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	SUMMARY:



	The Second Amendment to the United States Constitution did not bar the State from prosecuting defendant for having a weapon while under a disability, where that disability under R.C. 2923.13(A)(3) was based on a prior conviction for aggravated assault involving a firearm.
The trial court did not err in rejecting defendant’s motion to dismiss his weapons-under-disability charges under the Ohio Constitution, because defendant developed no argument as to why the statute was not “a reasonable regulation, promoting the welfare and safety of the people,” as that phrase was used in Arnold v. Cleveland, 67 Ohio St.3d 35, 48 (1993).

Where the State failed to disclose police interview recordings until shortly before the trial was to begin, but where the trial court determined that this nondisclosure was not the result of willful or bad-faith conduct, the trial court did not abuse its discretion under Crim.R. 16 by denying defendant’s motion to compel police to disclose their file to prosecutors, and then to compel prosecutors to review that file and certify that they had provided defendant with all the materials to which defendant was entitled.

Where a police officer testified that, after interviewing an eyewitness, he suspected that defendant had shot the victim, but where the officer did not actually describe the statements that the eyewitness made, the police officer’s testimony did not contain hearsay under Evid.R. 801(C) and State v. Smith, 2022‑Ohio‑2592 (1st Dist.), and therefore, that testimony was not barred by Evid.R. 802.
Evidence supporting venue for defendant’s prosecution in Hamilton County was sufficient where witness testimony established that a nearby apartment complex was in Hamilton County, and where the trial judge, sitting without a jury, had visited the site of the murder as part of a bench view and thereafter took “judicial notice that the entire action took place in Hamilton County, Ohio.”
Defendant’s conviction for murder was not against the manifest weight of the evidence where an eyewitness testified she saw a man she identified as defendant shoot the victim, and where that testimony was circumstantially corroborated by the coroner’s testimony, by surrounding surveillance video, and by the testimony of defendant’s romantic partner who saw defendant fleeing the scene.
Defendant’s conviction for having a weapon while under a disability was not against the manifest weight of the evidence where defendant’s conviction for murder was not against the manifest weight of the evidence, where it was undisputed that the murder was committed with a firearm, and where defendant conceded the existence of his prior conviction for a felony offense of violence giving rise to a disability under R.C. 2923.13(A)(2).

	JUDGMENT:
	affirmed
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