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Office of the Ohio Public Defender
16 East Broad Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 465-5384

RANDALL M. DANA
State Public Defender

The Honorable James A. Rhodes
Bonorable Members of the General Assembly
Honorable Justices of the Supreme Court ¢f Chio

In accordance with Section 120.03 of the Ghio Revised Code, it is
the pleasure of this Camnission to submit to you the Annual Report of
the Chio Public Defender Cammission for fiscal year 1982. This Report
concerns the operations of the Camission, the State Public Defender
Office, county public defender ofifices, and assigned counsel systems.

During the past year the Camission continued to fulfill its statutory
mandate of "providing, supervising, and coordinating legal representation”
for indigent individuals accused of crimes in the state of Chio. Much
progress was made in the face of the severe challenge posed to the
entire indigent defense system by the re-enactment of the death penalty
in Ohio in October, 1981. As is discussed in this Report, the existence
of the death penalty in Ohio threatens to overwhelm budgets and workloads
in every county. The Camission will closely monitor the impact of this
new law over the caming year.

This past year marked the first full year for new State Public
Defender Randall M. Dana, and two new members, Sally Bloamfield and
Thamas Phillips, joined the Camnission. The infusion of new personnel
has maintained enthusiasm and supplied fresh ideas as the program has
grown.

The Camnission, through the ongoing county evaluation program, is
persisting in identifying problem areas and developing solutions.
Evaluations of indigent defense systems in five counties were performed
during the past year, revealing problems with early representation,
ineffective assistance of counsel. inadequate attorney campensation, and
lack of campliance with Cammission Rules and reimbursement standards.

The Conmission would like to thank you for your assistance over the
past six years as the Ohio program has taken shape. We lock forward to
many more years of cooperation in striving to reach our goal of ensuring
every indigent defendant an effective, quality defense at the lowest
possible cost.

Sincerely,

Everett Burton
Chairman
Ohio Public Defender Camission

" Preceding page blank
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Office of the Ohlo Public Defender
16 East Broad Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 466-5394

RANDALL M. DANA
State Public Defender

It is with pleasure that I address you at the coampletion of the
first year of my term as the Chio Public Defender. The year has been
cne that has seen many accamplishments by this office as well as the
county public defender systems. Early in the year we were able to return
to and maintain the 50% funding level for the county reimbursement programs.
Although the crisis in the state's budget forced a reduction of the staff
of the state public defender office by nearly one~-third, we still provided
quality representation and assistance to county public defender offices
and private appointed counsel in more cases than in any previous year.
We were able to anticipate and prepare for the re-enactment of the death
penalty by helping to organize and participate in a statewide system of
defense lawyers who provide quality representation to those difficult,
expensive, and time consuming cases.

Although many of the goals that we set before us have been attained,
there is still much to be accamplished in the coming years. When I was
appointed Chio Public Defender, I pledged to provide the highest quality
representation possible to all indigent persons charged with a crime in
the most efficient and cost effective manner pcssible. To achieve this
goal I must continue, with the cooperation of the Chic Public Defender
Camuission and all branches of state and county government, to examine
and to refine the manner in which indigent defense is provided in the
state. We must continue to improve and increase, if possible, the services
provided by the state office to counties who cannot afford to provide them.
We must continue to assist attorneys in the preparation of trials and appeals
using our own attorneys and investigators and the newly created brief bank.
We also must continue to develop the funds and other resources needed to
provide representation in death penalty cases.

I would encourage all persons who receive this 1982 Annual Report

to contact me with your suggestions on how we might better provide our
constitutionally mandated service and achieve our goals. Thank you.

Aﬁ&
RANDALL M. LANA

Chio Public Defender

Preceding page blank

Preceding page‘blank

BACKGROUND: THE OFIO INDIGENT DEFENSE SYSTEM

Prior to 1976, the state of Chio did not have a coordinated, consistent,
and uniform system for the provision of legal services to indigent individuals
accused of crimes. Many counties were not appointing counsel in all cases
required by the United States Supreme Court. Some counties had well organized
legal aid and defender programs, while others used ad hoc assigned counsel
systems with attorneys working for no or meager compensation. Following
the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Argersinger v. Hamlin (1972), which
mandated state provision of legal counsel to indigent persons accused of
crimes which might result in imprisomment, states began to develop and
implement state defender systems.

In 1975, after two unsuccessful attempts, the Chio General Assenbly
enacted Amended Substitute H.B. 164. This Act (Chapter 120 of the Ohio
Revised Code) created the Chio Public Defender Cammission and the State
Public Defender Office and provided for a joint state-county program for
the provision of legal services to indigent individuals. Ohio thus opted
for a mixed system, rejecting full state control and local autonamy,
in favor of a cooperative system with joint funding and provision of
services shared between the state and the counties.

Appointments to the Chio Public Defender Commission were made by the
Governor and the Chief Justice of the Ohio Supreme Court in January, 1976,
and the initial-meeting of the Camission was held in April of that year.
The first State Public Defender, J. Tullis Rogers, was appointed on
October 5, 1976, and the initial staff members of the State Public Defender
Office were hired in December, 1976.
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1982 HIGHLIGHTS OF THE OHIO PUBLIC
DEFENDER COMMISSION

The Ohio Public Defender Camission met for regular guarterly
meetings during fiscal year 1982 on July 31 and November 7, 1981, and
on March 13 and June 12, 1982. In addition, & special meeting was held
on Novenmber 30, 1981.

The initial meeting set the tone for an eventful year. The Camission
accepted the resignation of J. Tullis Rogers as State Public Defender,
expressing sincere appreciation for his services, and then selected
Randall M. Dana as Mr. Rogers' successor. During the course of the
meeting that followed, the Commission discussed the impact of the
imminent re-enactment of the death penalty in Chio, reviewed the
Camnission policy on the refusal to allew state reimbursement for
dependency, neglect, and abuse cases in Juvenile Courts, and received a
report and a draft Chio Evaluation Model fram Mr. Howard Eisenberg,
Executive Director of the National legal Aid and Defender Association.
The Comnission established a Subcammittee to study the Model, and to
report at the next meeting on suggested revisions.

The November 7, 1981 meeting provided an opportunity for the
Commission to review the 1982-83 biennial budget for the State Public
Defender Office prior to the delayed passage of the state budget bill by
the Ohio General Assembly. In addition, the Subcammittee on Evaluation
submitted its Report, detailing changes made in the Ohio Evaluation
Model. After approval of the revisions, the Camission then formally
accepted the Model for distribution to county public defenders, coammissioners,
and camon pleas judges, and instructed Mr. Dana to begin evaluations
utilizing the redrafted Model. Cammissioners also considered a draft of
H.B. 684, legislation prepared by the Office to correct several deficiencies
in Chapter 120 of the Revised Code; developed a position on the elimination
of the Criminal Costs Subsidy Account in the Office budget; and discussed
further options for amending the Ohio Rules of Criminal Procedure so as
to require that judges utilize the Commission Rule on attorney qualifications
prior to the appointment of counsel.

A special meeting of the Camission was held on November 30, 1981,
at which State Public Defender Dana resigned his four-year fixed term
appointment, and was reappointed to serve at the pleasure of the Camiission.
This was necessary to take advantage of a legislative change in section
120.04 of the Revised Code.

At the March 13, 1982 meeting, which was held in Cincinnati in
order to honor cutgoing Cammissioner Timothy Garry, the Cammission
- received and discussed the findings contained in the Evaluation Reports
of Erie, Richland, Knox, and Sandusky Counties. The Camission also
further considered their policy regarding distribution of BEvaluation
reports, and decided that each report was to be released to the County
Camnissioners, the Presiding Judge of Common Pleas Court, the Public
Defender if one exists, and the County Bar Association in each county
evaluated. State Public Defender Dana briefed the Camuissicners on the

b ¢ T N AT RIS

status of the case of Linch v. Rogers, in which the Belmont County
Camissioners sued for a declaratory judgment and an injunction against
OPDC Rule 120-1-10 on attorney qualifications. The plaintiffs prevailed
in the Belmont County Court of Common Pleas, and the case is being
appealed by the Attormey General in the Seventh District Ohio Court of
Appeals. Mr. Dana also provided reports on the status of the Office
budget, initial work on a recoupment program for the marginally-indigent,
and on the release of Chio Attorney General Opinion 81-089, in vhich it
was held that the State Public Defender is solely responsible for the

day-to—-day operations and management control of the State Public Defender
Office.

At the final reqular meeting of the year, on June 12, 1982, a
Subcomittee of the full Camission was appointed to review the results
of all county evaluations performed to date, and to recammend appropriate
courses of action to rectify general or specific problems discovered.

The Subcamittee chair was Sally Bloomfield, and other members named were
Thomas Phillips and Lizabeth Moody. Also, the Comuission directed State
Public Defender Dana to pursue legislative and executive support for an
indigent defense system involving (1) full state funding; (2) operating
out of a special account/rotary rather than the state General Revenue
Fund; (3) with authority for the Commission or State Public Defender to
set a statewide fee schedule applicable in all counties; (4) with revenues
derived fram a special court cost levied upon felony and misdemeanor
convictions. Finally, the Comission determined as a matter of policy
that the State Public Defender in his 1984-85 biennial budget proposal
should modify the manner in which the Criminal Costs Subsidy operates so
as to not create an incentive for incarceration, or failing that, to
transfer the account to another state agency, or simply abolish the
account.

10



STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER OFFICE

Management

Randall M. Dana was appointed Ohio Public Defender at the July 31,
1981, meeting of the Chio Public Defender Camnission, with the appointment
effective August 1, 1981. Fiscal year 1982 thus marked his first full
year as Ohio Public Defender.

There were a number of other management changes during the year in
addition to the selection of a new Ohio Public Defender. In May, 1981,
Elizabeth Manton was named Chief Counsel; as such she is the first staff
merber to hold that position since Randall Dana in October, 1980. In
June, 1982, James V. Moroney was appointed First Assistant State Public
Defender, with responsibility for all administrative matters and non—
legal personnel. In November, 1981, Scott P. Kenney was named Chief
Trial Counsel, a new position reporting to the Chief Counsel with responsibility
for all trial-level cases. Finally, David Stebbins was hired in February,
1982, as Death Penalty Counsel, in charge of all in-house death penalty
cases as well as holding the responsibility for monitoring all other
such cases statewide.

The Table of Organization on the following page lists all filled
positions in the State Public Defender Office. As of June 30, 1982,
there were thirty-nine (39) filled positions in the Office; as of June
30, 1981, the Office had forty-two (42) filled positions. Staffing
levels have steadily declined since fiscal year 1980, when a high of
fifty-six (56) positions was reached. Staff reductions have resulted
fram a cambination of executive and legislative budget cuts and changing
management priorities. Modest staff increases are being sought in the
upcoming 1984-85 budget proposal, primarily in the appellate and death
penalty areas in the legal services division of the Office.

Budget

Fiscal year 1982 presented samewhat of a recovery fram the disastrous
level of funding received in the previous fiscal year. Despite a real
decrease in Personal Services funding, resulting in the loss of three
fulltime positions as of June 30, 1982, appropriations for Maintenance
and the Indigent Defense Subsidy were raised substantially.

The additional Indigent Defense reimbursement funds permitted an
increase in the effective rate of state reimbursament fram 33.1% in 1981
to 42.2% in 1982. Because of a long delay in the enactment of the 1982-
83 biennial state budget by the Ohio General Assembly, the traditional
50% rate of reimbursement was not restored until August, 1981, the fifth

" month of fiscal year 1982 reimbursement. For this reason, the effective

rate of reimbursement for the entire year was 42.2%. A return to the
50% rate was the top budget goal of the State Public Defender Office

during 1982-83 budget deliberations, and the achievement of that goal
during 1982 was extremely satisfying.

11
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It was also significant that 1962 was the first fiscal year since
the creation of the Chio gystem in 1976 in which no Federgl funds were
received for any purpose by the State Public Defender Office.

Criminal Costs Subsidy funds showed no growth £ram 1981 to 1982 as
a result of a concentration of budget cuts on that account.

A total of $560,697 was unalloted in 1982 as a rgsglt of a total of. .
5.5% in executive and legislative budget cuts fram original 1982 appropriations

in Am. Sub. H.B. 694. Of this reduction, $133,425 was taken in the
Indigent Defense Subsidy and $266,850 in the Criminal Costs Subsidy.
The remainder was applied to the operating budget.

TABLE I
FISCAL YEARS 1981 and 1982
EXPENDITURES OF THE STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER CFFICE

Appropriation Item Fund FY 1981 Fy 1982
Personal Services 111 $ 788,642 S 786,247
(salaries and 10% 39,005 -0-

fringes) 08 52,586 72,400
Maintenance 11 252,390 321,121
(rent, supplies, 10 35,608 : -0-
utilities, etc.)
BEquipment 11 11,232 18,891
Special Purpose? 11 3,439 -0~
Subsidy (Indigent 11 4,277,246 6,608,691
Defense)5
Subsidy éCriminal 11 1,790,714 1,790,072
Costs)

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

GENERAL REVENUE FUND 7,123,663 9,525,022
TOTAL EXPENDITURES -
All, FINDS 7,250,862 9,597,422
. Notes:

1. Fund 11 is the State's General Revenue Fund; expenditures fram this

Fund are supported by general tax dollars and fees raised by the
state; . ]
2. Fund 10 is the State's Federal Special Revenue Fund; expenditures

fram this Fund are derived fram Federal grants, which were received
during fiscal year 1982 for the reimbursement computer program and

. for the investigative staff;
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8 is the State Special Revenue Fund; amounts expended

this Fund during fiscal year included the payment of a

intern under the Chio State University Work~-Study Program

the provision of legal services to inmates at the Columbus
Correctional Facility pursuant to the consent decree in Stewart
v. Rhodes;

4. Expenditures from the Special Purpose Account represent state
match required for Federal grants received by the Office during
fiscal year 1982;

5. The Indigent Defense Subsidy Account contains funds for reimbursement
of county expenditures on defense of indigent individuals in criminal
cases, as provided by sections 120.18, 120.28, and 120.33 of the

6. The Criminal Cost Subsidy Account provides 100% reimbursement of
a variety of court and certain law enforcement costs incurred by
the counties; a county is entitled to reimbursement from this
Account when a defendant is indigent, convicted of a felony,
and sentenced to a state penal institution (Yor statutory authority
on the program itself, see sections 2949.17 through 2949.19 of the
Revised Code) .

