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headnotes or syllabi. Copies of opinions 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 http://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/rod/docs/?source=2. 
 
 
 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Dontrae Sparks 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2017-CA-95; T.C. No. 17-CR-388 
Panel:    Welbaum, Donovan, Hall 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The record does not clearly and convincingly fail to support the 

appellant’s three-year prison sentence for burglary. The record 
reflects that in the early morning hours the appellant entered two 
occupied apartments armed with a knife and attempted to enter 
others. He originally was charged with one count of aggravated 
burglary, and the record factually supports a finding that he 
committed aggravated burglary. The sentence for the reduced 
charge of burglary was not contrary to law and was supported by the 
record.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Brian R. Grissom 
Case No:  Miami App. No. 2017-CA-30; T.C. No. 17-CR-218 
Panel:   Welbaum, Donovan, Hall     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: An independent review of the record pursuant to Anders v. California, 

386 U.S. 738, 87 S.Ct. 1396, 18 L.Ed.2d 493 (1967), reveals no 
issues with arguable merit to present on appeal.  Judgment affirmed.   

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Kaira K. Kintz   
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2017-CA-66; T.C. No. 16-CR-627B 
Panel:   Froelich, Hall, Tucker       
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: The trial court, following Defendant-appellant’s guilty pleas to 

trafficking in marijuana and trafficking in cocaine, sentenced 
Defendant-appellant to a 17-year prison term.  The trial court made 
findings to support a greater than minimum sentence for the 
trafficking in marijuana offense.  Further, the trial court made the 
appropriate findings when ordering consecutive sentences.  It cannot 
be concluded by clear and convincing evidence that Defendant-
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appellant’s sentence was not supported by the record or that it was 
otherwise contrary to law.  Judgment affirmed. (Froelich, J., 
concurring in judgment only.) 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Alford McCloud 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27825; T.C. No. 17-CR-1956/2 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Defendant-appellant’s conviction, following a jury trial, for robbery in 

violation of R.C. 2911.02(A)(2) is supported by sufficient evidence 
and it is not against the manifest weight of the evidence.  Judgment 
affirmed.   

 
Case Name:  Robert P. Williams v. Ginger Y. Williams  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27908; T.C. No. 17-DR-00511 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker       
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Plaintiff-appellant, by not asserting the matter to the trial court, 

waived the issue of how, if at all, the parties’ separation agreement 
affected his temporary support obligation.  Any inaccuracy in 
Defendant-appellee’s financial disclosure affidavit did not affect the 
trial court’s conclusion that Plaintiff-appellant, either by direct 
payment to Defendant-appellee or by payment to third parties, did 
not fully comply with his temporary support obligation.  Finally, the 
trial court did not abuse its discretion by finding Plaintiff-appellant in 
contempt of court.  Judgment affirmed.   

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. David C. Boyle   
Case No:  Greene App. No. 2018-CA-12; T.C. No. 13-CR-0042 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker       
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Defendant-appellant, after pleading guilty to a number of indictment 

counts (with the remaining counts being dismissed) and after his 
conviction and sentence were affirmed on appeal, filed a motion 
asserting that the indictment was defective and seeking its dismissal.  
The trial court properly overruled the motion because Defendant-
appellant’s guilty pleas acted as a waiver of any defects in the 
indictment.  Further, even if any indictment defects had not been 
waived, consideration of the issue would be barred by the doctrine 
of res judicata.  Judgment affirmed.   

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Klint P. Kuck   
Case No:  Darke App. No. 2017-CA-15; T.C. No. 14-CR-233 
Panel:   Froelich, Hall, Tucker       
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Trial court did not err in concluding that petitioner failed to 
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demonstrate operative facts supporting his post-conviction relief 
claim that trial counsel was ineffective.  Judgment affirmed.   

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Walter E. Ray 
Case No:  Champaign App. No. 2017-CA-33; T.C. No. 17-CR-136 
Panel:   Donovan, Hall, Tucker     
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Pursuant to our responsibilities under Anders we have conducted an 

independent review of appellant’s conviction and sentencing.  We 
find no arguably meritorious issues for appeal.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name: Deutsche Bank National Trust Company, Trustee v. Marlaine Y. 

