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Office of Ihe Ohio Public Defender 
16 East Broad Sireet 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
(614) 466-5394 

RANDALL M. DANA 
State Public Defender 

'!be Honorable Janes A. Rhoc1es 
Honorable Members of the General AsSEll'bly 
Honorable Justices of the SUprane Court oi alio 

In accordMce with SectiCll 120.03 of the alio Revised Code, it iiS 
the pleasure of this CcmnissiCll to 8Ul::mit to you the Annual Report of 
the QUo Public Defender Ccmnission for fiscal year 1982. 'lhis Report 
concerns the aperatialS of the Ccmnissicm, the State Public Defender 
Office, county public defender offices, and assigned CXJUnSe1 systans. 

During the past year the camd.ssion continue(! to fulfill its statutory 
mandate of "providing, supervising, and coordinating legal representation" 
for indigent individuals accused of crines in the state of CIlio. 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 CIlio in October, 1981. As is discussed in this Report, the exis1:el-,oe 
of the death penalty in QUo threatens to overwhelm budgets and workloads 
in every county. The Camli.ssion will closely ncnitor the inpact. of this 
new law over the caning year. 

This past year marked the first full year for new State Public 
Defender Randall M. Dana, and two new nenbers, Sally Bloanfield and 
'lbanas Phillips, joined the Camdssion. 1be infusion of new persamel 
has maintained enthusiasm arxl supplied fresh ideas as the program has 
gram. 

'lbe Ccmnission, through the c:ngoing county evaluation program, is 
persisting in identifying problem areas and developing solutions. 
Evaluations of indigent defense systems in five OOU11ties were perfcmtEd 
during the past year, revealing problems with early representation, 
ineffective assistance of counsel;; inadequate attorney CUiP:::Usation, and 
lack of CUlPliance with Ccmnission Rules and reiIrbursement standards. 

'lbe CCmnissiCll would like to thank you for your assistance ouer the 
past six years as the Ohio pro;ram has taken shape. We look fo:rward to 
many JIm'e years of c.xqJeration in striving to reach our goal of ensuring 
fINerY indigent defendant an effective, quality defense at the lowest 
possible cost. 

Preceding page blank 

Everett Burtal 
Chaiunan 
Chio Public Defender Camli.ssion 



Office of the Ohio Public Defender 
16 East Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
(614) 466-5394 

RANDALL M. OANA 
State Public Defender 

It is with pleasure that I address you at the CCI'I'Pletion of the 
first year of II¥ teIm as the Ohio Public Defender. '!he year has been 
one that has seen many accc:rrplishtrents by this office as well as the 
oounty public defezXler systans. Early in the year we were able to return 

-- ~ -------- ----

to and maintain the 50% funding level for the exnmty reiInbursem;mt programs. 
Al tlx>ugh the crisis in the state's btDget forced a reduction of the staff 
of the state public defender office by nearly ~third, we still provided 
quality representaticm and assistance to colmty public defender offices 
and private aax:>inted counsel in nore 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 tine consum.i.ng cases. 

Although many of the goals that we set before us have been attained, 
there is still much to be accarplished in the caning years. When I was 
appointed Ohio Public Defen3er, I pledged to provide the highest quality 
representation possible to all irdigent persons charged with a crime in 
the most efficient and cost effective manner possible. To achieve this 
goal I nUlSt continue, with the CX>Operation of the Ohio Public Defender 
Camdssion and all branches of state and oounty govenrnent, to examine 
and to refine the manner in which indigent defense is provided in the 
state. We nust continue to inprove 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 CMIl attome:ys and investigators and the newly created brief bank. 
We also IIUlSt 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 cantact me with your suggestioos on hew we might better provide our 
cx:nstitutionally mandated seJ:Vice and achieve our goals~ '!hank you. 

Ohio Public Defender 

Prior to 1976, the state of (biD did not have 4 coordinated, consistent 
and unifonn system for the pl:OVisiQ'l of legal servi~ to indigent individuais 
~ed' of crimes.. Many counties wexe not awointing counsel in all cases 
reqm.red by the United States SupIete Ccmt. Serre counties had well organized 
legal aid and defender programs, 'ttlile others used ad hoc assigned OJUnSel 
systems with attorneys working for no or neager cc:rrpensation. FollCMing 
the u.s. Supreme court decision in i;\rgersinger v. Hamlin (1972), which 
mandated state provision of legal counsel to irdigent persons accused of 
c::rimes which might result in imprisonnent, states began to develop and 
lltplenent state defender systems. 

In 1975, after two unsuccessful atterpt.s, the Ohio General AsseTbly 
enacted AtTended Substitute H.B. 164. 'lhis Act (Chapter 120 of the Ohio 
Revised Ccx1e) created the Ohio Public DefezXler Ccmn:i.ssion and the State 
Public Defender Office ar¥l provided for a joint state-county program for 
the provision of legal services to indigent indi. viduals. Ohio thus opted 
~or a mixed systen, rejecting full state cantrol and local autonany, 
In favor of a cooperative systen with joint fuOOing and provision of 
services shared between the state and the counties. 

Appointnents to the Ohio Public Defender Ccmn:ission were made by the 
Governor and the Chief Justice of the Ohio Suprane Court in January, 1976, 
and the initial ~rreeting of the Ccmnission was held in April of that year. 
'lhe first State Public Defender, J. Tullis Rogers, was appointed on 
October 5, 1976, and the initial staff nenbers of the State Public Defender 
Office were hired in Decel'l'ber, 1976. 
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1982 HIGHLIGHTS OF 'ltiE CIllO I'UBLIC 
~ ccz.t.tISSICN 

'.nle alio Public Defender CCmnission met for regular quarterly 
meetings during fiscal year 1982 on July 31 and November 7, 1981, and 
on March 13 and June 12, 1982. In addition, a special neeting was held 
Ql November 30, 1981. 

'ltle initial meeting set the tone for an eventful year. '!he Ccmnission 
accepted the resignation of J. 'l\1l.lis Rogers as State Public Defender, 
expressing sincere appreciation for his seJ:Vioes, an1 then selected 
Randall M. Dana as Mr. Rogers' successor. During the course of the 
meeting that follOiled, the Ccmn.ission discussed the irrpact of the 
imninent re-enact:nent of the death penalty in Ohio, reviewed the 
Ccmnission policy on the refusal to allow state reimbursement for 
dependency, neglect, and abuse cases in Juvenile Courts, and received a 
report and a draft Ohio Evaluation Model fran Mr. Ha.mrd Eisenberg, 
Executive Director of the National Legal Aiel and Defender Association. 
'!he carrnission established a SubcatJnittee to study the Model, and to 
report at the next meeting on suggested revisions. 

The Novanber 7, 1981 neeting. p~ded 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 Subccmnittee on Evaluation 
sul:nli.tted its Report, detailing changes made in the Ohio Evaluation 
M:xlel. After approval of the revisions, the Commission then fonnally 
accepted the M:rlel for distribution to county public defenders, ccmni.ssioners, 
and CCJTrrOn pleas judges, and instructed Mr. Dana to begin evaluations 
utilizing the redrafted Model. Ccmnissioners also considered a draft of 
H.B. 684, legislation prepared by the Office to correct several deficiencies 
in Chapter 120 of the Revised Code1 developed a position on the elimination 
of the criminal Costs SUbsidy Account in the Office budget; arrl discussed 
further options for arre1ding the Ohio Rules of Cr.imiru:..l Procedure so as 
to require that judges utilize the Carmission Rule on attorney qualifications 
prior to the aFPQintment of counsel. 

A special meeting of the carmission was held on NO\7e!Tbar 30, 1981, 
at which State Public Defender Dana resigned his four-year fbred tenn 
appointment, and was reappointed to serve at the pleasure of the Ccmnission. 
'Ibis was necessary to take advantage of a legislative change in section 
120.04 of the Revised Code. 

At the March 13, 1982 neeting, which was held in Cincinnati in 
order to honor outgoing Carmissioner TiJrothy Garry, the Ccmnission 
received and discussed the findings contained in the Evaluation Reports 
of Erie, Richland, Knox, and Sandusky Counties. The Ccmnission also 
further considered their policy regarding distribution of Evaluation 
reports, and decided that each report was to be released to the County 
camdssioners, the Presiding Judge of CCJmon Pleas COurt, the Public 
Defender if one exists, and the County Bar Association in each county 
evaluated. State Public Deferx1er Dana briefed the Ccmnissioners 00 the 
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status of the case of Linch v. Rogers, in which the Belm:mt COunty 
Ccmnissioners sued for a declaratory judgment and an injunct.ioo against 
OPOC Rule 120-1-10 em attomey quallficatioos. 1'he plaintiffs prevailed 
in the BelnDnt County Court of camcn Pleas, and the case is being 
appealed by the Attorney General in the Seventh District QUo COUrt of 
.Appeals; Mr. Dana also provided reports on the status of the Office 
budget, initial 'WOrk on a recoupnent program for the marginally-iJxll.gent, 
and on the release of Ohio Attomey General Opinion 81-089, in which it 
was held that the State Public Defender is solely responsible for the 
day-to-day operations and managem:mt control of the State Public Jk£ender 
Office. 

At the final regular meeting of the year, on June 12, 1982, a 
Subccmni. ttee of the full Carmission was appointed to review the results 
of all county evaluations perfonned to date, mil to recamerrl appropriate 
courses of action to rectify general or specific problans discovered. 
'!he Subo:mnittee chair was Sally Bloanfield, and other nembers narred were 
'lbdna:s Phillips and Lizabeth Moody. Also, the Catmission directed State 
Public Defender Dana to pursue legislative and executive support for an 
indigent defense systan 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 Ccmnission or State Public Defender to 
set a statewide fee schedule applicable in all counties; (4) wi til revenues 
derived fran a special court cost levied upon felony and misdeneanor 
convictions. Fjnally f the Ccmnission determined as a matter of policy 
that the State Public Defender in his 1984-85 biennial budget proposal 
should nodify 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 
acCOWlt. 
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S'lME PUBLIC DEFElmER CFFICE 

Managerrent 

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

There were a nunber of other managarent changes during the year in 
addition to the selection of a new Ohio Public Defender. In May, 1981, 
Elizabeth Manton was narred Chief Counsel; as such she is the first staff 
necber to hold that position since Randall Dana in October, 1980. In 
June, 1982, Janes V. M:>roney was appointed First Assistant State Public 
Defender, with responsibility for all administrative matters and ron­
legal personnel. In No-ITember, 1981, Scott P. l<enney was nazred Chief 
Trial Counsel, a new position reporting to the Chief Counsel with responsibility 
for all trial-level cases. Finally, David Stebbins was hired in Februru:y, 
1982, as Death Penalty Counsel, in charge of all in-lx>use death penalty 
cases as well as holding the responsibility for I'IOIli. toring 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 
fran a canbination of execliti ve and legislative budget cuts and changing 
managarent priorities. Modest staff increases are being sought in the 
upcaning 1984-85 budget proposal, primarily in the appellate and death 
penalty areas in the legal services eli vision of the Office. 

Budget 

Fiscal year 1982 presented sarewhat of a recCJllery fran 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. 

'n1e additional J.ndigent Defense reini:>ursement :furrls penni.tted an 
increase in the effective rate of state rEilirburSetent fran 33.1% in 1981 
to 42.2% in 1982. Because of a lang delay in the enacbnent of the 1982-
83 biennial state budget by the Ohio General Asserb1y, the traditional 
50% rate of reimbursement was not restored lDlti1 August, 1981, the fifth 
.m:mth of fiscal year 1982 reimbursement. For this reason, the effective 
rate of reirrbursement for the entire year was 42.2%. A return to the 
50% rate was the top blx'iget goal of the State Public Defender Office 
during 1982-83 l:nx3get deliberations, and the achi.everrent of that goal 
during 1982 was extreIrely satisfying. 
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It was also significant that 1982 was the first fiscal year since 
the creation of the alio system in 1976 in lI4Uch no Federal funds were 
received for any purpose by the State Public Defender Office. 

Criminal costs Subsidy funds shcMed no growth ~ 19B1 to 1982 as 
a result of a conc:entration ofbldget cuts em that account. 

A total of $560,697 was unalloted in 1982 as a result of a total of 
5.5% in executive and legislative budget cuts :fran origi..'lal 1982 appropriations 
in Am. SUb. H.B. 694. Of this reduction, $133,425 was taken in the 
Indigent Defense SUbsidy arx1 $266,850 in the Criminal COSts Subsidy. 
'!be renainder was applied to the operating budget. 

'l'ABI.E I 
FISCAL YEARS 1981 and 1982 

EXPENDITURES OF 'mE STATE PUBLIC IlEF.INlER OFFICE 

Appropriation Item Fund FY 1981 FY 1982 

Personal Services 111 
(salaries and 102 
fringes) 083 

$ 788,642 $ 786,247 
39,005 -0-
52,586 72,400 

Maintenance 11 
(rent, supplies, 10 

252,390 321,121 
35,608 -0-

utilities, etc.)· 

EX}uiIJrel1t 11 11,232 18,891 

Special Purpose 4 11 3,439 -0-

Subsidy (Indigent 11 
Defense) 5 

4,277,246 6,608,691 

SUbsidy ~Cr:urdnal 11 
Costs) 

1,790,714 1,790,072 

'!OrAL EKPENDITURES 
GENERAL REVENUE FUND 7,123,66~ 9,525,022 

'!OrAL EKPmDITURES -
ALL FtmS 7,250,862 9,597,422 

. Notes: 

1. Fund 11 is the State's General Revenue Fund; expenditures fran 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 
fran this Fund are derived fran Federal grants, which were received 
duriDJ fiscal year 1982 for the re.inblrsemant CCltPUter program and 
for the investig8tive staff; 
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3. Fund 08 is the State Special Revenue Fund; 5ID\.D'lts expended 
fran this Fund during fiscal year included the payment of a 
l.e9al intem under the Chio State University Work-Study Program 
and the provision of legal services to innates at the Colmi:Jus 
Correctional Facility pursuant to the consent decree in Stewart 
v. Rhodes; 

4. EXPeriditures fran the Special Purpose Accx>1mt represent state 
match required for Federal grants received by the Office during 
fiscal year 1982; 

5. '!be Indigent Defense SUbsidy Account contains funds for reimburSE!lSlt 
of county expenditures on Qefense of indigent .i.ndi viduals in criminal 
cases, as provided by sectioos 120.18, 120.28, and 120.33 of the ' 

. Revised COde. 
6. '!be Criminal Cost SUbsidy Account provides 100% reimburserent of 

a variety pf court and certain law enforcement oosts incurred by 
the counties; a county is entitled to relJnbursement from this 
Account when a defendant is .i.ndigent,oonvicted of a felony, 
and sentenced to a state penal institution (for statutory authority 
on the program itself, see sections 2949.17 through 2949.19 of the 
Revised Code) • 

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 Ohio. 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 penni ts the State Public Defender and office staff to 
provide legal services in a variety of matters including representation 
of adult$ accused of serious offenses under section 120.06 (A) (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 120006 (A) (3), and persons BRYEa) jng oonvictions 
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 carty a 'caseload on a regular 
basis, and nine (9) attorneys in the central office, plus one attorney 
Vlo manages the Legal Advisors' Program at Col\1t1bus Correctional Facility. 
'lhere are four investigators, and four legal interns assigned to the 
central office , with four nore legal interns in the Legal Advisors' 
Program • 
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Table !!')presents the caseload of the Office for fiscal year 1981 
and 1982 by-t:ype of proceedi.ng~ as is apparent, caseload ~ 10.5% . 

