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SUMMARY:

The trial court did not commit plain error by allowing the state to play for the jury the video recording of the child-victim’s interview with the social worker, or by admitting that recording into evidence, where the child’s statements were made for the purpose of medical diagnosis or treatment pursuant to Evid.R. 803(4).
The prosecutor did not engage in misconduct by asking a few leading questions or by making a series of comments during closing argument that were fair comments on the evidence presented and the arguments made by defense counsel.
Defendant’s convictions for four counts of rape of a child under ten and one count of gross sexual imposition were based upon sufficient evidence and were not against the weight of the evidence where the child-victim testified to at least two instances of digital penetration of her vagina or anus, at least one instance of cunnilingus, at least one instance of fellatio, and at least one instance in which the child was forced to rub defendant’s penis with her hand with a level of detail that allowed the jury to conclude that the testimony was not the product of coaching.

Defendant’s convictions were not against the sufficiency and weight of the evidence where the child-victim and other witnesses testified that the events all occurred in Hamilton County, Ohio, despite the child stating in her forensic interview that they had occurred in Kentucky.
The trial court properly sentenced defendant to four terms of life in prison without parole for rape and 18 months in prison for gross sexual imposition where the crimes were committed against a child under the age of ten and where there was no showing that the trial court had failed to consider the purposes and principles of sentencing or any of the factors set forth in R.C. 2929.11(B) and 2929.12(A)-(E).

Pursuant to R.C. 2929.41(A), defendant’s prison sentences were to be served concurrently where the trial court was silent on whether the sentences were to be served concurrently or consecutively.
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED 
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