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SUMMARY

The Eighth District Court of Appeals affirmed Datwan Hall's domestic-violence conviction under R.C.

2919.25(A). The court held that Hall could not claim self-defense because he was at fault in creating

the confrontation, and counsel was not ineffective for failing to provide notice of a futile self-defense

claim. The court also concluded that sufficient evidence supported the conviction.
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Hall appealed his bench-trial conviction for domestic violence from
the South Euclid Municipal Court, challenging the rejection of self-
defense, the effectiveness of trial counsel, and the sufficiency of the

evidence.

For ineffective assistance of counsel, the court applied the Strickland
performance-and-prejudice standard. For sufficiency of the evidence,
the court viewed the admitted evidence in the light most favorable to
the prosecution and asked whether any rational trier of fact could have

found the essential elements proven beyond a reasonable doubt.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the prosecution disproved self-defense beyond a reasonable doubt.

2. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to file written notice of an intent to
present self-defense under Crim.R. 12.2.

3. Whether sufficient evidence supported Hall's domestic-violence conviction under R.C. 2919.25(A).

HOLDINGS

1. Hall was not entitled to assert self-defense because the uncontroverted evidence established that he
created the situation giving rise to the altercation by entering D.W.'s apartment without permission,

pushing his way inside, taking her phone, and refusing to return it.

2. Trial counsel was not ineffective for failing to file written notice of an intent to present self-defense
because asserting self-defense would have been futile, and the failure to perform a futile act cannot

establish deficient performance or prejudice.

3. Sufficient evidence supported Hall's conviction because the victim's testimony and authenticated

photographs established that Hall knowingly caused or attempted to cause physical harm to a family or
household member.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The failure to do a futile act cannot be the basis for a claim of ineffective assistance of counsel, nor could
such a failure be prejudicial.” (I1.A)

“a person cannot provoke assault or voluntarily enter an encounter and then claim a right of self-defense.”
(I.A)

“The relevant inquiry is whether, after viewing the evidence in a light most favorable to the prosecution, any
rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime proven beyond a reasonable doubt.”
(11.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Datwan Hall entered D.W.'s apartment unannounced, pushed his way inside, took her phone, and refused to
return it while demanding repayment of money. When D.W. tried to retrieve the phone, Hall pushed her, placed
his hands around her neck, and pushed or attempted to throw her into a wall and over a couch. D.W. sustained
cuts and scrapes to her neck and a scrape on her foot, which were observed by a responding officer and

documented in photographs admitted at trial.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hall was charged with domestic violence under R.C. 2919.25(A). After a bench trial, the South Euclid Municipal

Court found him guilty and imposed a suspended 30-day jail sentence, six months of active probation, a $500



fine, and court costs. The Ohio Court of Appeals affirmed.
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