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SUMMARY:

The trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motion to suppress evidence found during the execution of a search warrant in which defendant argued that the warrant failed to particularly describe the place to be searched where even though the warrant designated the wrong apartment letter, the affidavit in support of the warrant consistently stated that the evidence would be found at the apartment on the second floor of a two-story building on the northwest corner. 



The trial court did not err in denying defendant’s motion to suppress evidence found during the execution of a search warrant where, even though the affidavit supporting the warrant did not contain a notary seal, the affidavit met the specific requirements of R.C. 2933.23 and Crim.R. 41(C)(1), and those provisions prevail over the more general statutes governing notaries and their certifications, and suppression is only warranted for rule violations of a constitutional magnitude.



The trial court did not commit plain error by admitting other-acts evidence of five controlled buys that occurred before the execution of a search warrant at defendant’s residence under Evid.R. 404(B) or in failing to exclude that evidence under Evid.R. 403(A), where due to the overwhelming evidence of defendant’s guilt, the outcome of the trial would not have been otherwise.



Defendant’s conviction for trafficking in a fentanyl-related compound was not against the manifest weight of the evidence where the state presented competent, credible evidence that defendant constructively possessed drugs found in the basement of an apartment building including tear-offs from plastic baggies, lottery tickets, firearms, digital scales and other items related to drug trafficking along with several documents bearing defendant’s name and address.



The trial court did not err in failing to grant defendant’s request to fire counsel made at the sentencing hearing, to investigate whether new counsel was appropriate or whether defendant should be permitted to represent himself where defendant had changed counsel numerous times, his request to fire counsel was not timely made, he did not demonstrate good cause to change counsel, and the trial court had no choice but to impose a mandatory sentence.



The appellate court need not address defendant’s claim of ineffective assistance of counsel where defendant failed to specify where counsel was ineffective for failing to object.
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED
JUDGES:
OPINION by WINKLER, J.; ZAYAS, P.J., and KINSLEY, J., CONCUR. 
