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MEMORANDUM

1. INTRODUCTION

This matter is before the Court on appeal from a January 25, 2008, order issued by the

Board of Tax Appeals (hereinafter "the BTA") in three matters pending before it regarding the

exempt status of real property owned by Appellant The Cleveland Clinic Foundation, Inc. and its

affiliated hospital, Fairview Hospital, (collectively, "the Clinic") from ad valorem real property

taxes pursuant to R.C. 5709.12 and R.C. 5709.121. The Order, which incorporates (with slight

modification) Stipulation and Confidentiality agreements between the Clinic and the Beachwood

City School District Board of Education and the Cleveland Municipal School District Board of

Education (hereinafter "BOE"), compels the production of discovery to the BOE (and if it joins

in the agreement, to the Tax Commissioner) subject to a protective order. Although the Clinic

sought to have the discovery sealed as trade secrets pursuant to R.C. 1333.61, the BTA declined

to do so. Instead, after taking testimony from a Clinic executive, but without an in camera

review, the BTA found that the discovery documents "may qualify as confidential information"

(Order at 8) and that a protective order was appropriate at the discovery stage of the proceedings.

Accordingly, the BTA restricted the parties in their use and dissemination of discovery received

from the Clinic, provided a mechanism for challenging the Clinic's claim to confidentiality on

given documents and, by incorporating the Stipulation and Confidentiality agreements, also

provided a mechanism for the Clinic to defend any public records requests for the discovery that

might be directed to the two public entities by the general public. (While the terms of the

protective order originally only apply to the BOE and Clinic, the BTA invites the Tax

Commissioner to join in if he desires to receive copies of the documents and the latter has agreed

to do so.)



Before discovery could commence, the Clinic appealed to this Court apparently arguing

that the protective order does not go far enough when it stopped short of finding the discovery

documents to be trade secrets and then sealing them. The Tax Commissioner has moved to

dismiss the appeal due, in part, to the interlocutory nature of the January 8th Order. On June 6,

2008, the Court issued an Order staying merit briefing and ordering the parties to file memoranda

addressing two issues:

1.) When a public office as a litigant obtains documents through civil
discovery, do those documents become "public records" that the agency
must disclose upon request, or do those documents qualify as "trial
preparation records" that are exempt from public records disclosure
pursuant to R.C. 149.43(A)(1)(g)?

2.) After State ex rel. WBNS TV v. Dues, 101 Ohio St.3d 406, 2004-Ohio-
1497, does a protective order issued by a tribunal in discovery constitute
an exception form mandatory disclosure of the discovered documents as
public records pursuant to the "catch all" exception at R.C.
149.43(A)(1)(v), where the tribunal has not ruled that specific documents
are confidential under specific provisions of law?

The Court has therefore raised questions as to the interplay between the Public Records

Act and civil discovery. This memorandum is being submitted pursuant to the Court's

instructions. I

H. AS A GENERAL RULE, COURTS DISFAVOR THE PUBLIC DISSEMINATION
OF DISCOVERY MATERIAL.

Before discussing the specific questions presented, it should be noted that because formal

discovery is a coercive process, occurring only because the parties are in litigation and pursuant

to court supervision under the Rules of Procedure (see Ohio Civil Rules 26 through 37),2 courts

have repeatedly held that discovery in general is a private matter and that public exposure would

' This memorandum is confined to the context of discovery materials solely in the possession of the litigants. This is
the context for the protective order at issue in the instant case. Discovery that is filed with the BTA/Court for
various reasons or is introduced as evidence would be subject to a different inquity. If the Court desires input on
the impact of the Public Records Act on any potential future filings of discovery with the BTA, the Tax
Commissioner would so respond.
Z Per Ohio Admin. Code 5717-1-11, the BTA has adopted the Ohio Civil Rules for discovery purposes.
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actually be injurious to the process by discouraging the free exchange of often-times sensitive

and/or private information necessary to pursue the litigation. Thus, in Seattle Times Co. v.

Rhinehart (1984), 467 U.S. 20, 81 L. Ed. 2d 17, the U.S. Supreme Court, in addressing civil

discovery in the State of Washington in the face of a First Amendment challenge to a discovery

protective order, noted that the rules of civil discovery:

do not differentiate between information that is private or intimate
and that to which no privacy interests attach. Under the Rules, the
only express limitations are that the information sought is not
privileged, and is relevant to the subject matter of the pending
action. Thus, the Rules often allow extensive intrusion into the
affairs of both litigants and third parties. 16 If a litigant fails to
comply with a request for discovery, the court may issue an order
directing compliance that is enforceable by the court's contempt
powers.

Id. at 30. The Court went on to note that:

Moreover, pretrial depositions and interrogatories are not public
components of a civil trial. Such proceedings were not open to the
public at common law, Gannett Co. v. DePasquale, 443 U.S. 368,
389 (1979), and, in general, they are conducted in private as a
matter of modem practice. See id., at 396 (BURGER, C. J.,
concurring); Marcus, Myth and Reality in Protective Order
Litigation, 69 Cornell L. Rev. 1 (1983). Much of the information
that surfaces during pretrial discovery may be unrelated, or only
tangentially related, to the underlying cause of action. Therefore,
restraints placed on discovered, but not yet admitted, information
are not a restriction on a traditionally public source of information.