§ie

B

legal Services

One of the primary functions of the State Public Defender Office is
the direct provision of legal services to indigent individuals accused
of crimes in Chio. Section 120.05 of the Revised Code authorizes the
State Public Defender to establish a central office, which was created
in 1976 at 20 East Broad Street in Columbus. Section 120.06 of the
Revised Code permits the State Public Defender and office staff to
provide legal services in a variety of matters including representation
of adults accused of serious offenses under section 120.06(3) (1), of
juveniles in juvenile proceedings involving a potential loss of liberty
under section 120.06(a) (2), of persons incarcerated in state penal
institutions under section 120.06(a) (3), and persons appealing convictions
under section 120.06(A) (4).

As of June 30, 1982, the Legal Services staff of the Office included
the State Public Defender, who does not carry a caseload on a regular
basis, and nine (9) attorneys in the central office, plus one attorney
who manages the lLegal Advisors' Program at Columbus Correctional Facility.
There are four investigators, and four legal interns assigned to the
central office, with four more legal interns in the legal Advisors'
Program.

14



Table 7T presents the caseload of the Office for fiscal year 1981

‘and 1982 by type of proceeding; as is apparent, caseload grew 10.5% -

during 1982, almost exclusively in the parole revecation ecategory.
Since the 1982 caseload figures shown are cases closed fram July 1,
1981, through June 30, 1982, Table II also includes cases pending as of
July 1, 1982, in order to yield a more comprehensive picture of the
Office workload.

TABLE II
CASEIORD BY TYPE OF CASE
Proceeding FY 1981 FY 1982
i : 77 64
Trial .llevel o &
Post Conviction 130 127
Parole/Prcbation 413 504
Habeas Corpus 4 7 8
TOTAL CASELOAD 706 780

INQUIRIES? 1,040 321

CASES PENDING BY TYPE OF CASE

Proceeding Fy 1982
i 27
Trial 1 51
Post Conviction gg
Parole/Probation ; 8
Habeas Corpus —
TOTAL PENDING CASES ’ 158
INQUIRIES? 46

1. Included in the appeal category are 83 briefs filed in FY 1982.

2. Inquiries are requests for service or infopnat::xor_x which do not
materialize into cases; included are such inquiries as mgernal
prison matters, civil cases, and cases determined to be without
merit. ‘
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Table 1II reveals the 1981 and 1982 caseloads of the Office, by
source of case referral. Aside fram parole revocation hearings assigned
by request of the Adult Parole Authority, referrals from individual
defendants remain the greatest source of cases for the Office.

TABLE III
SOURCE OF REFERAL
Source Fy 1981 FY 1982
Cammon Pleas Judge 65 34
Appellate Judge 25 18
Adult Parole Authority 397 492
County Public Defender 52 31
Private Counsel — 18
Defendant 158 110
Family/Friend —— 29
ACTU — 4
State Agency (Ohio) —— 32
Other* 9 12
TOTAL CASELOAD 706 780

*Other category includes referrals fram TV stations, inmates on behalf
of another, miscellaneous legal organizations, and state and fiscal
legislators.

The Legal Advisors' Program at the Columbus Correctional Facility
marked its second full year of operation in 1982. The lLegal Advisory
Program was a direct result of a provision in the consent decree entered
in the case of Stewart v. Rhodes. Stewart was a lawsuit filed over
unconstitutional conditions at the Columbus Correctional Facility
(formerly the Ohio Penitentiary). One provision in the consent decree
mandated that the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction provide
forty hours per week of access to legal advice and guidance to inmates
at the Columbus Correctional Facility. After consultation with various
parties, the Department decided to contract with the State Public Defender
Office for the latter to deliver the mandated services. The Office
assigned a staff attorney to manage the Program, and hired four legal
interns to staff it. Workload by type of case assistance is indicated
in Table IV.

The nurber of instances of case assistance rendered by the managing
attorney and four interns almost tripled fram 1981 to 1982, fram 3,805
in 1981 to 11,266 in 1982. Thought is being given to expanding this
type of program to other Chio penal institutions in the future.



:_l'ﬂg'_rx Fy 1982
Criminal
General Advice 1,607 -
Post Conviction Relief 433
Appeal 865
Shock Parole 303
Parole 411
Parole Revocation 125
Shock Probation 1,961
Detainer 233
Habeas Corpus 56
Record Information 344
Motion for New Trial 15
Mandamus 0
Clemency 25
Sentence Question 329
Jail Time Credit 447
Research Request 526
Prison Grievance 74
Rules Infraction Board Related 62
Civil
Medical Care . 86
Civil Rights Camplaint 1,680
Divorce 171
Child Custody 50
Tax - 42
Bankruptcy 11
Court of Claims 47
Miscellaneous 356
‘Notary Request 248
Legal Kit Request 759
TOTAL 11,266

TARLE IV
LEGAL ADVISORY PROGRAM WORKLOAD
TYPE OF ASSISTANCE/INQUIRY
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An additional investigator was added to the legal Services staff in
1982, in response to the nurber of trial-level cases accepted by the
Office and to the demand from assigned counsel for investigative assistance.

Table V indicates the workload of the investigative staff for 1981 and
1982, ' ‘

The number of full investigations per investigator dropped drastically
in 1982 as a result of the cawplexity of cases handled. One case alone,
the Rucker aggravated murder case in Wooster, required the fulltime
services of two investigators for six weeks during 1982.

As Table V evidences, the nurber of polygraph examinations dropped
significantly. This was due to a policy change brought on by the death
of Examiner Gene Demopoulos on October 11, 1981, and the transfer of
Examiner James Krakora to the Bureau of Criminal Investigation of the
Attorney General's Office on May 8, 1982. Rather than replace either
examiner, the decision was made to contract with private examiners
for examinations at very low fees, and then refer all service requests
to such private examiners, with the fees to be paid by the requesting
defender office or assigned counsel. A drop in the number of polygraphs

requested through the Office was therefore anticipated with the adoption
of this policy.

TABLE V
INVESTIGATOR ACTIVITIES
Fy 1981 Fy 1982

Nunber of full investigations

campleted . 94 46
Nunber of investigations campleted

by each investigator 31.3 15.3
Nurber of additional services such

as filing briefs, checking court

records, fingerprint examinations,

firearms identification, polygraphic

services, handwriting analysis and

other miscellaneous services 84 NA
Nurber of witnesses and clients

interviewed NA 1,227
Number of investigations which

resulted in charges being

dropped or reduced 18 NA
Number of polygraph examinations 254 170
Nurber of miles traveled by

investigators 43,462 68,760
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legislative Services

In May, 1982, Assistant State Public Defender Jill Stone was appointed
I.egislat‘i.vg Liaison for purposes of monitoring all activity in the Chio
General Assenbly relative to criminal law and procedure. This marked
the first significant dedication of Office personnel to representation
of defense-oriented positions in the House and Senate Judiciary Camnittees.

As of the preparation of this Report, Ms. Stone has mobilized concerted

involvement of defense-oriented organizations in the mendmg of bills
relating to increasing penalties for driving while intoxicated, to
weakening current speedy trial requirements, and to creating a plea and
verdict of guiity but mentally ill.

Am. Sub. H.B. 694, the 1982-83 biennial state budget bi:!.l effectJ..ve
November 15, 1981, affected several important nndifica@;ions in the Ohio
indigent defense program. For one, the position of Ohio Public Defender
was made to serve at the pleasure of the Chio Public Defencfler Ccmm.ss%on,
rather than a four-year fixed term appointment. Also, a ninety-day time
limit for submission of assigned counsel certificate.?, and a sixty-day
time limit for county public defender monthly operating statements, were
placed among the reimbursement provisions of Chapter 120 gf.t.he Revised
Code. Finally, a proration of funds mechanism fc?r the Criminal Costs
Subsidy was placed in Section 2949.21 of the Rev:Lsed Code, tlus_lc.mers
the percentage of reimbursement when the appropration is insufficient to
pay the statutory-specified rate. Section 2949.201 operates in the
exact manner as Section 120.34 applies to the Indigent Defense Subsidy.

By the end of fiscal year 1982, Am. Sub. H.B. 684 had passed tl"xe.OhJ.o
House of Representatives and is awaiting approval by the Senate Judiciary
Camittee. This bill, drafted by the State Public Defender Office, is
the first revision of Chapter 120 apart fram biennial budget legislation
since 1976. Am. Sub. H.B. 684 consolidates existing provisions on the
type of cases in which a right to counsel under Chapter 120 exists. The
bill also allows counties a contract option for a public defender office
as opposed to the creation of another agency of county government.
Counties will be able to contract with law schools, bar associations,
legal clinics, or non-profit corporations for the delivery of defender
services. In addition, the power of the Ohio Public l?efender Camnission
to set standards regarding the qualifications of public defenders and
assigned counsel is statutorily established in an explicit manner.

It is expected that Am. Sub. H.B. 684 will receive Ohio Senate
approval in November, 1982, and should be effective in January, 1983.

19
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COUNTY EVALUATIONS

The county evaluation program during 1982 became an integral
camonent of the State Public Defender Office operations. The Ohio
Public Defender Camission formally adopted the Ohio Evaluation Model,
Geveloped by Howard Eisenberg of the National Iegal Aid and Defender
Association, in order to standardize the evaluation process and to allow
for inter-county camparisons of data and cbservations. Also, during
1982 the evaluation program was brought in-house, and the first evaluation
without NLADA contract assistance was performed in May, 1982.

To date fifteen (15) Ohio counties have had evaluations of their
indigent defense systems performed. During fiscal year 1982, eight
county reports were submitted to the Camission, and substantial work on
two other counties had been accamplished by June 30, 1982. Reports on
Mahoning, Athens, Ross, and Washington Counties were received at the
July 31, 1981, Cammissicn meeting, while evaluations of Knox, Erie,
Richland, and Sandusky were presented at the March 13, 1982, meeting.

In addition, reports on Ashtabula and Montgamery Counties were close to
campletion as of the close of the fiscal year.

County evaluations are used by the Camnission and the Office to
gather information about the programs being operated by Chio counties,
and to identify and rectify problems. The reports have generally been
useful to all participants in the systems that have been evaluated.

Because previous Cammission Annual Reports have not reported on the
results or findings of the evaluations, the following Table presents a
list of counties evaluated, the date each report was submitted to the

Camission, and a synopsis of the most significant findings or conclusions
in each report.

TABLE VI
COUNTY EVALUATION REPORT

Date Submitted

County to OPDC Significant Findings

Licking July, 1980 Procedural reimbursement. problems
over-inclusive indigency determinations
possibly violations of OPDC Rule on
attorney qualifications
ad hoc assigned counsel system
possible lack of case investigation
by assigned counsel
low attorney fee schedule
very high trial rate, no plea
bargaining

low attomey fee schedule

procedural reimbursement problems

inadequate law library resources

possible violation of OPDC Rule
on attorney qualifications

Perry July, 1980
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County
Perry (cont.)

