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Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Ramon A. Boyce  
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2018-CA-77; T.C. Case No. 2017-CR-761A  
Panel:    Tucker, Froelich, Hall 
Author:   Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary: Appellant appeals from his convictions for engaging in a pattern of 

corrupt activity, 18 counts of burglary, and 6 counts of receiving 
stolen property. The trial court did not err in denying appellant’s 
motion to suppress. Because a 2008 burglary for which appellant had 
been convicted was a predicate act for the corrupt activity charge, 
the trial court did not abuse its discretion in allowing the State to 
present evidence about the 2008 burglary; such evidence was 
admissible separately from Evid.R. 404(B). The trial court did not err 
in its jury instructions about prior bad acts, including the 2008 
burglary. Appellant’s aggregate 70-year sentence was not clearly 
and convincingly unsupported by the record. The court erred in 
imposing sentence on one count (Count 19), which concerned a co-
defendant only. The conviction on Count 19 is vacated, and the 
matter is remanded for the trial court to issue a revised judgment 
entry. In all other respects, judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Eric Webster, Jr.    
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2019-CA-47; T.C. Case No. 2019-CR-201  
Panel:    Froelich, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary:  After the trial court declared a mistrial due to a hung jury, a second 

jury trial was conducted the next day, resulting in appellant’s 
conviction for failure to comply with an order or signal of a police 
officer.  Appellant’s right to be free from double jeopardy was not 
violated by holding the second trial on the following day.  Although 
Crim.R. 29(C) allowed appellant to file a motion for a judgment of 
acquittal up to 14 days from the discharge of the first jury, appellant’s 
due process rights were not violated by the next-day retrial when he 
failed to object to the new trial date or ask for a later trial date.  
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Appellant’s conviction after the second trial was not based on 
insufficient evidence or against the manifest weight of the evidence.  
Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Rashaan O. Reed 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28442; T.C. Case No. 2001-CR-4126 
Panel:    Froelich, Hall, Welbaum 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not abuse its discretion in overruling the appellant’s 

successive motion for leave to file a delayed motion for a new trial. 
The appellant failed to establish by clear and convincing evidence 
that he was unavoidably prevented from obtaining the materials upon 
which his most recent motion relied. Judgment affirmed.  

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Gordon William Sage 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 28519; T.C. Case No. 2004-CR-1574 
Panel:   Tucker, Froelich, Welbaum     
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: The trial court did not err in overruling appellant’s pro se motion to 

vacate his guilty plea. The trial court properly found that appellant’s 
motion was an untimely petition for post-conviction relief that the 
court lacked jurisdiction to consider. The trial court also properly 
found that the claim appellant raised in the motion—that the trial 
court violated Crim.R. 11(C)(2)(c) at his plea hearing—was barred 
by the doctrine of res judicata. Appellant additionally failed to file a 
transcript of his plea hearing, thus requiring this court to presume the 
regularity of that proceeding, i.e., that the trial court complied with 
Crim.R. 11(C)(2)(c). Judgment affirmed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


