
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT OF OHIO 

HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

STATE OF OHIO, 

Plaintiff-Appellee, 

 vs. 

ANKIT KALIA, 

Defendant-Appellant. 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

APPEAL NO. C-260053
TRIAL NO. C/25/CRB/13828

JUDGMENT ENTRY 

CROUSE, 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. 

Defendant-appellant Ankit Kalia was charged with domestic violence in 

violation of R.C. 2919.25(A). The victim of the offense was his wife, R.S. At a bench 

trial, R.S. testified that on the day of the offense, Kalia came home from work and was 

angered to learn that she had spoken on the phone with her sister-in-law. According 

to R.S., this triggered a violent episode in which Kalia accused her of having an affair 

with his brother, punched her in the face, struck her in the face with her phone, and 

removed her clothes and dragged her across the hall by her hair to a neighbor’s door. 

R.S. further testified that Kalia kicked her while she was on the floor and choked her. 

R.S. waited for Kalia to calm down, and when he did so, she called 9-1-1. R.S. 

testified that Kalia again punched her while she was on the phone with the 9-1-1 

operator. R.S. spoke to the police when they arrived on the scene, and then went to the 
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hospital because she was dizzy, could not stand straight, and could not “see from the 

side.” Upon her discharge later that same day, she was given ibuprofen and an 

ointment for her neck. R.S. identified photographs that the responding officers took of 

her injuries, as well as photographs taken by a nurse at the hospital. According to R.S., 

the photographs depicted injuries to her face, leg, neck, and hand.  

R.S.’s testimony also addressed the alleged infidelity between the parties. She 

suspected that Kalia had spent the day with his girlfriend instead of at work. And she 

stated that her attempt to call Kalia’s girlfriend is what led Kalia to hit her in the face 

with her phone. R.S. acknowledged that she told the 9-1-1 operator that Kalia was 

having an affair and had hit her, but that she did not mention that he had choked her 

or dragged her across the hall by her hair. She explained that she was attempting to 

hide from Kalia while calling 9-1-1 and that she was afraid he would hit her again if he 

heard what she was telling the operator.  

Colerain Township Police Officer Jordan Meinking testified that he was 

dispatched to Kalia and R.S.’s apartment for a domestic disturbance. His body-worn-

camera (“BWC”) footage was admitted and portions of it were played for the court. 

Officer Meinking testified that R.S. was sweating, frantic, and manic, and that he 

observed fresh scratches on R.S.’s arm, redness on her face, and bruising under her 

left eye. However, she did not appear unsteady on her feet. Officer Meinking stated 

that R.S. told him that Kalia grabbed her neck, hit her arm, and “went after her” when 

trying to get her cellphone. He stated that R.S. never mentioned Kalia taking her 

clothes off or dragging her across the hall by her hair, but that it was not uncommon 

for a victim, due to fear of the perpetrator, to fail to tell a responding officer everything 

that had occurred.  
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Kalia testified that on the day of the offense, he became upset after discovering 

that R.S. had deleted a call from her phone. He believed that she was cheating on him. 

Kalia stated that he and R.S. argued over a phone because she called his colleagues 

and accused them of sleeping with him. According to Kalia, when he attempted to grab 

the phone, he accidentally hit R.S. on the nose. Kalia denied choking R.S., dragging 

her by her hair, and kicking her. He also denied hitting her while she called 9-1-1. Kalia 

stated R.S. had suffered an injury to her eye prior to this incident, and that he had 

shown one of the responding officers pictures of the earlier injury. He testified that the 

marks on R.S.’s face were pimples and that she sometimes inflicted pain upon herself 

when she was angry. 

Kalia also presented testimony from Colerain Township Police Officer Blake 

Wallace that Kalia had shown him pictures of a prior injury to R.S.’s face. Officer 

Wallace also testified that R.S. did not seem unsteady on her feet, but that she was 

afraid, upset, and emotional. 

The trial court found Kalia guilty of domestic violence. The court stated that it 

had considered the credibility of the witnesses and that it found Kalia’s assertion that 

R.S.’s injuries were self-inflicted to be preposterous. It stated that R.S. was very 

credible and that there was no reason for the court to doubt any of her testimony. 

Kalia now appeals, arguing in a single assignment of error that his conviction 

is against the manifest weight of the evidence.  A manifest-weight challenge requires 

this court to examine whether the State met its burden of persuasion. State v. Reillo, 

Slip Opinion No. 2026-Ohio-2701, ¶ 24. We must “review the entire record, weigh the 

evidence, consider the credibility of the witnesses, and determine whether the trier of 

fact clearly lost its way and created a manifest miscarriage of justice.” State v. Powell, 

2020-Ohio-4283, ¶ 16 (1st Dist.), citing State v. Thompkins, 1997-Ohio-52, ¶ 25. As 
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the Ohio Supreme Court recently reiterated, an appellate court must “‘be mindful of 

the presumption in favor of the finder of fact.” Reillo at ¶ 28, quoting Eastley v. 

Volkman, 2012-Ohio-2179, ¶ 21. Where “evidence is susceptible of more than one 

construction, [we are] bound to give it that interpretation which is consistent with the 

verdict and judgment.” (Cleaned up.) Reillo at ¶ 28. 

In his manifest-weight challenge, Kalia focuses on R.S.’s credibility and asserts 

that her testimony was “patently false.” He points out that although R.S. testified that 

he punched her, choked her, kicked her, and dragged her by her hair, she did not share 

this information with the 9-1-1 operator or with the responding officers. But the fact 

that R.S. failed to share this information with the operator and officers does not 

establish that the trial court lost its way in finding her credible. R.S. testified that she 

was afraid Kalia would further harm her if he heard her describing his actions to the 

9-1-1 operator. And Officer Meinking testified that it is not uncommon for a victim to 

fail to tell a responding officer everything that had occurred. 

While Kalia presented an alternate version of events for the trial court to 

consider, one in which he accidentally hit R.S. while they struggled over a phone, the 

trial court specifically rejected Kalia’s testimony. In particular, it found his allegation 

that R.S.’s injuries were self-inflicted to be “preposterous.” Nothing in this record 

supports second-guessing the trial court’s credibility determinations or failing to 

accord deference to those determinations. The trial court found R.S. to be credible, 

and R.S.’s testimony established all elements of the offense of domestic violence. See 

R.C. 2919.25(A) (“No person shall knowingly cause or attempt to cause physical harm 

to a family or household member.”). We accordingly hold that Kalia’s conviction for 

domestic violence was not against the manifest weight of the evidence and overrule his 

assignment of error. The judgment of the trial court is affirmed.  
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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. 

KINSLEY, P.J., and ZAYAS, J., concur. 

 
 
To the clerk: 

Enter upon the journal of the court on 7/31/2026 per order of the court. 

 

By:_______________________ 
                Administrative Judge 




