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SUMMARY:






The trial court had a duty to inquire into a potential conflict of interest when defendant sought to substitute counsel complaining that his counsel made a contribution to the victim’s political campaign, and the trial court breached its duty to inquire by failing to ask counsel about the amount of any campaign contributions made to the victim or any other involvement counsel had in the victim’s campaign; but the trial court subsequently conducted an adequate inquiry on limited remand by asking counsel about the extent of his involvement in the victim’s campaign and counsel had no actual conflict of interest when he made a $70 donation to the victim’s campaign, but otherwise had no connection with the victim. 




Defendant was not deprived of his right to a jury in light of the suspension of jury trials in Hamilton County because of the COVID-19 pandemic when he waived that right in compliance with all of the statutory and case law requirements. 




Defendant’s conviction for menacing by stalking was not against the weight or sufficiency of the evidence when he left a threatening message on the windshield of the victim’s vehicle and sent the victim hundreds of threatening telecommunications.




Defendant’s conviction for telecommunications harassment was not against the weight or sufficiency of the evidence when he sent the victim over 70 pages of text messages, and conceded that he was “trying to cause paranoia” and make the victim’s life “a living hell.”



Defendant’s conviction for aggravated menacing was not against the weight or sufficiency of the evidence when he did not directly communicate his threat to the intended victim, but knew, or should have known, that the threat would be communicated to the intended victim.  




Defendant’s conviction for carrying a concealed weapon was not against the weight or sufficiency of the evidence when the arresting officer testified that he identified defendant through his mother’s license plate and registration information. 




Defendant did not receive ineffective assistance of counsel for the carrying a concealed weapon offense when counsel did not argue that defendant had a concealed handgun license (“CHL”), an affirmative defense for this charge, because the record did not establish a reasonable probability that his CHL had not expired.




The trial court unlawfully forfeited defendant’s handgun where the state did not include a forfeiture specification in the complaint or bill of particulars as required by R.C. Chapter 2981. 

JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED IN PART, REVERSED IN PART, AND CAUSE REMANDED
JUDGES:
OPINION by BERGERON, J.; ZAYAS, P.J., and WINKLER, J., CONCUR.
