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SUMMARY

The Ohio First District Court of Appeals affirmed Adreyanna Estill’s conviction for first-degree-

misdemeanor telecommunications harassment. The court rejected challenges concerning unnotified

other-acts evidence, hearsay testimony regarding a computer database search, photographic duplicates

of text-message screenshots, ineffective assistance of counsel, and the sufficiency and manifest weight

of the evidence.
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Adreyanna Estill appealed her conviction for first-degree-
misdemeanor telecommunications harassment following a bench trial

in the Hamilton County Municipal Court.

Unpreserved evidentiary errors are reviewed for plain error; preserved
evidentiary rulings are reviewed for abuse of discretion, followed by
harmless-error review where appropriate. Sufficiency is reviewed by
asking whether, viewing the evidence most favorably to the
prosecution, any rational trier of fact could find the essential elements
proven beyond a reasonable doubt. Manifest weight is reviewed
independently, with reversal warranted only in the exceptional case
where the evidence weighs heavily against the conviction. Ineffective-

assistance claims are governed by the Strickland two-prong test.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court plainly erred by admitting other-acts testimony without the notice required by
Evid.R. 404(B)(2).

2. Whether the trial court plainly erred by admitting hearsay testimony concerning the results of a law-

enforcement computer inquiry.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by admitting photographs of screenshots of text messages
under the best-evidence rules.

4. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to object to the other-acts and hearsay

evidence.

5. Whether sufficient evidence supported Estill's identity as the sender and her purpose to abuse, threaten,

or harass A.S.

6. Whether the conviction was against the manifest weight of the evidence.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not commit plain error by admitting testimony about Estill's prior Facebook messages
because failure to provide Evid.R. 404(B)(2) notice is not an automatic basis for exclusion, and the

record contained no evidence of bad faith.

2. The admission of testimony that an Axon computer inquiry linked Estill to the sending phone number
did not constitute plain error because the record did not affirmatively show that the bench-trial court

considered the hearsay in reaching its verdict.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting photographs of screenshots of the text messages
because the photographs were duplicates admissible under Evid.R. 1003, and Estill did not show either

an authenticity question or unfairness.

4. Estill failed to establish ineffective assistance because she did not show that objections to the other-acts

evidence or hearsay testimony would have changed the evidentiary ruling or the outcome of the trial.

5. The conviction for telecommunications harassment was supported by sufficient evidence and was not
against the manifest weight of the evidence.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“The failure to provide the notice required by Evid.R. 404(B)(2) is not automatic grounds for excluding

“other acts” evidence at trial.” (9 18)

“In a bench trial, “we presume that the trial court did not consider improper evidence in reaching its verdict.

Rather, we presume that the court considered only relevant, material and competent evidence unless the



record dffirmatively discloses otherwise.”” (9 22)

“Evid.R. 1003 allows duplicates to be admissible “to the same extent as an original unless (1) a genuine
question is raised as to the authenticity of the original or (2) in the circumstances it would be unfair to admit
the duplicate.”” (1 25)

“To succeed on an ineffective assistance of counsel claim, Estill must show that “(1) trial counsel’s
performance was deficient, and (2) the deficient performance deprived [Estill] of a fair trial.”” (Y 31)

“To assess whether a conviction is supported by sufficient evidence, we ask “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.”” (Y 37)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A.S., who was approximately seven-and-a-half months pregnant, received threatening text messages from an
unknown number on June 9, 2025, including statements that her baby might not live and that the sender would
bring violence. A.S. had previously received threatening and harassing Facebook messages from Estill
concerning the same man and had blocked Estill. A.S. identified photographs of screenshots of the messages,
and a police officer testified that an Axon search linked the sending number to Estill. The trial court convicted
Estill after a bench trial.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Hamilton County Municipal Court convicted Estill of telecommunications harassment under R.C. 2917.21
after a bench trial and sentenced her to 180 days in jail, suspended, one year of probation, and court costs. On
appeal, Estill challenged the admission of other-acts evidence, hearsay, and duplicate text-message photographs;
alleged ineffective assistance of counsel; and contested the sufficiency and manifest weight of the evidence. The
First District Court of Appeals overruled all assignments of error and affirmed.
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