. during 1982, almJst exclusively in the parole revocatial eateqory. 
Since the 1982 caseload figures sb::Jwn are cases closed fran July 1, 
1981, through June .30, 1982, 'l'~le II also incllXies cases pending as of 
July 1, .1982,' in order to yield a nme carprehensive picture of the 
Office workload. 

Proceedin2 

Trial rel 
Appeal 
Post Conviction 
Parole/prcbation 
Haheas COrpus 

'!OrAL CASEUW> 

IN,JUIRIES2 

Proceedi.n2 

Trial 1 
Appeal 
Post conviction 
Paro1e/prabation 
Habeas COxpus 

TABLE II 
CASEUW> BY '!WE OF CASE 

FY 1981 

77 
79 

130 
413 

7 

706 

1,040 

CASES PmDING BY TYPE OF CASE 

FY 1982 

64 
77 

127 
504 

8 

780 

321 

FY 1982 

27 
51 
35 
38 

7 

158 

46 

1. Included in the aweal category are 83 hrijafs filed in FY 1982. 

2. lr¥;Ju.iries are requests for service or inf0:ma~~ which" do rot. 
materialize into cases; inc1\Xled are such ll'qIll.r1es as l.n~ 
prison matters, ci v~l cases, end cases detennined to be 'Ill. thout 
merit. 
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Table UI reveals the 1981 and 1982 caseloads of the Office, ~ 
source of case referral. Aside f.tan parole :revocation hearings assigned 
by request of the Adult Parole Authority, referrals fran individual 
defendants remain the gxeatest aource of cases for the Office • 

'mBLE III 
SCXJICE CF REFERAL 

Source FY"1981 FY 1982 

Ccrmon Pleas J\x1ge 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 
JCW - 4 
State Agency (alio) 32 
Other· 9 12 -
'!UrAL CASEUW> 706 780 

*Other category includes referrals fran TV stations, imates Q'l behalf 
of another, miscellaneous legal organizations, and state and fiscal 
legislators. 

'!'he Legal Advisors' Program at the ColurriJus COrrectional Facility 
marked its second full year of operation in 1982. The Legal Advisory 
Program was a direct result of a provision in the cx:msent decree entered 
in the case of stewart v. Rhodes. Stewart was a lawsuit filed CNer 
uncxmstitutional condi clans at the Co1unbus Correctional Facility 
(fonnerly the alio 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 Co1unbus Correctional Facility. After consultation with various 
parties, the Depart:nent decidErl to contract with the State Public Defender 
Office for. the latter to deliver the mandated services. '!'he Office 
assigned a staff attoJ;n,eY to manage the Program, and hired four legal 
interns to staff it. Workload by type of case' assistance is indicated 
in Table IV. 

'!be nmber of instances of case assistance rendered by the managing 
attomey and four interns alnost tripled f:ran 1981 to 1982, fran 3,805 
in 1981 to 11,266 in 1982. 'lbought is being given to expanclir¥;J this 
type of program to other alio penal institutialS in the future. 
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IJguirY 

Cr.im:i.nal 

General Advice 
Post Conviction Relief 
Appeal 
Shock Parole 
Parole 
Parole Revocation 
Shock Probation 
Detainer 
Habeas Corpus 
Record Infonnation 
M:>tion for New' Trial 
Mandamus 
Clarency 
Sentence Question 
Jail Tine Credit 
Research Request 
Prison Grievance 
Rules Infraction Board Related 

Civil 

Medical Care 
Civil Rights CCltplaint 
DivOrce 
Child ~tody 
Tax 
Bankruptcy 
Court of CliWns 
Miscellaneous 
Nota.t:Y Request 
legal Iti. t Request 

iOrAL 

17 

Py 1982 

1,607 
433 
865 
303 
411 
125 

1,961 
233 

56 
344 
15 
o 

25 
329 
447 
526 

74 
62 

86 
1,680 

171 
50 
42 
11 
47 

356 
248 
759 

11,266 

L. 
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An additicmal. investigator was added to the legal Services staff in 
1982, in respa1Se to the n\llber of trial-level cases accepted by the 
Office and to the danand fran assigned ccunsel far investigative assistance. 
Table V indicates the workload of the investigative staff for 1981 and 
1982. . 

'!be JlU'Iber of full investigatiau; per investigator ~ drastically 
in 1982 as a result of the carplexity of cases handled. Q1e case alone, 
the Rucker aggravated murder case in Wooster, required the fulltime 
Bervi~ of two investigators for six weeks during 1982. 

As Table V evidences, the nurber of polygraph examinations dropped 
significantly. 'lhis was due to a policy change bralght Q'l by the death 
of EKaminer Gene Den'q;:Oulos on October 11, 1981, and the transfer of 
EKaminer Janes 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 
deferrler 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 
lNVESTI~'roR ACTIVITIES 

Number of full investigations 
canpleted 

NlmIber of investigations CX2t'pleted 
by each investigator 

Ntrnber of additional services such 
as filing briefs, checking court 
records, fingerprint examinations, 
firecmns identification, polygraphic 
services, hardwritinq analysis and 
other miscellaneous services 

.Nur'lt.ler of witnesses and clients 
interviewed 

N\m1ber of investigatioos which 
resulted in charges being 
dropped or reduced 

N\.JIt)er of polygrapt examinations 

N\ri:ler of miles traveled by 
investiga~s 

18 

FY 1981 

94 

31.3 

84 

18 

254 

43,462 

FY 1982 

46 

15.3 

NA 

1,227 

NA 

170 

68,760 

1 



legislative Services 

In May, 1982, Assistant State Public Defender Jill Stone was ~inted 
legislative Liaison for purposes o~ DDlitoring all activity in the Ohio 
General Asserrt>ly relative to cr:im:inal law and procedure. 'Ibis marked 
the first significant dedicaticn of Office personnel to representation 
of defense-oriented positions tn the !blse and Senate J\Xlicl.al:y Ccmni ttees. 
As of the preparation of this Report, Ms. Stale has nobillzed CDlCerted 
involvsrent of defense-oriented organizations in the arrendi.r¥.J of bills 
relating to increasing penalties for driving while intoxicated, to 
~eni.ng current speedy trial requ:i.renents, and to creating a plea and 
verdict of guilty but mentally ill. 

A,;'1i. SUb. H.B. 694, the 1982-83 biennial state budget bill effective 
November 15, 1981, affected several inp::.>rtant m:xli.fications in the Ohio 
indigent defense program. For one, the p:>Sition of Ohio Public Defender 
was made to serve at the pleasure of the Chio Public Defender Ccmnission, 
rather than a four-year fixed tenn ~intrnent. Also, a ninety-day t..i.ma 
limit for subnission of assigned c::ounsel certificates, and a sixty-day 
time limit for county public defender nontbly operating statements, were 
placed anong the reintrursanent provisions of Chapter 120 of the Revised 
Code. Finally, a proration of funds nechani.sm for the criminal COSts 
Subsidy was placed in Section 2949.21 of the Revised Code; this lONerS 
the percentage of reint>ursement when the appropration is insufficient to 
pay the statutory-specified rate. Section 2949.201 operates in the 
exact manner as Section 120.34 awlies to the Indigent Defense Subsidy. 

By the end of fiscal year 1982, Am. Sub. H.B. 684 had passed the Ohio 
House of Representatives and is awaiting approval by the Senate Judiciary 
Ccmni ttee. This bill, drafted by the State Public Defender Office, is 
the first revision of Chapter 120 apart fran 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. '!be 
bill also allC7tlS counties a contract option for a public defender office 
as opposed to the creation of another agency of oounty governnent. 
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 pcMer of the Ohio Public Defender CCmnission 
to set standards regarding the qualifications of public defenders and 
assigned counsel is statutorily established in an explicit nanner. 

It is expected that Am. Sub. H.B. 684 will receive Ohio Senate 
approval in November, 1982, arXi slx>ul.d be effective in January, 1983. 

19 

CCUil'Y EVAUlATIaqs 

'!he oounty evaluation program during 1982 became an integral 
CXlllfX?neIlt of the Sta~ ~lic Defender Office operations. '!he QUo 
Public ~fender Coomiss.ton fonnally adopted the ano Evaluatim M:Xle1 
devel~ by ~ard Eisenberg of tlle National Legal Aid and Defender ' 
Assoc;:~ation, lJl order 'b? standardize the evaluation process and to allow 
for lJlter-oounty oarpar~sons of data and cbservations Also during 
1~82 the evaluation program was brought in-lDuse, and· the f;';st evaluation 
Wl. thout ~ contract assistance was perfonned in May, 1982. 

. . To date fifteen (15) Chio counties have had evaluations of their 
indigent defense systems. perforned. During fiscal year 1982, eight 
county reports were sul:mi tted to the Ccmnission, and substantial \IIiOrk on 
two o~ counties had been aCCClTplished by June 30, 1982. Reports on 
Mahorung, Athens, Rl?ss! and W~gton Counties were received at the 
Jl;lly 31, 1981, Camu.ss~cn meeting, while evaluations of Krx:>x, Erie, 
Richl~! aJXi Sandusky were presented at the March 13, 1982, neeting. 
In addi ~on, reports on Ashtabula and M:mtgc:mery Counties were close to 
cc:rrpletion as of the close of the fiscal year. 

C"l;ll1ty ev~uations are used by the Carrnission and the Office to 
gather ~o~tion about. the programs being operated by Ohio oounties, 
and to ~dentify and rectify problans. '!he reports have generally been 
useful to all participants in the systems that have been evaluated. 

Because. pr7Vious Ccmn:i.ssion Annual Reports have rot reported on the 
r7Eults or f~gs of the evaluations, the follCMing Table presents a 
l~st. of. counties evalua~, the date each report was subnitted to the 
~amuss~on, and a synops~s of the nost significant findings or oonclusions 
lJl each report. 

County 

Licking 

Perry 

~VI 
COUNTY EVAUlATIOO REPORI' 

Date Sul:rni tted 
to OPOC 

July, 1980 

July, 1980 
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Significant Findings 

Procedural reimbursenent problems 
over-inclusive indigency determinations 
possibly violations of OPOC Rule on 

attorney qualifications 
ad ru;x: assigned counsel systan 
possible lack of case investigation 

by assigned oounsel 
low attorney fee schedule 
very high tria.l rate, no plea 

bargaining 

low attoIney fee schedule 
procedural reimburssrent prcblems 
inadequate law library resources 
possible viOlation of OPOC Rule 

Ql attorney qualifications 
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County 

Perry (cont.) 

Franklin 

Stark 

Lucas 

Date SUbnitted 
to CPOC 

July, 1980 

October, 1980 

April, 1981 

April, 1981 
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Significant Firdinqs 

ad hoc assigned counsel systen 
lack of support services 
degree of attorney independence 

fran judiciary 
low trial rate 
need for attorney training 

nonprofit cor,poration used as 
county public defender office 

procedural rellnbursem:mt problens: 
lack of county auditor oversight 

low attorney fee s,chedule 
use of dollar l..i.mi ts for indigency 

detennination rather than OPOC 
Rule 120-1-03 

need for continuous representation 
fran Municipal Court to Ccmnon 
Pleas COurt 

ad hoc assigned oounsel system 
inadequate support staff for county 

public defeJXler office 
low trial rate 

County Public Defender Ccmn:i.ssion -
Defender relationship 

low Stark County Public Defender 
Office appeal rate 

delirquent sul:Jn:i.ssion of reimbursarent 
low interest of private bar in felony 

appointnents 
ad hoc assigned cotmSel system 
unnecessary use of co-oounsel 
Stark County Public Defender Office 

attorney burn-out: high caseload 
early representation, Municipal Court 

JXlncarrplianbe of wcas County Public 
DefeI)der Office with Chapter 120 -
no county public defender cxmnission 

no private practice policy for parttime 
attorneys ' 

procedural reimbursenent problems 
low attorney fee schedule 
data for case10ad per attorney 

detezmination unavailable 
ad hoc assigned counsel systen 
low trial rate 
~ienced investigative staff 
need for fu1ltine defender staff 
need for attorney training 
excessive misdateanor caseload 

~ 
:1 
:l 

.... "-. 

Ross 

Athens 

Date SUl:Jni.tted. 
to CPDC 

July, 1981 

July, 1981 

July, 1981 

July, 1981 
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Significant Fimings 

poor camty financial cceli tion 
low attorney fee sc:hedule 
delegaticn of attorney awointment 

to bailiffs 
loose indigency determination 
procedural reimbursenent prc:i::>lems 
inadequate support services for 

assigned counsel 
undue reliance on yoonger, inexperienced 

menters of bar fot assignnents 
county refusal to pay for Municipal 

COurt representation ' 

ve~ high indigency rate 
procedural reimbursement problems 
possible violation of OPDC Rule 

on attorney qualifications 
attorney misunderstanding over correct 

county fee schedule 
need for attorney training 
inadequate support services for 

assigned COtmSel 

lack of cc:mpensation for Athens 
County Public Defender Ccmnission 

need for Athens County Public Defender 
involvement in indigency determinations 

procedural reinbursanent problems 
low attorney fee schedule 
extrete1y high Athens County Public 

Deferiier Office caseload 
inadequate Athens County Public 

Defender Office support services 
inadequate Athens County Public 

Defender Office case statistics 
high rate of infOJJnation wi th waivers 

of counsel 
need for addi tiooal funding 

unnecessarily ccmplicated attorney 
fee schedule 

lack of ex>unty-city contract for 
ordinance representation 

high attorney expenses for out-of­
oounty assigned. counsel 

lack of interested, qualified attorneys 
for appointments . . 

very high trial rate, no plea bargauu.ng 
early representaticm 
inadequate assigned counsel support 

services 
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Erie 

Knox 

Sandusky 

Richland 

Date Sutmitted 
to OPOC 

March, 1982 

April, 1982 

April, 1982 

J~, 1982 

23 

Significant Findings 

extrately stringent indigency standards 
early representaticm in Municipal court 
possible violation of OPOC Rule on 

attorney qualifications 
lack of assigned cxxmsel and Erie 

County Public Defender Office 
investigato:z:y support 

extremlly high Erie County Public Defender 
Office caseload 

nal-c:p!,:rational Erie County Public 
Defender Offioe Ccmni.ssion 

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

unstable political relationships 

very high trial rate 
extr~ly stringent indigency 

starx1ards 
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 
infoInlal indi.gency determinations 
early representation 
possible violation of OPOC Rule on 

attorney qualifications 
lack of assigned CO\mSel investigatory 

support 

increasing of bands when defendants 
danand preliminary hearings in 
Municipal 'Court 

procedural and legal reimbursement 
problems 

penalizing defendants choosing to go 
to trial 

infoIITlal indigency determinations 
early representation 
possible violation of OPOC Rule on 

attorney qualificaticms 
lew trial and aweaJ, rates 
continui ty of counsel 
unilateral reduction of attorney fees 

by Richlam Camdssioners without 
bar or judicial input 

------- ----

\1 

Date Subnitted 
to OPOC Significant Firxiings 

report incatplete 

report incanplete 

c 

24 
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cn.Nl"i REIMBUFSEMENl' 

'Itle State Public Defender office operates three reiJri:ursetent 
prcgr~ out of two separate subsidy accounts: 

'l'be Criminal Costs SubsidY Acoc\mt allows 100% re:iJrbursenent to 
counties for a variety of costs incurred in criminal cases in ~ch the 
defendant is indigent, is convicted of a felony, and is sent to a state 
penitentiaxy or refonnatory. "Cost hills" prepared by the clerks of 
the eighty-eight county camon Pleas Courts for such cases sent to the 
Chio prisons for verification of prisoner transportation oosts and then 
are transmitted to the State Public Defender Office. '!be Office audits 
the bills and vouchers them for paynent of 100% of allowable oosts to 
the counties involved. 

