots into the air.  Defendant-
appellee, wearing a red hooded sweatshirt and within 4 minutes of 
the 911 call, was stopped a short distance from the location of the 
reported shots.  The trial court, though correctly concluding that the 
911 caller was an identified citizen informant, ruled that the stop was 
not based upon a reasonable suspicion of criminal conduct, resulting 
in the suppression of drugs found as a result of the stop.  It is 
concluded, based upon the information supplied by the 911 caller, 
that the stop of Defendant-appellee, wearing a red hooded 
sweatshirt, near the location of the reported shots and within 4 
minutes of the 911 call, was based upon a reasonable, articulable 
suspicion that Defendant-appellee was the person who fired the 
reported shots.  Judgment reversed.  (Donovan, J., dissenting). 
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Case Name: State of Ohio v. Brian D. Henley 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 27326; T.C. No. 04-CR-1953 
Panel:   Hall, Donovan, Tucker 
Author:  Mary E. Donovan   
Summary: Trial court erred in imposing post-release control for Counts I-V 

(kidnapping and rape) at the resentencing hearing; we infer from the 
record that appellant completed that portion of his sentence for 
kidnapping and rape prior to the resentencing.  Appellant’s post-
release control for his kidnapping and rape convictions is vacated; in 
all other respects, the judgment is affirmed.  All of appellant’s 
remaining arguments are barred by res judicata.  Case remanded for 
the sole purpose of issuing an amended judgment entry reflecting 
the vacation of post-release control for the kidnapping and rape 
convictions.  (Hall, P.J., concurring in judgment only). 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Raymond T. Jordan 
Case No.:  Champaign App. No. 2016-CA-17; T.C. No. 16-CR-101 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: Trial court did not err in failing to merge multiple counts of gross 

sexual imposition based on defendant’s touching different parts of 
the victim’s body.  Trial court did not err in imposing a prison 
sentence, rather than community control.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Lavon O. Brooks 
Case No.:  Greene App. No. 2016-CA-17; T.C. No. 16-CR-55 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: Trial court erred in disapproving intensive program prison (IPP) in its 

judgment entry without making the findings required by R.C. 
2929.19(D).  Trial court did not err in failing to approve IPP as part of 
its sentence; the parties’ plea agreement did not include IPP.  Trial 
court erred in disapproving transitional control.  Judgment reversed 
as to the disapproval of IPP and transitional control, and case 
remanded.  In all other respects, judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  Terry J. Karras, Trustee v. Catherine A. Karras 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 27403; T.C. No. 15-CV-941 
Panel:   Froelich, Welbaum, Tucker 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: Trial court did not err in granting summary judgment in action to quiet 

title and to declare that Defendant did not have an ownership interest 
in the property on which a cloud on the title existed.  Trial court 
properly concluded that there was no genuine issue of material fact 
that former wife of one of the owners of the property had signed quit 
claim deeds 30 years earlier, notwithstanding the misspelling of her 
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name on those deeds, where the deeds were signed on the same 
date as the divorce decree was entered, were prepared by husband’s 
divorce attorney, and conformed to the distribution of assets set forth 
in the divorce decree.  Moreover, under the terms of the divorce 
decree, there was no genuine issue of material fact that former wife 
retained any interest in the property. 
 
Trial court did not lack jurisdiction to hear the case due to Plaintiff’s 
alleged failure to join necessary parties.  Plaintiff, as one of the 
owners of the property in question, did not lack standing to bring an 
action to quiet title.  Statute of limitations for contracts did not apply, 
as neither the divorce decree nor the quit claim deeds could be 
properly classified as a “contract” for this purpose.  Judgment 
affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Jason T. Shontee 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27393; T.C. No. 16-CR-1878  
Panel:    Hall, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  Anders appeal. No non-frivolous issues for appellate review. 

Appellant entered a negotiated plea to two counts, and firearm and 
RVO specifications, with an agreed sentencing range of 15 to 21 
years in prison when potential exposure was a sentence of 31 
years to life. The trial court conducted a proper Crim.R. 11 plea 
colloquy, accepted Appellant’s voluntary plea and imposed a 
sentence within the agreed range. Judgment affirmed. 

 
 
 
 