Id. at 33. Concluding that the only way in which the litigants came by the information was

through the trial court's discovery processes, that a litigant has no First Amendment right of

access to information gained solely to pursue litigation, and that there is a great potential for

abuse to allow dissemination of information gathered under such coercive circumstances, the

Court upheld the protective order.
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The Seattle Times logic has been cited with favor numerous times, including by this

Court in State ex rel. WHIO-TV-7 v. Lowe (1997), 77 Ohio St. 3d 350, 354. "We agree with the

foregoing that discovery should be encouraged and that public disclosure would have a chilling

effect on the parties' search for and exchange of information pursuant to the discovery rules."

See also Adams v. Metallica, Inc. (1st Dist. 2001), 143 Ohio App. 3d 482, 487-489; United

States v. Anderson (11`h Cir. 1986), 799 F. 2d 1438, 1441; Courier-Journal v. Marshall (6th Cir.

1987), 828 F. 2d 361, 383-364; Marshall v. Bramer (6th Cir. 1987), 828 F. 2d 355, 360; Weimer

v. Honda (S.D. Ohio, 2007), Case No. 2:06-CV-844, 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 77490, unreported

at 7-8; Proctor and Gamble Co. v. Bankers Trust Co. (S.D. Ohio 1995), 900 F. Supp 193, 196.

III. THE COURT HAS ALSO OPINED THAT DISCLOSURE OF PUBLIC
RECORDS UNDER THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT IS AN ABSOLUTE
ESSENTIAL TO THE PROPER WORKING OF A DEMOCRACY.

The Court has equally found that there is a strong purpose behind Ohio's Public Records

Act, R.C. 149.43, in maintaining open government as an absolutely essential component of

democracy. State ex rel. WHIO-TV-7 v. Lowe, 77 Ohio St.3d at 354; White v. Clinton Cty. Bd.

Of Commrs. (1996), 76 Ohio St. 3d 416, 420. As stated in Kish v. Akron, 109 Ohio St. 3d 162,

2006 Ohio 1244, at ¶¶15-17,:

"In a democratic nation * * * it is not difficult to understand the
societal interest in keeping governmental records open." State ex
rel. Natl. Broadcasting Co., Inc. v. Cleveland (1988), 38 Ohio
St.3d 79, 81, 526 N.E.2d 786. A fundamental premise of American
democratic theory is that government exists to serve the people. In
order to ensure that government performs effectively and properly,
it is essential that the public be informed and therefore able to
scrutinize the government's work and decisions. See, e.g., Barr v.

Matteo (1959), 360 U.S. 564, 577, 79 S.Ct. 1335, 3 L.Ed.2d 1434
(Black, J., concurring); Moyer, Interpreting Ohio's Sunshine Laws:
A Judicial Perspective (2003), 59 N.Y.U.Ann.Surv.Am.L. 247,
fn.1, citing 9 The Writings of James Madison 103 (Hunt Ed. 1910)
103. As Thomas Jefferson wrote, "The way to prevent [errors of]
the people is to give them full information of their affairs [through]
the channel of the public papers, and to contrive that those papers
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should penetrate the whole mass of the people. The basis of our
governments being the opinion of the people, the very first object
should be to keep that right." Id., quoting 11 The Papers of
Thomas Jefferson (Boyd Ed.1955) 49.

Public records are one portal through which the people observe
their government, ensuring its accountability, integrity, and equity
while minimizing sovereign mischief and malfeasance. See, e.g.,
State ex rel. Gannett Satellite Information Networl; Inc. v. Petro
(1997), 80 Ohio St. 3d 261, 264, 1997 Ohio 319, 685 N.E.2d 1223;
State ex rel. Strothers v. Wertheim (1997), 80 Ohio St.3d 155, 157,
1997 Ohio 349, 684 N.E.2d 1239. Public records afford an array
of other utilitarian purposes necessary to a sophisticated
democracy: they illuminate and foster understanding of the
rationale underlying state decisions, White, 76 Ohio St.3d at 420,
667 N.E.2d 1223, promote cherished rights such as freedom of
speech and press, State ex rel. Dayton Newspapers, Inc. v. Phillips
(1976), 46 Ohio St.2d 457, 467, 75 0.0.2d 511, 351 N.E.2d 127,
and "foster openness and * * * encourage the free flow of
information where it is not prohibited by law." State ex rel. The
Miami Student v. Miami Univ. (1997), 79 Ohio St.3d 168, 172,
1997 Ohio 386, 680 N.E.2d 956.

Not surprisingly then, our founders rejected the English common
law and property theories that curtailed citizens' access to
governmental information. See Natl. Broadcasting Co., 38 Ohio
St.3d at 81, 526 N.E.2d 786; Wells v. Lewis (1901), 12 Ohio Dec.
170; Moyer, 59 N.Y.U. Ann.Surv.Am.L. at 247-248. Instead, our
legislators, executives, and judges mandated and monitored the
careful creation and preservation of public records, White, 76 Ohio
St.3d at 419, 667 N.E.2d 1223, and codified the people's right to
access those records. Such statutes, including those comprising
R. C. Chapter 149, reinforce the understanding that open access to
govemment papers is an integral entitlement of the people, to be
preserved with vigilance and vigor. See, e.g., State ex rel. Warren
Newspapers, Inc. v. Hutson (1994), 70 Ohio St.3d 619, 623, 1994
Ohio 5, 640 N.E.2d 174; Wertheim, 80 Ohio St.3d at 157, 684
N.E.2d 1239; Dayton Newspapers, Inc. v. Dayton (1976), 45 Ohio
St.2d 107, 109, 74 0.0.2d 209, 341 N.E.2d 576.

