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SUMMARY

The Eighth District Court of Appeals affirmed the revocation of Cornelius Gunnels’s community

control and the imposition of a six-month prison term. The court held that the trial court did not violate

Gunnels’s due-process rights by limiting cross-examination at the community-control violation

hearing or by denying allocution. It also held that residing with the protected victim in violation of a

specifically tailored no-contact order was a nontechnical violation, so the statutory 90-day limitation

did not apply.
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Cornelius Gunnels appealed from the Cuyahoga County Court of
Common Pleas order revoking his community control and imposing a
six-month prison term after finding that he violated a no-contact

condition by residing with the protected victim.

A trial court’s determination to revoke community control is reviewed
for abuse of discretion. Whether the defendant received the due-
process protections required at a revocation hearing is also reviewed in
the context of whether the trial court abused its discretion or acted
contrary to law. The existence of substantial evidence is sufficient to
establish a community-control violation; proof beyond a reasonable

doubt is not required.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court violated Gunnels’s due-process rights or abused its discretion by limiting cross-
examination of the victim to whether Gunnels had physical contact with or resided at her home during

the period covered by the no-contact order.

2. Whether the trial court denied Gunnels the right of allocution before imposing a sentence for the

community-control violation.

3. Whether Gunnels’s violation of the no-contact condition was a technical violation subject to the

statutory limitation on sanctions for technical violations.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not abuse its discretion or violate due process by limiting cross-examination to the
dispositive issue of whether Gunnels had physical contact with or resided at the victim’s home while the
no-contact order was in effect, and by excluding inquiry into text messages that the court did not rely on

to find a violation.

2. The trial court did not deny Gunnels his right of allocution because the sentencing transcript showed that
the court addressed him directly and gave him an opportunity to speak before imposing the six-month

prison term.

3. Gunnels’s violation was nontechnical because residing with the victim while subject to a no-contact
order violated a condition specifically tailored to address the criminal conduct underlying his community
control. Accordingly, the statutory 90-day maximum applicable to a technical violation did not limit the

six-month prison sanction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A community-control revocation hearing is not a criminal trial, however; therefore, the State is not required

to establish a violation of the terms of community control beyond a reasonable doubt.” (Section I1.A)

“Considering the totality of the circumstances, we conclude that Gunnels’s conduct, which consisted of living
with the victim while subject to a no-contact order, did not constitute a mere technical violation of his

community control.” (Section I1.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Gunnels pleaded guilty to violating a protection order involving the victim and was placed on one year of
community control with a no-contact condition. During the supervision period, the victim reported that Gunnels
had been living with her, and she testified that he stayed at her home intermittently from September 2024
through January 2025. The trial court found that this conduct violated the no-contact condition, revoked

community control, and imposed a six-month prison term.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gunnels pleaded guilty to violating a protection order and received one year of community control conditioned
on no contact with the victim. After a violation hearing, the trial court found that he had lived with the victim
during the period of community control, revoked community control, and imposed a six-month prison term. The
Eighth District affirmed, overruling assignments of error concerning cross-examination, allocution, and the

classification of the violation as technical.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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