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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Mathew Burton Thomas 
Case No:  Champaign App. No. 2020-CA-7; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-44 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Hall       
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Having conducted a thorough and independent review of the record 

pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738, 87 S.Ct. 1396, 18 
L.Ed.2d 493 (1967), we have not identified any potential 
assignments of error having arguable merit.  Therefore, we conclude 
that this appeal is wholly frivolous.  Judgment affirmed.   

 
 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Michael D. Mills 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28799; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-3389 
Panel:    Donovan, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  After conducting an independent review of the record as required by 

Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738, 87 S.Ct. 1396, 18 L.Ed.2d 493 
(1967), the court finds the appeal is frivolous and there are no issues 
with arguable merit for appeal. The record reflects the appellant 
knowingly, intelligently and voluntarily pled guilty to one count of 
carrying a concealed weapon (a firearm) in exchange for dismissal 
of another charge. He was sentenced to 18 months in prison. 
Appellant’s record included four prior felony convictions, three prior 
prison terms, multiple misdemeanor violations, and failures at prior 
supervision. At the originally-scheduled sentencing, when appellant 
learned he would be sentenced to prison, he fled the courthouse and 
a warrant had to be issued for his arrest. Any claim that the sentence 
was contrary to law or that the sentence was clearly and convincingly 
contrary to the record is frivolous. Judgment affirmed. 
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Case Name:  In re: R.M. 
Case No:  Champaign App. No. 2020-CA-8; T.C. Case No. 2018-JC-18 
Panel:    Tucker, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  A finding by the trial court under R.C. 2151.419(A)(2) that reasonable 

efforts at reunification were unnecessary was not a prerequisite to a 
children services agency’s seeking permanent custody of appellant’s 
child. In addition, the record contains clear and convincing evidence 
supporting the trial court’s determination that awarding permanent 
custody to the agency was in the child’s best interest. The appellant, 
who was the child’s only legal parent, was serving a 13-year prison 
sentence for conduct that included sexually abusing the child, and 
no one else was willing to accept custody. Judgment affirmed.  

 
Case Name:  Gail J. Stokes v. Fredrick Stokes   
Case No:  Champaign App. No. 2020-CA-12; T.C. Case No. 2018-DR-202  
Panel:    Tucker, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not err in denying appellant’s two motions to be 

transported from prison to attend his divorce hearing or alternatively 
to participate through video conferencing. The trial court did not err 
in failing to award appellant spousal support while he was 
incarcerated or in failing to reserve jurisdiction over the issue 
following his release from prison. The trial court did not err in its 
division of the parties’ personal property or in refusing to allow 
appellant to store his property at appellee’s residence until his 
release from prison. Judgment affirmed.  

 
Case Name: State of Ohio ex rel. R.L. Hawk, LLC v. City of Troy, Ohio Planning 

Commission, et al.  
Case No:  Miami App. No. 2020-CA-11; T.C. Case No. 19-495 
Panel:   Tucker, Hall, Welbaum     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: The trial court did not err in requiring appellants to approve appellee’s 

plat as proper for recording pursuant to R.C. 711.09(C).  Appellee 
was not precluded from relief based on the doctrines of laches or 
waiver.  Finally, appellants’ subdivision regulation impermissibly 
conflicts with R.C. 711.09(C) by excluding the planning commission 
from the time constraints in the statute.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  In re C.P., L.P., and J.P. 
Case No:  Montgomery App. Nos. 28833, 28834, 28835; T.C. Case Nos.  

2017-0511, 2017-0514, 2017-0515  
Panel:   Donovan, Hall, Welbaum     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: The trial court did not err in concluding that awarding permanent 
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custody to the children services agency was in the children’s best 
interests.  Judgments affirmed.    

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Tommy Kelly, II 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2020-CA-8; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-723 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Hall   
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: Following a jury trial, appellant was convicted of felonious assault 

and aggravated robbery. Trial counsel did not provide ineffective 
assistance of counsel.  Appellant was not denied a fair trial based on 
the jury’s composition or because the trial court allegedly did not 
permit trial counsel to use available peremptory challenges.  The trial 
court did not abuse its discretion by overruling a motion for a mistrial, 
which was prompted by a statement made by the prosecutor during 
the State’s opening statement.  The trial court did not abuse its 
discretion by admitting into evidence a report created by an analysis 
of the victim’s cellular telephone. The convictions were based on 
sufficient evidence and they were not against the manifest weight of 
the evidence.  The trial court did not err by failing to merge the 
offenses.  It cannot be concluded by clear and convincing evidence 
that the trial court’s findings in support of consecutive sentences 
under R.C. 2929.14(C)(4) were not supported by the record.  Finally, 
neither R.C. 2929.08(G)(2)(a) nor (b) provides a basis for this court 
to conclude that appellant’s sentence was not supported by R.C. 
2929.11 or R.C. 2929.12 or that the sentence was contrary to law.  
Judgment affirmed.     

   
    
   
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 


