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{1 1} The discretionary appeal is allowed. The judgment of the court of
appeals is reversed on the authority of State v. Bidinost (1994), 71 Ohio St.3d 449,
644 N.E.2d 318.

MOYER, C.J., DOUGLAS, WRIGHT, RESNICK, F.E. SWEENEY, PFEIFER and

Cook, JJ., concur.




