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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Bobby Lee Hagen 
Case No:  Champaign App. No. 2018-CA-2; T.C. No. 17-CR-60  
Panel:    Froelich, Hall, Tucker 
Author:   Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary:  Trial court did not err in denying Defendant’s demand for immunity 

regarding drug possession offenses. Defendant did not qualify for 
immunity under R.C. 2925.11(B)(2)(b) where evidence supporting 
drug possession charges was not obtained as a result of Defendant’s 
“experiencing an overdose and needing medical assistance.” 
Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Jeffrey J. Blair 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2017-CA-75; T.C. No. 88-CR-369 
Panel:    Donovan, Froelich, Hall 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not err by rejecting Appellant’s postconviction 

application for DNA testing. Appellant did not show that a new test 
could produce an exclusion result or would be outcome-
determinative. Consequently the trial court did not err in rejecting the 
application. Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  LexisNexis, Inc. v. Hudia 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28012; T.C. No. 17-CV-1900  
Panel:    Froelich, Hall, Tucker 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  Even if the trial court should not have taken judicial notice of the filing 

date of documents on the Secretary of State’s website, the appellant 
was not prejudiced because the record before the trial court 
contained the file-stamped documents. The trial court correctly 
entered summary judgment against the appellant for money due 
under a subscription agreement where the evidence established that 
the appellant was personally liable. The trial court did not err in failing 
to rule that the appellant acted as a “pre-incorporation promoter.” The 
appellant never raised that argument below in summary judgment 
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proceedings. The trial court did not err in failing to sustain the 
appellant’s competing summary judgment motion. Judgment 
affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Thurman Z. Reed 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27824; T.C. No. 216-CR-1669/2 
Panel:   Welbaum, Donovan, Tucker     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: Appellant’s convictions for felonious assault, improper handling of a 

firearm in a motor vehicle, discharge of a firearm on or near a 
prohibited premises, and having a weapon under disability were not 
against the manifest weight of the evidence, as the weight of the 
evidence established that Appellant was the individual who fired 
gunshots at the police cruiser in question.  In addition, pursuant to 
our prior decision in State v. McComb, 2017-Ohio-4010, 91 N.E.3d 
255 (2d Dist.), and the Supreme Court of Ohio’s recent decision in 
State v. Carnes, 2018-Ohio-3256, ___ N.E.3d ___, the use of a 
juvenile adjudication to support a charge of having a weapon under 
disability does not violate a defendant’s constitutional right to due 
process.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Lakisha R. Taylor 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27731; T.C. No. 17-CRB-36 
Panel:   Welbaum, Donovan, Tucker 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Defendant-appellant, following a bench trial, was convicted of 

assault but she was found not guilty of endangering a child.  The 
assault conviction was supported by sufficient evidence, and it was 
not against the manifest weight of the evidence.  However, the trial 
court, as conceded by the State of Ohio, lacked subject-matter 
jurisdiction over the charge of child endangering.  Judgment affirmed 
with respect to the assault charge and vacated with respect to the 
child endangering charge.         

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Bennie Coleman   
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 27987; T.C. No. 17-CR-2875 
Panel:   Froelich, Hall, Tucker       
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: The trial court correctly concluded that Defendant-appellant 

unambiguously asserted his right to silence and that the interrogating 
officer did not honor the invocation.  Further, Coleman’s comment 
that could be construed as a willingness to continue the discussion 
was not, based upon the failure to honor the invocation of the right 
to counsel, relevant to the suppression analysis.  Judgment affirmed. 
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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Anthony C. Dowell   
Case No:  Miami App. No. 2017-CA-5; T.C. No. 16-CR-320 
Panel:   Welbaum, Donovan, Tucker       
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Defendant-appellant, following a bench trial, was convicted of two 

counts of sexual battery.  The convictions were supported by 
sufficient evidence and they were not against the manifest weight of 
the evidence.  Further, even assuming trial counsel was ineffective 
by failing to object to the introduction of a note relating to the victim’s 
allegations, the note’s introduction was not prejudicial.  The 
convictions, additionally, were not violative of Defendant-appellant’s 
fundamental liberty interest to parent his child.  Finally, the 
consecutive sentence was not contrary to law because the record 
supports the conclusion that the trial court engaged in the 
appropriate consecutive service analysis.  Judgment affirmed.  
(Donovan, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part.)   

         
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. William H. Clark.   
Case No:  Darke App. No. 2017-CA-14; T.C. No. 14-CR-288 
Panel:   Welbaum, Donovan, Tucker      
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Pursuant to a plea agreement, the State agreed to dismiss six counts 

of rape (child under 13) and to amend five additional counts of rape 
to sexual battery (stepchild under 13), and Appellant entered an 
Alford plea.  After the trial court dismissed Appellant’s “motion for a 
new trial,” this Court, on appeal, remanded the matter to the trial 
court to consider the “motion for a new trial” as a petition for post-
conviction relief. The trial court did not err in overruling Appellant’s 
petition for post-conviction relief, since the supporting affidavit 
provided by the victim’s mother alleging the victim’s recantation did 
not contain new evidence, and res judicata barred Appellant’s 
argument.  Appellant’s argument that defense counsel was 
ineffective for failing to investigate the alleged recantation also lacks 
merit, since Appellant acknowledged that he made admissions to law 
enforcement regarding the victim’s allegations of rape, and pursuant 
to the Alford plea, Appellant avoided the potential of life in prison.  
Judgment affirmed. 

 


