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We consider this appeal on the accelerated calendar, and this judgment entry 

is not an opinion of the court.  See S.Ct.R.Rep.Op. 2; App.R. 11.1(E); 1st Dist. Loc.R. 

11.1.1.   

Defendant-appellant Roger Hildebrand appeals his conviction for failure to 

give notice of a change of address in violation of R.C. 2950.05, a fourth-degree 

felony.  For the reasons below, we affirm.  

In September 2014, the trial court found Hildebrand guilty of one count of 

sexual imposition, a first-degree misdemeanor.  This conviction required Hildebrand 

to register as a sex offender, and he registered his address as 3311 Gamble Avenue, 

Cincinnati, OH 45211. 

A few weeks later, two sheriff’s deputies attempted to verify Hildebrand’s 

registered address of 3311 Gamble Avenue.  The deputies located what appeared to 

be 3311 Gamble Avenue, but the house did not exhibit street numbers and it 

appeared to be vacant.  The deputies concluded either that 3311 Gamble Avenue was 

the vacant house, or that the address 3311 Gamble Avenue did not exist.   
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Hildebrand was arrested and subsequently indicted for failure to give notice 

of a change of address, in violation of R.C. 2950.05.  Hildebrand pleaded not guilty, 

and the case proceeded to a bench trial.  The trial court found Hildebrand guilty.  The 

trial court sentenced him to community control with intensive supervision for three 

years, and ordered him to find housing within 90 days and to pay court costs.  

Hildebrand timely appealed.  

Hildebrand’s sole assignment of error is that his conviction was not supported 

by sufficient evidence.  Hildebrand argues that because the state did not prove that 

he had ever lived at 3311 Gamble Avenue, the state could not prove that he changed 

his address in violation of R.C. 2950.05.  This argument is without merit. 

At trial, the state called one of the deputies who had attempted to verify 

Hildebrand’s address, and had subsequently interviewed him in jail.  During the 

interview, which was recorded and played at trial, Hildebrand offered more than one 

explanation for an incorrect registration address.  He first stated that the registration 

form mistakenly listed 3311 Gamble Avenue, and that it should have been listed as 

3113 Gamble Avenue.  He also said he had been staying one to two nights per week at 

1800 Sylved Lane.  Hildebrand then told the deputy that he was staying with a friend 

at the vacant house and helping to rehab it.  However, Hildebrand later stated that it 

was unlikely that he would return to the house on Gamble Avenue.  Later in the 

conversation, Hildebrand said that he was living at 3113 Glenway Avenue.  

The deputy further testified that after the interview, they tried again to verify 

the addresses provided by Hildebrand, but determined that 3113 Gamble Avenue and 

3113 Glenway Avenue did not exist.  However, when the deputies returned to the 

vacant house, which was eventually confirmed as 3311 Gamble Avenue, they found 
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that the numbers “3113” had been posted next to the front door, along with a piece of 

paper that listed Hildebrand’s name and the name of the property owner.   

A neighbor who had lived in the neighborhood for over 28 years also testified 

at trial.  He testified that the owner of the house was in a nursing home and that the 

house had been vacant for years.  The neighbor also testified that he knew 

Hildebrand from high school and that he had not seen him in the neighborhood.   

 In reviewing the record for sufficiency of the evidence, we view the evidence 

in a light most favorable to the prosecution and determine whether “any rational 

trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime proven beyond a 

reasonable doubt.”  See State v. Jenks, 61 Ohio St.3d 259, 574 N.E.2d 492 (1991), 

paragraph two of the syllabus.   

R.C. 2950.05(A) states, “If an offender * * * is required to register * * * the 

offender * * * shall provide notice of any change of residence * * * address, to the 

sheriff with whom the offender * * * most recently registered the address * * *.”  The 

statute requires the offender to provide written notice at least 20 days prior to 

changing his residence address.  Id.  R.C. 2950.05(I) states that a “ ‘change in 

address’ includes any circumstances in which the old address for the person in 

question is no longer accurate * * *.”  (Emphasis added.)  Further, R.C. 2950.05(F) 

places the burden on the defendant to notify the state, as it states, “No person who is 

required to notify a sheriff of a change of address pursuant to division (A) of this 

section * * * shall fail to notify the appropriate sheriff in accordance with that 

division.”  The statute does not require the state to prove that an offender ever lived 

at the residence listed on his registration form.  See State v. Starkey, 3d. Dist. 

Auglaize No. 2-05-40, 2006-Ohio-6341, ¶ 35; see, e.g., State v. Bourn, 8th Dist. 

Cuyahoga No. 92834, 2012-Ohio-1203, ¶ 17 (holding that there was sufficient 
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evidence to convict the offender of failure to notify of a change of address where he 

listed his mother’s address as his permanent residence, but actually lived with his 

girlfriend).   

Here, Hildebrand registered as a sex offender, and provided the sheriff’s 

department with an address.  When deputies went to verify the address that 

Hildebrand had provided, the house was vacant.  A neighbor testified that the house 

was vacant and that he had not seen Hildebrand in the neighborhood.  When 

interviewed by the deputy, Hildebrand indicated that he had resided at the vacant 

house on Gamble Avenue, but that he was unlikely to return.  Hildebrand stated that 

he would likely return to 1800 Sylved Lane, and admitted that he did not notify the 

sheriff’s department of his change of address.  Viewing the evidence in a light most 

favorable to the prosecution, and recognizing the broad definition of “change of 

address,” we hold that a rational trier of fact could have found that there was 

sufficient evidence to prove all elements of a violation of R.C. 2950.05 beyond a 

reasonable doubt.  We overrule the assignment of error and affirm the judgment of 

the trial court. 

A certified copy of this judgment entry is the mandate, which shall be sent to 

the trial court under App.R. 27.  Costs shall be taxed under App.R. 24.  

 

DEWINE, P.J., MOCK and  STAUTBERG, JJ. 

 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on January 27, 2016 

per order of the court _______________________________. 

     Presiding Judge 