Consequently, the Court has concluded that the statute must be construed liberally to

effectuate broad access to records. Id at ¶19.
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IV. THE COURT HAS OPINED ON AT LEAST ONE OCCASION THAT THE
PURPOSE BEHIND THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF DISCOVERY UNDER THE
RULES OF PROCEDURE IS CONSISTENT WITH AN EXCEPTION TO
DISCLOSURE UNDER OHIO'S PUBLIC RECORDS ACT.

In reconciling the purpose behind the Rules of Procedure and the purpose behind the

Public Records Act, the Court has ruled in favor of the former, at least in the context of the

Criminal Rules of Procedure. Thus, in Lowe, the Court was faced with a public records request

by the media to gain access to discovery provided by a county prosecutor to defense counsel

pursuant to Rule 16 of the Criminal Rules of Procedure. In holding that discovery was a matter

solely between the prosecutor and the defendant and that the discovery rules had not envisioned

a third-party's access to the exchanged information, the Court opined that:

'The purpose behind the Rules of Criminal Procedure "is to
remove the element of gamesmanship from a trial" State v.

Howard (1978), 56 Ohio St. 2d 328, 333, 10 Ohio Op. 3d 448,
451, 383 N.E.2d 912, 915. As such criminal discovery is a matter
solely between the prosecutor and the defendant. See, generally,
Lakewood v. Papadelis (1987), 32 Ohio St. 3d 1, 3, 511 N.E.2d
1138, 1140. The rules governing discovery do not envision a third
party's access to the information exchanged. As the United States
Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit stated in United States v.
Anderson (C.A. 11, 1986), 799 F.2d 1438, 1441:

"Discovery is neither a public process nor typically a matter of
public record. Historically, discovery materials were not available
to the public or press. See Seattle Times Co. v. Rhinehart, 467 U.S.

20, 32-34, 104 S. Ct. 2199, 2207-08, 81 L. Ed. 2d 17[, 26-27]
(1984) (pretrial interrogatories and depositions `were not open to
the public at common law'); Gannett Co. v. DePasquale, 443 U.S.
368, 396, 99 S. Ct. 2898, 2914, 61 L. Ed. 2d 608[, 632] (1979)
(Burger, C.J., concurring) ('It has never occurred to anyone, as far
as I am aware, that a pretrial deposition or pretrial interrogatories
were other than wholly private to the litigants.'). Moreover,
documents collected during discovery are not `judicial records.'
Discovery, whether civil or criminal, is essentially a private
process because the litigants and the courts assume that the sole
purpose of discovery is to assist trial preparation. That is why
parties regularly agree, and courts often order, that discovery
information will remain private. Marcus, Myth and Reality in
Protective Order Litigation, 69 Cornell L. Rev. 1, 15 (1983).
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"If it were otherwise and discovery information and discovery
orders were readily available to the public and the press, the
consequences to the smooth functioning of the discovery process
would be severe. Not only would voluntary discovery be chilled,
but whatever discovery and court encouragement that would take
place would be oral, which is undesirable to the extent that it
creates misunderstanding and surprise for the litigants and the trial
judge. Litigants should not be discouraged from putting their
discovery agreements in writing, and district judges should not be
discouraged from facilitating voluntary discovery."

We agree with the foregoing that discovery should be encouraged
and that public disclosure would have a chilling effect on the
parties' search for and exchange of information pursuant to the
discovery rules.

By contrast, the purpose of Ohio's Public Records Act, R. C.
149.43, is to expose government activity to public scrutiny, which
is absolutely essential to the proper working of a democracy.
White v. Clinton Cty. Bd. of Commrs. (1996), 76 Ohio St. 3d 416,
420, 667 N.E.2d 1223, 1226-1227; see State ex rel. Natl.
Broadcasting Co. v. Cleveland (1988), 38 Ohio St. 3d 79, 81, 526
N.E.2d 786, 788. However, there are certain governmental
activities that would be "totally frustrated if conducted openly."
Press-Enterprise Co. v. California Superior Court (1986), 478
U.S. 1, 8-9, 106 S. Ct. 2735, 2740, 92 L. Ed. 2d 1, 10. Criminal
discovery is one of those governmental activities that would be
frustrated if subjected to the required disclosure contemplated by
R.C. 149.43. If all information exchanged is subject to complete
public disclosure, then parties may cease open exchange. This
would thwart entirely the objective of removing "the element of
gamesmanship from a trial." Howard, 56 Ohio St. 2d at 333, 10
Ohio Op. 3d at 451, 383 N.E.2d at 915. We therefore hold that
information that a criminal prosecutor has disclosed to the
defendant for discovery purposes pursuant to Crim.R. 16 is not
thereby subject to release as a "public record" pursuant to R.C.
149.43.

Lowe, 77 Ohio St. 3d at 354-355 3 In Adams v. Metallica, Inc., the First District Court of

Appeals opined that the same logic applies equally to civil discovery. Adams, 143 Ohio App. 3d

' Although this discussion appears to be more like a balancing test between two competing schemes, the Court
subsequently in State ex reL WBNS TV, Inc. v. Dues, 101 Ohio St 3d 406, 2004-Ohio-1487, at ¶38, seems to suggest
a more harmonious interplay between the Rules of Procedure and the Public Records Act by stating that it simply
was recognizing in Lowe what the Public Records Act already excluded from disclosure - work product and trial
preparation records. See further discussion of this in specific response to the "trial preparation" question below.
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at 489. See also Doe v. American Cancer Society, Ohio Div. (1s` Dist., 2001), 143 Ohio App. 3d

495, 499.