Franklin

Stark

Date Submitted
to OPDC

July, 1980

October, 1980

April, 1981

April, 1981

21

Significant Findings

ad hoc assigned counsel system

lack of support services

degree of attorney independence
fram judiciary

low trial rate

need for attorney training

nonprofit corporation used as
county public defender office

procedural reimbursement problems:
lack of county auditor oversight

low attorney fee schedule

use of dollar limits for indigency
determination rather than OPDC
Rule 120-1-03

need for continuous representation
fram Municipal Court to Cammon
Pleas Court

ad hoc assigned counsel system

inadequate support staff for county
public defender office

low trial rate

County Public Defender Commission -
Defender relationship

low Stark County Public Defender
Office appeal rate

delinguent submission of reimbursement

low interest of private bar in felony
appointments

ad hoc assigned counsel system

unnecessary use of co-counsel

Stark County Public Defender Office
attorney burn-out: high caseload

early representation, Municipal Court

noncampliance of Lucas County Public
Defender Office with Chapter 120 -
no county public defender commission

no private practice policy for parttime
attorneys

procedural reimbursement problems

low attorney fee schedule

data for caseload per attorney
determination unavailable

ad hoc assigned counsel system

low trial rate

inexperienced investigative staff

need for fulltime defender staff

need for attorney training

excessive misdemeanor caseload

Date Submitted

County to aPDc
Ross July, 1981
Washington July, 1981
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Significant Findings

poor county financial cordition

low attorney fee schedule

delegation of attorney appointment
to bailiffs

loose indigency determination

procedural reimbursement problems

inadequate support services for
assigned counsel )

undue reliance on younger, inexperienced
menbers of bar for assigmments

county refusal to pay for Municipal
Court representation

very high indigency rate

procedural reimbursement problems

possible violation of OPDC Rule
on attorney qualifications

attorney misunderstanding over correct
county fee schedule

need for attormey training

inadequate support services for
assigned counsel

lack of campensation for Athens
County Public Defender Cammission

need for Athens County Public Defender
involvement in indigency determinations

procedural reimbursement problems

low attorney fee schedule

extremely high Athens County Public
Defender Office caseload

inadequate Athens County Public
Defender Office support services

inadequate Athens County Public
Defender Office case statistics

high rate of information with waivers
of counsel

need for additional funding

unnecessarily complicated attorney
fee schedule

lack of county-city contract for
ordinance representation

high attorney expenses for out-of-
county assigned counsel

lack of interested, qualified attormeys
for appointments

very high trial rate, no plea bargaining

early representation

inadequate assigned counsel support
services



p—r — ——

:

Knox

Sandusky

Richland

Date Submitted
to OPDC

March, 1982

April, 1982

April, 1982

June, 1982
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Significant Findings

extremely stringent indigency standards

early representation in Municipal Court

possible violation of OPDC Rule on
attorney qualifications

lack of assigned counsel and Erie
County Public Defender Office
investigatory support

extremely high Erie County Public Defender
Office caseload

non-opisrational Erie County Public
Defender Office Camnission

lack of Erie County Public Defender
Office internal fiscal and statistical
controls

unstable political relationships

very high trial rate

extremely stringent indigency
standards

failure to utilize assigned counsel
on conflict cases

Knox County Public Defender Office
acceptance of discretionary cases
(juvenile)

private practice of Knox County Public
Defender

very high attorney fee schedule

informal indigency determinations

early representation

possible violation of OPDC Rule on
attorney qualifications

lack of assigned counsel investigatory
support

increasing of bonds when defendants
demand preliminary hearings in
Municipal Court

procedural and legal reimbursement
problems

penalizing defendants choosing to go
to trial

informal indigency determinations

early representation

possible violation of OPDC Rule on
attorney qualifications

low trial and appeal rates

contimiity of counsel

unilateral reduction of attorney fees
by Richland Camissioners without
bar or judicial input

County
Ashtabula

Montgamery

Date Submitted

to OPDC

Significant Findings

report incomplete
report incamplete
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OOUNTY REIMBURSEMENT

The State Public Defender office operates three reimbursement
pregrams out of two separate subsidy accounts:

Thé Criminal Costs Subsidy Acocunt allows 100% reimbursement to
counties for a variety of costs incurred in criminal cases in which the
defendant is indigent, is convicted of a felony, and is sent to a state
penitentiary or reformatory. "Cost bills" prepared by the clerks of
the eighty-eight county Common Pleas Courts for such cases sent to the
Ohio prisons for verification of prisoner transportation costs and then
are transmitted to the State Public Defender Office. The Office audits
the bills and vouchers them for payment of 100% of allowable costs to
the counties involved.

Table VII indicates Criminal Costs Subsidy payments by county for
fiscal years 1981 and 1982.

The law regarding the Criminal Costs program was amended in November,
1981, to require proration in the event of insufficient appropriations.
It is apparent that the current 100% rate will not be maintained in
fiscal year 1983.

TABLE VII
' CRIMINAL COSTS SUBSIDY REIMBURSEMENT

County FY 1981 FY 1982
Adams 3,002 2,186
Allen 18,709 24,307
Ashland 5,649 10,434
Ashtabula 14,256 5,766
Athens 7,106 : 3,239
Auglaize 7,042 . 6,999
Belmont 7,961 4,101
Brown 4,158 4,588
Butler ‘ 21,791 26,850
Carroll 1,501 3,202
Champaign 5,112 11,319
Clark 43,920 34,620
Clermont 20,545 16,561
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Crawford
Cuyahoga
Darke
Defiance
Delawa:r:. e
Erie
Fairfield
Fayette
Franklin
Fulton
Gallia
Geawga

Greene

Hamilton

Harrison
Highland

Holmes

FY 1981

5,750
21,166
2,239
5,837
404,315
7,255
8,123
9,736
8,639
14,693
7,152
265,629

2,503
4,475
5,820
24,294
1,928
163,970
18,913
2,403
1,297
2.692
10,309
5,342
642
4,871
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FY 1982

3,192
23,561
4,302
3,163
390,785
4,704
4,264
7,253
6,167
7,604
11,745
272,297
2,172
951
4,857
19,338
5,680
234,264
21,218
2,667
328
2,539
7,040
2,116
347
3,994



County

Jackson
Jefferson

Licking
Logan

- lorain

Montgamery
Morgan

Naoble
Ottawa

Pauld:'.ng

Pickaway

FY 1981

3,019
3,385
4,540
16,381
2,806

30,189

7,360
25,201
13,235

2,652
30,139
14,891

9,051
3,813

1,780
6,535
1,026
58,370
198
6,076
20,982
115
3,745
1,073
1,609
9,444
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FY 1982

761
4,162
9,667

18,878
3,964
30,306
3,948
21,755
13,966
3,563
11,350
10,010
11,781
2,876
954
7,816
1,057
45,477
503
5,927
10,497
331
1,436
2,180
3,088
10,672

-
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County
Pike

Preble

Richland
Ross v
Sandusky
Scioto

Shelby
Stark
Sumit
Trunbull
Tuscarawzs
Union’

Van Wert
Vinton

Williams

Wyandot

T e st e i e . 4 s e e

FY 181
3,022
28,621
4,ZBi
5,926
21,094
21,848
6,982
14,668
8,866
4,057
38,288
: 105,438
15,695
7,876
5,508
6,109
700
6,999
8,689
5,176
5,123
14,732
3,055

1,791,007
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FY 1982

1,067
15,991
4,912
403
16,045
21,494
5,678
10,787
14,868
6,939
46,194
117,520
17,145
8,083
4,986
6,191
128
10,198
9,739
8,968
3,862
16,295
4,569

1,789,707
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The Indigent Defense Subsidy Account provides funds for up to 50%
reimbursement of county expenditures for assigned counsel program and
local public defender offices. Eighty-seven counties maintain assigned
counsel programs, while thirty counties have public defender offices
(twenty-seven single county offices and one joint county office with
three counties participating).

With an assigned counsel program (Chio Revised Code section 120.33),
a court with jurisdiction over a case assigns an attorney from a panel
or listing of available attorneys to provide representation to a defendant
who has been found indigent. After legal services have been provided,
the attorney prepares and submits one of the applicable forms to the
Court for the approval of the judge who presided over that proceeding.
The form is then submitted to the county auditor, who pays the attorney
the requested fees and expenses as approved by the judge. The auditor
then files a monthly report of all attorney certificates paid during
that month with the State Public Defender Office. The certificates are
audited and up to 50% (the exact percentage is determined by the availability
of funds and the number of cases submitted for reimbursement) of all
reported costs are then reimbursed to the county general fund.

Table VIII shows the state share of county expenditures for assigned
counsel programs for fiscal year 1981 and 1982.

The thirty counties with public defender offices prepare mcnthly
reports on office expenses. These reports are submitted to the county
auditors for verification and then to the State Public Defender Office.

The Office then audits the reports and reimburses up to 50% of all
allowable costs.

TABLE VIII
COUNTY ASSIGNED COUNSEL SYSTEM REIMBURSEMENT

County FY 1081 FY 1982
Adams 9,143 6,970
Allen 22,911 55,742
Ashland 11,035 | 631
Ashtabula 7,55 ' 7,170
Athens 3,963 825
Auglaize 12,383 11,328
Belmont 2,346 7,291
Brown 11,875 12,047
Butler 32,815 53,138
Carroll 946 1,582
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County
Champaign
Clark
Clermont
Clinton
Columbiana
Coshocton
Crawford
Cuyahoga
Darke
Defiance
Delaware
Erie
Fairfield
Fayette
Franklin
Fulton |

Geauga

Greene

Hamilton

Harrison

Highland

FY 1981

5,768
11,597
1,256
2,980
2,197
1,439
13,693
374,028
7,669
10,766
11,032
3,301
19,491
6,388
101,080
5,164
21,036
2,933
29,128
6,762
253,060
25,043
4,197
-0
4,983
10,581
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FY 1982

11,500
6,466
2,222
3,947
2,452
3,163

18,074

737,537

17,014
9,752

24,943
3,546

22,595

18,242

140,247
7,549

34,213
2,096

39,868

© 4,417
351,260

31,619

7,126
3,227
7,108
9,947



//,», SR

\%{

e  —

County

Bocking
Holmes

Huron
Jackson
Jeffe:sm
Knox
Lake
Lawrence
Licking
Logan

- Lorain

16,204
40,492
10,988
34,230
88,120
12,897
55,931
24,863
8,075
430
5,449
3,111
1,273
166,848
1,538
6,429
8,486
104
7,789
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18,649
22,206
21,570
54,211
87,364
10,180
54,035
35,902
14,132
150
8,529
3,831
6,490
223,718
6,391
6,400
5,716
-0-
15,970

Tt i s s enen,
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Paulding

Pickaway
Pike
Portage
Preble
Putnam
Richland
Ross

Sandusky
Scioto

Shelby
Stark
Sumit

Tuscarawas
~ Union

Van Wert

Vinton

R s o U

FY 1981

8,102
1,787
15,711
1,807
24,057
6,106
3,909
37,349
22,065
15,070
23,946
-0~

4,233
18,758
126,331
27,622
1,406
5,446
13,5ty
3,345
12,573
10,208
4,223
1,196
10,556

2,735

1,978,163
32

FY 1982

12,313
602
19,537
1,160
26,054
10,827
5,644
27,932
30,408
22,315
32,071
1,132
14,694
19,123
172,144
28,839
4,082
6,898
24,262
2,935
20,485
33,529
9,820
-0=
15,996

2,019

2,855,103
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Table IX shows the state share of county expenditures for public

defender offices for fiscal years 1981 and 1982.

The overall rate of reimbursement for the Indigent Defense Subsidy

in 1982 was 42.2%, up fram 33.1% in 1981.

now back to 50%, since August, 1981.

County
Ashtabula
Athens
Auglaize
Belmont
Clark
Clermont
Clinton
Colunbiana
Cuyahoga
Erie
Franklin
Geauga’
Greene

Hamilton

TAELE IX

FY 1981
25,614
9,524
-0-
24,020
64,528
24,330
14,634
37,232
459,688
17,008
421,304
20,696
19,033
265,414
15,891
19,309
67,332
83,231
25,656
232,440
25,218
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COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER OFFICE REIMBURSEMENT

The rate of reimbursement is

FY 1982
26,583
14,100
15,984
35,592

102,616
29,417
18,416
53,578

602,452
24,546

594,243
25,238
26,664

381,784
25,314
25,820
96,649

181,762
29,446

322,686
35,541

J——— A
g g

gy g

County

Shelby
Stark
Summit
Tuscarawas

Wayne

FY 1981

17,544

1,741
97,502
56,672
27,301
29,165

25,586

2,127,613
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FY 1982

20,907
-0-

131,973
88,511
43,260
43,444
34,747
3,031,271



OCUNTY PROGRAMS

Chapter 120 of the Ohio Revised Code allows counties three options
for the delivery of criminal defense services to indigent individuals:
(1) the formation of a county public defender office pursuant to sections
120.13 through 120.18 of the Ohio Revised Code; (2) the establishment of
a joint county public defender office among two or more counties under
sections 120.23 through 120.28 of the COhio Revised Code; and (3) the
utilization of an assigned counsel system with a panel of participating
private attorneys accepting cases for compensation determined by a fee
schedule pramilgated by the board of county commissioners in each county.
The latter program is available by virtue of section 120.33 of the Ohio

Revised Code.

In twenty-seven of eighty-eight Ohio counties, a cambination of the
above program options is utilized, with defender offices and assigned
counsel systems sharing the indigent defense workload. Knox County has
an exclusive public defender system (except for rare conflict of interest
cases), while Lake County does assign a portion of cases to private
attorneys, but does not submit expenditures associated with these cases
for state reimbursement.

Fiscal year 1982 saw the first full year of operation for the
Auglaize County Public Defender Office, and the formation of the Coshocton

County Public Defender Office (effective July 1, 1982).

Table X indicates the names of the county public defender in each
county which has selected that option, the term of each defender, and
the address and phone number of each office.

County
Ashtabula

Athens

TABLE X
COUNTY AND JOINT COUNTY PUBLIC
DEFENDERS, TERMS, AND OFFICES
(as of July 1, 1982)

Defender

L. E. Downey
Ashtabula County Public Defender.

Office
4632 Main Avenue
Ashtabula, OH 44004
Term: Appointed March 27, 1982
for a term of 4 years.

Douglas J. Bennett
Athens County Public Defender
Office
8 North Court Street, Rm. 502
Athens, OH 45701
Term: Appointed March, 1982, for
a term of one year.
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Phone

(216) 998-2628

(614) 593-6400

Auglaize

Belmont

Clark

Clexmont

Clinton

Colurnbiana

Defender Phone

S. Mark Weller (419) 738-7111
Auglaize County Public
Defender Office
106 South Blackhoof Street
P.O. Box 5
Wapakoneta, OH 45895-0005
Term: Appointed April 8, 1982
for an indefinite term.

James L. Nichelson (614) 695-5263
Belmont County Public
Deferder Office
135 1/2 East Main Street
St. Clairsville, OH 43950
Term: Appointed January 5, 1981,
for a term of 4 years.

