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Case Name:  In re R.G.H., N.H., and M.Y.G.H.  
Case No: Montgomery App. No. 28628; T.C. Case Nos. 2019-0729, 2019-

0730, and 2019-0731 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Froelich     
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: The juvenile court initially granted custody of the parties’ minor 

children to Father, but this judgment was subsequently vacated 
based upon the juvenile court’s conclusion that Mother had not been 
provided notice of the custody trial.  The juvenile court erred in this 
conclusion because Mother had at least constructive notice of the 
trial date.  A subsequent order from another state granting custody 
of the children to Mother did not render the vacation order moot.  
Judgment reversed and remanded.    

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Larry D. Hudson, Jr. 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28535; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-1271 
Panel:   Tucker, Froelich, Hall 
Author:  Michael L. Tucker 
Summary: The State presented sufficient evidence to prove appellant guilty of 

each of the elements of domestic violence under R.C. 2919.25(A), 
and the jury’s verdict of guilty was not contrary to the manifest weight 
of the evidence merely because the victim’s testimony partly 
conflicted with the testimony of another witness.  In addition, 
appellant did not demonstrate, by citation to clear and convincing 
evidence, that the sentence imposed by the trial court was contrary 
to law or unsupported by the record.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Daniel Brian O’Connor  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28259; T.C. Case No. 2018-CR-541 
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Froelich         
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Appellant’s convictions for one count of aggravated burglary, two 

counts of kidnapping, two counts of rape, one count of felonious 
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assault, and one count of domestic violence each involved a 
separate and distinct animus and were therefore not subject to 
merger.  The trial court's maximum and consecutive sentences 
findings were not clearly and convincingly unsupported by the record 
or contrary to law.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Jeannie L. Batdorf  
Case No: Greene App. Nos. 2020-CA-1 & 2020-CA-2; T.C. Case Nos. 2019-

CR-525 & 2019-CA-526 
Panel:   Donovan, Hall, Welbaum         
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Appellant’s trial counsel did not render ineffective assistance.  The 

record establishes that appellant’s guilty pleas were knowingly, 
voluntarily, and intelligently made, and there is no evidence in the 
record that counsel was ineffective for advising appellant to enter 
guilty pleas as part of a plea agreement.  Judgments affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Jeannie L. Batdorf  
Case No:  Greene App. No. 2020-CA-3; T.C. Case No. 2018-CR-675 
Panel:   Donovan, Hall, Welbaum         
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, 

appellant’s convictions for aggravated trafficking in drugs and 
aggravated possession of drugs were supported by sufficient 
evidence.  Additionally, appellant’s convictions were not against the 
manifest weight of the evidence.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  In re: M.J.H.  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28733; T.C. Case No. G-2017-1798  
Panel:   Tucker, Donovan, Froelich       
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary:  Mother failed to make adequate progress on her case plan 

objectives. A preponderance of the evidence supported the juvenile 
court’s decision that granting legal custody of Mother’s child to 
paternal relatives was in the child’s best interest.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  In re M.R.F.-C. & E.J.F.-C.  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28683; T.C. Case Nos. 2008-0113 & 2008-

0116  
Panel:    Tucker, Froelich, Hall 
Author:   Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary:  Mother appeals from the juvenile court’s determination that it lacked 

subject matter jurisdiction over the parties’ child custody 
proceedings, pursuant to the Uniform Child Custody Jurisdiction and 
Enforcement Act.  The trial court did not err in concluding that it lost 
exclusive continuing jurisdiction during the family’s nearly decade-
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long residence in Michigan.  The trial court did not err in concluding, 
without a hearing, that the Michigan court was the more appropriate 
forum as the new home state.  Judgments affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Laquita M. Body   
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28672; T.C. Case No. 2019-CRB-1578  
Panel:    Tucker, Froelich, Welbaum 
Author:   Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary:  Appellant’s conviction for menacing was not against the manifest 

weight of the evidence.  Judgment affirmed. 
 
Case Name:  Brian E. Lusardi, et al. v. Caesarscreek Township BZA 
Case No:  Greene App. No. 2020-CA-8; T.C. Case No. 2019-CV-240 
Panel:    Donovan, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not abuse its discretion by affirming the BZA’s 

decision denying appellants’ application for agritourism activity as to 
proposed celebratory events such as weddings and receptions. The 
record supported the BZA’s finding that the events did not constitute 
“agritourism,” because they were not agriculturally-related activities. 
Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Dashawn L. Rice 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28572; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-1200 
Panel:   Donovan, Hall, Welbaum     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: Although the trial court did not announce its allied-offenses 

determination at appellant’s sentencing hearing, it is apparent from 
the record that the trial court found appellant’s robbery and burglary 
offenses were not allied offenses that merged for sentencing. 
Because appellant’s robbery and burglary offenses did not arise from 
the same conduct and involved separate identifiable harm, the trial 
court correctly determined that those offenses were not allied 
offenses, and therefore it did not err in failing to merge the offenses 
at sentencing. The trial court also did not err in imposing consecutive 
sentences, as it made the required consecutive-sentences findings 
at the sentencing hearing and in the sentencing entry, and those 
findings were not unsupported by the record. The trial court did not 
abuse its discretion by excluding certain public service records from 
being admitted into evidence at trial.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
 


