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Case Name:  Robert L. Stephan, et al. v. The State of Ohio, et al. 
Case No.:  Miami App. No. 2015-CA-15 
Panel:   Fain, Donovan, Welbaum 
Author:  Mary E. Donovan 
Summary: Trial court did not err in granting Defendants’ motion for summary 

judgment on Plaintiffs’ complaint for declaratory judgment, since the 
residential-usage restrictive covenant was still of substantial value 
to Defendants, the residential character of the subdivision had not 
changed, and the Defendants did not waive their right to enforce 
the restriction.  Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Lawrence Jones 
Case No.:  Montgomery App. No. 26529 
Panel:   Froelich, Fain, Hall 
Author:  Jeffrey E. Froelich 
Summary: Trial court erred in concluding that defendant’s term of commitment 

pursuant to R.C. 2945.40 was tolled while he was incarcerated on 
subsequent unrelated charges.  Under the facts of this case, the final 
termination of defendant’s commitment and the trial court’s 
jurisdiction occurred after 25 years, the expiration of the maximum 
prison term or term of imprisonment that he could have received if 
convicted of aggravated robbery, the charge for which he was found 
not guilty by reason of insanity.  Defendant was not found to be no 
longer a mentally ill person subject to hospitalization by court order 
when he was determined to be competent and sentenced to prison 
in the subsequent unrelated case. 

 
Judgment reversed and case remanded for an order terminating 
Jones’s commitment pursuant to R.C. 2945.40.  Mandate stayed for 
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15 days to provide the trial court or the prosecutor an opportunity to 
file an affidavit for civil commitment pursuant to R.C. Chapter 5122.  
(Hall, J., concurring.) 
 

Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Joel M. Cooperstein  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26638 
Panel:    Froelich, Fain, Hall 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The trial court did not err in denying the appellant’s motion to 

suppress evidence supporting his OVI conviction. Police had 
reasonable, articulable suspicion of criminal activity to justify an 
investigative stop after seeing the appellant’s vehicle stopped on a 
normally-untraveled access road to nowhere in the middle of the 
night in a commercial area known for thefts, drugs, and prostitution. 
Judgment affirmed.  (Froelich, P.J., dissenting).  

  
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Deron Howard 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2014-CA-128 
Panel:    Froelich, Donovan, Hall 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  Anders appeal. There are no issues with arguable merit. Revocation 

of community-control supervision can be supported solely by guilty 
pleas and convictions for misdemeanor offenses, even if they were 
uncounseled. State v. Delaney, 11 Ohio St.3d 231, 465 N.E.2d 72 
(1984). Judgment affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  In The Matter Of:  R.S. and E.S.  
Case No:  Champaign App. No. 2014-CA-38 
Panel:    Fain, Donovan, Hall 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  The pro se appellant, the father of two children who were the subject 

of unruly-child complaints in juvenile court, cannot appeal from the 
dismissal of those complaints with prejudice. An appeal will lie only 
on behalf of a party aggrieved by a final order. The appellant and his 
children were not aggrieved by the juvenile court’s dismissal with 
prejudice of the unruly-child complaints. Appeal dismissed.  

    
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. William A. G. Rogers  
Case No:  Greene App. Nos. 2014-CA-42 & 2014-CA-43 
Panel:    Froelich, Fain, Hall 
Author:   Michael T. Hall 
Summary:  No non-frivolous issues for appellate review. Judgment affirmed.  

(Froelich, P.J., dissenting). 
 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Robert Gilbert 
Case No:  Clark App. No. 2014-CA-116 
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Panel:   Froelich, Donovan, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: The trial court did not err in sentencing Appellant to 15 months in 

prison after Appellant pled guilty to carrying a concealed weapon.  
Affirmed.  (Froelich, P.J., concurring).  (Donovan, J., dissenting). 

 
Case Name:  In The Matter Of The Guardianship Of Roswitha O. Igah 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26416 
Panel:   Froelich, Donovan, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: Appellant waived all but plain error, based on her failure to provide 

the trial court with a transcript of the magistrate’s hearing.  
Furthermore, a review of the record indicates that there was no plain 
error.  Affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Terrell Mabry 
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26242 
Panel:   Fain, Donovan, Welbaum 
Author:  Jeffrey M. Welbaum 
Summary: The trial court did not err in overruling Appellant’s motion to suppress 

evidence of heroin and Appellant’s incriminating statement. The 
heroin found on Appellant was lawfully discovered during a 
consensual search and was lawfully seized pursuant to the plain-feel 
doctrine. In addition, Appellant’s incriminating statement was not the 
fruit of an illegal search and seizure, and it did not violate Miranda 
since the statement was not made in response to any police 
questioning.  Affirmed. 

 
Case Name:  State of Ohio v. Lynntonio Watson  
Case No:  Montgomery App. No. 26347 
Panel:    Froelich, Fain, Hall 
Author:   Mike Fain  
Summary: Defendant’s convictions are supported by sufficient evidence, and 

are not against the manifest weight of the evidence.  Because of the 
risk of unfair prejudice and confusion of the issues, the trial court did 
not abuse its discretion when it declined to permit the defendant to 
ask a victim witness, on cross-examination, whether there were “bad 
feelings” between his family and the defendant’s family.  Affirmed.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
  


