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JUDGMENT ENTRY. 

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 Cortavius Reeves appeals from the judgment of the Hamilton 

County Court of Common Pleas convicting him of aggravated robbery, in violation of R.C. 

2911.01(A)(1), with a three-year firearm specification, and safecracking, in violation of R.C. 

2911.31(A), with a one-year firearm specification.  The trial court imposed consecutive and 

maximum prison terms, and ordered that those prison terms be served consecutively to 

the prison term imposed as the sentence for a community-control violation in the case 

numbered B-1307527.  

The record demonstrates that in the late afternoon on May 16, 2014, Lloyd’s 

Jewelry Store was robbed by two black males.  One participant held a gun to the occupants 

in the store, including an eight-year-old boy.  The other participant, a large man who wore 

a blue sweatshirt, a black ski mask, and a black glove on his right hand, smashed the glass 

cases with a hammer retrieved from a black bag and took the jewelry that was inside the 
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cases.  His left glove fell out of his bag and into one of the cases, where the police later 

discovered it.  The participants then took jewelry from the unlocked safe in the back of the 

store before leaving the scene.  The activity in the showroom was captured by the store’s 

video surveillance camera. 

Patrick Doran testified to seeing a man resembling Reeves and wearing a blue 

sweatshirt but no mask running towards the wooded area behind the store immediately 

after the robbery.  But Doran was not “100 percent” sure that Reeves was that man, as he 

had turned to look at Doran for only a second.  Doran later saw the same man entering a 

car with at least two others.   

Canine units called to the scene recovered a black ski mask in the wooded area 

behind the store.  Reeves’s DNA, along with DNA from unknown contributors, was found 

on the mask and on the black glove left at the scene.  When interviewed about the offense, 

Reeves first indicated that he had never heard of or been to Lloyd’s Jewelry Store on 

Winton Road.  Later, after learning that his DNA had been found inside Lloyd’s, he 

recalled that he had recently been to a jewelry store on Winton Road for an appraisal. 

In his first assignment of error, Reeves argues that the trial court erred by failing to 

merge his aggravated-robbery and safecracking counts under R.C. 2941.25.  But the record 

demonstrates that the offenses were committed with separate conduct and, thus, are 

separately punishable.  See State v. Ruff, 143 Ohio St.3d 114, 2015-Ohio-995, 34 N.E.3d 

892.   Accordingly, we overrule this assignment of error. 

In his second assignment of error, Reeves argues that the sentence is contrary to 

law because the trial court did not consider the principles and purposes of sentencing, as 

required by R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12, when imposing maximum and consecutive terms.  

But the defendant has not demonstrated, nor has our review of the record disclosed, that 

the trial court failed to properly consider the provisions of R.C. 2929.11 and 2929.12 before 
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imposing the sentence.  See State v. Kennedy, 2013-Ohio-4221, 998 N.E.2d 1189, ¶ 118 

(1st Dist.).  To the extent that Reeves is also arguing that the trial court abused its 

discretion when sentencing him, we note that this court no longer reviews felony 

sentences for an abuse of discretion.  See State v. White, 2013-Ohio-4225, 997 N.E.2d 629 

(1st Dist.).  Accordingly, we overrule the second assignment of error. 

Finally, we overrule the third and fourth assignments of error, challenging both the 

sufficiency and weight of the evidence to support the convictions.  First, upon the evidence 

adduced at trial, reasonable minds could have reached different conclusions as to whether 

each element of the offenses had been proved beyond a reasonable doubt.  See State v. 

Jenks, 61 Ohio St.3d 259, 574 N.E.2d 492 (1991), paragraph two of the syllabus, 

following Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 99 S.Ct. 2781, 61 L.Ed.2d 560 (1979).  

 And second, we find nothing in the record of the proceedings below to suggest 

that the jury, in resolving the conflicts in the evidence, lost its way or created such a 

manifest miscarriage of justice as to warrant the reversal of Reeves’s convictions.  See 

State v. Thompkins, 78 Ohio St.3d 380, 387, 678 N.E.2d 541 (1997).   We note that the 

weight to be given the evidence and the credibility of the witnesses are primarily for the 

trier of the facts.  State v. DeHass, 10 Ohio St.2d 230, 227 N.E.2d 212 (1967), paragraph 

one of the syllabus.     

Therefore, we affirm the trial court’s judgment. 

Further, a certified copy of this judgment entry shall be sent to the trial court 

under App.R. 27.  Costs shall be taxed under App.R. 24. 

 

FISCHER, P.J., HENDON and CUNNINGHAM, JJ. 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on February 10, 2016 

per order of the court _______________________________. 
    Presiding Judge 