It is with this in mind that the Tax Commissioner will proceed to address the specific

questions posited by the Court. For purposes of clarity the Tax Commissioner will break down

the first question into two parts: a) whether discovery received by counsel for a public entity is a

"record" and, if so b) whether it is otherwise exempted from disclosure as a "trial preparation

record."

V. WHETHER DISCOVERY IS A "RECORD" UNDER THE PUBLIC RECORDS
ACT IS DEPENDENT ON WHETHER IT SERVES TO DOCUMENT THE
ORGANIZATION, FUNCTIONS, POLICIES, DECISIONS, PROCEDURES,
OPERATIONS, OR OTHER ACTIVITIES OF THE OFFICE.

Any analysis of whether discovery in the hands of a public agency is subject to disclosure

under the Public Records Act must start with the question of whether it is even a "record" under

the Act. R.C. 149.43(A)(1) defines a "Public record" to mean "records kept by any public

office, including, but not limited to, state, county, city, village, township, and school district

units, and records pertaining to the delivery of educational services by an alternadve school in

this state kept by the nonprofit or for profit entity operating the alternative school pursuant to

section 3313.533 [3313.53.3] of the Revised Code."- (Emphasis added.) R.C. 149.011(G)

defines "Records" as one which "includes any document, device, or item, regardless of physical

form or characteristic, including an electronic record as defined in section 1306.01 of the Revised

Code, created or received by or coming under the jurisdiction of any public office of the state or

its political subdivisions, which serves to document the organization, functions, policies,

decisions, procedures, operations, or other activities of the office."

In Kish v. Akron, the Court held that the definition of "records" is to be construed

broadly:
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We previously have held that the General Assembly's use of
"includes" in R.C. 149.011(G) as a preface to the definition of
"records" is an indication of expansion rather than constriction,
restriction, or limitation and that the statute's use of the phrase
"any document" is one encompassing all documents that fit within
the statute's definition, regardless of "form or characteristic." State

ex rel. Cincinnati Post v. Schweikert (1988), 38 Ohio St.3d 170,
172-173, 527 N.E.2d 1230. There can be no dispute that there is
great breadth in the definition of "records" for purposes here.
Unless otherwise exempted or excepted, almost all documents
memorializing the activities of a public office can satisfy the
definition of "record." State ex rel. Beacon Journal Publishing
Co. v. Bond, 98 Ohio St.3d 146, 2002 Ohio 7117, 781 N.E.2d 180,
P13. Indeed, any record that a government actor uses to document
the organization, policies, functions, decisions, procedures,
operations, or other activities of a public office can be classified
reasonably as a record. See State ex rel. Mothers Against Drunk
Drivers v. Gosser (1985), 20 Ohio St.3d 30, 33, 20 OBR 279, 485
N.E.2d 706. So can any material upon which a public office could
rely in such determinations. State ex rel. Mazzaro v. Ferguson
(1990), 49 Ohio St.3d 37, 40, 550 N.E.2d 464.

Kish, 109 Ohio St. 3d at ¶20. However, the Court has also held that not every document in the

hands of a public agency meets this definition. State ex rel. Dispatch Printing Co. v. Johnson,

106 Ohio St. 3d 160, 2005 Ohio 4384 (holding that files containing the home addresses of state

employees were not records as they were merely contact information and did not document the

functions of the office.) And to the extent that an item does not serve to document the activities

of a public office, it is not a public record and need not be disclosed. State ex rel. Beacon

Journal Publishing Co. v. Bond (2002), 98 Ohio St. 3d 146, 149; State ex rel. Fant v. Enright

(1993), 66 Ohio St 3d 186, 188.

Accordingly, the Court has looked at such indicia as whether the public agency utilized

and/or relied on the items in question in carrying out its activities. See Bond at 186-187, P12

(finding that a court does not utilize responses to jury questionnaires collected by it in rendering

its decision but instead collects them for the benefit of litigants in selecting an impartial jury and

for administrative purposes of identifying and contacting individual jurors); State ex rel Miami
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Valley Broadcasting Corp. v. Davis (2004), 158 Ohio App. 3d 98, 2004-Ohio-3860, at ¶18-12,

(pleadings are utilized by a court in rendering its decision). As the Court stated in State ex rel.

Beacon Journal Publishing Co. v. Whitmore (1998), 83 Ohio St. 3d 61, 64, in holding that letters

received by a court in an attempt to influence sentencing were not utilized by a trial court and

therefore not public records:

Just as RC. 149.43(A)(1) "does not defme a`public record' as any
piece of paper on which a public officer writes something," State
ex rel. Steffen v. Kraft (1993), 67 Ohio St. 3d 439, 440, 619 N.E.2d
688, 689, R.C. 149.43 and 149.011(G) do not define "public
record" as any piece of paper received by a public office that
might be used by that office. Cf. Tax Analysts v. United States
Dept. ofJustice (C.A.D.C.1988), 269 US. App. D.C. 315, 845 F2d
1060, 1068 ("Of course, agency possession and power to
disseminate a document are still insufficient by themselves to make
it an `agency record. ' *** Agencies must use or rely on the
document to perform agency business, and integrate it into their
ftles, before it may be deemed an `agency record' `). A contrary
conclusion would lead to the absurd result that any document
received by a public office and retained by that office would be
subject to R. C. 149.43 regardless of whether the public office ever
used it to perform a public function. The plain language of R. C.
149.011(G), which requires more than mere receipt and possession
of a document in order for it to be a record for purposes of R.C.
149.43, prohibits this result. Wilson-Simmons, 82 Ohio St. 3d at
41, 693 N.E.2d at 792-793.

