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Case Name:  Tressa Sherrod, et al. v. Stephen K. Haller, et al. 
Case No:  Greene App. No. 2016-CA-24; T.C. No. 16-CV-79 
Panel:    Hall, Froelich, Tucker 
Author:   Michael L. Tucker 
Summary:  Appellants, Plaintiffs in a separate civil action pending in the United 

States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio relating to a 
shooting death at a Beavercreek, Ohio Wal-Mart store, filed a petition 
in the lower court seeking the release of grand jury testimony from 
two police officers involved in the shooting death at issue in the 
federal lawsuit.  It cannot be concluded, even when construing the 
allegations in the petition entirely in Appellants’ favor, that Appellants 
can meet their threshold burden to establish that the failure to 
disclose the police officers’ grand jury testimony will deprive 
Appellants of the fair adjudication of their federal lawsuit.  Judgment 
affirmed.  (Froelich, J., dissenting.) 

 
Case Name:  Terry Toney, et al. v. City of Dayton, et al. 
Case No: Montgomery App. No. 27245; T.C. Nos. 14-CV-1713, 14-CV-3292 

& 14-CV-3294 
Panel:   Froelich, Welbaum, Tucker 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Plaintiffs-appellants assert a facial due process challenge to 

ordinances enacted by Dayton, Trotwood, and West Carrollton 
implementing automatic traffic enforcement systems.  Under the 
ordinances, automatic camera stations are installed at selected 
locations to detect red-light and speed-limit violations.  When a 
violation is detected, a notice of civil liability is mailed to the vehicle’s 
owner.  The owner may then pay the monetary penalty or request an 
administrative hearing to contest the notice.  Plaintiffs-appellants 
assert the ordinances violate Article I, Section 16 of the Ohio 
Constitution because they fail to provide sufficient due process 
guarantees.   

  
 A facial constitutional challenge asserts that an ordinance, on its face 
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and under all circumstances, has no rational relationship to a 
legitimate governmental purpose.  Such a challenge requires proof 
beyond a reasonable doubt.  The ordinances at issue bear a rational 
relationship to a legitimate governmental function, and are neither 
unreasonable nor arbitrary.  The ordinances, further, provide an 
appropriate level of procedural due process guarantees in light of 
their purpose, the private interests at stake and the administrative 
and fiscal burdens that additional due process protections would 
impose upon the cities.  Judgment affirmed.  (Froelich, J., 
concurring). 

 
Case Name:  Abigail S. Haviza v. Christopher M. Haviza 
Case No:  Darke App. No. 2017-CA-1; T.C. No. 13-DIV-531 
Panel:   Hall, Donovan, Tucker 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: This appeal concerns the trial court’s resolution of each party’s post-

decree motions, with each party appealing aspects of the trial court’s 
decision.  The trial court erred by not ordering Defendant to return 
the master bathroom cabinet to the Plaintiff.  The matter is remanded 
to the trial court with instructions to order the Defendant to return the 
master bathroom cabinet to Plaintiff.  The trial court’s decision is 
affirmed in all other respects.  Judgment affirmed in part and 
reversed in part.          

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Jennifer R. Satterfield 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 27180; T.C. No. 15-CR-2725/1 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker 
Author:  Mary E. Donovan   
Summary: The State adduced sufficient evidence at trial in order to support 

appellant’s conviction for promoting prostitution, in violation of R.C. 
2907.22(A)(2), a felony of the fourth degree.  The evidence 
establishes that appellant supervised or managed the activities of 
a prostitute in violation of R.C. 2907.22(A)(2).  R.C. 2907.22(A)(2) 
and R.C. 2907.23(A), procuring prostitution, do not provide different 
penalties for the same conduct, and they can be construed to give 
effect to both statutes.  Therefore, the trial court did not commit plain 
error when it found appellant guilty of promoting prostitution, rather 
than procuring prostitution.  Judgment affirmed.  

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Barbara Davis 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 27202; T.C. No. 15-CR-3419/1 
Panel:   Hall, Donovan, Froelich 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: Defendant’s motion failed to state, with particularity, the basis of her 

motion to suppress the evidence seized from her person and 
handbag.  Defendant did not place the State on notice that she was 
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challenging the hospital police officers’ status as law enforcement 
officers, resulting in the waiver of that issue, but the issue of probable 
cause to arrest defendant was not waived.  The trial court erred in 
denying defendant’s motion to suppress evidence.  Municipal police 
officer did not have probable cause to arrest defendant for providing 
false identifying information.  Judgment reversed, and case 
remanded for further proceedings. (Hall, P.J., dissenting.) 

 
Case Name:  Brandon M. Strayer, et al. v. Wesley R. Barnett, et al. 
Case No.:  Clark App. No. 2016-CA-19; T.C. No. 14-CV-300 
Panel:   Hall, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: Plaintiffs sued the Clark County Board of Developmental Disabilities 

(“CCDD”) and three of its employees after a CCDD client bit a young 
child.  Trial court did not err in granting summary judgment to the 
CCDD defendants on Plaintiffs’ claims arising out of the provision of 
service and support administration to the CCDD client.  The CCDD 
defendants were entitled to immunity, pursuant to R.C. Chapter 
2744.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
 
 