Ronald L. Galluzzo (513) 323-4639
Clark County Public
Defender Office
31 East High Street, Rm. 322
Springfield, OH 45502
Term: Appointed January 1, 1976,
for an indefinite term.

R. Daniel Hannon ~(513) 732-2212
Clermont County Public
Defender Office
257 Main Street
Batavia, OH 45103
Term: Appointed September 1, 1980
for a term of 4 years.

Elaine H. Beihl (513) 382-1316
Clinton County Public
Defender Office
148 North Market Street
Wilmington, OH 45177
Term: Appointed March 1, 1976,
for an indefinite term.
Frederic E. Naragon (216) 424-7675
Columbiana County Public
Defender Office
223 North Market Street
Lisbon, OH 44432
Term: Appointed February 1, 1981,
for a 2 year term.

Norman Davitt (614) 623-0800
Coshocton County Public
Defender Office
528 1/2 Main Street
Coshocton, OH 43812
Term: Appointed July 1, 1982,
for a year temm.
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County
Cuyahoga

Erie

Franklin

Geauga

Greene

Hamilton

Defender Phone

Hyman Freidman (216) 443-7223
Cuyahoga County Public

Defender Office
1200 Ontario Street
Justice Center
Cleveland, OH 44113
Term: Appointed June 1, 1981,

for a 4 year term.

Jeffrey K. Furrow
Erie County Public
Defender Office
243 East Market Street
Sandusky, OH 44870
Term: Appointed January 1, 1980,
for a 4 year term.

(419) 626-9343

James Kura (614) 222-8980

Franklin County Public
Defender Office
400 South Front Street
Colurbus, OH 43215
Term: Appointed May 14, 1980,
for a 4 year term.

Richard Makowski
Geauga County Public
Defender Office

139 Main Street
Chardon, OH 44024
Term: unreported

(216)564~7131 ext.

Joseph C. Graf (513) 376-5041
Greene County Public
Defender Office
101 East Church Street
Xenia, OH 45385
Term: Appointed March 13, 1982,
for a 4 year term.
Donald G. Montfort (513) 632-8701
Hamilton County Public
Defender Office
Hamilton County Courthouse
Roam 564
1000 Main Street
Cincinnati, GH 45202
Term: Appointed May, 1981,
for a two year term.
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County

Knox

Lake

- Lucas

Miami

Defender P
Russell v, leffler
4 -
Huron County Public (419) 668-3702
Defender Office
30 East i

s
Norwalk, oH 44857

SPpointed January 1, 1982,
COr & one year term.

Fred E. Mayhew
Kncx County Public
Defender Office
One Public Square
Mount Vernon, o 43050
Term:  Appointed October 1, 19,
for a one year term.

(614) 397-7420

(216) 357-5777

?begg B. Herschel
O Legal Aid Socie
lgggender Division &
North Erie Street
Suite 248
Toledo, OH 43624
: B_nployed by Toledo Legal
Aig Society on Marcth 27, 1969,
and serves an indefinite term.

Robert J. Lindeman '
oy 5
Miami County Pab e (513) 339-517g
ami County. Courthouse
West Main Street i
Troy, OH 45373
*  Approinted i1,
for a 4 ye:rprtleml :1982’

(419) 244-8351

Kurt Portmann
Montgomery County Public
Defender Office
379 West First Street
Dayton, OH 45422
Texm:  Appointed March, 1982,
for a one year term,

(513) 228-324¢
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County Defender Pt
: ' ' : Wood John p i |
County Defender Phone | | _ Wood County by " (419) 352-6531 ext. 2245
: ; - : Defender Offj
Portage Richard J. Badger (216) 296-6466 ce
Portage County Public ; 203 North Prospect Street

Defender Office | 2Ling Green, GH 43407

449 South Meridian, 4th Fir. . . ? Unreported

Ravenna, OH 44266 ‘

Term: Appointed January 1, 1978
for an indefinite term.

Seneca John D. Hadacek (419) 448-0703
Seneca County Public
Defender Office
8l Jefferson Street
Tiffin, OH 44883
Term: Appointed February 15, 1982,
for an indefinite term.

Stark Paul Mastriacovo (216) 456-3520

Stark County Public

Defender Office
903 Renkert Building
306 Market Street, North
Canton, OH 44702
Term: Appointed July 2, 1981,

for a two year term.

Summit Joseph Kodish (216) 434-3461
Summit County Public
Defender Office
1013 Centran Building
Akron, OH 44308
Term: Appointed July 21, 1980,
for a 4 year term.

Tri-County Terry J. McGonegal (216) 364-3523
(Tuscarawas, Tri-County Public Def

Harrison, Office '

Carroll) 153 North Broadway

New Philadelphia, OH 44663
Term: Appointed October 1, 1979,
for an indefinite term.

Wayne Roger W. Kienzle, Jr. (216) 264-2299
Wayne County Public
Defender Office '
Silver Building Z
Public Square . /*
Wooster, OH 44691 . ‘
Term: Appointed March, 1982,
for a one year term.
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Table XI reveals the camposition of the staffs of the twenty-eight
county public defender of: J.ces Discounting for 1981 purposes ﬂ:;af e
counties which did not file their 1982 Annual Reports, atto;ngyea _
increased fram 166 to 179 positions, or a percentage gain o éz tlmnms
represented a slightly higher rate of increase fram 1981 to 19 2
the 7.3% rate of staff growth from 19§o to 1981. Non-attorney staf
positions remained camparable to previous years.

TABLE XI
COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER OFFICE STAFFS
FISCAL YEAR 1982

ti- @lerical al Aides/ Admin./
Inves /  leg

County Attorneys gators  Secretarial Interns

Ashtabula 3 - 1 - -
Athens 2 -- 2 - -
Auglaize 2 - - - -
Belmont 2 - 1l - -
Clark 6 2 2 7 -
Clermont 5 - 1 —— -
Clinton 2 - 1 - -
Columbiana 6 1 1 - -—
Coshocton 1 - 1 — -
Cuyahoga 31 3 5 9 9
Erie 2 - 2 - -
Franklin 38 : 6 9 12 6
Geauga 2 - 1 - -
Greene 2 - 2 - -
Hamilton 26 6 4 - 4
Huron 2 1l 1 -— -
Knox 2 1 1 - -
Lake 5 - 1l 1 3
Lucas 17 - 2 17 1l
Miami 3 -_ 1 —_ -
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Tuscarawas

Investi- Clerical/ Legal Aides/ Admin./
Attorneys qgators Secretarial Interns Other
17 6 8 - -
3 - 1 12 1
2 1 1 - -
9 3 2 2 -
7 - 2 —-— -
4 1 1 - -
2 - 1 1 -
-3 L 1 = =
206 32 53 61 2

county public defender office caselcad by type
ting for the offices (Erie, Geauga, Montgomery,
eported in 1981, but not in 1982, and for Portage

County which dig not report in 1981, but did submit for 1982,.ﬂ1ere was.

County
Ashtabula
Athens
Auglaize
E_ vont
Clark
Clermont
Clinton
Colunbiana

Felonies
281

82

66

129

556

427

78

317

Misde- Total
meanors’  Juvenile Appeals Other Cases
369 5 5 68 728

340 26 3 33 484

113 21 10 34 244
261 133 1 3 527
350 187 28 138 1,259
1,044 164 7 28 1,670
236 55 3 1 373
37 38 2 88 821

no report due: office established 1/1/82
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County Felonies meanors Juvenile Appeals Other Cases
Cuyahoga 2,598 -0~ 1,575 110 5,339 9,622
Erie 255 417 21 4 122 819
Franklin 4,466 14,058 4,536 102 101 23,263
Geauga 64 206 54 2 92 418
Greene 303 500 60 12 23 898
Hamilton -0- 7,508 787 32 1,097 9,424
Huron 76 37 119 6 29 267
Knox 88 211 18 6 13 336
Lake 355 699 579 6 21 1,660
Lucas 372 5,141 361 — 1,444 7,318
Miami 317 1,078 91 8 101 1,595
Montgamery 921 12,326 581 36 488 14,352
Portage 110 893 37 - 59 1,099
Seneca 112 o 47 1 82 319
Stark 348 968 1,238 6 742 3,302
Summit 35 2,319 304 4 69 2,731
Tuscarawas 81 295 52 16 56 500
Wayne 157 390 176 3 51 777
Viood 176 __ 451 18 12 74 831
TOTALS 12,770 50,663 11,383 425 10,396 85,637
Notes:

1. "Other" includes extradition parole and probation competency
arraigmments; bond hearings, 'and BMV appeals. T ¢ felony
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Table XIII, the final statistical table zelati.ng to county publ:.c
defender offices, lists total expencitures by " services"
(salaries ard fringes) and "other oparating” (rent, utilities, supplies,
transcripts, etc.) categories for each office, and a cost-per-case for
each office. Cost-per-case was calculated by dividing the Total Cost
per office by Total Cases fram Table XII.

It should be noted that .cost-per-case should not be exclusively
relied-upon for inter-office camparisons. The type of cases handled by
a county publlc defender office will likely determine the cost-per-case
measure, in that offices with high felony and appellate caseloads should
evidence high costs-per-case while offices with a concentration in
misdemeanor, juvenile, and felony arraignments will show low costs-per-
case. Extensive evaluation beyond mere consideration of cost-per-case
is warranted prior to drawing conclusions about the cost-efficiency of
a county public defender office.

Total Cost for all offices in fiscal year 1982 grew 8.7% (again
netting out counties which did not report in 1982 or 198l1), but overall
cost-per-case declined 5.3%, fram $98.37 in 1981 to $93.24 in 1982.

Overall, in 1982 the network of county public defender offices
functioned well. With attormey staffs growing at a 7.8% rate, total
costs increased only 8.7%, cost-per-case actually decreased 5.3%, and
felony caseload increased 50.7%8. This level of performance should
provide an incentive.to many counties concerned about rising indigent
defense costs to consider the creation of a single or joint county
defender office to handle all or part of the caseload.

TABLE XIII
COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER COFFICES
EXPENDITURES AND COST-PER-CASE
FISCAL YEAR 1982

T g

FERTRIer e

Average
Personal Other Total Cost-per
County Services ~  Operating  Cost ~ Case
Ashtabula $ 50,749 $§ 11,946 § 62,695 $ 86.12
Athens 42,110 15,516 57,626 119.06
Auglaize 33,138 5,411 38,549 157.99
Belmont 70,116 13,674 83,790 158.99.
Clark 227,240 22,357 249,597 198.25
Clermont: 64,614 9,814 74,428 44.57
Clinton 35,053 7,850 42,903 115.02
Colunbiana 86,386 19,016 105,402 128.38
Coshocton no report due: office established 7/1/82
Cuyahoga 1,279,844 322,134 1,601,978 166.49
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: The final Table in this Report indicates the caseload and costs of
Average ) : ’ . assigned counsel systems in Chio counties. Table XIV shows the nutber
Personal Other Total Cost-per f of cases and associated fees and expenses by felonies, misdemeanors,
Services Operating Cost Case juvenile, and other (gp?eals, post conviction, parole and probation,
_— . » . habeas corpus, extradition, miscellansous) categories. 1982 marks the
. L first year that information at this level of detail is available from
Erie 45,240 12,944 58,184 71.04 i the State Public Defender Office camputer system. Changes in reporting
) ' 3 format and capacity were made late in fiscal year 1981. Overall assigned
Franklin 1,268,136 145,193 1,413,329 60.75 i | counsel caseload grew 2.2%, while cost-per-case grew fram $213.29 to
Geauga 51,527 12,400 63,927 152.94 : g $228.96, a rise of 7.3t.
Greene 65,088 2,990 68,078 75.81 1 "%
Hamilton 830,262 79,299 909,561 96.52 : %
Huron 47,296 8,392 55,688 208.57 : ?
Knox 41,698 19,583 61,281 182.38 Af !
Lake 158,338 46,030 204,368 123.11 ]
Lucas 398,238 32,920 431,158 58.98 ] -
Miami 72,111 13,59 85,680 53.72 |
Montgamery 691,149 123,201 814,350 56.74 §
Portage 66,900 15,460 82,360 74.94 | §
Seneca 65,281 15,497 80,778 253.22 . §
Stark 271,641 38,203 309,844 93.84 }
Summit 115,969 90,946 206,915 . 75.77 g
Tuscarawas 90,157 17,165 107,322 214.64 g
Wayne 82,993 17,354 100,347 129.15 ;
wood 73,767 11,045 __ 84,812 102.06 §
TOTALS 6,325,041 1,129,909 7,454,950 116.39 L