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

'l'he law regarding the Criminal Costs program was anen1ed in Novarber, 
1981, to require proration in the event of insufficient appropriations. 
It is apparent that the current 100% rate will not be naintained in 
fiscal year 198~. 

'.mBLE VII 

CRJloDNAL COSTS SUBSIDY ~ 

County Py 1981 FY 1982 

1tdimLs 3,002 2,186 

Allen 18,709 24,307 

Ashl.aOO 5,649 10,434 

Ashtabula 14,256 5,766 

Athens 7,106 3,239 

Auglaize 7,042 6,999 

Belrront 7,961 4,101 

Brown 4,158 4,588 

Butler 21,791 26,850 

Carroll 1,501 3,202 

Charrpaign 5,112 1l,319 

Clark 43,920 34,620 

CleI:nXlnt 20,545 16,561 
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COunty FY 1981 FY 1982 

Clinton 5,750 3,192 

Colmbiana 21,166 23,561 

CosOOcton 2,239 4,302 

Crawford 5,837 3,163 

CUyahoga 404,315 390,785 

Darke 7,259 4,704 

Defiance 8,123 4,264 

Delaware 9,736 7,253 

Erie 8,639 6,167 

Fairfield 14,693 7,604 

Fayette 7,152 11,745 

Franklin 265,629 272,297 

Fulton 2,503 2,172 

Gallia 4,475 951 

GeaU':1a 5,820 4,857 

Greene 24,294 19,338 

Guemsey 1,928 . 5,680 

Hamilton 163,970 234,264 

Hancock 18,913 21,218 

Hardin 2,403 2,667 

Harrison 1,297 328 

Henry 2~692 2,539 

Highland 10,309 7,040 

Itx:kin:J 5,342 2,ll6 

Hohtes 642 347 

Huron 4,871 3,994 
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",ali:. 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Xnax 

Lake 

Lawrence 

Licking 

logan 

. !Drain 

Madison 

Marion 

Medina 

Meigs 

Mercer 

Miami 

H.lsJd.ng\ml 

Noble 

Ottawa 

Pauld.in;J 

Peny 

Pickaway 

. .. --- ...... ,.-. .. 

I'Y 1981 

3,019 

3,385 

4,540 

16,381 

2,806 

30,189 " 

7,360 

25,2b1 

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 

27 

n 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 

County 

Pike 

Portage 

Pmb1e 

Putnam 

Richland <\ 

Ross 

Sandusky 

Scioto 

Seneca 

Shelby 

Stark 

~t 

Trumbull 

TuscarawP..s 

Union . 

Van Wert 

Vinton 

Williams 

Wxld 

~andot 

3,022 

28,621 

4,231 

5,926 

21,094 

21 .. 848 

6,982 

14,608 

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 

28 

I'Y 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 

i~' 
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'lbe Indigent Defense Subsidy Accnmt provides funds for up to SO% 
re:iJrbursenent of county expenditures for assigned CtUlSel program and 
local public defender offices. Eighty-seven COlmties maintain assigned 
counsel programs, while thirty counties have public defender offices 
(twenty-seven single county offices and one joint OJUnty office with 
three counties participating). 

With an assigned CXU'lSel program (Chio Revised Code section 120.33), 
a court with jurisdiction over a case assigns an attomey fran a panel 
or listing of available attorneys to provide representatioo to a defendant 
ldlo has been found in:ligent. After legal services have.been provided, 
the attorney prepares and sul::rni. ts one of the applicable foImS to the 
Court for the approval of the judge wtX> presided over that proceeding. 
'!he fOl:Tl\ is then subnitted to the county auditor, who pays the attomey 
the requested fees and expenses as approved by the ju:lge. '!be auditor 
then files a nontbly report of all attorney certificates paid during 
that m::mth with the State Public Defender Office. '!he certificates are 
audited and up to 50% (the exact percentage is determined by the availability 
of funds and the nurri::ler of cases sul::mi.tted for reiInbursE:mmt) of all 
reported costs are then reimbursed to the county general furrl. 

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

'!he thirty counties with public defender offices prepare m:mtbly 
reports on office expenses. 'lbese reports are sul:mi.tted to the <X>UIlty 
auditors for verification and then to the State Public Defender Office. 
The Office then audits the reports and rEilinburses up to 50% of all 
al1CMab1e costs. 

TABLE VIII 

COtlNTY ASSI~ COONSEL SYSTEM ~ 

County FY 1981 EY 1982 

Adams 9,143 6,970 

Allen 22,911 55,742 

Ashland 11,035 631 

Ashtabula 7,565 7,170 

Athens 3,963 825 

Auglaize 12,383 11,328 

BelnDnt 2,346 7,291 

Brown 11,875 12,047 

Butler 32,815 53,138 

carroll 946 1,582 
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CoUnty IY 1981 n 1982 

":':; ... "-""" 

County ,~) Ii 
IY 1981 n 1982 

Paul.d:lD;l 8,102 .12,313 IIoc:kiD:J 8,877 14,476 Perry 1,787 602 
*(( 

Holnes 2,810 '~<5,582 
Pickaway lS,711 19,537 

\ 

Huron 5,368 6,517 Pike 1,807 1,160 Jackson 7,259 1,776 r 
Portage 24,057 26,054 

F 
Jefferscm 7,908 19,633 I Preble 6,106 10,827 Knox -0- -0- Putnam 3,909 5,644 Lake -0- -0- J 

Richland 37,349 27,932 Lawrence 16,204 18,649 Ross 22,065 30,408 Licking 40,492 22,206 Sandusky 15,070 22,315 Logan 10,988 21,570 Scioto 23,946 32,071 . IDrain 34,230 54,211 
Seneca -0- 1,132 ID:as 88,120 87,364 
Shelby 4,233 14;694 Madison 12,897 10,180 
Stark 18,758 19,123 MaOOning 55,931 54.,035 
Sumnit 126,331 172,144 Marion 24,863 35,902 'l'l:unbull 27,622 28,839 Medina 8,075 14,132 Tuscarawas 1,406 4,082 Meigs .430 150 Union 5,446 6,898 Mercer 5,449 8,529 Van Wert 13,5tJ 24,262 Miami 3,111 3,831 Vinton 3,345 2,935 M:Inroe 1,273 6,490 Warren 12,573 20,485 Hcatganery 166,848 223,718 

r Washington 10,208 33,529 Jt)rqan 1,538 6,391 wayne 4,223 9,820 Jt)rrow 6,429 6,400 t Wllliarra 1,196 -0-~ 8,486 5,716 NJod 10,556 15,996 " Noble 104 -0- ~ardot 2,;35 2,019 Ott:ala .-:;:: 7,789 15,970 
I 

;;::. -::'''' 

") 
rorAIS 1,978,163 2,855,103 .; J 

j 
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Table IX shows the state share of county expenditures for public 
defender offices for fiscal years 1981 and 1982. 

'Ble overall rate of reiIttlursstent for the Indigent Defense SUbsidy 
in 1982 was 42.2%, up fran 33.1% in 1981. 'D1e rate of J:eilrblrserrent is 
now back to 50%, since August, 1981. 

Colmty 

Ashtabula 

Athens 

Aug1aize 

BelnDnt 

Clark 

C1ernont 

Clinton 

Columbiana 

Cuyahoga 

Erie 

Franklin 

Geauga 

Greene 

Hamilton 

Huron 

Knox 

Lake 

x.x::as 

Miami. 

}Itm~ 

Portage 

TABLE IX 

COUN'lY PUBLIC OEFJ:m)ER CFFlCE REIMBURSEMENl' 

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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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 

322,6861 

35,541 

~ i 
ti 

County FY 1981 !Y 1982 

Seneca 17,544 20,907 

~ 
Shelby 1,741 -0-
Stark 97,502 131,973 
Sl.mni.t 56,672 88,511 fl 

U 'l'Uscarawas 27,301 43,260 

\, Wayne 29,165 43,444 
1 
t W:lod 25,586 t 34,747 

r: 'lUrALS 2,127,613 3,031,271 ~ 

r. 

t 
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Chapter 120 of the Ohio Revised Code allows counties three options 
for the delivery of criminal defense services to indigent individuals: 
(1) the fonnation of a camty public defender office pursuant to sections 
120.13 through 120.18 of the Ohio Revised Code; (2) the establishrrent of 
a joint cmmty public defender office 2IlrOng two or 110re oounties urder 
sections 120.23 through 120.28 of the Ohio Revised COde; and (3) the 
utilization of an assigned counsel systan with a panel of participating 
private attorneys accepting cases for oc::rnpensation detenn:i.ned by a fee 
schedule pranulgated by the board of oounty cxmnissioners in each county. 
'!be latter program is available by virtue of section UO. 33 of the Chio 
Revised Code. 

In twenty-seven of eighty-eight Ohio oounties, a OCI'Ibination of the 
8bove program options is utilized, with defender offices and assigned 
counsel systems sharing the indigent defense workload. I<rx:>x County has 
an exclusive public defender systen (except for rare conflict of interest 
cases), while Lake County does assign a portion of cases to private 
attorneys, but does not sutmi t expF'..ncli tures associated with these cases 
for state reimbursement. 

Fiscal year 1982 saw the first full year of operation for the 
Auglaize ,County Public Defender Office, am the fonnation 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 tenn of each defender, a.T)C'i 
the address am phone n1.mlber of each office. 

County 

Ashtabula 

Athens 

TABLE X 
COl.1N'n AND JOINT COONTY PUBLIC 
DEFnIDERS, 'J.'ERMS, .AND OFFICES 

(as of July 1, 1982) 

Defender Phone 

L. E. Downey (216) 998-2628 
Ashtabula County Public Defemer· 

Office 
4632 Main Avenue 
Ashtabula, OH 44004 
Tenn: App:>inted March 27, 1982 

for a teDm of 4 years. 

Douglas J. Bennett (614) 593-6400 
Athens County Public Defender 

Office 
8 North Court Street, Rm. 502 
Athens, 00 45701 
Term: Appointed March, 1982, for 

a te.tm of one year. 
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Q?unty 

Auglaize 

Belnont 

Clark 

Clenront 

Clinton 

Columbiana 

Defen3er 

S. Mark Weller (419) 738-7111 
Aug1aize Co\mty Public 

Defender Office 
106 SOuth B1ackhoof Street 
P.O. Box 5 
Wapakoneta, CE 45895-0005 
Term: Appointed April 8, 1982 

for an indefinite tel:m. 

Janes L. Nichelson (614) 695-5263 
BelnDnt County Public 

Defender Office 
135 1/2 East Main Street 
St. Clairsville, 00 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, Rrn. 322 
Springfield, OR 45502 
Term: Appointed January 1, 1976, 

for an i.mefinite tenn. 

R. Daniel Hannon (513) 732-2212 
Clement County Public 

Defender Office 
257 Main Street 
Batavia, OH 45103 
Tenn: Appointed Septanber 1, 1980 

for a term of 4 years. 

Elaine H. Beihl (513) 382-1316 
Clinton County Public 

Defender Office 
148 North Market Street 
WiJ.m:ington, OH 45177 
Tenn: Appointed March 1, 1976, 

for an indefinite te.nn. ' 

Frederic E. Naragon (216) 424-7675 
Colurrbiana COunty Public 

Defender Office 
223 North Market Street 
Lisbon, 00 44432 
Tenn: Appointed Febroary 1, 1981, 

for a 2 year ter.m. 

Nonnan Davitt (614) 623-0800 
Coshocton County Public 

Defender Office 
528 1/2 Main Street 
Cosbx:tal, 00 43812 
Tenn: Appointed July 1, 1982, 

for a year tenn. 
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County 

CUyahoga 

Erie 

Franklin 

Geauga 

Greene 

Hamilton 

Defender 

~ Freidman (216) 443-7223 
CUyahoga COlmty Public 

Defender Office 
1200 ~tario StJ:eet 
Justice Center 
Cleveland, Cti 44113 
Tel:m: Appointed June 1, 1981, 

for a 4 year tenn. 

Jeffrey K. Fur.row (419) 626-9343 
Erie County Public 

Defender Office 
243 East Market Street 
Sandusky, OH 44870 
Tel:m: Appointed January 1, 1980, 

for a 4 year tenn. 

James Kura 
Franklin County Public 

Defender Office 
400 South Front Street 
Columbus, OH 43215 
Tenn: Appointed May 14, 1980, 

for a 4 year tenn. 

Richard Makowski 
Geauga County Public 

Defender Office 
139 Main Street 
Chardon, OH 44024 
Tel:m: unreported 

(614) 222-8980 

(216)564-7131 ext. 148 

Joseph C. Graf (513) 376-5041 
Greene County Public 

Defender Office 
101 East Church Street 
Xenia, OH 45385 
Tenn: Appointed March 13, 198~, 

for a 4 year tenn. 

Donald G. Montfort (513) 632-8701 
Hamilton County Public 

Defender Office 
Hamilton County Courthouse 
Roan 564 
1000 Main Street 
Cincirmati, (E 45202 
Tel:m: Appointed May, 1981, 

for a two year teJ:rn. 
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County 

Huron 

Knox 

Lake 

. Lucas 

Miami 

Defender 

Russell V. Ieffler (419) 668-3702 
Huron County Public 

Defender Office 
30 East ~ Street 
Norwalk, CII 44857 
Tezm: Appointed Januaxy 1, 1982, 

for a one year term. 

Fred E. Mayhew (614) 397-7420 Knox County Public 
Defender Off:i.ce 

One Public Square 
Mount Vemen, 00 43050 
Tenn: Apj;x:>inted October 1, 19B1, 

for a one year term. 

R. Paul IaPlante (216) 357-5777 
Lake County Public 

Defender Office 
270 Main Street, Suite 50 
Painesville, OH 44077 
Tenn: APPOinted Sep1:anber 23, 1982, 

for a two year term. 

Henry B. Herschel (419) 244-8351 
Toledo legal Aid Society 
Defender Division 
555 North Erie Street 
Suite 248 
Toledo, 00 43624 
Tenn: ~lOYed by Toledo legal 

Aid Society on Marcb 27, 1969, 
and serves an indefinite tenn. 

Robert J. Lindeman (513) 339-5178 Miami County Public 
Defender Office 

Miami County. Courthouse 
West Main Street 
Troy, (II 45373 

Tenn: Appointed April, 1982, 
for a 4 year term. 

Kurt Portmann (513) 228-3246 
Montgooery County Public 

Defender Office 
379 West First Street 
Dayton, CII 45422 
Tenn: Apj;x:>inted March, 1982, 

for a one year term. 
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COUntY 
Portage 

Seneca 

Stark 

Stmmit 

'l'ri -county 
(Tuscarawas , 
Harrison, 
cano11) 

Wayne 

.;:--- ... '. .. 

~fender 

Richard J. Ba&3er (216) 296-6466 
Portage County Public 

Defender Office 
449 South Meridian, 4th Flr •. 
Ravenna, OH 44266 
'l'e:tm: Appointed Januaxy 1, 1978 

for an il1definite teDn. 

John D. Had.acek (419) 448-0703 
Seneca County Public 

Defender Offi~ 
81 Jefferson Street 
Tiffin, OH 44883 
Term: Appointed February lS, 1982, 

for an imefinite teIm. 

Paul Mastriaoovo (216) 456-3520 
Stark County Public 

Defender Office 
903 Renkert Building 
306 Market Street, North 
canton, (Ii 44702 
'!'em: Appointed July 2, 1981, 

for a two year tenn. 

Joseph Radish (216) 434-3461 
Surnn:i. t County Public 

Defender Office 
1013 Centran Building 
Akron, OH 44308 
Term: Appointed July 21, 1980, 

for a 4 year tenn. 

