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Case Name: State of Ohio v. Jason L. Reynolds 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26111
Panel:  Froelich, Fain, Hall
Author:  Michael T. Hall 
Summary: The record does not support the appellant’s claim that his guilty plea

was not knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily entered. The record
reflects that the trial court engaged in a thorough Crim.R. 11 plea
colloquy with the appellant. The record fails to support the appellant’s
contention that confusion or incomprehension on his part rendered his
plea invalid. Judgment affirmed.

Case Name: State of Ohio v. Julius Southers
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2013-CA-117
Panel:  Froelich, Donovan, Welbaum
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum
Summary: The trial court did not err in imposing consecutive sentences, as the

court made all the required findings under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) and
those findings are not clearly and convincingly unsupported by the
record.  Affirmed.  

Case Name: Randa K. Shrit, et al. v. Jessica L. Williams, et al. 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26164
Panel:  Froelich, Fain, Hall
Author:  Mike Fain
Summary: Where a policy of automobile insurance unambiguously requires a

claim under uninsured or underinsured motorists’ coverage to be
brought as a cause of action within three years of the collision giving
rise to the claim, it is not impossible to do so, and the requirement is
neither unconscionable, nor unconstitutional.  Barbee v. Nationwide
Mut. Ins. Co., 130 Ohio St.3d 96, 2011-Ohio-4914, 955 N.E.2d 995,
followed.  Affirmed.

Case Name: William S. Lussier v. Ned Peppers, Inc., et al.
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26180
Panel:  Fain, Donovan, Welbaum
Author:  Mike Fain 
Summary: Trial court did not err in overruling motion to vacate default judgment.
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There is evidence in the record to support the trial court’s finding that
the plaintiff obtained service of the complaint on the two corporate
defendants.  Affirmed.

Case Name State of Ohio v. Zackene S. Portis
Case No.: Clark App. No. 2013 CA 101
Panel: Froelich, Donovan, Welbaum
Author: Mary E. Donovan
Summary: Appellant’s arguments that his right to speedy trial was violated, and

that he received ineffective assistance of trial counsel, are barred by
the doctrine of res judicata.  Judgment affirmed.

Case Name: The Huntington National Bank v. Vivian L. Thompson, et al.
Case No.: Montgomery App. No. 26265
Panel: Froelich, Donovan, Welbaum
Author: Jeffrey E. Froelich
Summary: Trial court did not err in granting summary judgment to mortgagee on

its claims for judgment on the note and a decree of foreclosure.  The
court of common pleas had subject matter jurisdiction over the bank’s
action, and the bank was not precluded from bringing its action due
to lack of standing or R.C. Chapter 1703.  Bank presented undisputed
evidence that it was the holder of the note and mortgage; it was not
required to be the “owner” of the note.  Trial court did not err in
deeming mortgagee’s request for admissions to be admitted under
Civ.R. 36(A).  No genuine issues of material fact exist and bank
demonstrated that it was entitled to judgment as a matter of law; trial
court did not err in granting summary judgment to bank on its claims.
Because no genuine issues of material fact exist, defendant was not
unconstitutionally denied her right to a jury trial.  Trial court’s filing of
electronic documents with electronic signatures was in accordance
with the court’s local rules and was not unlawful.  Defendant’s
substantive rights were not violated by trial court’s grant of summary
judgment.  Judgment affirmed.

Case Name: State of Ohio v. Earrol D. Morefield
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2013-CA-71
Panel:  Froelich, Fain, Donovan
Author:  Per Curiam
Summary: The trial court did not fail to instruct the jury that a conviction for

Sexual Battery requires proof of penetration.  Prosecutor did not urge
jury to convict in the absence of evidence of penetration.  Conviction
is not against the manifest weight of the evidence.  Record fails to
indicate that the trial court properly considered statutory factors in
imposing sentence, as asserted in the judgment entry.  Sentence
Reversed, and cause Remanded for re-sentencing; judgment
otherwise affirmed. 