- !
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TARLE XIV

. . ASSIGNED QOUNSEL SYSTEMS CASELOAD, FEES, AND EXPENSES
' FISCAL YEAR 1982
COUNTY:  ADANS
™ ouT TOTAL  AVEMR  AVE R AVE COST  AVE COST .
CASES HOURS RS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER MR PER CASE
_ ™ ot
FELONIES . o5 137 320 as7 3.04 7.21  12038.08 2634  267.5) -
MISDEMEANO 20 20 " o 2 3.7 mees B 256.43
rs I o [
Avengee 10 9 5% s R 5.6  2000.25 3436 222.03
TOTAL » 266 450 66 2.21 ¢ 17T386.9 28.23  g31.83
AVE #D: .3
COUNTY:  ALLEN
™ ouT VOTAL  AVE WR  AVE WR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOLRS MOURS HOURS BER CASE PER CASE  COST PER MR PER CASE
™ ouT
ELONIES 566 1773 3612 5365 3.14 6.4 103110.15 19.15  182.82
RESDENEAND 406 51 817 19 as 2.02  21050.01 24.25 52.1
APPEAL 7 . 21 25 57 3 482.5 9.3 2.93
JUVENILE 30 33 121 154 1.1 6.03  3asi.2 £5.03  128.47
TOTAL 1005 1861 4571 6632 1.85 4.55 123496.86 19.98  127.86
AVE PD: 3.09
COUNTY:  ASHLAND
™ ouUT JOTAL  AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER MR PER CASE
N ouT
6 5 39 24 .83 3.17 934.7 38.95  155.78
RESDENEAND 1 3 6 ’ 3 6 327.5 36.39 327.5 |
APPEAL 0 ° 0 0 0 S ° 0 K
JUVENILE 2 3 ’ 12 2.5 P 437.5 36.46  218.75
TOTAL ’ n % as 1.22 3.78 1699.7 37.77  188.86
AVE PD: .02
COUNTY:  ASHTABULA
m ouT YOTAL AVEMR  AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST |
CASES HOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER KR PER CASE
' N ouT
FELONIES . 200 374 5% 50 93.5  7445.57 .97 66139
MISDEMEANG ° ° ° 0 ° ° ) 0 -
APPEAL ° ° o 0 ° 0 0 Jore)
JUVENILE 87 7% 250 24 .85 3.33  8846.9 6.3 )
YOTAL ”n 274 664 o8 3.01 7.3 26202.47 17.37  179.04
: AVE PD: &5
TCOUNTY:  ATHENS
ST
N ouT YOTAL  AVE HWR  AVE MR AVE COST  AVE CO
CASES s HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER KR PER CASE .
m ouT
FELONIES 12 1 ”n 82 .92 5.92  2049.6 es 170.8 ]
=1 ISDEMEAND Ld : : : : : : : o
S SvELE e 2 n 13 1 B.5  36.% 24.38  158.48
9.04
13 o2 * .93 5.86  2366.56 e 16
TOTAL 26 o *»

e gk

b e e

COLMTY:

e RS YR, THALT R R R T

AUGLAXZE
™ out YOTAL AVE MR AVE KR AVE COST  AVE cosT
CASES HOURS HOURS WOURS  BER CASE PER CASE cosT PER BR PR %g
R N ouT
FELONIES 56 570 87 1257 10.56 12.72  31248.06 26.86 $78.67
MISDEMEAND 20 4 39 26 .7 1.9  1006.65 38.72 100.66
- APPEAL 1 2 ’ u 2 ° 363.5 33.05 $63.5
JUVENILE 1 ° . .- ® ° 30 ° 30
TOTAL 66 579 1294 .77 10.83  32648.21 25.23 .
* AVE PD: 62 : 4%.67
N\
COUNTY:  BELMONT
N ouT TOTAL AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE €osT PER HR  PER CASE
m ouT
FELONIES vy 209 493 702 4.7 11.2  17467.34 24.88 396.98
MISDEMEANO 5 4 20 27 1.4 4 725 26.85 1145
APPEAL ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° &
JUVENILE 3 7 22 29 2.4 2.4 $63.76 29.67 112.75
TOTAL 56 z23 525 748 4.13 $.72 18756.08 25.07 347.33
AVE PD: .36
COUNTY: BROWN
IN ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE MR AVE CUST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER KR  PER CASE
N ouUT
FELONIES -7 250 598 848 3.29 7.87  23591.8 27.82 316.42
MISDEMEAND 17 3% 89 123 2 5.24 3295.1 26.79 193.83
APPEAL 1 1 3 . 1 3 100 25 100
JUVENILE 10 n 37 a8 12 3.7 2445 30.1 164.5
TOTAL 204 296 727 1023 z.85 .99  28431.9 27.79 273.38
AVE PD: 49
COUNTY:  BUTLER
IN ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOLRS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouT
FELONIES 535 1520 3420 4950 2.86 :  6.39 100996.76 20.44 188.78
HISDEMEAND 201 202 387 589 2 1.93  15386.33 26.12 76.55
APPEAL 6 3 38 41 5 6.33 897.16 21.88 149.53
JUVENILE o5 135 230 365 1.62 £.62 7935 21.% 83.53
_TOTAL 837 2260 4075 5935 £.22 4.87 125215.25 21.1 149.6
AVE PD: 2.85
COUNTY:  CARROLL
&
- N ouT YOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE AVE COST
- CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
) N ouT
FELONIES 20 32 7 208 - 3.2 7.6 2838.01 26.28 283.8
NISDEMEAND Y 1 6 ? T ¢ 196.5 28.07 196.5
APPEAL ® ° ° ° ° ° o 6 °
, JUVENILE 3 1 26 13 .33 4.67 270 ie 90
TOTAL 2% 3% ”»% 130 2.43 6.86  3306.51 25.42 £36.04
AVE PD:
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COUNTY:  CHANPAIGN
N our YOTAL ' AVE WR AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS NOURS WOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER MR  PER CASE
A o m - m
FELONIES LYY 259 3% 653 2.66 4.02  20921.4 32.06 213,
MISDENEANO 2 a7 52 T Y 1 4667.6 47.15 ovf.;z
APPEAL ° ° ° 'R ° ° ° ¢ °
JUVENILE 38 30 70 80 .26 1.84 3470 43.38 91.32
TOTAL 188 316 516 832 1.68 2.7 29059 34.93 154.57
AVE PD: "
COUNTY:  CLARK
IN ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouUT
FELONIES &4 195 208 403 443 6.73 8780 21.79 199.55
HISDEMEAND 70 141 135 276 2.01 2.93 4492.7 26.28 64.18
APPEAL 1 6 67 73 ¢ 67 500 6.85 500
JUVENILE 21 19 62 '3 .9 2.95 1983.5 24.49 94.45
TOTAL 136 361 472 833 2.65 3.47  15756.2 18.92 115.85
AVE PD: 4
COUNTY:  CLERMONT
IN ouy TOTAL AVE HR AVE MR AVE COST  AVE €OST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
m ouT
FELONIES 1z 56 &5 139 4.5 7.08  4832.59 34.77 402.72
HMISDEMEAND 3 3 3 6 1 1 272.2 45.37 90.73
APPEAL 0 ° 0 o ° ° ° ° .
JUVENILE ° ° 0 0 ° ° ° 0 e
JOTAL 15 57 88 145 3.8 5.87  5104.79 35.21 340.32
AVE PD: .07
‘COUNTY:  CLINTON
N ouUT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
m our
FELONIES 27 60 179 239 2.22 6.63  8226.19 34.42 304.67
HISDEMEAND o 0 ° ° ° ° ° 0 °
APPEAL ° ° ° e ° 0 ° 0 °
JUVENILE P 2 2 4 .5 5 228.25 57.06 57.06
YOTAL 31 62 181 243 2 .86  8459.44 34.79 272.72
AVE PD: .12

]

(o e s

a

CONTY: = COLUMBIANA
N our TOTAL AVE ¥R AVE ¥R AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS MOURS MOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
1Y) our
FELONIES 23 13 157 e22 2.83 6.83  5089.97 22.93 221.3
NISDEMEAND 2 s e3 27 2 11.5 395 34.63 197.5
APPEAL 0 ° [ ® ® ° ° ® °
JUVENILE 1 1 ® b 1 ° 30 30 30
TOTAL 26 70 280 250 2.49 6.92  B5514.97 22.06 212.11
AVE D J2
LY
COUNTY:  COSHOCTON
N ouT TOTAL AVE KR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE tosY PER KR PER CASE
™ ot
FELONIES 30 136 a3 219 .53 . 2.77  3955.07 18.06 131.84
MISDEMEANO 36 16 &5 99 1 6.07  2626.64 26.43 216.19
APPEAL ° ° ° ° ° ° 0 ° .0
JUVENILE DY s 19 27 2 4.75 744.5 27.57 286.12
TOTAL 48 158 187 45 3.29 3.9 é326.21 10.34 131.8
AVE PD: 17 .
COUNTY: CRANFORD
IN ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE €OST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouT
FELONIES 117 400 870 1270 3.42 7.44  30514.57 24.03 260.81
HISDEMEAND 75 103 259 362 1.37 3.45  8906.51 26.6 118.75
APPEAL 1 ° 2 2 ° 2 55 27.5 S5
JUVENILE 12 32 a 53 1 3.62  1362.21 25.7 113.52
TOTAL 205 515 1172 1687 £.51 5.72  40838.29 26.21 199.21
AVE FD: .81
COUNTY:  CUYAHOGA
™ ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
N ouT
FELONIES 4498 34858 44297 79155 7.75 9.85 1747735.3 22.08 388.56
MISDEMEAND -1 270 495 765 4.43 8.11 17613.84 23.03 288.83
APPEAL 3 6 33 39 : 2 480 12.31 160
JUVENILE 75 204 188 392 2.72 2.51  10725.2 27.36 143
TOTAL 4637 35338 45013 80351 7.62 9.71 1776559.4 22.11 383.13
AVE PD: 38.63
COUNTY:  DARKE
® N ouT TOTAL AVE ¥R AVE R AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER MR PER CASE
N ouT
FELONIES 106 206 2022 az2e 1.95 9.83  37319.9 50.39 358.85
HISDEMEANO ° ’ 26 35 2.13 3.25  1328.75 37.9 266.09
APPEAL 2 2 0 3 2 0 s o3 s
JUVENILE 3 22 25 .38 2.75 8. 36 59.53 223.55
“yotAL 131 £19 1070 1289 3.81 8.86  39730.01 30.82 328.35
AVE PD: 62
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COUNTY:  DEFIANCE
CASES
FELONIES 5
MISDENEAND 3
APPEAL 1
JUVENILE
TOTAL 67
COUNTY:  DELAWARE
CASES
FELONIES 122
MISDEMEAND 97
APPEAL 3
JUVENILE 2
TOTAL 242
COUNTY:  ERIE
CASES
FELONIES 30
MISDEMEAND 0
APPEAL o
JUVENILE
TOTAL 30
COUNTY:  FAIRFIELD
CASES
FELONIES 185
MISDEMEANO 280
APPEAL s
JUVENILE 1
TOTAL a1
COUNTY:  FAYETTE
CASES
“reLonzes ;g
MISDEMEAND 3
APPEAL
JUVENILE 3
TOTAL 126

AVE COST  AVE COST
AVE R
WORS  WORS WA PER EASE PERCASE  CoST  peR e e coST
* N Ut ‘
381.38
.21 21357.43 0.7
B T iy ot g 578.4 36.15 2928
H % it Te s 390 32.5 20
3 . 2 26 1.29 420 a2
- o 2.97 8.16 2£745.83 30.49  339.49
199 547 )
AVE PD: .
N
AVE COST  AVE COST
TOTAL  AVEHR  AVE WR AVE €OST  AVE cosT
o Houm WOURS PER CASE PER CASE
HOURS s cx cas
1.79 327
7.76  398%.22 3 .
i “?r lgi: "5? £.40 1268104 :g.;: :223
: i - 67 a32. . :
K 50 I s Pyt saase 29.99  256.43
- = : ' 240.23
1348 1755 1.68 5.57 56136.3 33.13
“07
AVE PD: .84
AVE COST  AVE COST
ot PER CASE PER CASE
o R ROURS  pER EASE PER CASE  COST PER HR
HOURS HOURS ce cas :
75 7.33 8.5 9100 1936 303.33
220 255 o735 3 - 0 : :
o o ° ° 0 0 0 0
o 0 ° 0 o °
° 303.33
255 475 7.33 8.5 000 19.16
20
520 v w0t .23
AVE COST  AVE COST
HOUR BS  PER CASE PER CASE
o ouR ROUmS  PER CATE  PERCASE  coST PER HR
HOURS s ck cas
' 43 177.78
4.98  32888.99 2. .78
8 ¢ & i asf BB o
: ‘ 5 . . 19
K % 5 1 2.5  1164.5 22.83 97
- - 14.68
1601 2199 1.26 3.33  S5162.11 25.09 1
98
598 e o 1.06
ST
AVE COST  AVE CO
VE HR  AVE HR AvE coST
o ord HOURS DER CASE PER CASE  gosT PER MR
HOURS s : c cas -
9.62  428.
20.03  42003.63 2 28.61
" e e ey 2.09  £490.49 40.27 20.28
s k " , y . a4  107.33
: : 7 1.67 .7 322
; - : 361.42
1487 5.66 8.33  44816.12 30.14
456 3033 .
AVE PD: n
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COUNTY:  FRANKLIN
CASES
MISDEMEAND 138
APPEAL 2
JUVENILE 530
DE—
COUNTY:  puLTON
CASES
FELONIES 63
MISDEMEANO €9
APPEAL '
JUVENILE 17
—
TOTAL 130
CASES
FELONIES 13
MISDEMEAND 194
APPEAL Py
JUVENILE 18
. O —
TOTAL 350
COUNTY:  gEauga
CASES
FELONIES 1
MISDEMEAND 9
JAPPEAL 4
JUVENILE 2
———
TOTAL 22
COUNTY: GREENE
. CASES
. FELONIES 301
NISDEMEAND &
APPEAL °
JUVENILE °
R E———
YOTAL 306

™ our YOTAL  avemm AVE KR AVE €OST  ave cost
HOURS HOURS WOURS  PER CASE  peR case cosy PER HR  pER case
m out
€894 726 aze2o 8.72 7.5 261892.3, 20.75 252.55
356 504 060 2.58 3.65 22014.32 25.6 159.52
3 . b1 1 ® . 405 36.82 405
1253 1568 2021 2.35 2.9  §3380.5 18.92 .96
.
6516 79 26312 3.8 5.73 337692.1¢ 20.7  397.4s
AVE pp: 7.84
.