'l'eny J. Mo'.kmegal (216) 364-3523 
Tri-County Public Defender 

Office . 
153 North Droadway 
New Philadelphia, OH 44663 
Tel:m: Appointed October 1, 1979, 

for an Wefinite tenn. 

Roger w. Kienzle, Jr. (216) 264-2299 
wayne County Public 

Defender Office 
Silver Building 
Public Square 
It:x>ster, CIi 44691 
Term: Appointed lloJarch, 1982, 

for a one year tenn. 
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t , County 

N:xxi 
Defender 

John P. Duffin 
N:xxi County Public 

Defender Office 
203 ~rth Prospect Street 
~ling Green, (If 43402 
"'\:LUI: llnZePDrted 
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I Table XI reveals the CXlrpositiCll of the staffs of the twent:y-eight 

county public defender offices. Discounting for 1981 pnposes the 
COWlties which did not file their 1982 Annual. Reports, attorney staffs. 
increased fxan 166 to 179 posi tiCllS, or a percentage gain of 7.8'. ~ 

~ 
represented a slightly higher rate of increase fxan 1981 to 1982 than 
the 7.3' rate of staff growth fJ:all 19~0 to 1981. Nat-attorney staff 
positions rana.ined carparab1e to PmvlOUS years. 

t1 TABLE XI 
COt.lN'lY PUBLIC DEFnmER OFFICE STAFFS l. 

! F~ ~ 1982 
t 
t Investi- e1erical/ legal Aides/ Admin./ r County Attorneys gators Secretarial Interns Other i 
! Ashtabula 3 1 

Athens 2 2 

Auglaize 2 

Belm:mt 2 1 

Clark 6 2 2 7 

C1entDnt 5 1 

Clinton 2 1 

1 

! 
Columbiana 6 1 

1 COshocton 1 
i, 
f 

5 9 9 
}1 

Cuyahoga 31 3 
[ 
~-Erie 2 2 

f1. 38 6 9 12 6 l. Franklin 

Geauga -2 1 

Greene 2 2 

Hamilton 26 6 4 4 

Huron 2 1 1 

I'Jlox 2 1 1 

Lake 5 1 1 3 

IAlcas 17 2 17 1 

Miami 3 1 
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Investi- Clerical/ ls]al. Aides/ Aanin./ County Attornex!, gators Secretarial Intems Other 
lbltgarmy 17 6 8 -Portage 3 - 1 12 1 
Seneca 2 1 1 
Stark 9 3 2 2 
Stmnit 7 2 
Tuscarawas 4 1 1 
Wayne 2 

1 1 
N:xxl -d .-1: 1 -. 'IDmLS 206 32 53 61 26 

Table XII indicates county public defender office caseload by type 
of case. Again discounting for the offices (Erie, Geauga, Montgarery, 
and Wood.) which reported in 1981, but not in 1982, and for Portage 
County which did not xeport in 1981, but did sul::mit for 1982, there was, 
an overall 14.7% increase in total case1oad, am an oveJ:Whelming 50.7% 
rise is felony case1oad. As aforementioned, this should be considered 
in 1igh~ of the 7. 8% growth in attomey staffs fran 1981 to 1982. 

TABLE XII 
COIJN'IY PUBLIc ~EFnIDER OFFICE CA.SEL(W) 

FISCAL YEAR 1982 

Misde-
Total Cotmty Felonies neanors JUVenile !\PPeals Other Cases 

Ashtabula 281 369 5 5 68 728 Athens 82 340 26 3 33 484 
Auglaize 66 113 21 10 34 244 :L ,jlQflt 129 261 133 1 3 527 
Clark 556 350 187 28 138 1,259 
Cl.enront 427 1,044 164 7 28 1,670 
Clintal 78 236 55 3 -1 373 
Co1Ullbiana 317 376 38 2 88 821 
Coshocton 

no report due: office established 7/1/82 
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County Felonies 

CUyahoga 2,598 

Erie 255 

Franklin 4,466 

Geauga 64 

Greene 303 

Hamilton -0-

Huron 76 

Knox 88 

Lake 355 

Lucas 372 

Miami 317 

Montgare:y 921 

Portage 110 

Seneca 112 

Stark 348 

Sumnit 35 

Tuscarawas 81 

Wayne 157 

tOxl 176 

'lOI2US 12,770 

Notes: 

Misde-
mearms Juvenile AB'eals Other 

Total 
Cases 

-0- 1,575 

417 21 

14,058 4,536 

206 54 

500 60 

7,508 787 

37 119 

211 18 

699 579 

5,141 361 

1,078 91 

12,326 581 

893 37 

77 47 

968 1,238 

2,319 304 

295 52 

390 176 

451 118 --
50,663 11,383 

110 5,339 9,622 

4 122 819 

102 101 23,263 

2 .92 418 

12 23 898 

32 1,097 9,424 

6 29 267 

6 

6 

8 

36 

1 

6 

4 

16 

3 

12 

425 

13 

21 

1,444 

101 

488 

336 

1,660 

7,318 

1,595 

14,352 

59 1,099 

82 

742 

69 

56 

51 

74 _. 
10,396 

319 

3,302 

2,731 

500 

777 

831 

85,637 

1. "~" inc~~ extr~tioo, parole and probation, CCI1pet.ency, felony 
arr.ugmeJ'lts,-· bond hearl.llqs, and EM\1 ~. 

\ ' 
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Table XIII, the final. statistical. table zel.ating to CXUlty public 
defender offices, lists total expendiitures by "perscnal aervices" 
(salaries and fringeS) and "other operating" (rent, utilities, supplies, 
transcripts, etc.) categories for each office, and a (X)St-per-case for 
each office~ Cost-per-case was calculated by di~ the Total. Cost 
per office by Total cases f%al\ Table XII. 

It sbJuld be noted that .cost-per-case alDlld not be exclusively 
relied-upon for inter-office CCIIparisals. ~ type of cases handled by 
a county public defender office will liJce1y deteJ:mine the cost-per-case 
measure, in that. offices with high felony an:} appellate case loads sOOuld 
evidence high coSts-per-case w1e offices with a cxmcentratioo in 
misdsteanor, juvenile, and felony arraignnents will sbJw low a>sts-per­
case • Extensive evaluation beyald nere CCI'lSideration of cost-per-case 
is warranted prior to drawing ccnclusions aoout 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 1981), but overall 
cost-per-case declined 5.3%, fran $98.37 in 1981 to $93.24 in 1982. 

OVerall, in 1982 the ,:'letwork of county public deferder offices 
functioned well. With attorney staffs grcMi.ng' at a 7.8% rate, total 
costs increased only 8.7%, cost-per-case actually decreased 5.3%, and 
felony case10ad increased 50.7%. '!his level of perfonnanoe sOOuld 
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 case1oad. 

TABLE XIII 
COUN'l'Y PUBLIC DEFamER OFFICES 
EXPElIDI'roRES AND ~PER-CASE 

FISCAL mAR 1982 
Average 

Personal Other Total COst-per 
County Services Qperatirg 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 

Bellront 70,116 13,674 83,790 158.99 

Clark 227,240 22,357 249,597 198.25 

Clell'lOl'lt 64,614 9,814 74,428 44.57 

Clinton 35,053 7,850 42,903 115.02 

Co1unbiana 86,386 19,016 105,402 l28.38 

Coshoctcm IX) report due: office established 7/1/82 

CUyal'o;Ja 1,279,844 322,134 1,601,978 166.49 
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'!be final Table in this Report indicates the caseload and costs of 
assigned COlD'lSel systems in Chic ccunties. Table XIV shows the mmber 
of cases and associated fees and expenses by felCX1ies, misdemea%Drs,' 
juvenile, and other (app!a]s, post caivictiQ'l, parole and prciJaticm, 
habeas corpus, extradi tioo, miscellaneous) categories. 1982 marks the 
first year that informaticm at this level of detail is available fran 
the State Public DefeOOer OffiCe c:arputer system. Changes in reporting 
format and capacity were made late in fiscal year 1981. OVerall assigned 
exnmsel caseload grew 2.2%, while cost-per-case grew fran $213.29 to 
$228.96 6 a rise of 7.3%. 

-
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'!'AB.U: XlV 
ASSICH:D CXUSEL SYS'l"DS c:ASEtl:W), FEES, AND EKP'f2GES 

FISC'AL YEAR 1982 

CASES 

fELONIES ' 45 
tIlSDErtEAHO 10 
APPEAL ,t' 
MENlL! 10 -toTAL '15 

COUNTY: ALLEN 

FELONIES 
til SO EHEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

COUNTY: 

FELONIES 
"ISOEHEAHO 
APPEAL 
.JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

CCMITY: 

FElONIES 
"I SO EHEAND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

FELONIE'S 
_"ISDEtlEAHD 
.APPEAL 

JUVENILE' 

toTAL 

CASE'S 

164 
40ft 

7 
10 

1005 

ASHLAND 

CASES 

6 
1 
o 
! 

• 

CASES 

ATHENS 

4 
I 
I 

87 

.1 

CASE'S 

12 
I 
I 
I 

14 

IN 
"S 

IS? 
10 
I 
t 

166 

IN 
IICIitMS 

1773 
11 

4 
13 

110 

'" I 
16 

410 
AVE..,: 

auT 
HOURS 

1612 
117 

21 
121 

1161 4171 

IN 
HCURS 

5 
J 
o 
J 

AVEPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

19 
6 
o • 

11 J4 

IN 
HOURS 

100 
I 

" 74 

IN 
IlDURS 

11 • I 
I 

AVEPD: 

174 
o 
I 

190 

GUT 
IIOURS 

n 
• • II -11 82 

'ftn'AL AYE IIR 
IlCUtS PER CASE 

IN 

U7 1.14 

'" I I • 
'5 •• -" '16 1.11 
.1 

TOTAL 
tIOtIlS 

IHS 
168 
15 

Utt 

M32 
1.09 

toTAL 
HOURS 

24 • o 
U 

45 
.02 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

174 
o 
• 164 

.S8 
.45 

AVE fIR 
PER USE 

IN 

1.14 
.13 
.17 
1.1 

1.15 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

.83 
J 
o 

1.5 

1.22 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

10 
I 
I 

.85 

1.11 

10TAL AYE HR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

az • I 
13 - .5 

.05 

47 

•• 2 

• • I 

•• 3 

AVE • 
lID CASE 

an 
7.11 
1.7 

~ 
1.6 , 

AVE HR 

HISI.II 
ma.65 

o 
1120.ts 

17JI6." 

PER CASE COST 
our 

'.4 103110.15 
I.OZ 11050.01 

I 482.5 
4.03 1154.1 

4.55 IIM96.16 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

1.17 
6 
o 

4.5 

1.7& 

AYE HR 
PER CASE, 

GUT 

'3.5 
o 
o 

1.33 

'34.7 
127.5 

o 
437.5 

1699.7 

COST 

M45.57 
o 
o 

8&46.9 -----
7.3 16Z9Z.47 

AVE HR 
PEl CASE 

auT 

I.'Z 
o 
• I.S 

S.86 

COST 

1049.' 
I • Sl'.96 

1166.56 

AVE COST 
I'£R • 

16.14 
D.II • M.l' 

18.IS 

AYE COST 
PER IIR 

19.15 
14.25 
19.3 

15.03 

19.te 

AVE COST 
PER HI 

SI.95 
16.39 

o 
16.46 

17.77 

AV! COST 
PER fIR 

12.97 
o 
o 

14.3 

17.37 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

167.51 
156.4:5 

I 
IIZ.03 

131.8S 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

18Z.&2 
52.1 

6t.93 
U8.47 

127.16 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

15S.7& 
3Z7.5 

o 
Zle.75 

18&.16 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

1161.39 
o 
I 

101.69 

179.04 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER IIR PER CASE 

15 
I 
I 

14.SI 

14.91 

170.8 
I 
o 

15e.48 

169.04 

,; ,< 

-• 

COUtrn: 

CASES 

'ELONIES 14 
"ISDEHEAHO 10 
APPEAL 1 
JUVENILE 1 

TOTAL " 

COUNTY: 8EUtONT 

FELONIES 
HISOEHEAHO 
APPEAl. 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL .' 

COUNTY: 

FELO~IES 
"ISDEMEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUNTy: 

FnONIES 
"ISOEHEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

CASES 

BROWN 

44 
5 
I 
5 

54 

CASES 

BUTLER 

76 
17 

1 
10 

104 

CASES 

535 
201 

6 
95 

837 

COUNTY: CARROLL 

CASES 

FELONIES 
IUSDEHEAHO 
APPEAL 

10 
1 

• 1 , JUVENILE 

TOTAL 14 

IN 
IfCXIfS 

S70 
7 
I 
I 

579 

IN 
HCURS 

109 
7 
o 
7 

123 

IN 
HOURS 

250 
34 
1 

11 

196 

IN 
HOURS 

1520 
102 

3 
lS5 

1860 

IN 
HOURS 

12 
I 
o 
1 

GUT 

"'S 

'" I' • I 

ns 
AVEPD: 

GUT 
HOURS 

493 
10 
o 

12 

IZ5 
AYEPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

It& 
89 

3 
37 

727 
AVE po: 

OUT 
HDIRS 

Jlt20 
1&7 

1& 
130 

4075 
AVE po: 

OUT 
HOURS 

76 
6 
I 

14 

lit t6 
AVE PD: 

'ftn'AL AV! IIR 
.... s RR CASE 

IN 

107 11.16 
16 .7 
11 I 
I,., I -1194 8.77 

.62 
... 

TOiAL AYE HR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

70Z 
17 
o 

19 

7U 
.16 

toTAL 
HOURS 

848 
123 

4 
48 

1023 
.49 

4.75 
1.4 

I 
1.4 

4.ll 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

I.U 
I 
1 

1.1 

1.15 

toTAL AYE HR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

4940 
Je9 
41 

165 

1935 
1.85 

TDTAL 
HOURS 

108 ,. 
o 

15 

130 
.06 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

, 1.2 
I 
o 

.33 

AYE IIR 
PER CASE 

OUT 
COST 

1&.72 11248.16 
1.9 1006.65 

• 163.5 
• 10 ----

10.8S 12648.21 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

11.2 
4 
o 

1.4 

'.72 

COST 

17467.34 
725 

o 
163. 7ft 

18756.08 

AVI COST AW ~T 
PE~ HR 'ER eASE 

1~.16 
1e.7Z 
IJ.05 

• 
!S.U 

AVE COST 
PER IIR 

1~.88 
16.85 

o 
19.67 

15.07 

178.67 
~00.66 
163.5 

30 

4M.67 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

396.98 
145 

II 
112.75 

347.33 

AVE t~"T '.'.IE COST AVE HR 
PER CASE 

OUT 
COST, PER HR "ER CASE 

7.87 13591.8 
S.24 3295.1 

3 100 
1.7 1445 ----

'.99 18It31.9 

AVE HR 
PER CASf 

C!UT 

'.39 100996.76 
1.'3 15386.33 
'.13 897.16 
1.42 7935 

4.87 125215.25 

AVE fIR 
PER CASE 

GUT 
COST 

7.6 181&.01 
, 196.5 
o 0 

4.67 270 ----
6.86 SlOta.51 

27.82 
26.79 

25 
30.1 

27.79 

310.42 
193.83 

100 
Iltlt.5 

273.38 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER HI PER CASE 

20.44 
26.1Z 
21.8S 
ZI.74 

21.1 

AYE 
PER HI 

26.28 
le.07 

" le 

25.42 

188.78 
76.55 

149.53 
e3.53 

149.6 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

283.& 
196.5 

I 
90 

236.04 
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CASES 

FELONIES ta 
HISDEttEANO .. 2 
APPEAL • 
JUVENILE Ja 

TOTAL 188 

CCMfTY: CURK 

FELDHIES 
HISDErtEAHD 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUNTY: 

FELONIES 
HISDEHEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

_FELONIES 
HISDEHEAHO 
APPEAL 
.lUV£NILE 

TOTAL 

CASES 

" 70 
1 
!l 

136 

CLERHDtrr 

CASES 

CLINTON 

12 
3 
o 
o 

15 

CASES 

27 
o 
o 
It 

31 

IN 
HOURS 

1S9 
~7 
o 

10 

S16 

IN 
HOURS 

US 
141 

6 
19 

361 

IN 
flOURS 

54 
3 
o 
o 

GUT 
IIOURS 

1M 
12 

I 
70 

116 
AYEPD: 

GUT 
HOURS 

20a 
135 
67 
62 

472 
AVE PD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

85 
3 
It 
o 

57 a& 

IN 
flOURS 

60 
o 
o 
! 

