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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. William Voris 
Case No:  Miami App. No. 2021-CA-2; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-459 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Epley       
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: The record establishes that appellant’s constitutional right to a 

speedy trial was not violated.  Additionally, appellant’s statutory 
rights to a speedy trial were not violated pursuant to R.C. 2945.71 
through R.C. 2945.73.  The trial court did not abuse its discretion in 
declining to order an additional evaluation, because appellant’s 
testimony at the competency hearing (along with the prior expert 
forensic reports) did not create a genuine question of his ability to 
understand the proceedings or to aid his attorneys.  Furthermore, 
two competency evaluations were performed that found him 
competent to stand trial.  The trial court substantially complied with 
Crim.R. 11 during the plea hearing.  Appellant’s conviction in no way 
violated his constitutional rights to equal protection, fundamental 
fairness, and due process of the law.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  Bruce Burns v. Erica (Burns) Crouse 
Case No:  Darke App. No. 2021-CA-8; T.C. Case No. 2013-DIV-565 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Welbaum       
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: The trial court did not err in denying appellant’s motion for relief from 

judgment pursuant to Civ.R. 60(B)(5).  The trial court did not abuse 
its discretion when it overruled appellant’s objections regarding the 
magistrate’s calculation of her child support obligation using a “split 
parental worksheet” agreed to by the parties, and appellant suffered 
no prejudice when appellee paid her with a check for expenses for 
which he owed her.  Judgment affirmed. 
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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Dustin Hatfield 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28990; T.C. Case No. 2020-CR-1465/2 
Panel:    Tucker, Donovan, Epley 
Author:   Christopher B. Epley 
Summary:  Appellant was convicted of murder as a proximate result of felonious 

assault, failure to comply with an order or signal of a police officer, 
three counts of tampering with evidence, and having weapons while 
under disability.  His convictions for murder and failure to comply 
were based on sufficient evidence and were not against the manifest 
weight of the evidence.  The trial court did not abuse its discretion in 
admitting as evidence (1) a recorded phone conversation between 
appellant and his wife that occurred while appellant was involved in 
a high-speed car chase with the police, (2) recorded phone calls 
made by appellant from jail, and (3) lay testimony from the State’s 
forensic digital examiner regarding the contents of cell phones.  The 
trial court did not commit reversible error in its jury instructions on 
complicity and causation.  The trial court did not err in failing to merge 
tampering with evidence (handgun) and having weapons while under 
disability as allied offenses of similar import.  The trial court’s 
imposition of consecutive sentences was not clearly and 
convincingly unsupported by the record.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Teaven Curtiss 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 29006; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-1088 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Welbaum     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: While records of a children’s services agency pertaining to abuse are 

confidential, the trial court abused its discretion by failing to disclose 
relevant and material records following an in camera inspection.  The 
court also violated appellant’s right to confrontation to appellant’s 
prejudice by limiting his right to cross-examine a primary prosecution 
witness.  Other error occurred as well, such as allowing admission of 
hearsay evidence, but appellant failed to object.  When reviewed 
under a plain error analysis, this error did not create a manifest 
miscarriage of justice, particularly since the judgment is being 
reversed due to other prejudicial error. Judgment reversed and 
remanded. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Michael D. Reardon 
Case No:  Miami App. No. 2021-CA-15;  

T.C. Case Nos. 2021-CR-6, 2021-CR-7 and 2021-CR-18 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Welbaum     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: In this appeal, which involves three separate criminal cases, the trial 

court did not err in sentencing appellant to an additional year in 
prison pursuant to R.C. 2929.141, based on appellant’s violation of 
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post-release control.  The court told appellant of the additional 
sentence during the sentencing hearing and then properly included 
it in two termination entries.  However, the court’s subsequent nunc 
pro tunc entry, eliminating the additional sentence from one 
judgment entry, was a nullity and had no legal effect.  Therefore, 
appellant’s original sentence, including the additional year of 
incarceration, stands.  The judgments are affirmed, but with the 
proviso that the case in which the nunc pro tunc entry was entered is 
remanded with an instruction to the trial court to vacate that entry. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Darrius Pattson 
Case No:  Montgomery App. Nos. 29028 and 29029;  

T.C. Case Nos. 2019-CR-4013 and 2019-CR-4052/1 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Welbaum     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: Appellant’s claim that his guilty pleas in two cases were not 

knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily entered lacks merit because 
the trial court’s plea colloquy did not fail to inform appellant of his 
constitutional right to compulsory process for obtaining witnesses 
and did not fail to properly notify him of the maximum possible prison 
sentence for his offenses.  Appellant’s claim that his aggravated 
burglary, aggravated robbery, and aggravated menacing offenses 
should have merged as allied offenses lacks merit because those 
offenses were either committed by separate conduct, committed 
against separate victims, and/or resulted in a separate, identifiable 
harm.  Judgments affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Natasha Ellis 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2020-CA-59; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-0799 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Welbaum 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: The juvenile court was not required to hold a hearing to advise the 

appellant of her right to waive or refuse to undergo a second mental 
examination regarding her amenability to rehabilitation in the juvenile 
system. The juvenile court abused its discretion, however, in making 
its amenability determination without considering written reports 
submitted to it by a court-appointed psychologist and a guardian ad 
litem. The juvenile court was required to consider those reports even 
though neither party made them exhibits at an amenability hearing. 
The appellant’s post-bind over guilty plea waived her ability to 
challenge an adverse suppression ruling. In any event, the juvenile 
court’s failure to consider all of the evidence in making its bind-over 
decision necessitates a remand and effectively renders moot the trial 
court’s suppression ruling. Judgment reversed and remanded.  
(Donovan, J., concurring in judgment only.) 
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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Aaron A. Jones 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 29224; T.C. Case No. 2021-CR-609 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Epley     
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: State’s appeal.  The trial court did not err in sustaining defendant-

appellee’s motion to suppress evidence found in his car. The 
positioning of a police cruiser at an angle directly in front of appellee’s 
vehicle, which was backed into a parking space at his apartment 
complex, would have caused a reasonable person in his position to 
believe he was not free to drive away. Therefore, the trial court 
correctly found a “show of authority” that resulted in appellee being 
seized by police without reasonable suspicion of any criminal activity. 
State’s assignment of error overruled; remanded. 

 
   
 
 
 
 