(Emphasis added.)

In the context of discovery this raises issues that almost come down to an item by item

analysis. There can be little doubt that a chief function of the Attorney General's Office, a

public office, is the handling of litigation on behalf of both the Attorney General herself and on

behalf of her clients, themselves other public agencies. Exchanging discovery is part of this

process. But, as the United States Supreme Court noted in the Seattle Times case, "[m]uch of the

information that surfaces during pretrial discovery may be unrelated, or only tangentially related,

to the underlying cause of action." 467 U.S. 33. This is particularly true in complex business
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litigation such as the one in question where massive amounts of financial documentation is

exchanged and the utility of individual records may not be ordained until they are actually

reviewed and/or tested in still further discovery efforts. Some of this material will never be

utilized or relied upon in pursuing the litigation. To conclude that these documents are

nonetheless "records" under the Public Records Act would require the broadest construction of

the broad definition of "records" recognized in Kish. In fact it is only when discovery is filed

with the court in support of motions or utilized at trial that there is any certainty that it is being

utilized or relied upon in advancing the activities of the agency.

VI. EVEN IF IT CONSTITUTES A "RECORD" UNDER THE PUBLIC RECORDS
ACT, DISCOVERY APPEARS TO BE EXCLUDED FROM PUBLIC RECORDS
DISCLOSURE AS A "TRIAL PREPARATION RECORD" PURSUANT TO R.C.
149.43(A)(1)(g) AND R.C. 149.43(A)(4).

Even, if it meets the test for constituting a "record" under R.C. 149.011(G), civil

discovery received by the attomeys representing a state agency still arguably could fit under the

exception to "public records" set out in R.C. 149.43(A)(1)(g) for trial preparation records and

defined in R.C. 149.43(A)(4) as:

any record that contains information that is specifically compiled
in reasonable anticipation of, or in defense of, a civil or criminal
action or proceeding, including the independent thought
processes and personal trial preparation of an attorney.

(Emphasis added). As with all exceptions, the language should be strictly construed against the

public records custodian, and the custodian bears the burden to establish the applicability of an

exception." State ex re;. Cincinnati Enquirer v. Dupuis, 98 Ohio St. 3d 126, 2002-Ohio-7041, at

¶16, citing State ex rel. Besser v. Ohio State Univ. (2000), 89 Ohio St. 3d 396, 398. However,

even with this restriction, the plain meaning of the definition would seem to fit discovery

received during the pendency of litigation. The definition uses the term "any record." It uses the
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term "compiled" instead of such terms as "created" or "prepared". Webster's New World

Dictionary, 2d Ed.(1980) defines the word "compile" as "to gather and put together in an orderly

form." Although it is not typically created or prepared in anticipation of or in defense of

litigation, discovery is certainly "any record" and it is certainly gathered and put together in the

course of litigation. Nor is it materially significant that the discovery information/documents

received (as opposed to the discovery tools used to obtain them) are usually purely factual. The

definition appears to include such documents as there is nothing limiting it to items that would be

typically withheld from discovery as attorney work product such as an attorney's independent

thought processes and personal trial preparation. In fact, the latter is listed in the definition

simply as one class of documents being included within "any record."

Though the specific issue of whether discovery received by a state agency falls within

this definition, has not yet been addressed by the Court, case law addressing "trial preparation

records" in other contexts is beneficial but not defrnitive in reaching a resolution. In addressing

information gathered by a prosecutor in a pending criminal proceeding, the Court in State ex rel.

Steckman v Jackson (1994), 70 Ohio St. 3d 420, reversed a decade long trend of narrower

interpretations of the exclusion in the context of criminal actions and found instead that, with the

exception of routine incident reports:

It is difficult to conceive of anything in a prosecutor's file, in
appending criminal matter, that would be either material compiled
in anticipation of a specific criminal proceeding or the personal
trial preparation of the prosecutor.

Therefore we now hold that information, not subject to discovery
pursuant to Crim.R. 16(B), contained in the file of a prosecutor
who is prosecuting a criminal matter, is not subject to release as a
public record pursuant to R.C. 149.43 and is specifically exempt
from release as a trial preparation record in accordance with R.C.
149.43(A)(4)

12



Id at 431-432. Although the reference to discovery exchanged under Crim R. 16(B) in this

language and in paragraph 3 of the syllabus seemed to suggest that records in the file of the

prosecutor lost their character as "trial preparation records" if they had to been given to the

defendant, see also State ex rel Carpenter v. Tubbs (1995), 72 Ohio St 3d 579, this issue was

resolved, as noted above, in State ex re1. WHIO-TV-7 v. Lowe, supra, and in State ex rel WL WT-

TV5 v. Leis (1997), 77 Ohio St. 3d 357, 359, with the Court responding in the negative.