AVE po: 

OUT 
flOURS 

179 
o 
o 
2 

62 181 
AVE po: 

toTAL ' AYE IIR 
.HOURS PER CASE 

_.. IN 

653 I." " .. I.. • 
10 .26 - 132 1.61 
.~ 

TOTAL AYE HR 
~S PH CASE 

IN 

~03 
!76 

73 
II 

833 
.~ 

TOTAL 
flOURS 

139 
6 
o 
o 

145 
.07 

~.43 
1.01 

6 
.9 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

~.5 
1 
o 
o 

I.e 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 
COST 

4.02 10921.4 
1 4667.6 • • 1.14 1470 ----

1.74 19059 

AYE HR 
PER USE 

GUT 

4.73 
1.93 

67 
1.95 

1.~7 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

7.08 
1 
o 
o 

COST 

'780 
4492.7 

500 
1983.5 

15756.2 

COST 

4832.59 
172.2 

o 
o -----

1.87 1104.79 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

AVE 1m AVE HR 

239 
o 
o 
4 

2lt3 
.12 

49 

PER CASE .-PER CASE 
JH GUT 

1.22 
o 
• .5 

6.63 
o 
o 

.5 

COST 

1226.19 
o 
o 

128.25 

"'5lt.~4 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

12.04 
~7.15 

o 
43.38 

14.93 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

11.79 
16.28 
6.85 

24.49 

11.92 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

213.48 
'9a76 

o 
'1.32 

154.57 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

199.55 
64.18 

SOD 
94.45 

115.85 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER fiR PER CASE 

31t.77 
~5.37 

o 
o 

35.21 

402.72 
90.73 

• • 
~0.32 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER fiR PER CASE 

14.42 
o 
o 

57.06 

3ft. 79 

304.67 

• • 57.06 

272.72 

CAlES 

FELONIES II 
HISDEt1EAHD I 
APPEAL • 
JUVENILE 1 

TOTAL 16 

toUHTl: COSHOCTON 

CASES 

FELONIES 30 
HISDEHEANO 14 
APPEAL 0 
JUVENILE ~ 

TOTAL 48 

FELONIES 
HISDEHE~ND 
APPEAL 
JUVEtULE 

TOTAL 

COUNTY: 

FELONIES 
HISDErtEAND 
APPEAL 
JWEtfUE 

TOTAl. 

COUNTY: -
FELONIES 
HISDErtEANO 
APPEAL 

.JUVEtaLE -TOTAL 

CRAWFORD 

CASES 

117 
75 
I 

12 

205 

aJYAHDGA 

CASES 

"ARKE 

4498 
·61 

I 
75 

oWI37 

CASES 

10lt 
I 
1. 
I 

121 

65 
4 

• 1 

7D 

IN 
HOURS 

136 
14 
o 
I 

158 

IN 
HOURS 

400 
103 

o 
12 

515 

IN 
HOURS 

14858 
270 

6 
204 

35338 

IN 
HOIJRS 

CIUT 
IIUIS 

lSi' 
II • • 

110 
AYE lID: 

GUT 
HOURS 

13 
IS • 19 

187 
AVEPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

170 
259 

2 
~l 

1172 
AVEPD: 

GUT 
HOURS 

44297 
~95 

13 
188 

~5013 
AVE po: 

auT 
HOURS 

106 1022 
• 16 
I • 
I 12 

tl9 1070 
AYE po: 

1DTAL AVE .. 
IIDUls I'D CASE 

IN 

122 1.13 
17 I • • 1 _. 1 -

ISO I." 
.12 

.. 

TDTAL AVE fIR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

119 4.53 
t9 I 
o • 

17 I 

J45 1.29 
.17 

TOTAL AVE HR 
flOURS PER CASE 

JH 

1270 
362 

2 
53 

1687 
.81 

TOTAL 

1.42 
1.17 

o 
1 

1.51 

HDUriS PER CASE 

79155 
765 
39 

192 

ID351 
1&.63 

IN 

7.75 
4.43 

It 
1.72 

7.62 

TDTAL AVE IIR 
HOURS PER CASE 

1228 
IS 
1 

15 

ua, 
_62 

50 

IN 

1.98 
1.13 

I 
.38 

AYE .. 
IU CASE 

IIUT 

6.IS 
11.1 

o • 

aJST 

lOa'.97 
195 

• so ._----
6.'2 

AVE MR 
l'ER CASE 

auT 

1.77 
6.07 

• 4.75 

1.9 

AVE MR 
PER CASE 

auT 

7." 
1.45 

2 
1.42 

5.72 

AVE fiR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

814.97 

1955.07 
1626.64 

• 744.5 

'326.21 

COST 

10514.57 
1906.51 

55 
1162.21 

40838.29 

COST 

•• 15 1147735.3 
1.11 17618.84 

11 480 
1.51 10725.2 -----
'.71 1776559.4 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

CUT 

'.13 
I.ts 

• 1.75 

1.84 

COST 

17319.9 
1I2a.75 .3 
tie. 36 

19730.01 

AVE casT 
fER HI 

11.93 
14.63 

• 10 

1I.D6 

AVE COST 
PER IIR 

la.06 
16.43 

o 
17.57 

la.34 

AYE COST 
'ER CASE 

121.! 
197.5 

o -, 
112.11 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

131." 
116.19 

o 
116.12 

131.8 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER IIR PER CASE 

24.03 
24.6 
27.5 
25.7 

24.21 

260.81 
lla.75 

15 
113.52 

199.21 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER HR PER CASE 

12.08 
23.03 
12.31 
27.36 

22.11 

388.56 
188.83 

160 
143 

383.11 

AYE COST AVE COST 
PER tIR PER CASE 

lO.n 
17.96 

.3 
19.13 

10.82 

158.85 
166.09 

tJ 
123.55 

328.35 



c~: DEFIANCE 

CASES 

FELONIES 16 
HISDEMEAHO J 
APPEAL 1 
JUVENILE 7 

TOTAL ,~7 

coum= 

FElONIES 
~!SDEMEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

DELAWARE 

CASES 

122 
97 

3 
20 

242 

COUNTy: ERIE 

FELONIES 
HISDEMEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUNTY: 

FELONIES 
HISDEMEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

-
COUNTY: 

FELONIES 
tlISDEMEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

CASES 

30 
o 
o 
o 

3D 

FAIRFIELD 

CASES 

185 
280 

4 
12 

481 

FAYETTE 

CASES 

.8 
n 
o 
s 

114 

IN 
IIOURS 

192 
I 
4 
1 

199 

IN 
HOURS 

311 
73 

2 
11 

407 

IN 
HOURS 

220 
o 
o 
o 

220 

IN 
HOURS 

424 
150 

3 
11 

598 

IN 
HOURS 

435 
14 

• 
IS 

454 

116 
14 
a 
• 

147 
AYE .0: 

GUT 
IIOURS 

tlt4 
237 
17 

150 

1348 
AYE PO: 

OUT 
~S 

tS5 
o 
o 
II 

255 
AVEPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

922 
629 

20 
, 30 

1601 
AYE po: 

OUT 
IHUlS 

tel 
48 

• 
! 

Ion 
AYE .0: 

TOTAL AYE HI 
~S 'ER CASE 

IN 

'III 1.43 
16 .67 
U 4 
:10_. .14 

~~ 

Nfl 1.97 
.16 

toTAL 
IiOlRS 

IlSS 
310 
19 

171 

1755 
.84 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

475 
o 
o 
o 

475 
.23 

toTAL 
HOURS 

1346 
779 
l3 
51 

1199 
1.06 

toTAL 
HOURS 

1418 
6t 
o 
7 

14&7 
.71 

51 

AYE 1m 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.35 
.75 
.67 

1.05 

1.68 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

IN 

7.33 

• o 
o 

7.33 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.29 
.54 
.75 

1.75 

1.14 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

4." 
_61 

o 
1.67 

S.66 

AYE III 
PER CASE 

'auT 
COST 

•• 11 11357.43 
4.67 17e.1t 

a 390 
l.t9 420 ----
a.16 12745.13 

AYE HI 
PER CASE 

GUT 

7.74 t." 
1.67 
7.5 

1.57 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

19894.22 
12681.04 

432.5 
1128.58 

18136.34 

COST 

8.5 .100 

• 0 
• 0 
• 0 ----

8.5 .100 

AVE fIR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

4.'1 
1.25 

Ii 
1.5 

3.33 

AYE HR 
RR CASE 

IIUT 

10.03 
1.09 

• _67 

8.33 

COST 

328BB.99 
10595.17 

512.75 
1164.5 

15162.11 

42003.63 
10\90.49 

o 
122 

1t4816.12 

AYE COST 
'ER fIR 

30.17 
36.15 
32.5 

1t2 

30.1t9 

AYE COST 
'PER HR 

31.79 
1t0.91 
22.76 
19.99 

33.13 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

19.16 
o 
o 
o 

19.16 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

24.43 
26.44 
22.29 
22.83 

1S.09 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

19.62 
40.17 

o 
46 

30.14 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

Jel.Ja 
192.e 

'.0 
60 

339.0\9 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

327 
130.73 
144.17 
156.43 

240.13 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

303.33 
o 
o 
o 

303.33 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

177.78 
73.56 

128.19 
97.04 

114.68 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

4Z8.61 
108.Z8 

C 
107.33 

361.42 

• 

FELONrES 
HISDEMEAHD 
APPEAl. 
JUVfHlLE 

TOTAL 

1037 
lie 

1 
114 -U10 

"'LTON 

FELONIES 
HlSOEMEAHD 
APPEAL 
.lUVENILE 

iOTAL 

CASES 

63 
49 
1 

17 -130 

COUtlTY: 5ALLJA 

FELONIES 
HISDENEAHO 
APPEAL 
.JUVENILE 

TOT.U 

CASES 

134 
194 

4 
18 -:ISO 

COUNTy: 'EAUGA 

. _ .... -- -.- - ~'.. .. ... 

IN 
IIDUIIs 

4894 
156 
11 

1153 -6114 

IN 
HOURS 

e9 
ItZ 

3 
11 -145 

IN 
HOURs 

249 
14& 

6 
34 -

GUT 
IHIU'ts 

-'7H 
AYE .0: 

184 
42 
J 

11 -140 
AYE PO: 

OUT 
HOURs 

697 
373 

o 
4e -1t37 1118 

AVE PO: 

mAL 
IICIURs 

UUO 
a60 
11 

18n -16312 
7.84 

toTAL 
HDUls 

37l .. 
6 

12 -485 
.23 

.. 

AYE IIR 
Ph CASE 

IN 

4.12 
1.18 

11 
1.35 

1.81 

AYE fIR 
'ER CASE 

IN 

-
1.41 

.16 
3 

.65 

1.12 

AVI. lilt 
PER CASE COST 

GUT 

7.45 1618'2.34 
1~65 11014.32 

• • 405 
1.94 .3HO.5 -1.73 1J7692.16 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

4.51 
.16 

3 
.65 -1.62 

COST 

12486.43 
4428.09 
143.75 

1406 

18464.27 

toTAL 
H~s 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

OUT 
COST 

tlt6 
121 

6 
82 -1555 

.75 

1.86 
.76 
1.5 

1.e9 

1.15 

5.1 
1.92 

o 
t.67 -

34084.03 
11787.5& 

338.72 
1291.91 

59502.24 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

-
10.75 
H.6 

36.82 
le.92 

10.7 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

33.48 
52.72 
13.96 
63.91 

1e.07 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

ZSZ.S5 
1S9.52 

ItOS 
ft. 96 

197.48 

AYE COST 
PER CAsE 

198.2 
90.37 

143.75 
82.71 

142.03 

PER fIR 
AVE COST 
PER CASE 

36.0l 
41.82 
56.45 
40.15 

H.27 

154.36 
112.31 
84.68 

182.88 

170.01 

fELONIES 
HISOEMEAHO 

.APPEAl 
JUVENILE 

IN 
HOURs 

OUT 
HOURS lOTAl 

~S 
AVE HR 

PER CASE 
IN 

AYE H" 
PER CASE 

OUT 
COST 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

toTAL 

11 
9 
o 
I - 22 

MEENE 

CASES 

72 
14 
o 
2 -

IN 
HaulS 

151 
Itl 
o 

11 -213 
AYE PO: 

OUT 
HOURS 

123 
IS 
o 

13 - 301 
.14 

toTAL 
IIOUls 

6.55 
1.56 

o -
I, 

13.73 
4.56 

o 
10.5 

t.68 

AYE H~ 
PER CASE 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

4142.9 
1499.47 

{/ 

533.5 

61'75.87 

18.58 
17.26 

o 
13.2 

Z(l~2 

376.63 
166.61 

o 
266.75 

280.72 

• FELONIES 
HISDEtSEANo 
APPEAL 
.lUVENlLE 

SOl 
5 
It 

• 
usa 

Ie 
o 

1186 
48 
o 
o 

4444 

" • 

IN 

4.18 
1.6 

GUT 

10.58 
t.6 

.5886.3 
1705 

o 
o 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

11.58 
11.83 

o 
o 

AVE COST 
P~ CASE 

318.56 
Iftl 

o 
o 

• TOTAL -106 -1176 -3234 
AYE PO: 

• -4510 
1.17 

52 

• • 
4.17 

• o -----10.57 97591.3 --318.93 



---~.--~ 

CASES 

fELONIES 0 
I1ISDEI1EAND 0 
APPEAL . 0 
JUVENILE 151 

TOTAL 151 

COUNTY: II,"ILTON 

fELONIES 
I1lSDEt1EANO 
APPEAL 
.lUYEtIlLE 

TOTAL 

CASES 

5412 
110 

9 
I 

5533 

COUNTY: HANCOCK 

CASES 

fELONIES 193 
I1ISOEt1EANQ 73 
'PFEAL 5 
JUVENILE 16 

TOTAL Z87 

tDUNTY: ffARDIN 

... CASES 

fELONIES 
HISOEt1EAND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

.TOTAL .. 

