
 

 

THE COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO 
SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT 

CASE SUMMARIES 
May 20, 2016 

 
 
These case summaries are issued for the convenience of the public, the bench, and 
the bar. They are a brief statement of the court’s holdings and are not to be 
considered headnotes or syllabi. Copies of opinion are available from the particular 
county's clerk of courts. The full text of each opinion will be available on the  
Ohio Supreme Court’s Website at www.sc.ohio.gov/ROD/docs/default.asp  
 

 
Case Name:  Wanda J. Shannon v. Robert L. Shannon 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26918; 10-LS-23 
Panel:    Fain, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:   Mike Fain  
Summary:  Appeal from order reducing spousal support.  A 10% reduction in the 

payor’s 2015 income from all sources did not justify a reduction of 
almost 39% in the total spousal support for 2015.  Reversed and 
Remanded.     

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Christopher Hill 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26345; 13-CR-1227/1 
Panel:    Fain, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:   Mike Fain  
Summary:  Police officer who conducted a canine drug sniff before Rodriguez v. 

United States, __ U.S. __, 135 S.Ct.. 1609, 1615, 191 L.Ed.2d 492 
(2015), was decided, reasonably relied, in good faith, upon binding 
appellate precedent in this appellate district, so that the canine drug 
sniff, and the evidence obtained as a result thereof, was not subject 
to the exclusionary rule.  Affirmed.   

 
Case Name:  Gary L. Nunn v. Logan Services AC & Heat, et al. 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 26895; 14CVF1640 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Hall 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich   
Summary: Trial court did not err in granting summary judgment to seller of air 

conditioning unit and HVAC company that installed it.  Plaintiff had 
previously signed a release, which precluded Plaintiff’s claims.  Trial 
court did not err in its handling of the parties’ request for admissions.  
Magistrate did not err in failing to provide findings of fact and 
conclusions of law, when none were requested, and there is no 
reversible error based on trial court’s initial failure to file a final 
appealable order.  Judgment affirmed. 
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Case Name:  Melisa M. Bissell v. Scott D. Bissell  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26855; 13-DR-815 
Panel:    Donovan, Froelich, Hall 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not err in in overruling the appellant’s Civ.R. 60(B) 

motion for relief from judgment, but the court was incorrect to suggest 
that the proper avenue of relief was a direct appeal from the 
judgment at issue. Although Civ.R. 60(B) is not a substitute for an 
appeal, a direct appeal was not a viable option because the judgment 
at issue purported to be an “agreed” final judgment and divorce 
decree. Civ.R. 60(B) is a proper avenue for seeking relief from a 
judgment entry that does not reflect the actual agreement between 
the parties, which was the basis of the appellant’s motion. But the 
filed “agreed” entry, with a notation that it was “seen but not signed” 
by appellant and his counsel, does not contain any provisions 
inconsistent with the parties’ resolution of their dispute. Judgment 
affirmed.  (Froelich, J., dissenting). 

    
 
 
 