Jones, et al.     
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27936; T.C. No. 17-CV-1937 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker       
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Upon remand from the court of appeals, the trial court was vested 

with jurisdiction to consider and rule upon appellee’s motion to 
vacate a Foreclosure Decree judgment pursuant to Civ.R. 60(B).  
The trial court did not abuse its discretion when it granted appellee’s 
motion to vacate a Foreclosure Decree judgment pursuant to Civ.R. 
60(B).  Judgment affirmed.    

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Zachary R. Caplette 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27805; T.C. No. 17-CR-151 
Panel:   Welbaum, Donovan, Hall     
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Pursuant to Evid.R. 404(B), the trial court did not err in admitting 

evidence regarding the prior acts of the appellant, as the danger of 
unfair prejudice was minimal and the evidence was clearly probative 
of whether appellant had knowledge that his accomplice intended to 
burglarize the victims’ residence when they arrived there.  Judgment 
affirmed.   

 
Case Name:  In re: S.J.   
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27713; T.C. No. 16-1252 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker      
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Upon remand from this Court on S.J.’s initial appeal from his 

classification as a Tier III juvenile offender registrant, for a 
determination of S.J.’s age eligibility for classification, the juvenile 
court did not err in refusing to allow additional evidence regarding 
S.J.’s age. The determination that S.J. was 14 or older when he 
committed the rape in count II of his complaint did not violate his right 
to due process. Ineffective assistance of counsel was not 
demonstrated in counsel’s failure to object to the court’s failure to 
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allow additional evidence and argument regarding S.J.’s age.  
Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Ronald A. Smith 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27900; T.C. No. 04-CR-3554 
Panel:   Welbaum, Donovan, Hall     
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Appellant’s sentence was not void.  As a first-degree felon serving a 

prison term for aggravated burglary and aggravated robbery, 
Appellant was not eligible for intensive program prison and shock 
incarceration, and the trial court’s disapproval of the programs 
without a finding that gave its reasons for disapproval was harmless 
error.  State v. Hand, 149 Ohio St.3d 94, 2016-Ohio-5504, 73 N.E.3d 
448, did not apply to Appellant’s sentence.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Renick Brown 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27571; T.C. No. 17-TRD-856 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker      
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: The trial court’s judgment finding appellant guilty of a marked lane 

violation was not against the manifest weight of the evidence.  The 
trial court did not err when it limited appellant’s use of a defense 
exhibit to impeach the testimony of a state’s witness regarding the 
length of the roadway where the marked lane violation and car 
accident occurred.  The trial court’s decision to exclude hearsay 
statements elicited by appellant was not an abuse of discretion.  
Judgment affirmed.  

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Jean Diamond   
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27904; T.C. No. 17-CRB-1128 
Panel:   Donovan, Froelich, Tucker       
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Ineffective assistance of counsel is not demonstrated in Appellant’s 

bench trial on four counts of animal cruelty.  Overwhelming evidence 
was adduced by the State and no deficient performance was 
established.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Daniel G. Schooler 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27670; T.C. No. 16-CR-691  
Panel:    Donovan, Froelich, Tucker 
Author:   Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary:  Defendant was convicted of purposeful murder with firearm and 

repeat violent offender specifications and of having weapons under 
disability. Trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding defendant 
competent to stand trial based on testimony of two expert witnesses, 
despite contrary opinion of third expert. Additionally, jury’s rejection 
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of self-defense argument was not against manifest weight of 
evidence where the only evidence to support that affirmative defense 
was defendant’s own testimony, which was inconsistent with 
physical evidence from shooting scene. Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Ronald E. Ragland II 
Case No:  Champaign App. No. 2018-CA-11; T.C. No. 14-CR-287 
Panel:    Donovan, Froelich, Tucker 
Author:   Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary:  Under the provisions of R.C. 2929.19(B)(2)(g)(iii), the doctrine of res 

judicata does not bar appellate review of a jail time credit claim of a 
defendant who failed to raise such claim on direct appeal. However, 
where any jail time credit due was applied to the defendant’s  
sentence for unrelated offenses in a different county, defendant was 
not entitled to have jail time credit also applied to the consecutive 
sentence imposed in the case on review. Judgment affirmed. 

 
 
 