51 
46 
1 

17 

115 

o 
o 
o 

75 

75 

IN 
HOURS 

32M6 
456 
115 

I 

33419 

IN 
HDURS 

1060 
109 

o 
15 

1194 

IN 
HOURS 

• • • 174 

174 
AYE PO: 

OUT 
HOURS 

10114 
181 

16 
13 

10324 
AVE po: 

OUT 
HOURS 

1713 
158 

15 
51 

1937 
AVE po: 

OUT 
HOURS 

178 284 
79 98 
1 I 

44 17 -302 411 
AVE PO: 

TOTAL AVE fIR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 
COST · -• o 

o 
o • .S - 149 .S 

.12 

TOTAL AVE HR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

IZ960 
'37 
131 
IS 

13743 
25.M 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

1773 
267 
15 
76 

J131 
1.51 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

462 
177 

3 
71 - 713 

.Jit 

53 

'.07 
4.15 

12.78 
1 

6.04 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.49 
1.49 

o 
1.56 

4.16 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

S.49 
1.72 

1 
1.59 

I.n 

1.15 -1.15 

AYE HR 
PlR CASE 

GUT 

10532.13 

10582.53 

COST 

S.72 8Z4111.'4 
1.65 11254.5 
1.78 1500 
6.5 175 -----

S.67 837040.M 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

DlIT 

1.88 
1.16 

3 
S.19 

'.75 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

1.57 
I.U 

! 
1.59 

1.57 

COST 

64103.84 
7750.05 

607.5 
2586.88 

75048.27 

COST 

10457.95 
4510.6 

100 
2128.2 

Inti.7S 

AVE COST AYE COST 
PER fIR PER CASE 

• o 
o 

U.S 

42.5 

AVE COST 
PER IIR 

AVE 

15.56 
17.67 
11.45 
11.67 

15.57 

PER IIR 

23.12 
29.03 
4(,.5 

34.04 

13.'7 

AYE COST 
PER IIR 

22.64 
25.48 
33.33 
29.97 

14.12 

o 
• o 

70.08 

70.08 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

152.Z7 
102.31 
166.67 

87.5 

151.Z8 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

332.14 
106.17 
121.5 

161.68 

261.49 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

105.06 
H.06 

100 
125.19 

149.54 

'ELOUIES 
• I1IS0Et1£AIIlO 

APPEAL 
JWEtllLE 

TOTAL 

... 11 ... 

CASES 

7 

• 1 
I 

10 

COI.IHTYI IIEtlfY' 

CASES 

fELONIES 41 
I1lSDEnEAHO 0 
APPEAL 1 
JWENILE 7 

TOTAL 49 

COUNTY: HIGHLAND 

CASES 

fELONIES 81 
111 SO Et1EANO IS 
APPEAL 6 
JUVENILE 6 

TOTAL 118 

COUNTY: HOCKING 

fELONIES 
I1ISDEt1EAND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

fELONIES 
~"ISDEtiEANO 

APPEAL 
JWENILE 

TOTAL 

CASES 

IIOLI1ES 

84 
99 

1 
51 

135 

CASES 

19 
18 • 1 

68 

DI 
IlaURS 

.1 

• I • 
M 

IN 
HOURS 

fa 

• 1 
3 

102 

IN 
HOURS 

142 
lit 
3 
6 

185 

IN 
HOURS 

109 
'4 

1 
64 

138 

IN 
HOURS 

OUT 
HOURS 

171 

• 4 

• 
174 

AYEPD: 

OUT 
1l000S 

428 
o 
I 

SO 

480 
AYE po: 

OUT 
HOURS 

474 
93 
15 
J6 

'18 
AVE PO: 

cur 
HDlRS 

3D3 
191 

1 
147 

'42 
AVE po: 

OUT 
HOURS 

86 197 
14 78 

• 1 1 • 

111 175 
AVE PO; 

TOTAL 
.... 5 .1 

• ., 
I 

AYE .. 
PlR CASE 

DI 

11 

• » • -... ---.8 
.18 

, 

'.4 

TOTAL AVE HR 
HOURS PlR CASE 

IN 

126 1.39 
o • 
S 1 

13 .43 

182 1.08 
.0 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

'16 
127 
18 
42 

803 
.39 

'i'OTAL 
HOURS 

412 
255 

I 
!11 

880 
.42 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

ee3 
102 

o 
1 

J86 
.19 

54 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.75 
1.36 

.5 
1 

1.57 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.S 
.65 

1 
1.15 

1.01 

AVE fIR 
PER CASt; 

IN 

1.11 
.86 

1 
I 

4.17 

AYE .. 
NIl CASE 

OUT 
caST 

•• 17 U57.S 
I 0 
" 170 I 10 ----

- 17.4 8I07.S 

AYE HR '0 CASE 
OUT 

10.44 

• I 
7.14 

'.8 

AVE HR 
PO CASE 

GUT 

1.85 
3.72 
1.5 

6 

1.14 

AY'il fIR 
PER CASE 

our 
J.61 
1.93 

1 
1.88 

COST 

1'78Z6.46 
o 

112.5 
1890.65 

19829.61 

COST 

18677.77 
4176.13 

117.5 
1417.68 

14789.08 

COST 

15494.73 
llD92.95 

.7.5 
7427 -----

1.73 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

our 

S.05 
1.79 

• o 

Jlt102.18 

COST 

.743.3lS 
1336.25 

o 
196.25 

12275.85 

AYE COST AYE COST 
.0 IIR .ER CASE 

11.79 

• 14.19 • 
11.'3 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

S3.89 
o 

S7.5 
35.67 

1It.07 

1226.79 
o 

170 
25 

880.75 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

434.79 
o 

112.5 
170.09 

404.69 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER HR PER CASE 

SO.'2 
32.88 
28.75 
33.75 

30.87 

AVE COST 
PER H,'Q 

37.61 
43.5 

4'.75 
35.2 

38.75 

130.59 
167.05 
86.25 

136.18 

nO.08 

AVE CDST 
PER CASE 

184.46 
112.05 

87.5 
145.n 

MS.12 

AVE COST AVE COST 'ER HR PER CASE 

SO.9 
32.71 

• 196.25 

159.85 

22 .... 19 
119.15 

o 
196.25 

539.59 



CASES 

FELONIES 19 
ttISDEHEAHO 1 
APPEAL I 
JUVENILE 4 

TOTAL 17 

FELONIES 7 
HISDEttEANO 4 
APPEAL 1 
JUVENILE 4 

TOTAL 16 

COIJNTT: JEFFERSON 

CASES 

FELONIES 102 
HISDEttEAHO 19 
APPEAL , 
JUVENILE to 

TOTAL 

COUHTY: 

FELONIES 
HISDEHEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

-TOTAL 

--

147 

CASES 

160 
96 

3 
'4 

123 

CASES 

FELONIES 161 
HISDEMEANO 12 
APPEAL 1 
JUVENILE 17 

TOTAL 141 

US 
1 
4 
1 

161 

1H 
HOURS 

45 
I 
o 
I 

GUT 
IlDURS 

102 
7 
I 

18 

13Z 
AVE po: 

aur 
~s 

13 
14 
o 
7 

49 44 

IN 
HOURS 

468 
32 
13 
35 

AVEPD: 

GUT 
HOURS 

1405 
90 
24 

103 

548 1622 

IN 
HOURS 

386 
175 

39 
95 

695 

"0 
19 

2 
H 

AVE po: 

GUT 
HOURS 

543 
'Ie 
1 

1031 

745 
AYE PO: 

CIt1T 
HOlIlS 

1t9ft 
118 

I 
110 

719 12" 
AYE POI 

TOfAL AYE IIR 
MOURS P!R CASE 

JH 

457 I.M 
8 1 
• 1.13 

19 ~ .25 - ._---
493 •• 15 
.14 

TOTAL AVE HR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

68 '.43 
16 .5 

I • 
., .5 

'3 
.04 

TOTAL 
HOlIlS 

1873 
122 
J7 

138 

1170 
1.04 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

929 
173 
40 

198 

1440 .6' 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

1634 
157 

4 
IN 

19a3 
1.43 

1.06 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

1H 

4.59 
1.68 
1.17 
1~75 

1.13 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.41 
1.a2 

13 
1.48 

.1.15 

AYEHR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.9a 
1.77 

I 
1.02 

1.07 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

CUT 

11.41 
7 

1.67 
•• 5 

8.'7 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

CIUT 

casT 

149Z6.ZJ 
157.5 
157.1 
lU.S 

1607'.71 

COST 

I.U 1796.66 
1.5 592.45 

i 20 
1.75 343 ----
1.75 175Z.11 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

13.71 
~.74 

4 
S.15 

COST 

1918Z.74 
1911 

895 
3067.5 

11.03 46056.24 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

1.39 
1.02 

.33 
1.61 

1.31 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

CIUT 

12.39 
1.16 

I 
1.18 

COST 

17456.15 
10714 

1200.75 
H26 

45197 

10391.57 
Ja97.47 

100 
496a 

---~-
•• 31 59357.04 

AYE COST 
PER IIR 

R." 
R.19 
S9.7Z 
h.la 

R.61 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

41.13 
17.03 

It 
se.ll 
40.35 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

10.92 
23.86 
14.19 
12.23 

n.12 

AVE COST 
PER fIR 

19.55 
19.25 
10.OZ 
tt.42 

11.39 

AVE COST 
PER IIR 

It.ll 
14.82 

IS 
16.43 

19.9 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

514.7 
257.5 

1l9.n 
133.88 

43ft.Sl 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

399.52 
148.11 

20 
85.75 

134.51 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

18Ct.14 
153.21 
149.17 
153.37 

313.31 

AYE COST 
PER ClSE 

171.6 
111.6 

400.25 
91.03 

139.93 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

312.99 
177.16 

lOO 
87.16 

246.19 

.< 

t r 
f· 

i 
I 

[? 

CAlES 

FELONIES tz 
"ISDEt1EAHO 14 
~PPEAL I 
JUVENILE 11 

TOTAL 140 

CO\Jn'Y: UlRAIN 

CUES 

FELONIES 444 
ttISDEMElNO 7 
APPEAL 14 
JUVENILE 16 

TOTAL 551 

COUNTy: LUCAS 

FELONIES 
ttISDEttEANO 
APPEll 
JUVEtULE 

TOTAL 

COUNTY: 

CASES 

355 
6 

15 
151 

637 

ttADISON 

CASES 

-'£LOtIIES 
ttISDEHEAHO 
APPElL 
JUVENILE 

87 
48 

1 
18 

TOTAL 

--

FELataEs 
, "ISDEt1EAHD 

APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

164 

twfDHING 

CASES 

105 
109 • '0 
67a 

.; 

IN 

"S 
,",0 

1044 
4 

10 

.98 

IN 
HOlIlS 

1793 
17 
18 

192 

4030 

IN 
HOlIlS 

1155 
5 

. 79 
491 

1730 

IN 
HOURS 

133 
15 

I 
14 

194 

1M 
HOURS 

1488 
171 

I 
129 

i!?99 

.. 7 
ft 
10 .. 

1009 
AYE Po: 

GUT .... , 
1376 

13 
12 

£32 

1673 
AVE Po: 

auT 
HOURS 

7965 
6 

188 
US3 

'312 
AYEPD: 

412 
85 

7 

" 
173 

AYE po: 

GUT . 
H(gS 

sa05 
101 
11 

166 

4saJ 
AVE POI 

'lDTAL 
lOUIS 

AYE .. 
IU CASE 

IN 

AVE .. 
fU CASE COST 

1107 
11. 

14 
10 

1.'1 
8'.IS 
1.11 
•• 1 --. ,'07 11.16 

;,.; •• 7 

TOTAL 
IIOtIlS 

'169 
40 
70 

424 

'703 
I.IZ 

TOTAL 
HOlIlS 

10120 
11 

267 
16lt4 

12042 
1.79 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

~5 
110 

9 
93 

767 
.37 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

6293 
.78 

16 
195 

7182 
1.45 

56 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

IN 

8.54 
l.a6 
1.19 
1.13 

7.31 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

'.17 
.83 

3.16 
1.96 

•• 29 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

i.53 
.71 

I _ 
.16 

1.1a 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

4.93 
1.'2 
1.15 
i.1S 

4.13 

cur 
',,41 
1.71 
S.13 

S.'" 
7.11 

AYE KR 

43Z51.12 
4863.13 

472.75 
1.10 •• 

10498.1 

PER CASE COST 
GUT 

S.35 113724.59 
1.86 1115 
S.71 1980.9 
1.7 12492.5 

~.85 119312.99 

AYE HR 
PER CASE COST 

DJT 

11.44 184191.85 
1 S07 

7.12 4833.64 
•• 59 12115.14 

14.62 12~~4&.23 

AYE HI 
PER CASE 

our 

4.74 
1.77 

7 
1.46 

1.49 

AYE HR 

. COST 

ln04.37 
IG93.1 

190 
1096.9 

I56M.I? 

PER CASE COST 
ClUJ' 

7.13 113005.15 
1.76 11405.65 
1.75 417.5 
4.43 tze2.7S 

'.46 133011.25 

AYE COST 
PER HI 

19.07 
I.SS 

'13.77 
sa.Z2 

11.72 

AYE caST 
PER HR 

18.43 
17.88 
la.3 

19.41> 

19.29 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

18.Z 
46.09 
18.1 

19.54 

18.ltl 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

11.57 
4t.4lt 
12.12 
33.~ 

13.49 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

17.96 
1).86 
16.09 
10.77 

18.52 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

470.12 
llt3.04 
157.58 
173.72 

160.7 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

156.14 
159.29 
lltl.49 
145.16 

134.69 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

118.85 
84.5 

193.35 
127.95 

347.96 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

197.75 
106.11 

290 
110.6 

156.61 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

223.77 
104.64 
104.37 
U6.n 

196.21 



fELONIES 
"ISDEHEAND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

FELONIES 
ttISDEt1EAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

COUNTY': 

fELONIES 
ttISDEItEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUNTY: -
fElOJIIES 

flARlGN 

CJ,SES 

ItEDlNA 

1!2 
185 

I 
107 

516 

CASES 

IEIGS 

12a .. 
5 
7 

144 

CASES 

tlERCER 

1 
o 
o 
o 

1 

CASES 

HI SD Et1£AHO.~ 
APPEAL 

51 
19 

1 
Z3 :JUYENILE 

TOTAL 111 

COUNTY: . IUArtI 

CASES 

FELONIES 
ttISDEI1WIO 
APPEAL 
JUV~NILE 

TOTAL 

16 
1 

• 4 

11 

IN .... 
151 
I. 
I 

11 

'12 

IN 
flOURS 

t.7 
4 
o 
3 

aur 
... s 

Inl 
443 

12 
IZ7 

1403 
AWIID: 

GUT 
HawS 

1064 
16 
11 
13 

194 1144 

IN 
HOURS 

1 
a 
a 
o 

AVEPD: 

1M" 
HOURS 

!l 
o 
o 
o 

1 11 

IN 
HOURS 

.9 
11 
o 

to 

140 

IN 
Haws 

75 
I • 10 

97 

AVEPD: 

GUT 
HOURS 

113 
t6 

2 
n 

41S2 
AWPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

105 
I 
t 

10 

117 
AYE..,: 

.TOTAL AYE .. 

.... S PER CASE 

H62 
4n 

IN 

14 l5e .... 

