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Case Name:  Wright State Applied Research Corp. v. Wright State University  
Case No:  Greene App. No. 2022-CA-39; T.C. Case No. 2020-CV-489 
Panel:    Tucker, Welbaum, Lewis 
Author:   Ronald C. Lewis 
Summary:  The trial court did not err in granting summary judgment to Wright 

State University when plaintiff’s action to preclude the University from 
releasing un-redacted records to the Dayton Daily News was 
rendered moot by the Dayton Daily News’ decision to withdraw its 
request for the records.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Cory Springs, Sr. 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2022-CA-18; T.C. Case No. 2021-CR-0617 
Panel:   Welbaum, Epley, Lewis     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary:  Conceded error.  The State concedes, and this court agrees, that the 

trial court erred by failing to: (1) calculate jail-time credit at the 
sentencing hearing and in the sentencing entry; and (2) notify 
appellant at the sentencing hearing of the consequences for violating 
the terms of his postrelease control.  Judgment reversed in part and 
remanded for purposes of resentencing appellant to postrelease 
control, making a factual determination as to the amount of jail-time 
credit to be awarded, and issuing an amended sentencing entry that 
includes the jail-time credit determination.  In all other respects, 
judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Ryan K. Hendricks 
Case No:  Greene App. No. 2022-CA-34; T.C. Case No. 2021-CR-0038 
Panel:   Tucker, Welbaum, Epley 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Anders appeal. No non-frivolous issues for appellate review. The trial 

court conducted a thorough Crim.R. 11 hearing prior to accepting the 
appellant’s guilty plea to two fifth-degree felonies. The trial court 
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imposed a recommended community-control sanction, which 
included 180 days of jail time. Appellant no longer is incarcerated, 
and the trial court successfully terminated his community control 
during the pendency of his appeal. Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name: City of Dayton v. State of Ohio 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28818; T.C. Case No. 2019-CV-3464 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Lewis       
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Regarding the City’s photographic traffic enforcement program, R.C. 

5747.502, R.C. 1901.20(A)(1), R.C. 1907.02(C), R.C. 4511.096(C), 
and R.C. 4511.099(A) do not conflict with local Dayton ordinances or 
violate the Home Rule Amendment, because those provisions do not 
prohibit municipalities from using cameras to enforce their traffic 
laws.  See Newburgh Hts. v. State, Ohio Slip Opinion No. 2022-Ohio-
1642, __ N.E.3d __.  The trial court erred when it denied the State’s 
motion for summary judgment and held that the contested statutory 
provisions in H.B. 62, which require municipalities to file their traffic 
camera citations with the court, to pay a filing fee to the court, and to 
receive a reduced amount of state money if they operate a traffic 
camera program, violate the Home Rule Amendment.  Also, the 
contested provisions in H.B. 62 do not violate the one-subject rule, 
because Dayton's photo-enforcement program is explicitly related to 
transportation budgeting, taxation, revenue, and local government 
funding, and the stated purpose of the H.B. 62 provisions relates to 
those same issues.  As such, the trial court erred when it denied the 
State's motion for summary judgment on whether the contested 
provisions in H.B. 62 violated the one-subject rule.  Judgment 
reversed and remanded. 

   
 