] ouT YOTAL AVE WR VE HR AVE COST  AVE cosT
HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER CASE R cAsE cosT PER HR  PER case
N out

89 284 373 1.41 4.51  32086.43 33.48 198.2
42 42 [N -86 86  4428.09 52.72 90.37
3 3 [ 3 3 143,75 23.9¢ 263,75
1 n 22 .65 .65 1606 63.91 8z2.n
SR——— N —
145 349 485 1.12 2.62  18464.27 38.07 142.03
AVE PD: .23 '
N ouT YOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE gosT
HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER CASE  pER case cost PER HR  PER CASE
N our
249 697 %6 1.8 5.2 34084.03 36.05 256.36
143 373 521 .76 1.92 21787.58 61.82 112.31
6 o 6 1.5 0 338.72 56.45 84.68
34 e 82 1.89 2.67  3201.9) 40.15 182.88
—_— — — —_—
437 s 1555 1.25 3.19  59502.24 38.27 170.01
AVE Pp: .75
N out TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE cost
HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouT
72 151 223 6.55 13.73 4142.9 18.58 376.63
14 &1 855 .56 . 4.56  1499.47 27.26 166.61
o 0 ° o - 0 0 0 )
2 21 23 i 10.5 533.5 23.2 266.75
——
es 213 301 4 9.68 ¢175.87 20.52 280.72
AVE Pp: 14
b out TOTAL AVE HR AVE MR AVE COST  AVE cosT
HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER CASE  pER cage cost PER NR  PER CASE
N ouT
1258 3186 4444 4.18 20.58  9sppg.3 21.58 318.56
28 e [ 1 3.6 9.6 2705 25.83 341
° ° ° ° ° ° ° 0
° ° . . ° ° 0 0
e——m—— —— ——— S———
1276 3234 4510 4.7 20.57  9759).3 1.6 .
AVE PD: 2.17 £1.69 318.93
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COUNTY:  GUERNSEY
™ ot TOTAL  AVENR  AVE HR
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER CAS Nnng  Ave cost
E PER CASE  COST PER
| e cAs HR  PER CASE
FELONIES ° ° e -
MISDEMEAND 0 0 o . . o S °
APPE:;.LE 9 ° ° ’ 4 o . 4
JUVE 151 75 174 249, 5 1.15  20532.53 e2.5 20.08
TOTAL 151 s 174 249
. 4o .5 2.15  30582.53 42.5 20.08
COUNTY:  HAMILTON
m out YOTAL  AVEHR  AVE H :
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER CASE £ Nt v cost
PER CASE  COST
e eas PER HR  PER CASE
:fég:rxa::smo s:i: ’22'5'2 20116 52960 .07 3.72 £26112.36 15.56  152.27
RISDEN 0 45¢ x:: 37 €15 1.65  11254.5 17.67 102.31
APPEAL ? s 131 12.78 1.78 1500 .65 166.67
13 15 1 6.5 175 1.67 87.5
TOTAL 5533 33419 20324
et :;7:2 6.06 3.67 837040.84 15.57  151.28
COUNTY:  MANCOCK
O] ouT YOTAL  AVEHR  AVE MR
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  cosT - mem R PR P
N ouT
:Eéﬁ'éiéfm 1;; 1::: 1713 2773 5.49 8.88  66103.86 2312 332.14
HISDE 3 109 158 z:; 1.4: z.xg 7750.05 29.03  106.17
€07.5 .
JUVENILE 16 s 51 7 1.56 3.19  #586.88 0 1:?6?
TOTAL 287 119 1937 3131
€.16 .
e 1 a1 6.75  75048.27 23.97  261.49
COUNTY:  HARDIN
N ouT TOTAL  AVEMR  AVE HR
| Av
i CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  €OST piacgr PEn !
N ouT
FELD: '
msu:::fm :: 178 284 462 3.49 B.57  10457.95 22.66  205.06
HISDEN ; 7: % 17; 1.75 z.;: 4510.¢6 25.48 98.06
v 100 33.33 100
ENILE 17 “ 27 n 2.59 1.59  2128.2 29.97  125.19
TOTAL 115 302 812 713
- 2.63 L]
- e o 73 3.57 17196.75 26.12  149.54
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COUNTY:  MARRISON
CASES
FELOMIES 7
MISDEMEAND °
APPEAL 1
JUVENILE 2
TOTAL 10
COUNTY:  HENRY
CASES
FELONIES «
MISDEMEANO °
APPEAL 1
JUVENILE 4
TOTAL ‘49
COUNTY:  MIGHLAND
CASES
FELONIES 8
MISDEMEAND 25
APPEAL 6
JUVENILE 6
TOTAL 18
COUNTY:  HOCKING
CASES
FELONIES 84
HISDEMEAND 9%
APPEAL 1
JUVENILE 5
TOTAL 235
COUNTY:  MOLMES
A CASES
FELONIES 39
SHISDEMEAND 28
APPEAL 'Y
JUVENILE b1

TOTAL 48

™ ouT TOTAL AVEMR  AVE R AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS HOLRS MOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER MR PER CASE
) N ouT
0 27 361 13 38.857  8587.5 23.79  1226.79
. ° ° ® ° 0 . 0
3 . ? 3 . 370 24.29 170
° ® ® ® ° 50 ¢ 25
» 276 8 9.4 " 27.4  8807.5 23.93  820.75
AVE PD: .18
-
m ouT YOTAL  AVE WR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER KR  PER CASE
N ouT
€3 a28 526 2.39 10.46  17826.46 33.89  434.79
0 ° ° 0 ° ° ° 0
1 2 3 1 2 112.5 37.5 112.5
3 50 53 .43 7.3¢  1890.65 35.67 270.09
102 a80 582 2.08 9.8  19829.61 34.07  406.69
AVE PD: .28 .
N ouT TOTAL AVE HR  AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN . ouT
162 474 616 1.75 5.85 20677.77 30.32 230.59
3% 93 127 2.36 3.72 4176.13 32.88 167.05
3 15 18 .5 2.5 517.5 28.75 86.25
6 36 a2 1 6 1817.68 33.75 236.28
185 618 803 1.57 5.26  24789.08 30.87 210.08
AVE PD: .39
N ouT FOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
™ ouT
109 303 12 1.3 3.61  15494.73 37.61 186.46
s 291 255 .65 1.93  11092.95 43.5 112.05
1 1 2 1 1 87.5 43.75 87.5
66 147 211 1.25 - p.88 7427 35.2 145.63
238 642 880 1.01 2.73  34102.18 38.75 365.12
) AVE PD: A2
w ouT YOTAL AVE MR  AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
N ouT
Y3 197 ez 2.21 5.05  &743.35 30.9 224.19
26 7 102 .86 2.79  333.25 2.1 319.25
. o ° ° ® 0 ° °
1 ° 1 3 ° 196.85 196.25 196.25
m 275 386 4.07 7.86  12275.85 259.85 539.59
AVE PD: .29
54
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- i{ COUNTY: LOGAN
COUNTYS  HURON m ouT TOTAL AVEMR  AVE #R AVE CUST  AVE COST
N ouT TOTAL AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST g g s . > PR g«“ per :ﬁ! PERWR  PER CASE
CASES HOURS HOURS WOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosY PER HR  PER CASE '
N o outT . :5;?;‘:::"0 : ﬁo og gu £.61 9.42 43251.22 39.07 470.12
o . 4 % 89.53 .71  4363.23 .
FELONIES 2: u: :o; ts: s.s: 10.4; noig;:; :zz.:: 514.7 ? APPEAL 3 'Y 10 14 1.33 3.33 Q72.75 ~;§.§§ {;’3:22
MISDEMEAND . 29 - 257.5 JUVENILE 1 10 49 80 .0 3.66 1910.9 . .
APPEAL 3 4 5 ’ 1.33 1.67 357.5 39.72 219.17 . . .. .22 173.72
JUVENILE 4 2 10 19 _ .25 4.5 $35.5 £8.18 133.85 { YOTAL 249 3298 v 3009 €307 23.56  7.21 50e%s.1 11.72 360.7
. - 1 " n‘ - P :‘0.7
TOTAL 37 161 332 493 4.35 8.97 16076.73 32.61 434.51 ! *
- AVE PD: © u26 .
i COUNTY:  LORAIN
COUNTY:  JACKSON : N T TOTAL AVE HR AVE WR AVE COST  AVE COST
™ ouT SOTAL ive AVE ¥R AVE COST  AVE COST 1! CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
. N ouT
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE : :
™ ouT { ;%o:x:;sm 44 3793 zs:s 6169 8.54 5.35 113724.59 18.43 256.14
. DEM 7 27 3 40 3.86 1.86 1115 27.88 159.29
FELONIES 7 a5 23 'Y 6.43 3.29  2796.66 41.13 399.52 APPEAL 14 18 52 70 1.29 3.71 1980.9 28.3 261.49
::ﬁgitsmo : : 1: x: z ;.: sez.:g 37.0: u.a.:: 1 JUVENILE &6 192 £32 424 2.23 2.7  12492.5 29.46 165.26
JUVENILE 4 3 7 ° 5 .75 343 38.11 85.75 TOTAL 551 4030 2673 6703 7.31 6.85 120312.99 29.29 234.69
! AVE PD: 3.22
JOTAL 16 49 VA ” 3.06 2.75 37152.11 40.35 234.52
‘VE FD= .“ : ,
: COUNTY:  LUCAS
COUNTY:  JEFFERSON m ouT TOTAL AVE MR AVE WR AVE COST  AVE COST
™ oot ToTAL AVE 1R AVE bR AVE COST  AVE COST i j : CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
\ 1 N ouUT
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE ~ PER CASE CoST PER HR  PER CASE ‘ )
IN ouT FELONIES 355 2155 7965 10220 6.07 22.44 184191.85 38.2 518.85
, : ‘ MISDEMEANO 6 5 6 1 .83 1 507 46.09 84.5
FELONIES 102 48 1405 1873 4.59 13.77  39182.7% 20.92 386.14 : APPEAL 25 . 79 188 267 3.16 7.52  4833.66 18.1 193.35
::ggefsm 1: :_3, :2 x;:; :.gg 6.7: z::; ::.:: ii:g ? JUVEHILE 251 491 2153 1644 1.9 4.59 32115.%% 19.56 127.95
A L ] L] - l]
JUVENILE 20 35 . 103 138 1.75 5.15 3067.5 22.23 153.37 i TOTAL 637 2730 9312 12042 4.29 16.62 221368.23 18.41 347.96
| AVE PD: 5.79
TOTAL 247 548 1622 2170 3.73 11.03  46056.26 21.22 313.31 i !
AVE PD: 1.06 ! |
P
: .‘ ‘; COUNTY:  MADISON
. §
COUNTY:  LAWRENCE : IN oUT TOTAL AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
™ our SOTAL AVE R AVE HR AVE AVE COST f i CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  ~TOST PER HR  PER CASE
cosT N ouUT
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE CoST PER MR PER CASE ; | -
N ouT : FELONIES 87 133 412 545 2.53 %.76 17204.37 31.57 197.'115
: ) ‘ ‘ b HISDEMEANO a8 35 &5 220 P 1.77 $693.1 42.6% 106.11
FELONIES 160 386 543 29 2.641 3.39 27456.25 29.55 171.6 : : APPEAL 1 '3 b 4 9 * F 3 b 290 52,22 250
MISDEMEANO 96 175 L £73 .82 1.02 10714 39.25 211.6 i JUVENILE 28 2% 9 93 -86 2.46 3096.9 33.3 110.6
APPEAL 3 39 1 40 13 - .33 2200.75 30.02 400.25 ;
SUVENILE 6% 95 103 198 1.48 1.61 $826 29.42 91.03 : { TOTAL 164 19 573 767 1.18 3.49 25684.37 33.49 156.61
- —— ‘ a 3 AVE PD: .37 :
TOTAL 323 695 745 16440 2.15 2.3 45197 31.39 139.93 | (
AVE PD: 69 1 -
|
‘ COUNTY:  MAMONING :
. . , ? . ; m ouT - TOTAL AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CoNTY: 12CKING e b . CASES HOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER HR  PER CASE
- , m out TOTAL AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST « . m ouT
HOURS HOURS HOURS SE  PER CASE COST PER HR  PER CASE o
CAsES PER ?,:: ouT i FELONIES 505 248 sgos 6293 6.93 7.53 113005.35 17.9 :zs.:z
.o ; +  MISDEMEAND 209 177 01 478 .62 .76 .6 . 23, 106.
FELONIES 261 840 2994 2634 3.98 12.39  50391.57 29.13 312.99 | L APPEAL P4 5 1 16 :.25 :,75 u‘:‘;’-,,: ::,:: 204.37
%s;gircsmo zi :: u: xsz 1.1: s.s: uwizz cq.:: 177i‘1’: 5 JUVENILE 60 129 266 395 £.15 4.43  0202.75 20.77 236.71
JUVENILE 57 58 130 168 1.02 2.28 4963 26.43 87.16 b TOTAL 678 £99 :Dns ;uz 4.13 6.646 133031.25 38.52  195.21
v AVE PD: .45
TOTAL 261 739 2244 2983 ' 3.07 9.31 59357.04 19.9 246.29 : .
: AVE PO? 3.43

