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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 Rep.Op.R. 3.1; App.R. 11.1(E); 1st Dist. Loc.R. 

11.1.1. 

Christopher Reindollar appeals his convictions for operating a vehicle while 

under the influence of a drug of abuse (“OVI”) and failing to maintain reasonable 

control of a motor vehicle.   

At a bench trial, the state presented evidence that Reindollar passed out as he 

was driving, causing his van to crash into a utility pole with such force that it struck 

the building behind the pole and nearly caused the pole itself to topple.   

Reindollar admitted to a police officer that he had been driving the van and 

that he had blacked out while driving.  He denied having a medical condition that 

would have caused him to black out.  He refused medical treatment.  Reindollar told 

the officer that he had taken 76 milligrams of methadone at noon that day.  He also 

admitted that he had used heroin within the past two days.  He denied consuming 

alcohol.   
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When asked if Reindollar exhibited any general indicators for narcotic 

influence listed in a National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (“NHTSA”) 

manual,1 such as constricted pupils, droopy eyelids, depressed reflexes, dry mouth, 

facial itching, or low, raspy2 speech, the officer responded that he did not recall 

Reindollar’s speech, other than it being “kind of excited * * * [and] might have been a 

little raspy.”  In addition, the officer testified that Reindollar’s pupils were 

constricted and that his face and skin were very pale.  He also found him “excitable” 

and “very anxious and wiry.”  Based on the totality of the circumstances, the officer 

determined that Reindollar was impaired “due to drugs.” 

The officer conducted no field-sobriety tests on Reindollar because the 

accident scene remained dangerous.  Reindollar initially agreed to take a urine test, 

but then told the officers that he changed his mind. 

In his first assignment of error, Reindollar challenges the weight and 

sufficiency of the evidence supporting his OVI conviction.  In his second assignment 

of error, he challenges the weight of the evidence supporting his reasonable-control 

conviction.  We address the assignments of error together. 

To find that Reindollar had committed the offense of OVI in violation of R.C. 

4511.19(A)(1)(a), the trial court had to find that he had operated a vehicle while 

under the influence of alcohol, a drug of abuse, or a combination of them.  A 

conviction under R.C. 4511.202 required the court to find that Reindollar had 

operated a vehicle without being in reasonable control of it.   

A “drug of abuse” means “any controlled substance, dangerous drug as 

defined in section 4729.01 of the Revised Code, or over-the-counter medication that, 

                                                 

1 Methadone is a synthetic opiate classified as a narcotic analgesic under the NHTSA. 
2 Although the trial transcript says “slow, rapid,” it is clear from the context of the examination of 
the officer, that the words used were “low, raspy.”  This is confirmed by Reindollar’s appellate 
brief which listed “low, raspy speech” as a NHTSA general indicator of narcotic-analgesic 
influence. 



OHIO FIRST DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS 
 

 3 

when taken in quantities exceeding the recommended dosage, can result in 

impairment of judgment or reflexes.”  R.C. 4506.01(M); R.C. 4511.181(E).  A 

“controlled substance” is defined by R.C. 3719.01(C) to include “a drug, compound, 

mixture, preparation, or substance included in schedule I, II, III, IV, or V.”  

Methadone is included in Schedule II as a narcotic opiate under R.C. 3719.41(B)(15).  

Thus, methadone is a drug of abuse for purposes of R.C. 4511.19(A)(1)(a).   

In this case, the state presented sufficient evidence that Reindollar had 

ingested methadone, that he was impaired, and that the drug impaired his driving, 

causing him to lose reasonable control of his vehicle.  See State v. Richardson, ___ 

Ohio St.3d ___, 2016-Ohio-8448, ___ N.E.3d ___, ¶ 18-19.  Consequently, we hold 

that Reindollar’s OVI and reasonable-control convictions were based upon sufficient 

evidence.  See State v. Martin, 20 Ohio App.3d 172, 175, 485 N.E.2d 717 (1st 

Dist.1983).  We also hold that the convictions were not against the manifest weight of 

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

We overrule both assignments of error and affirm the trial court’s judgments.  

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. 

 

ZAYAS, P.J., MYERS and MILLER, JJ. 

To the clerk: 

 Enter upon the journal of the court on November 15, 2017 
 
per order of the court ____________________________. 
            Presiding Judge 