In the Leis decision, (a case in which the media sought enforcement of a public records

request of the contents of a prosecutor's file on a sheriff's union and its officers charged, among

others, with violations of Ohio's charitable solicitations laws), the Court also clarified Steckman

by pointing out that more than just incident reports in a prosecutor's file could fall outside "trial

preparation." After concluding that the majority of the file detailing the history of solicitation

activities by the union was indeed trial preparation, Id. at 360-361, the Court did order the

release some documents:

WLWT next asserts that respondents must disclose records which
are clearly not exempt, e.g., the Patterson indictment. In general,
most records contained in a prosecutor's file in a pending criminal
matter are exempt. Steckman, 70 Ohio St. 3d at 431-432, 639
N.E.2d at 92 ("It is difficult to conceive of anything in a
prosecutor's file, in a pending criminal matter, that would not be
either material compiled in anticipation of a specific criminal
proceeding or the personal trial preparation of the prosecutor.").
However, not every record contained within a prosecutor's file is
exempt. See, e.g., State ex rel. Mayes v. Holman (1996), 76 Ohio
St. 3d 147, 149, 666 N.E.2d 1132, 1134; State ex rel. Carpenter v.
Tubbs Jones (1995), 72 Ohio St. 3d 579, 580, 6511V.E.2d 993, 994.
Certain records are unquestionably nonexempt and do not become
exempt simply because they are placed in a prosecutor's file. State
ex rel. Cincinnati Enquirer v. Hamilton Cty. (1996), 75 Ohio St. 3d
374, 378, 662 N.E.2d 334, 338. An examination of the sealed
records reveals the following nonexempt records: The Patterson
indictment, copies of various Revised Code provisions, newspaper
articles, a blank charitable organization registration statement
form, the Brotherhood's Yearbook and Buyer's Guide, the
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transcript of the Homsby plea hearing, a videotape of television
news reports, and a campaign committee finance report filed with
the board of elections.

Id. at 361-362. But unlike formal discovery in a civil proceeding, none of these documents

appear to be information necessarily gathered from the defendants. And unlike civil discovery, it

is reasonable to conclude that this is not information that would come into the hands of counsel

solely because of a discovery demand. Indeed, the documents appear to be of the type available

within the public domain.

Additional guidance is provided by State ex rel. Cincinnati Enquirer v. Hamilton County

(1996), 75 Ohio St. 3d 374, 378, cited in the Leis decision. In holding that 911 tapes contained

in a prosecutor's file as evidence to be used in a criminal trial were disclosable to the media as a

public record, the Court observed that:

From the foregoing, it is evident that 911 tapes are not prepared by
attorneys or other law enforcement officials. Instead, 911 calls are
routinely recorded without any specific investigatory purpose in
mind. There is no expectation of privacy when a person makes a
911 call. Instead, there is an expectation that the information
provided will be recorded and disclosed to the public. Moreover,
because 911 calls generally precede offense or incident form
reports completed by the police, they are even further removed
from the initiation of the criminal investigation than the form
reports themselves.

The moment the tapes were made as a result of the calls (in these
cases--and in all other 911 call cases) to the 911 number, the tapes
became public records. Obviously, at the time the tapes were
made, they were not "confidential law enforcement investigatory
records" (no investigation was underway), they were not "trial
preparation records" (no trial was contemplated or underway), and
neither state nor federal law prohibited their release. Thus, any
inquiry as to the release of records should have been immediately
at an end, and the tapes should have been, and should now and
henceforth always be, released.

The particular content of the 911 tapes is irrelevant. Therefore, it
does not matter that release of the tapes might reveal the identity of
an uncharged suspect or contain information which, if disclosed,
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would endanger the life or physical safety of a witness. Cf R.C.
149.43(A)(1), 149.43(A)(2)(a) and (d). Further, although less
likely to occur, it makes no difference that the disclosure of the
tapes might reveal Social Security Numbers or trade secrets. Cf.
State ex rel. Beacon Journal Publishing Co. v. Akron (1994), 70
Ohio St. 3d 605, 640 N.E.2d 164; State ex rel. Seballos v. School
Emp. Retirement Sys. (1994), 70 Ohio St. 3d 667, 640 N.E.2d 829.

In addition, the fact that the tapes in question subsequently came
into the possession and/or control of a prosecutor, other law
enforcement officials, or even the grand jury has no significance.
Once clothed with the public records cloak, the records cannot be
defrocked of their status. See State ex rel. Carpenter v. Tubbs
Jones (1995), 72 Ohio St. 3d 579, 580, 651 N.E.2d 993, 994
("Non-exempt records do not become `trial preparation records'
simply because they are contained within a prosecutor's file");

To the extent that the Court's conclusion is premised on the fact that the 911 tapes

themselves were not prepared in anticipation of litigation nor by or under the supervision of an

attorney, would suggest that, despite the language of Steckman, the Court is actually adopting a

more narrow interpretation of "trial preparation" more consistent with common law attorney

work product.4 As stated above, the plain language of the definition does not seem to be as

narrow. But certainly documents received in discovery often would fall within this description

and would therefore be subject to disclosure if this is the Court's sole test. But the Court also

emphasizes that the 911 tapes were public records at the time they were created with no

expectation by the caller of privacy. In this sense 911 tapes differ significantly from records

obtained by the state from a private entity solely through formal discovery. While such

information could include documents that the party intended for public dissemination at the time

prepared (public regulatory filings for example) often such discovery is sought from the party for

° To the same effect see In State ex ret. The Beacon Journal Publishing Co. v. Maurer (Jan. 26, 2000), 9t° Dist. No.
99CA0026, 2000 Ohio App. LEXIS 178, wherein the Ninth District opined that the Supreme Court of Ohio has
rejected an expansive reading of the trial preparation exception, citing State ex ret. Coleman v. Cincinnati (1991), 57
Ohio St. 3d 83, 83-84, and that "[r]eports authored by law enforcement officials as part of an investigation, but not
initiated by or supervised by attorneys, or compiled with the involvement of counsel, are not subject to the
exclusion", citing State ex rel Johnson v. Cleveland (1992), 65 Ohio St. 3d 331, 332. Id at 6.
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the very reason that it is not available from a public source. Moreover unlike the facts of the

Enquirer case, the documents acquired through formal discovery are "compiled" pursuant to the

personally constructed efforts of an attorney with full intent towards the pending litigation.