1015 
1.45 

TOTAL 
HO!.JiS 

1351 
40 
11 
16 

1436 
.69 

---, 

AVE HI 
PER CASE 

IN 

1'GTAL AVf. HR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

12 
o 
o 
o 

12 
.01 

1 
o 
o 
o 

1 

TOTAl. AVE HR 
HOUR~ 'ER CASE 

IN 

'22 .s 

l.n 
.72 

o 
•• 7 

1.16 

"IlOTAL AVE HI 
flOURS PER CASE 

eao 
4 

• 10 - 114 
.15 

57 

IN 

4.69 
I 

• 5 

4.62 

1.\11 IIR 
ru CASE 

auf 

7.n 
1.19 

11 
- 1.11 

4.66 

AVE IIR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

•• 31 
9 

4.1 
I.U 

'1160 •• 3 
U05a.~a 

747.5 
9972.4 

... :se.ll 

COST 

10364. a 
715 

498.16 
679.82 

7.9ft 12277.78 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

11 
o 
• • 

11 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

5.4 
3.11 

! 
3.0~ 

4.34 

AVE fIR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

COST 

3110 
o 
o 
o ----

JOO 

COST 

12890.39 
""40.4 

77.5 
1461.33 

to869.62 

COST 

11 •• 1 1474.5 
I ·137 •• 
o 0 

I.S 7.7 ----
10.13 • 9399.3 

AYE COST AYE COST 
PO HR PER CASE 

17.04 
36.fZ 
11.15 
1a.65 

1t.5 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

22.49 
17.a7 
13.72 
26.15 

12.45 

175.5 
'Z.21 

173.75 
t:I.t 

172.36 

AYE COST 
PEfi CASE 

137.1& 
178.75 

99.63 
97.12 

224.15 

AYE COST AYE COST 
PER HR PER CASE 

15 
o 
o 
o 

JOO 
o 
o 
G 

100 

AVE COST AVE (CST 
PER HR PER CASE 

11.29 
37.95 
38.75 
38.04 

33.55 

222.Z5 
153.12 

17.5 
150.49 

118.01 

AYE COST AVE COST 
'ER HR PER CASE 

10.27 
14.45 

• 16.23 

19.93 

529.66 
137 •• 

o 
196.75 

447.59 

" 

- -- - ---- --------~ 

i 
; 

i 
~; 

, , 

fELOUnS 
"ISDEI1EAND 

• APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

COUNTY: 

FELONIES 
ttISDEt1EANO 
~?PEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUNTY: 

FELONIeS 
ttISDEHEAHO 
APPEAL 
.JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

• 

COUNTY: 

FELOtlIES 
ttISDEt1EANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TD'TiiiL 

COUNTY: 

fELONlfS 
,JlISDEt1EAND 
APP£AL 
JUVENILE 

TDTAL 

CASES 

J3 
15 

• 9 --. 
67 

ttetm;OHERY' 

CASES 

In. 
176 
t6 

119 

1719 

ItDRGAN 

CASES 

ItDRROW 

CASES 

CASES 

" 15 • 11 -102 

111 
IlCUtS 

91 
I. 

t 
IS 

1:12 

JH 
HOURS 

8620 
153 

Z7 
1t8 

tiD 

" • 10 

139 
AYE lID: 

11627 
1241 
108 
618 

~"98 135M 

:IN 
HOURS 

as 
:I 
3 
o 

AVE lID: 

GUT 
HOURS 

189 
a 
• 3 

91 308 

:IN 
flClURS 

154 
20 

1 
5 

110 

101 
IS 

• 10 

116 

AVE po: 

our 
HOURS 

331) 
106 

2 
Z1 

459 
AVEPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

101 
13 
o 

12 

366 
AYEPD: 

1'D'fAL AVE l1li 
IlCUtS PER CASE 

IN 

141 
97. t .. 

1.76 
1.11 

t 
1.44 JJ - 4n 

.13 " 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

10247 
1494 
135 
al6 

12692 
10.91 

1.97 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

, .. " 
.92 

I.C4 
I.G6 

5.29 

toTAL AVE HR 
HOURS PER CASE 

IN 

374 
11 
11 

3 

399 
.19 

toTAL 
H~S 

484 
126 

3 
16 

639 
.11 

1.07 
1 
1 
o 

1.9 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.15 
e.5 

1 
•• 3 

'.63 

TOTAl. AYE fIR 
HOURS PER 

402 
U 

t .2 
IO! 
.14 

58 

IN 

1.53 
1 
t _'5 

l.:~ 

AYE lilt 
PER CASE 

lIlT 
COST 

7." 10~.'.05 
1.7' .'1 .. 15 

o t 
I.U 117. ----
5.16 14556.1 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 
COST 

•• t6 475923.49 
4.5 41264.07 

4.15 4650 
5.19 16677.5 

7.91 145515.06 

AVE fIR 
PER CASE 

OUT 
COST 

7.05 12494 
1.67 433 
1.67 426 

J 125 ----'.42 13478 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

M 

a.25 
5.05 

I 
3.5 

18 •• 

AYE fIR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

COST 

12219.62 
3016.66 

70 
630.75 

15917.03 

COST 

4.56 9815.17 
I.t ·1170.25 

o U 
1.52 1.79 ----
3 .•. ~ 13064.52 

AYE COST AVE COST 
PER HR PER ~ASE 

1t.19 
SIGtJ 

• IS.'" 
10.91 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

11.51 
17.62 
".44 
32.69 

14.17 

l05.°,rn 
131.&.$ 

o 
130.67 

117.26 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

366.66 
149.51 
17a.as 
124.18 

119.09 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER fIR PER CASE 

33.41 
39.36 
31.73 
41.67 

33.71) 

304.73 
144.33 

142 
Its 

laO.79 

AVE COS'\' AYE COST 
PER fIR PER CASE 

2S.ts 
IJ.M 
13.33 
24.26 

96.78 

305.49 
143.65 

'70 
105.12 

624.27 

AYE COST AYE COST 
PER lOt PER CASE 

14.42 
!I.55 

o 
36.13 

16.12 

141.72 
91.SS 

o 
.9.48 

128.08 

" 



CCIUN1T: 

fELONIES 
HISDEHEAND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

counY: 

fELONIES 
t1ISDEHEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

CASES 

10 
77 
6 
1 

~n 

.AUWING 

CASES 

65 
44 

3 
10 

122 

COUNTY: PERRY 

CASES 

FELONIES 5 
HISDEHEANO 11 

·APPEAL I 
JUVENILE 2 

TOTAL 18 

. 
COUNTY: 

F£LOHIES 
HISDEHEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

fELatlIES 
nISDEHEANO 
APPEAL 
.JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

PlCIWIAY 

PIKE 

Cl.SES J 

98 
18 

2 , 
147 

CASES 

I 
1 • I 

11 

; 

IN 
IlCUfS 

125 
120 

• • 
J5lt 

IN 
HOURS 

293 
70 
It 
9 

174 

IN 
HOURS 

7 
6 
o 
1 

14 

IN 
HOURS 

481 
56 

! 
17 

618 
129 
16 
t 

835 
AYEPD: 

our 
HOURS 

151 
115 

• 47 

122 
AYEPD: 

GUT 
HOURS 

12 
30 
o 
Z 

44 
AVEPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

·tol 
95 

3 
25 

156 1024 

IN 
HOURS 

17 
3. • I 

AYEPD: 

our 
HOURS 

18 
1 • 4 

10 63 
AVEPD: 

TOTAL AYE HR 
IIOURS I'D",E 

IN 

.13 1.11 
149 1.16 
IS 1~5 
,1... • 

AVE .. 
I'D c.u;'l, 

GUT 

1.6 
1.68 
1.67 

I 

COST 

16580.' 
,"7.15 

tsa 
.0 -----lilt 1.16 

.17 

TOTAL AYE HI 
IIOtRS PER CASE 

IN 

144 4.51 
le5 1.59 
11 .67 
16 •• 

1196 3.07 
.R 

TOTAL 
HOURS 

19 
36 
o 
3 

sa 
.03 

TOTAL 
~S 

AVE HR 
.ER CASE 

IN 

1.4 
.55 

o 
.5 

.78 

AVE HI 
.ER CASE 

IN 

•• 09 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

•• 48 
4.89 

3 
4.7 

•• 74 

AVE "R 
.ER CASE 

CUT 

1.4 
1.73 

o 
1 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

WT 

1382 
151 

I 
42 

4.91 •• 19 
1.47 - 1.5 

1 1.5 
1.89 1.71 

17316.35 

COST 

16190.72 
9640 ... ft 

357.5 
1776.61 

37965.27 

COST 

465.18 
650.54 

o 
89.18 

1204.9 

COST 

16183.13 
4751.92 

165 
1432.5 

1580 
.76 

3.78 6.97 42532.55 

TOTAL 
H~S 

IS 
I 
o 
6 

.3 
.04 

59 

AYE HI 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.18 
1 
o 
1 

1.73 

AVE ttR 
PER CASE 

"1' 
7.15 

1 

• I 

5.73 

COST 

1180 
40 
o 

100 

UZO 

AYE COST 
PER tIR 

1'.11 
18.91 
18.32 

45 

11.38 

AYE COST 
'ER HI 

31.03 
33.13 

32.5 
11.73 

31.74 

AVE COST 
.ER HR 

24.48 
18.07 

a 
19.73 

20.77 

AVE COST 
.ER HR 

16.18 
31.4? 

33 
14.11 

16.92 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

15.65 
10 
o 

16.67 

14.95 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

I1Z.16 
Its.l1 
159.61' .0 
In.Sit 

AVE COST 
PEl!! CASE 

402.93 
219.1 

119.17 
177.66 

311.19 

Ave COST 
PER CASE 

93.04 
59.14 

a 
44.59 

66.94 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

169.t! 
125.05 

82.5 
159.17 

le9.J4 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

172.5 
40 

• SO 

210.91 

fElONIES 
nISDEHEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

fELataES 
HISDEHfAND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUNTy: 

FELONIES 
HISDEHEAND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

:YDTAL 

CAlES 

12Z 
78 
I • -i07 

PREBLE 

CASES 

62 
48 

4 
47 

161 

CASES 

44 
7 
o 
2 

13 

COUNTY: RICHLAfI) 

fELONIES 
nISDlHEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL' 

fELONIES 
nISDEI1EANO 

~ APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

tOTAL 

CASES 

320 
127 , 
93 

146 

. CASES 

15lt 
H2 , 
19 -

--..... _ .. _.-- .... 

IN 
IIXIIS 

770 

" 6 
n 

lIS 

IN 
"DUIS 

106 
79 

3 
32 

210 

IN 
HOURS 

164 
7 
o 
7 

171 

IN 
HOURS 

725 
185 

9 
142 

1261 

IN 
~S 

1077 
133 

• 6! 

lUI' 
.... 5 

ISM 
liZ 
lJ • -

GUT 
IIDUIs 

170 
131 

6 
169 -676 

AYEPD: 

GUT 
H 

207 
16 
o 
3 

226 
AVEPD: 

OUT 
HOURS 

1032 
159 
17 

140 

141t1 
AYEPD: 

our 
~S 

lI71 
177 
13 
63 

neD 1741 
AYEPD: 

1'DrAL .. AVI '. 
IIXIIS I'ER CASE 

at 

AYE HI 
PER CASE 

GUr 

liM 
171 

1.47 6.11 

::-. 1.13 1.62 
I '.1 

1.6· 6.4 - ---U96 
1.U ... 

1.18 •• 17 

TOTAL 
IIXIIS 

176 
110 

• 101 -

TOTAL 
~S 

171 
n 
• 10 - 40ft 

.19 

AYE tIR 
'ER CASE 

IN 

1.71 
1.65 

.75 

.61 

AVE HI 
PER CASE 

IN 

3.71 
1 

• 3.5 

1.16 

TOTAL AYE HI 
HOURS .ER CASE 

IN 

1757 
61t4 

26 
182 -1709 
1.3 

2.27 
1.03 
1.5 

1.53 

2.31 

TOTAL AYE HI 
HOURS PER CASE 

11tS5 
110 
Jl 

lZ5 -J121 
1.1 

bU 

IN 

4.24 
1.53 

.19 
1.19 

I. Oft 

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

4.35 
1.73 
1.5 

S.72 -

AYE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

4.7 
1.29 

o 
1.5 -4.26 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

J.23 
.1.04 
1.13 
1.51 -1.65 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

5.43 
1.12 
1.56 
1.62 -J.83 

11335." 
"'75.05 

462 
loes 

63357.1J 

COST 

12185 
nlt6.!5 

375 
6751.1 

16it57.J5 

COST 

12380.96 
763.34 

o 
220 

1336lt.3 

COST 

48082.79 
14268.73 

675.! 
9648.09 

72674.11 

AYE COST 
PER III 

24.3 
U.07 
14.32 
14.11 

14.41 

AYE COST 
PER HR 

32.41 
14.03 
41.67 
22.U 

29.53 

AYE COST 
PER III 

33.37 
33.19 

o 
22 

33.0B 

AVE COST 
PER rASE 

235.74 
121.47 

131 
117 

106.38 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

196.53 
IIt1." 
'3.75 

143.64 

16 .... 33 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

fll.39 
109.05 

o 
110 

252e16 

AVE tOST AVE COST 
PER I~R PER CASE 

17.37 
12.16 
25.97 
34.21 

16.83 

150.Z6 
112.35 
112.53 
103.74 

1l3.1 

AVE COST AVE COST 

an97." 
15335.6 
130.79 
11"~.62 

76709.69 

PER HI PER CASE 

13.38 
JO.07 
16.1 

e5.16 

14.58 

Il5." 
100.89 
'2.31 
80.66· 

16e.96 
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FELOtIlE! 
HISDEtlUND 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

toTAL 

156 

" 4 , 
162 

COUH1'YI Klaro 

fELONIES 
ttlSDEtlEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

• 

CASES 

153 
115 

o 
174 

n2 

COUNTy: SENECA 

:'ELONlES 
HISoEtlEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUHTY: 

fELClHIES 
HISDEtlEAHO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

F£LOtfl!S 
"ISDEnEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVlHILE 

TOTAL 

CASES 

IHEL8Y 

10 
4 
o 
6 

10 

CASES 

STARK 

149 
4 
S 

15 

183 

CASES 

118 • • IS -162 

IN 
IlDURS 

111 0 

IJ. 
• • 

1St 

JH 
HOURS 

.21 
174 

o 
172 

1110 
IU • 11 

"64 
AYE .0: 

auT 
HCUlS 

".1 
100 • J04 

1167 1445 

IN 
HDtIlS 

24 
9 ., 
I 

J5 

IN 
"OURS 

187 
7 
4 

II -129 

IN 
IICIURS 

.sa 
J6 • 16 

AVE..,: 

OUT 
"OURS 

56 
19 
o 

15 

.0 
AVE po: 

OUT 
HOURS 

548 
017 

• 10 

'04 
AVE"': 

auT 
IIOURS 

.,. 
'I • tz 

720 1117 
AYE .01 

--~----~ 

'ftJTAL 
IICIURS 

1498 
III 

• ~I ---.. 
lt03 
•• 1 

AYE III 
PER CASE 

JH 

1.11 
.11 • • 
.t! 

TOTAL AVE IIR 
HOURS 0 PER CASE 

IN 

1162 1.61 
174 ~". 