o . 56
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COUNTYz  WMARION
m our TOTAL AVE ®R AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS RS NOURS PER CASE PER CASE oSt PER MR  PER CASE
N ot
FELONIES pe22 51 an eR62 248 7.7 61160.83 27.06 ‘275.5
MISDEMEAND 185 28 &3 an 25 £2.39 17058.08 36.22 92.21
APPEAL 2 2 g2 26 ) 1 7.5 31.15 373.75
JUVENILE 107 N o7 g58 ~ - 29 . 2.2 »w72.4 38.65 3.2
YOTAL 516 612 2403 3015 1.19 6.66 88938.81 29.5 172.36
AVE PD: 1.45
\
COUNTY:  MEDINA
m ouT YOTAL AVE ¥R AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouT .
FELONIES iz8 287 2064 1351 2.24 £.31  30384.8 22.49 237.38
MISDEMEAHD 4 4 % 40 2 ’ 715 17.87 178.75
APPEAL [3 o 21 21 ° 4.2 498.16 23.72 99.63
JUVENILE 7 3 23 26 &3 3.29 79.82 26.15 97.12
TOTAL 144 294 1144 1438 2.04 7.9 32277.78 22.45 224.15
AVE PD: .69
COUNTY:  MEIGS
N ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE coST PER HR  PER CASE
I our
FELONIES 1 1 a3 i2 1 12 300 25 300
MISDEHEANO ° Y e 0 0 0 0 o ° 0
APPEAL o ) ] ° ° ° ) o °
JUVENILE 0 0 ) 0 ° ] ) 0 0
TOTAL 1 1 11 12 1 1n 300 25 300
AVE PD: .01
«
JCOUNTY:  MERCER
N ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cOST PER HR  PER CASE
- N ouY
FELONIES 58 99 n3 412 1.7 5.4 12890.39 31.29 222.25
MISDEMEAND . 29 21 %% 117 72 . 3.3 #460.6 37.95 153.12
APPEAL 1 o 2 e e - 2 77.5 38.75 77.5
<JUVENILE 23 20 y 2 i .87 3.00  3461.33 38.04 150.49
TOTAL i 140 482 622 1.26 4.36  20869.62 33.55 185.01
' AVE PD: 3
COUNTY: - MIAMI .
b i) ouUT YOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS NOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
N our
FELONIES 16 y 3 205 260 4.69 12.81 8474.5 30.27 529.66
HISDEMEAHD 1 2 F 4 2 : . :37.: “.Qi :37.:
APPEAL ° ® o ° 0
JUVENILE * ¢ 20 10 30 [ e.5 787 26.23 196.75
TOTAL - " 217 314 6.62 10.33 . 9399.3 £9.93 €47.59
>y : AVE PD: 15
57
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COUNTY:  NONROE
m ouT TOTAL AVE n% AVE MR AVE COSY  AVE €OST
CASES NOLRS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER GASE
. N ot
FELONIES 33 o 250 731 2.76 7.53  10389.05 29.59 305,73
FISDEHEAND £5 28 69 "7 _ 1.12 2.76  I29l.25 33.93 231.68
‘  APPEAL ° . ] ¢ - s - ° ] ° °
JUVENILE 9 13 20 3 1.64 £.22 2176 35.64 130.67
TOTAL 67 132 339 an 1.97 5.06  14556.3 0.9 217.26
AVE PD: .23 °
COUNTY:  MONTGOMERY
N ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ot :
FELONIES 1298 8620 11627 20247 .64 8.9 &75923.49 23.51 366.66
NHISDEMEANO 276 253 1241 16% .92 4.5 Q41264.07 £7.62 1649.51
APPEAL 26 27 108 135 1.86 4.15 4650 34.644 178.83
JUVENILE 219 298 618 816 1.66 5.19 26677.5 32.69 224.18
TOTAL 1719 vogs 1359 22692 5.29 7-91 548515.06 24.17 319.09
AVE PD: 10.51
COUNTY: MORGAN
N ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE CO5Y
CASES Hours HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE COST PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouT
FELONIES 3] 85 289 376 2.07 7.05 32494 33.41 306.73
MISDEMEANO 3 3 8 1 1 2.67 433 39.36 164.33
APPEAL 3 3 ) 1 1 2.67 426 38.73 1642
JUVENILE 1 0 3 3 0 3 125 41.67 125
TOTAL 'Y 91 308 399 1.9 .42 13478 33.78 280.79
. AVE PD: 39
COUNTY: HORROW
. b ¢!] our YOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COSY AVE COST
. CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE £osT PER HR  PER CASE
. . N on
FELONIES 40 134 330 486 3.85 8.25 1221%9.62 25.25 305.49
KISDEMEAND 21 20 106 126 95 5.05  3016.66 £23.%% 143.65
APPEAL 1 1 F 3 b} 2 70 23.33 70
JUVENILE é s 21 26 -83 3.5 ©30.75 26.26 105.12
TOTAL é8 18c 459 639 6.63 18.8 15937.03 *%.78 624.27
AVE P0: «31
COUNTY: MUSKINGUM .
™ ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER PER TASE cosY PER HR  PER CASE
* I ouT
FELONIES 66 101 301 402 1.53 .56 9315.27 24.62 268.72
JMISDEMEAND 15 is 33 Q8 1 2.2 '1370.25 28.55 91.35
APPEAL ° (] ] ® ] ] ] : 0 L4
JUVENILE 2 20 32 sz .95 1.52 1879 36.13 89.48
TYOTAL 102 13% 346 802 .o 3.7 13064.52 26.62 128.08
AVE PD: 26



COUNTY:  OTTANA
out YOTAL AVE MR AVE MR AVE COST  AVE cOST
CASES u:t"ns HOURS MOURS  PER TASE  PER CASY €osT PER MR  PER CASE
IN ouT .
80 225 688 3 2.8 8.6 26580.8 29.11 $32.26
:;:g::::m 14 220 129 249 1.56 1.68  9587.55 38.91 125.8)
APPEAL 6 ) 16 £5 1.8 2.67 958 38.32 159.67
JUVENILE 1 ® 2 2. . '3 0 45 °0
54
164 354 835 1189 2.16 B.0% 37316.35 31.38 227.
ToTAL . AVE PD: 57
\
COUNTY: PAULDING
our TOTAL AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES ug:ns HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE €osT PER HR  PER CASE
i ouT
3
293 B51 844 4.51 ©.48 £6190.72 31.03 402.9
;i's'g:rzéfm :i 70 215 ges 1.59 4.0; 06;:_.’4; 3:552 139i'1:
° 11 7 . . .
ﬁ:lﬂ.ﬁ x: : 47 3 K 4.7 1776.6) 31.73 177.66
’ 7965.27 31.74 311.19
TAL 122 374 822 1196 3.07 6.7 3
bt AVE PD: .58
COUNTY: PERRY
AVE COST
N ouT TOTAL AVE MR AVE KR AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE £osT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouUT
24.48 93.04
5 ? 12 19 1.4 2.4 465.18
:géggrllgiuo 1 6 30 3% .sz 2.7: oso.s: 15.0: 59.1:
: 0
3555&5 : : : 3 .5 1 89.18 29.73 45.59
TOTAL 13 14 4% 58 .78 .46 1206.9 20.77 66.94
AVE PD: .03
‘couTY: PICKAMAY
cosT
ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE
CASES ug}ns HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
N ouT
" 26.18 369.82
481 -901 1382 4.91 9.19 36183.13
:Els'gg:fm ;: 56 o5 151 1.4;1 - :; 4751iz§ 31.;; xz:éo:
3 5 . .
35553?;: : f; 25 42 1.89 £.78 1432.5 36.11 159.17
TOTAL 147 556 1024 1580 3.78 6.97 42532.55 26.92 289.3%
AVE PD: <76
COUNTY:  PIKE , .
‘ AVE C€OS
our TOTAL AVE HR AVE MR AVE COST
CASES u:l“ms HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
IN ouT
FELONIES s 27 58 F13 3.38 7.25 2180 zs.:: zn;.:
NISDEMEANO 1 3 1 2 1 : q: 0 .
Ve : : : : : 2 100 26.67 50
JUVEHILE g
. 3 ~ 73 2320 24.95 210.91
1 30 3 5.
TOTAL AVE PO

£
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COUNTY:

PORTAGE
™ our TOTAL .  AVE R AVE KR AVE COST  AVE CoOsT
CASES NOURS HOURS MOURS  PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
™ ouT
FELONIES 222 770 1384 2154 3.47 6.23 52335.08 24.3 235.7%
NISDEMEAND 78 % 282 378 1.23 3.62  9475.05 25.07 121.47
APPEAL 3 ¢ 13 3 3 ¢.5 a2 24.32 23
JUVENILE 5 13 32 45 2.6 - 6.4 2085 24.21 217
TOTAL 307 s8s ini 2596 2.8 5.57  63357.13 24.41 206.38
AVE PD: a5
COUNTY:  PREBLE
™ ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE WR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS NOURS WOURS PER CASE  PER CASE coST PER MR  PER CASE
N out .
FELONIES 62 206 270 376 1.7 %.35 12185 32.41 195.53
MISDEMEAND a8 79 i 210 1.65 2.73  7146.15 34.03 168.88
APPEAL 4 3 6 ’ .75 1.5 375 81.67 3.75
JUVENILE a7 32 269 301 .68 5.72 6751.2 22.43 243.66
"YOTAL 161 220 676 8% 1.37 .2  26457.35 29.53 164.33
AVE PD: 43
COUNTY:  PUTNAM
- . b J] ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS # HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER KR  PER CASE
N ouT
FELONIES a4 164 207 741 3.73 4.7 22380.95 33.37 £81.39
MISDEMEAND 7 7 16 23 1 2.29 763.34 33.19 109.05
APPEAL ) ° ° ° ° ° : ° ) °
JSUVENILE 2 7 3 30 3.5 1.5 220 . 22 110
«TOTAL 53 178 226 404 3.36 6.26  13364.3 33.08 252.16
) ‘VE m= 01’
COUNTY:  RICHLAND -
m ouT TOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER R  PER CASE
N ouT
FELONIES 320 725 1032 3757 2.27 3.23  48082.79 27.37 150.26
MISDEMEANO 127 385 _ 259 rYes 3.03 2.06  16268.73 22.16 112.35
APPEAL 6 ) 17 26 1.5 2.83 675.2 25.97 112.53
JUVENILE 93 142 140 282 1.53 1.51  9648.09 34.21 103.74
TOTAL B46 1261 1448 2709 2.31 2.65 72674.8) 26.83 233.1
AVE PD: 1.3
COUNTY:  ROSS )
b ] ouT TOTAL AVE WR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
- CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS  PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
N ouT
FELONIES 254 1077 1378 2455 4.24 5.43  E7397.68 £23.38  225.98
HISDEMEAND 152 233 e77 510 1.53 1.82  15335.4 30.07 200.89
APPEAL ) 8 23 3 .89 2.56 830.79 26.8 92.31
JUVENILE 39 62 63 125 1.59 1.62  3145.62 . 25.16 80.66 -
TOTAL 454 1380 1742 3121 3.04 3.83  76709.69 24.58 168.9%
‘AVE PD: 1.5
(4]



eyt =

COUNTY?

FELONIES
MISDENEAND
APPEAL
JUVEHILE

TOTAL

COUNTY?

