IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT OF OHIO
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO

STATE OF OHIO, : APPEAL NO. C-250628
TRIALNOS. C/25/TRC/1231/A/B
Plaintiff-Appellee,
Vs.
ERIC WILLIAMS, : JUDGMENT ENTRY

Defendant-Appellant.

KINSLEY, Presiding Judge.

This court sua sponte removes this cause from the regular calendar and places
it on the court’s accelerated calendar, and this judgment entry is not an opinion of the
court. See Rep.Op.R. 3.1; App.R. 11.1(E); Loc.R. 11.1.

In a single assignment of error, defendant-appellant Eric Williams appeals the
judgments of the Hamilton County Municipal Court finding him guilty of operating a
vehicle under the influence (“OVI”) in violation of R.C. 4511.19(A)(1)(a) and failing to
maintain reasonable control (“reasonable control”) in violation of R.C. 4511.202.

Williams was charged with OVI and reasonable control following a single-car
traffic accident that occurred on southbound I-75 on January 12, 2025. Williams tried
the OVI charge to a jury and the reasonable control charge to the trial court.

At trial, the State presented a single witness, Sharonville Police Officer Jon
Leonard. Leonard testified that he responded to the scene of the accident, where

Williams’s car had come to rest in a snowbank in the gore area of an exit ramp.
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According to Leonard, although there was snow near the exit ramp, there was no snow
or ice on the interstate itself. Even though there was no precipitation on the roadway,
Williams told Leonard that he thought he slid on black ice. Williams’s statement was
captured on Leonard’s body-worn camera footage, which was played in open court.

Leonard testified that he observed an odor of alcohol on Williams’s breath and
that Williams’s eyes were watery and slightly red. In addition, Leonard observed two
open containers of alcohol in Williams’s car. One was in the front cup holder console,
and one was in the rear floorboard. Williams admitted he had consumed one drink.
Leonard said that when he initially asked Williams questions, his answers were
inconsistent and “all over the place.”

Based on these indications that Williams might be intoxicated, Leonard
performed three field sobriety tests: the walk-and-turn, the horizontal gaze
nystagmus, and the one-leg stand. Williams exhibited clues of intoxication on all three
tests. Leonard then placed Williams under arrest and transported him to the police
station, where a breathalyzer test revealed alcohol in Williams’s system.

Following Leonard’s testimony, the jury found Williams guilty of OVI, and the
trial court found him guilty of reasonable control. The trial court sentenced Williams
to 180 days in jail, 135 days of which it suspended, and 45 days of which it held could
be served through a specialized driving program. It additionally imposed a two-year
driver’s license suspension, two years of community control, a $565 fine, and court
costs. Williams appealed.

Williams’s sole argument on appeal is that the State failed to prove that he was
driving while impaired as required by the OVI statute and that he failed to reasonably

control his vehicle as required by the reasonable control statute. He contends that the
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accident was a product of black ice on the interstate rather than any fault of his own.
These arguments lack merit.

The standard of review when facing a sufficiency challenge is whether, upon
viewing the evidence in a light most favorable to the prosecution, any rational trier of
fact could have found the necessary elements were proven beyond a reasonable
doubt. State v. Jenks, 61 Ohio St.3d 259 (1991), paragraph two of the syllabus; State
v. Curry, 2020-Ohio-1230, 1 11 (1st Dist.).

When reviewing whether a conviction is against the manifest weight of the
evidence, we sit as the “thirteenth juror.” State v. Thompkins, 78 Ohio St.3d 380, 387
(1997). “A verdict can be against the manifest weight of the evidence even though
legally sufficient evidence supports it.” State v. Myers, 2018-Ohio-1903, 1 140. To
evaluate a manifest weight challenge, the appellate court reviews the entire record,
weighs the evidence and all reasonable inferences, and considers the credibility of all
witnesses. State v. McKelton, 2016-Ohio-5735, 1 328. The court then determines
whether the trier of fact clearly lost its way in resolving evidentiary conflicts and
rendered a verdict that embodies a manifest miscarriage of justice. State v. Wilks,
2018-Ohio-1562, 1 52.

The trier of fact is free to accept or reject evidence offered by the parties and to
make determinations regarding the witnesses’ credibility. State v. Grasper, 2023-
Ohio-1500, 1 75 (1st Dist.), citing State v. Fether, 2012-Ohio-892, 1 44 (sth
Dist.); State v. Carson, 2019-Ohio-4550, 16 (1st Dist.) (“the trier of fact is in the best
position to judge the credibility of the witnesses and the weight to be given to the
evidence presented”).

As to the OVI offense, courts have repeatedly held that the impairment element

of R.C. 4511.19(A)(1)(a) can be proven by a combination of physiological factors, a
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defendant’s admission to consuming alcohol, and the results of field sobriety testing.
See, e.g., State v. Dale, 2024-0Ohio-2001, 17 (1st Dist.) (finding sufficient evidence of
OVI where the defendant performed poorly on field sobriety tests, admitted to having
consumed alcohol, had a strong odor of alcohol on his breath, had slurred speech, and
consistently had difficulty maintaining his balance during field sobriety tests). A
traffic accident can also be a factor in establishing impairment. See, e.g., State v.
Richards, 2016-Ohio-3518, ¥ 30 (1st Dist.).

Here, the evidence of Williams’s impairment was overwhelming. He drove his
car off the road into a snowbank, smelled of alcohol, had two open containers in his
car, had watery and red eyes, and failed all three field sobriety tests. The State
therefore presented sufficient evidence to establish OVI, and this is not the exceptional
case where the weight of the evidence was against the jury’s verdict.

As to the reasonable control charge, Williams argues that he slid on black ice
and therefore did not lose control of his car. But Leonard testified that there was no
ice on the interstate. As the trier of fact, the trial court was free to credit Leonard’s
testimony over Williams’s unsworn statement. See Grasper, 2023-Ohio-1500, at 175
(1st Dist.). Leonard testified that Williams crashed his car off the interstate and into
a snowbank, which was supported by the positioning of his car in the gore near the exit
ramp. These facts are sufficient to establish the elements of reasonable control under
R.C. 4511.202. See, e.g., State v. Burwinkel, 2005-Ohio-4143, 1 10 (1st Dist.)
(interpreting the reasonable control statute to require a driver to have regard for actual
and potential hazards on the roadway). Moreover, because Williams was expected to
have regard for hazards on the road, sliding on black ice would not have excused his
lack of control, and the trial court’s verdict was not against the manifest weight of the

evidence. Id.
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We accordingly overrule Williams’s assignment of error and affirm the trial
court’s judgment.

The court further orders that (1) a copy of this Judgment constitutes the
mandate, (2) the mandate be sent to the trial court for execution under App.R. 27, and
(3) costs shall be taxed under App.R. 24.

Bock and NESTOR, JJ., concur.

To the clerk:

Enter upon the journal of the court on 6/26/2026 per order of the court.

By:—~ WW

~\/Administrative Judge