• • 176 1.56 

aVE IIR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

8.4 
J.46 
1.15 
1.17 

,.u 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

1.67 
1.18 

I 
1.75 

COST 

40719.16 
U409.'8 

440 
4'5.5 

M064.5ft 

COST 

46038.17 
11490 

o 
16405.29 

AVE COST 
PER MR 

17.1& 
12.4 

48.89 
11.12 

le.ttl 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

14.73 
10.72 

o 
11.48 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

161.02 
129.27 

110. 
12.A 

106.35 

AVECDST 
PER CASE 

130.42 
'2.11 

I 
M.28 

1812 
1.35 

1.'2 1.03 73933.56 16.29 103.84 

TOTAL 
"OURS 

AVE fIR 
PER CASE 

IN 

AVE MR 
PER CASE 

GUT 
COST 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

AYE COST 
PER CASE 

10 
II 
o 

17 

125 
.06 

toTAL 
HOURS 

135 
14 
n 
'1 - .33 

.45 

toTAL 
"OURS 

1642 .7 
• 118 

1157 .8' 

1.4 
1.25 

o 
_13 

1.75 

AVE fIR 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.93 
1.75 _ 

.1 -
1.14 

1.8 

AVE 1m 
PER CASE 

IN 

1.14 
4 

• 1.04 

4.44 

1.6 
4.75 

o 
1.5 

4.5 

AVE MR 
PER CASE 

auT 

S.68 
1\.25 
1.8 
1.2 

S.I 

AVE MR 

1018.2 
'59.89 

o 
441 

1119.09 

COST 

12985.64 
1036 
493 

1831 

17Jt65.64 

PER CASE COST 
OUT 

7.'9 . 18579.48 
'.78 1428.5 

• 0 
a.'8 Itto.n 

15.23 
i3.57 

o 
15.94 

14.95 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

19.5 
43.17 
17.9Z 
46.41 

40.03 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

13.5 
1S.04 

I 
JJ.ll 

Z4.19 

101.8Z 
164.97 

o 
73.5 

155.95 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

121.sa 
259 

.a.6 
113.24 

Z04.07 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

101.4 
169.83 • 156.12 

177.14 

t 
~: 

I 
l 

FELOHlES 
tlISDEtlEANO 
APPEAL 
.JUVENILE 

toTAL 

fELONIES 
HI SO EnEAHO 
APPEAL 

.JUVENILE 

toTAL 

COUNTY: . 
• 

CASES 

1020 .s 
12 
JO 

1115 

'lRUteULL 

CASES 

134 

" 4 
It 

136 

tuSCARAWAS 

CASES 

fELONIES 13 
HlSDEttEAHD 3 
APPEAL 0 
JUVENILE 2 

TOTAL II 

toUNTY: UfION 

fELONIES 
ttlSDEttEANO 
APPEAL 
JUVENILE 

TOTAL 

COUNTT; 

FELONIES 
• HISDEt1£ANO 

.!PPEAL 
JUVENILE 

10TAL 

CASES 

YAHNERT 

34 
3S 
o 

23 

.2 

CASES 

" '3 , 
7 

172 

4· ...... ~ • 

IN 
IlDURS 

10053 
167 
84 .7 

11391 

IN 
HOURS 

1025 
122 

4 
44 

1195 

IN 
IIOURS 

.5 
I 
o 
1 

fl 

IN 
"OURS 

194 
38 
o 

12 

154 

IN 
~S 

173 
110 

• 11 

511 

GUT 
IlDURS 

11401 
III 
179 
159 

10927 
AVEPD: 

GUT 
ilDURS 

15S! 
186 

• 134 

1861 
AVEPD: 

OUT 
IlCURS 

256 ., 
o 
4 

169 
AVE fD: 

GUT 
"OURS 

215 .8 
o 

78 

191 
AVE Po: 

GUT 
HOURS 

917 
164 • 11 

Ull 
AVE"': 

mAL AYE .. 
IICIURS PIR CASE 

1M 

4eta 
J.U 
J.12 

AYE III 
fER CASE 

GUT 

5.15 426576.04 
1.42 1505.2 
a.14 4112.15 

11461 
Me 
161 
M6 -Illl'- 0 

I.' 
4.19 -

I.J 1849.5 

11.U 

... 

toTAL AVE ItA 
IUUlS PER CASE 

IN 

IIA 
J.a 
12 

171 

S056 
1.47 

4.38 
1.77 

1 
1.52 

1.16 

toTAL AVE fIR 
"OURS PER CASE 

lSI 
11 
o 
S 

367 
.18 

"IOTAL 
"OURS 

409 
136 

o 
lOO 

645 
.31 

IN 

4.13 
.67 

o 
.s 

I.S 

AVE IIR 
PER CASE 

IN 

s.n 
1.09 

e 
.~'6 

1.76 

toTAL AVE MR 
IIOURS PER CASE 

1190 
57. 
Ie 
41 

1eZit 
.18 

62 

IN 

1.98 

AVE ttR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

'.55 
1.7 

I 
4.'2 

5.54 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

GUT 

11.13 
I 
I 
2 

'.61 

AVE HR 
PER CASE 

OUT 

'~32 
1.& 

I 
1.19 

4.25 

AVE ItA 
PER CASE 

GUT 

13.89 
1.'1 
1.S 

I 

COST 

164aO.l1 
1453.75 

"10 
4380 

69721.93 

IJIlt.02 
~8a 

o 
120 

1792.02 

COST 

1925.75 
4472.2 

o 
11e9.66 

16se7.61 

U31S.I) 
·11060.1 

740 
1709.S 

56822.93 

AYE COST 
PER ItA 

10.es 
14.'" 
16.02 
tI.7e 

10.M 

AVE COST 
PER "R 

11.08 
17.45 
sr.. 17 
llt.61 

12.82 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

111.11 
160.48 
1'1.47 
194.'. 

10ge41 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

241.37 
122.52 

lOZ.5 
151.03 

107.51 

AVE COST AVE COST 
PER HR PER CASE 

13.8' 
16.11 

o 
lit 

23.96 

AVE COST 
PER HR 

11.12 
12.88 

o 
31.9 

25.72 

364.52 
96 
o 

60 

lilt 

AVE COST 
PER CASE 

262.52 
127.78 

o 
lsa.68 

180.1 

AVE I:OST AVE COST 
PER HR PER CASE 

17.99 
36.69 
41.11 
40.7 

11.15 

504.75 
226.45 
123.S3 
244.21 

J30.~7 
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COUNTY: IIYAtIJDT 

IN aur TOTAL AYE .. AYE IIR AVE COST AVE COST 
CASES HOURS IlCUS IIDUIS ftl CASE PER CASE COST PlAM ftR CASE 

CCUfTY: ¥IHTDN ~ 1M auT 

" FElONIES 16 6. 121 192 •• J1 7.6' .:soe.5 tt.1t4 169.28 
1M aur 'l'Cn'AL AYE "" AYE fIR AVE COST AYE COST HISDEHEAND 4 I 11 13 -'- .s - 1.7S ••• 75 13.)5 109.69 CASES HOURS HOUrS IIOURS PER CASE fER CASE COST .£R MIl 'ER CASE APPEAL I 1 7 • .11 I.JJ 161 12.18 '7.67 IN GUT JUVENILE l~ 6 11 18 .6 a.r. 626.15 14.79 62.62 

FELONIES 17 IS US ltll 1.1 5.74 1415.02 la.s 100.56 TOTAL 13 71 153 111 ... 1t.16 .... "36.S Ift.4 170.8 taSDEttEANO 12 12 51 61" 1 - •• 15 UIO.!l D.ea 135.1'6 AYEPD: .11 APPEAL • • • • • t • 0 0 
JUVENILE .. 0 ., • • • • • 0 0 -TOTAL 19 47 106 uj 1.21 s.n 7Ott5.J3 17.85 180.65 

AYEPD: .12 

COUNTY: IlARREN 

IN CIUT TDTAL AVE HR AYE HR AYE COST AVE COST 
CASES HOURS HOURS ~S PER CASE PER CASE COST PER HI PER CASE - IN GUT 

FELONIES 155 820 1127 1"'7 S.!9 7.17 " 45850.94 13.55 295.1'1 
HISDEttEANO 32 48 61 109 1.5 1.91 3727.5 M.2 116.48 i' APPEAL 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 , 0 
JUVENILE 14 11 ee 139 1.11 3.67 3354 14.11 139.75 

TOTAL 111 919 1276 1195 4.16 6.05 52932.44 14.12 150.86 
AVE PD: 1.06 

COUNTY: NASHINGTON 

IN CIUT TOTAL AYE HR AYE HI AYE COST AVE COST 
CASES HOURS HOURS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE COST PER HR PER CASE 

IN GUT 

FELONIES 159 614 1550 1164 1 •. a6 '.75 11516.84 13.1'1 RIt.01 
HISDEttEANO 115 63 113 576 .55 •• 46 19479 33.82 169.38 
APPEAL 1 1 I 3 1 I 112.5 37.5 112.5 
JUVENILE 1& 32 122 154 1.78 6.7a 4744.9 30.81 263.61 

TOTAL 193 710 lle7 la97 1.42 7.46 75853.24 16.1S 158.18 
AYEPD: 1.39 

COUNTy: NAmE 

IN GUT TOTAL AVE HR AYE HR AYE COST AVE COST 
CASES HOURS IIOURS HOURS ~ CASE PER CASE COST PER HR PER CASE 

IN' GUT 

fELONIES 19 te44 423 867 7.53 7.17 14961.1'7 la.79 423.0S 
HISDEttEANO 11 14 11 65 .67 1.41 uez 1l.57 103.9 
A~PEAL 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 0 0 
-,;VENILE 3 1 8 • .13 1.67 ISS 32 96 

TOTAL 83 459 482 tltl 5.53 S.el 17431.87 19.15 130.5 
AYEPD: .45 

COUNTY: MOOD 

IN GUT TOTAL AYE HR AVE HR £YE COST AYE COST .i 

CASES HOURS IIOC.!lRS HOURS PER CASE PER CASE COST PER HR PER CASE .. 
IN auT 

" 
FELONIES 74 119 7J5 1054 •• 11 '.93 11039.15 19.45 419.45 
HISDEI1EAHO 14 IS 41 6' 1.79 t.93 1549.45 sa.63 18Z.1 

64 APPEAL I I U 18 1.S 7.5 610 IJ.e9 105 
JUVENILE 10 15 113 Ill' 1.1 11.1 1945 30.1'2 194.5 

TOTAL 100 J62 904 1266 1.62 '.04 38143.6 30.13 S81.te4 
AYE lID: .61 
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FY 1982 was a year marked by many achievements by the Cilio Public 
Defender ccmnission. Re:imbursement of the county l?rograms xetumed to 
the statutory maxmun of 50% fran a lCM of 33% the previous year. New 
p.lblic defender offices were established in Auglaize and CoshoctOn 
Counties am the existing county public defender offices cxmtinued to 
iIrprove the quality of representation provided. Hc1Never, there are 
still a great many problems that the Ccmnission llUlSt deal within the 
caning biermium. Sane of these problems are outlined below. 

Funding. Although the General Assanbly voted the CCmnission the 
arrount of noney necessary to provide 50% re:ilrbursenent for F'i 1982-83, 
there is a grcMing concern that the costs of providing indigent defense 
are increasing at a much too rapid rate. The FY 1984-85 biennial budget 
currently being prepared reflects a 50% increase in the cx>st of providing 
services • Although the General Assanbly enacted a tatporary law providing 
a $3.00 court cost that was designed to offset the fuirls re:jUeSted in 
our current budget, it is unclear whether it will make this provision of 
the law pennanent or consider increasing it to cover the anticipated ... 
fiscal requirenents in the next booget. It will therefore be the responsibJ.IJ.ty 
of the Ohio Public Defender ccmnission to insure that the rconey that is 
appropriated for defense services is spent in the rcost effective possible 
marmer. 'lhls may require lookil'1g at the public defender offices and 
assigned c:xmnsel systans in each county rcore closely to detennine if 
services could be provided in a rcore efficient manner. 

State Public Defender Office. 'Ihe fell State Public DefeIXier 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 nore 
efficiently and econcmi.cally handled by local assigned counsel. It is 
anticipated that the only trial involvanent of the State Public Defender 
Office in the future will be in death penalty cases or in very o:rnplex 
cases in which local counsel are unwilling to accept appointments. The 
State Public Defender Office will continue to provide representation to 
all persons incarcerated in Ohio penal institutions arii will increase 
their appellate role especially in t'.OOse cases where difficult legal 
issues are involved arii there is an opportunity to change current law. 

In the future, the ario Public Defen:1er will be involved rcore and 
rcore in providing services to appointed counsel and county public defenders. 
'lhese 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 
JrOtions arii appeals that would require many hours of research if done by 
each individual attorney. 

Attorney Ccmpensation. '.n1e issue of raising salaries for public 
defenders arXl their assistants will be reviewed in the next year. 
Legislation may be required to assure that they are c:x:rrpensated at a 
level at least E!CJUal to that of the county prosecutor arii his assistants. 
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In several counties, ead1 individual public defender carries a caseload 
that is greater than the prosecutors within that county siItply because 
there are nore prosecutors than public defenders. Further, the Ccmnission 
inteIX1s to consider the issue of whether or oot assigned counsel should 
be paid at a uniform rate througb:mt the state rather than at varying 
rates set by the county ccmnissioners and the juliciaxy of each indi. vidual 
county. Data sul:mi. tted to the State Public Defender reflect that ~ 
attorneys in adjacent counties providing the exact same representation 
are cc::rrpensated 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 Ohio's counties. '!be remaining oounties generally 
reimburse at a lower rate. 

Irnprovanent of Services at the COUnty level. Pursuant to Chapter 
120 of the Revised Code, the Ohio Public Defender Camdssion and the 
State Public Defender have coOOucted evaluations in 15 of Ohio's 88 
counties. In virtually every county systan evaluated there \Ere either 
~jor, or in Sate cases minor deficiencies in the areas of CX'.Itpliance 
Wl.th state statutes and rules, qualifications ''If attomeys accepting 
appointment pursuant to Chio Public Defender COnmission Rule 120-1-10, 
early representation, provision of investigation arii forensic services, 
and the need for assistance fran the State Public Defender in the provision 
of appellate and postconviction representation. The Ohio Public Defender 
Camd.ssion has begun 'WOrk on a plan to iIrprove these very inportant 
areas. 

Detennination of Indigency and Partial P~t by Client. Coupled 
with the need to examine the ratec; of oc:rrpensation of attorneys arii 
~lic defenders engaged in indigent defense representation is the 
problem of determination of indigency. With the rapidly expan::li.ng costs 
of the public defender system, nenbers of the General Assenbly must be 
disuaded fran 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 
~ression or not= 'lbere appears to be a need, however, for county and 
JOl..nt county publl.c defenders to be given rcore authority in determining 
who receives ~licly c::crcpensated counsel. Additionally, the advisabil ty 
and wisdan of adopting a systan of partial pa~t al~ recouprent fran 
~lients who have sare m::mey to pay an attorney, but not enough to retain 
private counsel, requires exami.natiCil. A IlDre careful screening of 
clients an:'i an analysis of partial paynents an:'i recc.ll.lI=trent systems nay 
well be an area in which public funds are conServed, thereby assuring 
that the efforts of local assigned counsel am ~lic defenders directed 
towards those clients who are truly indigent. 

legislation and Continuing !.egal Education. Until recently, the 
Ohio PuJ:>lic Defender Association, a non-profit federally furrled organization 
of public defenders were active in m:mitoring legislative activity as 
well as in provi~ continuing legal education for public defen:1ers. 
'lbat organiza~on no longer exists and its efforts must be assuned by 
~ State Public ~~. Flmjs t(.I provide for continuing legal education 
~ all areas of cr.i.minal law for assigned counsel arrl public defenders 
WJ.ll 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 lSl'Xi therefore increasing costs in the public 
defender systan. A coordinated effort organized by the Ohio Public 
Defender must be made during the ccrn.ing year to counter this type of 
legislation and educate the public on the £utility of enacting these 
t;ypes of laws. 

Death Penalty. The General Assanbly X'e-el1aCted a death penalty law 
last year to replace the statutes declared unconstitutional in the 
IDckett decision of 1978. The General Assarbly considered all of the 
recent Suprere Court Decisions concerning the death penalty and passed a 
law that is ccrrplex and that cianaOOs long and involved trials. It has 
becc:rre 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 indict:rrents a rronth across the state. The 
cost to the public defense system in allo 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 
infonnation and expertise on the death penalty. In this manner assistance 
can be provided to attorneys wbJ are appointed to death penalty cases 
and a higher level of representation at far less cost than would be 
possible without such a systan 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. 
~ Office will also provide assistance in the form of notions, briefs, 
research and strategy at the trial level to appointed attorneys who 
request assistance. 
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