OHIO FIRST DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS

State v. Holman

2026-0Ohio-1793 - No. C-250254 - Decided May 15, 2026

SUMMARY

The Ohio First District Court of Appeals affirmed Tyiwon Holman’s conviction for third-degree-

misdemeanor sexual imposition. The court rejected challenges concerning the State’s voir dire

statements, a Batson peremptory strike, exclusion of evidence concerning sexual abuse and male

sexual-assault victims, and admission of a duplicate security-video recording. The opinion also

concluded that the conviction was not against the manifest weight of the evidence.
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Holman appealed his Hamilton County Municipal Court conviction for
third-degree-misdemeanor sexual imposition, challenging jury
selection, a Batson ruling, evidentiary exclusions, admission of a

duplicate video recording, and the manifest weight of the evidence.

The court reviewed the denial of a new venire and evidentiary rulings
for abuse of discretion; the Batson ruling for clear error as to
discriminatory intent; and the manifest-weight challenge by
independently reviewing the record, weighing the evidence and
credibility, and determining whether the jury clearly lost its way and

created a manifest miscarriage of justice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the State's description of the charged conduct during voir dire violated Crim.R. 24(A) and

required a new venire.

. Whether the State's peremptory strike of a prospective juror violated Batson v. Kentucky.

. Whether the trial court improperly excluded evidence concerning Holman's history of sexual abuse and

an officer's knowledge of male sexual-assault victims.

. Whether the trial court improperly admitted a cell-phone recording of restaurant security footage under

Ohio's best-evidence rules.

. Whether Holman's sexual-imposition conviction was against the manifest weight of the evidence.

HOLDINGS

1.

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Holman's request for a new venire because Crim.R.
24(A) permits, but does not require, the trial court to introduce the case after consulting the parties, and
it does not prohibit the parties from reasonably describing uncontested circumstances of the offense

during voir dire to uncover juror bias.

. The trial court did not clearly err in overruling Holman's Batson challenge because the State provided a

facially race-neutral justification based on the prospective juror's prior criminal prosecution and police

contact, and Holman did not establish purposeful racial discrimination.

. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by excluding evidence concerning Holman's past sexual abuse

and the officer's general knowledge of male sexual-assault victims because the State was required to
prove the purpose of the contact, not that Holman actually experienced sexual gratification, and the

evidence's probative value was substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice.

. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in admitting the cell-phone recording of the security footage

because it was an admissible duplicate, and Holman failed to show either an authenticity question or that

admitting the duplicate instead of the original would be unfair.

. Holman's conviction was not against the manifest weight of the evidence because the jury reasonably

could find that he made sexual contact with H.H. for the purpose of sexual arousal or gratification.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A manifest-weight review requires us to view the entire record, weigh the evidence and all reasonable
inferences, consider witness credibility, and determine if evidentiary conflicts demonstrate that the factfinder
“clearly lost its way and created such a manifest miscarriage of justice that the judgment must be reversed

and a new trial ordered.”” (174)

“A defendant’s purpose in having contact with the victim—for sexual arousal or some other purpose—is a

question of fact the factfinder resolves by considering the type of contact, the nature of the contact, and the



circumstances surrounding the contact.” (76)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tyiwon Holman, while working at a restaurant, pressed himself against coworker H.H.'s lower back and
buttocks while holding his erect penis in his hand under his clothing. Restaurant security footage, recorded from
a monitor by the store manager, depicted the contact, and Holman later admitted during a police interview that
he had touched H.H. and did so for the gratification discussed by the interviewing officers. The jury convicted

Holman of sexual imposition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State charged Holman with one count of sexual imposition under R.C. 2907.06. After the trial court denied
his request for a new venire and his Batson challenge, a jury found him guilty. The trial court imposed jail time,
informed him of his Tier I sex-offender registration obligation, and denied a stay pending appeal. The First
District Court of Appeals affirmed.
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