In State ex rel. Nix v. Cleveland (1998), 83 Ohio St. 3d 379, 384-385, the Court's

discussion of "attorney notes of trial proceedings, status reports concerning wiretapping cases,

and legal research conducted by the law department", traditional attorney work product, as "trial

preparation records" appears to be confined to these very documents without any comparison as

to what documents would not fall within the exclusion.5 In State ex rel. Cincinnati Enquirer v.

Dupuis (2002), 98 Ohio St. 3d 126, 2002-Ohio-7041, at ¶18, the Court, in addressing whether a

settlement agreement is a "trial preparation record", concluded that "[a] settlement agreement is

not a record compiled in anticipation of or in defense of a lawsuit. It simply does not prepare

one for trial." (Emphasis added.) In contrast, discovery usually does "prepare one for trial."

Finally, after an extensive discussion of the privacy considerations that are inherent and

vital to the process, the Court, in Lowe referenced discovery as one that "the sole purpose...is to

assist trial preparation", 77 Ohio St 3d 354, quoting United States v. Anderson, 799 F. 2d at

1441. The accuracy of this characterization in Lowe was later confirmed by the Court in Dues as

a reference to "exemptions for work product and trial preparation records." 101 Ohio St 3d at

413, ¶38. 6 The Lowe characterization is again not definitive in the context of civil discovery

5 See State ex rel. The Beacon Journal Publishing Co. v. Bodiker (1999), 134 Ohio App. 415, wherein the media
sought records detailing the time and money spent by the state Public Defender in a particular case. The latter
asserted trial preparation as a basis for withholding. In rejecting this argument the Tenth District relying on the
language of Nix, opined that the exemption "contemplates records containing materials such as attorney notes of
proceedings, status reports and legal research conducted by a law department" Id at 427. The court opined that
[t]he factual information relators seek does not bear directly on the Public Defender's exercise of professional
judgment on behalf of the indigent client." Id . And that [r]outine office records, incident reports, and information
discoverable under Crim. R. 16(B) do not become "trial preparation records" simply because they are contained
within the attomey's file." Id. (Emphasis added.)
6 And, in so doing, apparently responding to the statement made in Adams v. Metallica, Inc., 143 Ohio App. 3d at
488 that `[in Lowe] the court indicated that information already exchanged in discovery "ordinarily would not be
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received by the state. Nevertheless, when one examines Crim R. 16(B) and the nature of what

the Court has characterized as "trial preparation records", it includes some remarkable

similarities to the type of information a state might receive from an opposing party in civil

litigation. This includes written or recorded statements made by the defendant, Crim R.

16(B)(1)(a), and documents in the possession of the state that were obtained from or belong to

the defendant and are material to the preparation of the defense or will be used by the prosecutor

at trial, Crim R. 16(B)(1)(c). Although there are obvious differences between civil and criminal

actions, as the First District suggested in Adams v. Metallica, supra, there is no significant reason

to treat public access to discovery much differently.

It is therefore, as is the situation with all of the Court's charge, one of first impression for

the Court to address.

VII WHETHER THE "CATCH ALL" PROVISION OF R.C. 149.43(A)(1)(v) WOULD
PERMIT A TRIBUNAL TO PROTECT DISCOVERY FROM PUBLIC
RECORDS DISCLOSURE IN THE ABSENCE OF AN EXPRESS FINDING
THAT THE DOCUMENTS FALL WITHIN A SPECIFIC STATUTORY OR
COMMON LAW PRIVILEGE OR CONFIDENTIALITY PROVISION IS
DEPENDENT ON THE COURT'S INTERPRETATION OF THE NATURE AND
SCOPE OF RULE 26 OF THE OHIO RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE.

As its second question, the Court asks the parties to brief whether "[a]fter State ex rel.

WBNS TV v. Dues, 101 Ohio St.3d 406, 2004-Ohio-1497, does a protective order issued by a

tribunal in discovery constitute an exception form mandatory disclosure of the discovered

documents as public records pursuant to the "catch all" exception at R.C. 149.43(A)(1)(v), where

the tribunal has not ruled that specific documents are confidential under specific provisions of

law? It is presumed that the Court is referring to a situation where discovery would not be

otherwise excluded from disclosure either as not a "record" or not "trial preparation records" and

considered to be work product or trial preparation materials," an apparent reference to the statutory exclusion for
"trial preparation" found in R.C. 149.43)(1)(g) and (4)'.
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that the tribunal has not expressly found the documents to be subject to a privilege or

confidentiality provision under statutory or common law. Under this scenario, the answer to the

question involves the interplay between the Public Records Act and Rule 26(C) of the Ohio

Rules of Civil Procedure.