FELONIES
MISDEMEAND
APPEAL
JUVENILE

TOTAL

COUNTY:

'FELONIES
MISDEMEANO
APPEAL
JUVENILE

TOTAL

COUNTY:

FELONIES

NISDEMEAND

APPEAL
JUVENILE

TOTAL

COUNTY:

FELONIES

NISDEMEAND

APPEAL
JUVENILE

TOTAL

™ our TOTAL  AVEMR AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES WOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER MR PER CASE
: ™ ouT .
156 288 - 1310 1498 101 8.4 A0719.36 27.38  261.02
% 3§ 332 383 53 3.46 12409.68 32.4 129.27
& ¢ ’ v 0 2.25 440 48.89 110 .
[ [ 13 13 ] 2.27 495.5 38.12 82.58
262 £39 3064 1903 91 6.35 BADSG.56 26.41  206.35
. AVE PD: o
™ ouT YOTAL  AVE WR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS MOURS PER CASE PER CASE  €OST PER HR  PER CASE
m ouT
353 921 %”%1 2852 ‘2.61 £.67 46038.27 24.73 130.42
aes 176 200 374 9% 1.08 11490 30.72 62.11
° 0 ° ® N 0 ° 0 °
17 272 306 576 1.56 3.75 14405.29 268.48 .28
72 1367 1445 2812 1.92 £.03  73933.56 26.29 103.84
_ AVE PO: 1.55
N ouT TOTAL  AVEHR  AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER HR  PER CASE
1Y ouT
20 24 56 80 2.4 5.6  2018.2 £5.23 201.82
4 ° 19 28 2.25 .75  659.89 £3.57 166.97
° ? 0 0 e 0 ° 0 °
6 2 15 17 .33 2.5 as1 25.9 73.5
20 5 . 90 125 1.75 4.5  3119.09 26.95 155.95
AVE PD: .06
™ out YOTAL  AVE HR AVE R AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE €osY PER HR  PER CASE
™ ouT
7 548 835 1.93 3.68 32985.64 39.5 221.38
u: g"'Av B ¥4 2% 1.75 4.25 1036 43.17 259
s . 9 1z 8-’ 1.8 493 37.92 98.6
25 3 20 61 .26 1.2 2031 46.51 113.26
183 329 604 033 1.8 3.3 3735.66 €0.03  206.07
AVE PD: 45 .
T
N ouT. TOTAL  &VE HR AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COS
CASES m’ms HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE coST PER HR  PER CASE
W ouT
128 658 9% 3662 5.24 7.69 - 38579.48 3.5 301.4
’ 3% 6 " Y 6.78 2428.5 zs.o: wa.a:
. ’ ° ° °
z; :: ” 118 1.04 3.68  3920.61 33.23 356.82
362 720 31137 1857 446 7.02  44928.59 26.19 277.34
AVE PD: .09

s S R A

COUNTY:  suwiY
CASES
FELONIES 2020
HISDEMEAND B3
APPEAL 22
JUVENILE b {1}
TOTAL 2125
COUNTY: TRUMBULL
CASES
FELONIES 234
MISDEMEAND 69
APPEAL 'y
JJUVENILE 29
TCTAL 336

LCOUNTY: TUSCARAHAS

CASES
FELONIES - 23
MISDENMEANO 3
APPEAL 0
JUVENILE F-3
TOTAL 28
COUNTY: UNION
CASES
FELONIES 36
MISDEMEAND 35
APPEAL °
JUVENILE 23
TOTAL 92
COUNTY 2 VANWERT
CASES
FELONIES 46
* MISDEMEAND 3
APPEAL ¢
JUVENILE ?
JOTAL b ¥/ 4

N
HOURS

10053
167

|

87

o039

IN
ROURS

73
210

2
n3

ot YOTAL AVE WR AVE MR AVE COST
MOURS WOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER MR :‘:’5 ggss;
m ouUT
10408 20461 4.9 5.15 426576.06 g0.e5 2
® [ ] - - 1 -
101 e 3.15 ®.42 8505.2 24.44 16:.::
279 263 3.82 8.3¢  4232.25 26.02 191.47
17 246 .9 5.3 $5849.5 £3.78 19%.98
20027 1ne 4.89 °  5.16 645142.99
e tine ’ go.es 209.48
N
ouT TOTAL AVE WR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS MOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE
FTY) out
1533 2558 a.38 6.55 56680.18 22.08 241.37
386 308 1.77 2.7 8453.75 27.45 122.52
8 12 1 2 410 36.17 102.5
134 178 1.32 «.62 4380 24.61 151.03
1061 3056 3.56 5.56 69723.93 .

e 2 3a5¢ 22.82 207.51
Ut TOTAL AVE MR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE

N ouT
256 351 4.13 31.13  8386.02 23.89 366.52
) n .67 3 ces 26.18 9%
° " (] ° ° ° 0
Py 5 5 2 120 2% 60
269 367 3.5 9.61  8792.02 23.96 %

AVE PD: 18 -
ouY FOTAL AVE KR AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
HOURS HOURS PER CASE  PER CASE cosT PER HR  PER CASE

. IN out

215 409 5.7 .32  8925.75 21.82 262.52
98 136 1.09 2.8 72,2 32.88 127.78
0 ° o - 0 ° ° °
7 300 .56 3.39  3189.66 31.9 138.68
391 645 2.76 .25 16587.61 25.72 200.3

AVE PD: 31
our YOTAL AVE HR AVE HR AVE €OST  AVE COST
NOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE cosT PER MR  PER CASE

IN ouT

a7 1190 e.36 13.89 33313.33 27.99  506.75

364 574 2.26 3.91 . £1060.1 36.69 226.45

’ 28 1.5 1.5 740 41.11 123.33

2 2 3 3 1709.5 40.7 264.21

13511 1024 £.98 7.62  56822.93 .15 330.37

AVE PD: .88
62



COUNTY:  MYANDOT
™ out TOTAL  AVEWR  AVE BR AVE COST  AVE €OST
< cases HOURS HOURS WOURS PER CASE DPER CASE  C€OST PER HR  PER CASE
COUNTY:  VINTOM | . ™ add
. FELONZES 16 s 123 192 a3 7.69  4308.5 22.46  269.20
cases s hork A e R eV N cosy NP COST AVE cosT | , HISDEMEANO o e 1n IS 5 - 275 4375 3395 109.69
. WOouR WO HOUR PER KR PER CASE a APPEAL 3 3 ? s .33 2.33 263 32.08 87.67
’“ wl. . x‘ JWENxLE ta ¢ lz . u X 3 :n& .2‘-!5 “.” 62.62
FELONIES 27 . : —
HISDEMEANO 12 .1 n e - Gis Wmesi  sees  eeae b ToTAL . 3 * as3 me ¥ a6 BeN.S t.4 N
APPEAL ’ ° H . H s . ° "o i Ave P -2
JUVENILE L L * ° . ° ° 0 ° i
TOTAL 39 a7 206 253 .21 5.28  7045.33 27.85  180.65 |
AVE PD: 12
i
COUNTY:  MARREN ;
N out TOTAL AVEWR  AVE WR AVE COST  AVE COST 3
CASES - HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER MR PER CASE 5
- m ouT 3
FELONIES 155 820 127 1947 5.29 7.27 . 45850.96 23.55  295.81
MISDEMEAND 32 a8 31 209 3.5 1.1 3727.5 36.2  116.48 g
APPEAL ° ° ° » ° 0 ° ° ] :
JUVENILE 24 51 s 139 213 3.67 3354 2413 130.75
TOTAL 2 919 1276 2195 3% 6.05 52932.44 26.12  250.86 ‘;
. AVE pD: .06
COUNTY:  NASHINGTON
N our YOTAL  AVEWR  AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COSY
CASES HOURS HOURS NDURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER HR  PER CASE
m ouT :
FELONIES 159 614 1550 2164 3.86 9.75  51516.84 g3.81  324.01
MISDEHEAND 15 63 . 513 576 55 €.46 19479 33.82  169.38 .
APPEAL 1 1 2 3 1 2 112.5 37.5 2.5
JUVENILE 12 32 122 154 1.78 6.78  4744.9 30.81  263.61
TOTAL 293 710 2187 2897 2.42 7.46  75853.2¢ 26.18  258.88
AVE PD: 1.39
;;(
COUNTY:  BAYKE i
N out FOTAL  AVE NR  AVE HR AVE COST  AVE COST
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER HR  PER CASE
N ouT _ 3
FELONIES 5 444 423 867 7.53 7.27  24961.87 28.79  423.08 ;
MISDEHEANO 2 14 51 “ .7 £.43 2182 33.57 203.9
ARPEAL 0 ° 0 ° ° 0 ° o ° i .
FINVENILE 3 1 8 ’ .33 2.67 288 32 % |
TOTAL [ 459 as2 ") 5.53 5.8l  27431.87 29.15 330.5 L
AVE PD: 45 !
COUNTY:  NOOD ' . ‘
™ out TOTAL  AVEHR  AVE MR AVE COST  AVE COST - ;
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE  COST PER HR  PER CASE .
wm ouT ;
¢
FELONIES 7% 39 5 05 - 4.3 9.93  31039.15 29.45  419.45 f
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A 10K TO THE FUTURE

FY1982wasayearmarkedbynanyachievamtsbyﬂ1eomoPubhc
Defender Camission. Reimbursement of the county programs returned to
the statutory maximum of 50% from a low of 33% the previous year. New
public defender offices were established in Auglaize and Coshocton
Counties and the existing county public defender offices continued to
improve the quality of representation provided. However, there are
still a great many problems that the Camission m:xst deal with in the
caning biennium. Same of these problems are outlined below.

Funding. Although the General Assambly voted the Cammission the
amount of money necessary to provide 50% reinmrsan?.nt :_Eor.FY 1982-83,
there is a growing concern that the costs of providing indigent defense
are increasing at a much too rapid ra The FY 1_.984—85 biennial buc_iggt
currently being prepared reflects a 50% increase in the cost of providing
services. Although the General Assembly enacted a temporary law prqv:Ldmg
a $3.00 court cost that was designed to offset the funds 1_:equest§d.1n
our current budget, it is unclear whether it will make this provision of
the law permanent or consider increasing it to cover the anticipated o
fiscal requirements in the next budget. It will therefore be the responsmlllty
of the Ohio Public Defender Commission to insure that the money that is
appropriated for defense services is spent in the most effective possible
manner. This may require looking at the public defender offices and
assigned counsel systems in each county more closely to determine if
services could be provided in a more efficient manner.

State Public Defender Office. The new State Publ;:Lc Defender has a
different philosophy as to the role of a statewide office. Clearly it
is prohibitively expensive for the attorneys on the staff of the State
Public Defender to travel around Ohio trying cases that could be more
efficiently and econamically handled by local assigned counsel. It 1s
anticipated that the only trial involvement of the State Public Defender
Office in the future will be in death penalty cases or in very ooplex
cases in which local counsel are unwilling to accept appointments. The
State Public Defender Office will continue to px.:ovide representation to
all persons incarcerated in Ohio penal institutions and will increase
their appellate role especially in those cases where difficult legal
issues are involved and there is an opportunity to change current law.

in the future, the Chio Public Defender will be involved more and
more in providing services to appointed counsel and county public defenders.
These services will include investigative support, assistance by state
public defenders in the preparation for trial, appeal in death penalty

cases, and with the creation of the brief bank, assistance in preparing

motions and appeals that would require many hours of research if done by
each individual attorney.

Attorney Compensation. The issue of raising salaries for public
defenders and their assistants will be reviewed in the next year.
Legislation may be required to assure that they are canpensgted at a
level at least equal to that of the county prosecutor and his assistants.

65

-

In several counties, each individual public defender carries a caseload
that is greater than the prosecutors within that county simply because
there are more prosecutors than public defenders. Further, the Camiission
intends to consider the issue of whether or not assigned counsel should
be paid at a uniform rate throughout the state rather than at varying
rates set by the county comissioners and the judiciary of each individual
county. Data submitted to the State Public Defender reflect that two
attorneys in adjacent counties providing the exact same representation

are campensated at dramatically different rates. The maximum fee schedule
adopted pursuant to section 120.04(B) (8) of the Revised Code has been

effective in over 25% of Chio's counties. The remaining counties generally
reimburse at a lower rate.

Improvement of Services at the County lLevel. Pursuant to Chapter
120 of the Revised Code, the Ohio Public Defender Camission and the
State Public Defender have conducted evaluations in 15 of Ohio's 88
counties. In virtually every county system evaluated there were either
major, or in same cases minor deficiencies in the areas of campliance
with state statutes and rules, qualifications of attorneys accepting
appointment pursuant to Chio Public Defender Camission Rule 120-1-10,
early representation, provision of investigation and forensic services,
ard the need for assistance fram the State Public Defender in the provision
of appellate and postconviction representation. The Ohio Public Defender

Camission has begun work on a plan to improve these very important
areas.

Determination of Indigency and Partial Payment by Client. Coupled
with the need to examine the rates of campensation of attorneys and
public defenders engaged in indigent defense representation is the
problem of determination of indigency. With the rapidly expanding costs
of the public defender system, members of the General Assembly must be
disuaded fram a belief that representation is currently being provided
to indigent defendants who could afford to retain private counsel. Data
does not yet exist either to support or refute whether this is an accurate
impression or not. There appears to be a need, however, for county and
joint county public defenders to be given more authority in determining
who receives publicly campensated counsel. Additionally, the advisabilty
and wisdom of adopting a system of partial payment and recoupment from
clients who have same money to pay an attorney, but not enocugh to retain
private counsel, requires examination. A more careful screening of
clients and an analysis of partial payments and recoupment systems may
well be an area in which public funds are conserved, thereby assuring

that the efforts of local assigned counsel and public defenders directed
towards those clients who are truly indigent.

legislation and Continuing Iegal Education. Until recently, the
Ohio Public Defender Association, a non-profit federally funded organization
of public defenders were active in monitoring legislative activity as
well as in providing continuing legal education for public defenders.
That organization no longer exists and its efforts must be assumed by
the State Public Defender. Funds te provide for continuing legal education
in all areas of criminal law for assigned counsel and public defenders
will also have to be sought. Additionally, the current rash of mandatory
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sentencing and other "tough" criminal legislation is going to have the
effect of increasing trials and therefore increasing costs in the public
defender system. A coordinated effort organized by the Ohio Public
Defender must be made during the caming year to counter this type of
legislation and educate the public on the futility of enacting these
types of laws. |

Death Penalty. The General Assembly re-enacted a death penalty law
last year to replace the statutes declared unconstitutional in the
Lockett decision of 1978. The General Assembly considered all of the ;
recent Supreme Court Decisions concerning the death penalty and passed a
law that is complex and that demands long and involved trials. It has
became apparent that the cost of representation under the new law will
far exceed initial expectations. To date, there has been an average of
five to six death penalty indictments a month across the state. The
cost to the public defense system in Chio will be staggering.

In order to avoid bankrupting the system, the State Public Defender
Office has been developing a centralized office for the collection of
information and expertise on the death penalty. In this manner assistance
can be provided to attormeys who are appointed to death penalty cases
and a higher level of representation at far less cost than would be
possible without such a system can be provided. To this end, it is
anticipated that the State Public Defender's Office will participate
primarily in appellate and post-conviction work on death penalty cases.
The Office will also provide assistance in the form of motions, briefs,
research and strategy at the trial level to appointed attorneys who
request assistance.
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