R.C. 149.43(A)(1)(v), the so-called "catch-all" provision provides an exemption from

disclosure under the Public Records Act for "[r]ecords the release of which is prohibited by state

or federal law." The provision has been applied by the courts to exclude a wide variety of

documents. They range from documents that are covered under specific statutory confidentiality

provisions such as trade secrets under R.C. 1333.61(D), State ex rel. Carr v. City of Akron

(2006), 112 Ohio St. 3d 351, 2006 Ohio 6714; State ex rel. Besser v. Ohio State Univ., supra; or

Medical Board investigations under R.C. 4731.22(C)1), State ex rel. Wallace v. State Medical

Board (2000), 89 Ohio St. 3d 431, 2000 Ohio 213; Degordon v. Ohio State Medical Board

(1992), 62 Ohio Misc. 2d 584; to documents covered under more subjective recognition of

privacy concerns such as the qualified gubernatorial-communications privilege recognized in

Dann v. Taft (2006), 109 Ohio St. 3d 364, 2006 Ohio 1825; or by the constitutional right of

privacy and "good sense" rule recognized in State ex rel. Keller v. Cox (1999), 85 Ohio St. 3d

279, 1999 Ohio 264, for the names of officers' family, telephone numbers and other personal

information.

In State ex rel. WBNS TV v. Dues, supra, however, the Court was unwilling to extend the

"catch-all" to a protective order issued by a trial court under its inherent authority and

prohibiting the disclosure of a settlement agreement. Finding that the trial court wrongly relied

upon the Lowe decision to conclude that it could "judicially create" exceptions to the Public

Records Act, the Court concluded that "[a]lthough there may be good policy reasons to exempt
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settlement [figures], these policy considerations cannot override R.C. 149.43 because the

General Assembly is the ultimate arbiter of public policy." Quoting State ex rel. Cincinnati

Enquirer (2002), 98 Ohio St. 3d 126, 2002 Ohio 7041, P21.

That same inherent authority of the courts is the genesis of the Civil Rules of Procedure.

However in 1968, the Modem. Courts Amendment to the Ohio Constitution required the Ohio

Supreme Court, subject to approval of the General Assembly, to "proscribe rules governing

practice and procedure in all courts of the state." Pursuant to Ohio Constitution Article IV,

Section 5(B), such rules "shall not abridge, enlarge, or modify any substantive right," and "all

laws in conflict with such rules shall be of no further force and effect " Pursuant to this

authority, the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure were adopted and include Rule 26 containing

general provisions regarding discovery. Rule 26(A) provides that:

It is the policy of these rules (1) to preserve the right of attomeys
to prepare cases for trial with that degree of privacy necessary to
encourage them to prepare their cases thoroughly and to
investigate not only the favorable but the unfavorable aspects of
such cases and (2) to prevent an attorney from taking undue
advantage of his adversary's industry or efforts.

(Emphasis added.) Rule 26(B)(1) further provides that:

Parties may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged,
which is relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending
action, whether it relates to the claim or defense of the party
seeking discovery or to the claim or defense of any other party,
including the existence, description, nature, custody, condition and
location of any books, documents, or other tangible things and the
identity and location of persons having knowledge of any
discoverable matter. It is not ground for objection that the
information sought will be inadmissible at the trial if the
information sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

Rule 26(C) then provides in pertinent part that:
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Upon motion by any party or by the person from whom discovery
is sought, and for good cause shown, the court in which the
action is pending may make any order that justice requires to
protect a party or person from annoyance, embarrassment,
oppression, or undue burden or expense, including one or
more of the following: (1) that the discovery not be had; (2) that
the discovery may be had only on specified terms and conditions,
including a designation of the time or place; (3) that the discovery
may be had only by a method of discovery other than that selected
by the party seeking discovery; (4) that certain matters not be
inquired into or that the scope of the discovery be limited to certain
matters; (5) that discovery be conducted with no one present
except persons designated by the court; (6) that a deposition
after being sealed be opened only by order of the court; ( 7) that a
trade secret or other confidential research, development, or
commercial information not be disclosed or be disclosed only
in a designated way; (8) that the parties simultaneously file
specified documents or information enclosed in sealed envelopes
to be opened as directed by the court.

(Emphasis added.)

As stated above, the courts have long construed the discovery addressed in Rule 26 as a

private matter. In Lowe, at 77 Ohio St 3d 354, this Court cited to an oft cited discussion of this

principle by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit in U.S. v. Anderson (1986), 799

F. 2d 1438, 1441. The Eleventh Circuit stated therein that :

Discovery is neither a public process nor typically a matter of
public record. Historically, discovery materials were not available
to the public or press. See Seattle Times Co. v. Rhinehart, 467 US.
20, 104 S. Ct. 2199, 2207-08, 81 L. Ed. 2d 17 (1984) (pretrial
interrogatories and depositions "were not open to the public at
common law"); Gannett Co. v. DePasquale, 443 U.S. 368, 396, 99
S. Ct. 2898, 2914, 61 L. Ed. 2d 608 (1979) (Burger, C.J.,
concurring) ("It has never occurred to anyone, so far as I am
aware, that a pretrial deposition or pretrial interrogatories were
other than wholly private to the litigants."). Moreover, documents
collected during discovery are not `.judicial records." Discovery,
whether civil or criminal, is essentially a private process because
the litigants and the courts assume that the sole purpose of
discovery is to assist trial preparation. That is why parties regularly
agree, and courts often order, that discovery information will
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remain private. Marcus, Myth and Reality in Protective Order
Litigation, 69 Cornell L. Rev. 1, 15 (1983).

If it were otherwise and discovery information and discovery
orders were readily available to the public and the press, the
consequences to the smooth functioning of the discovery process
would be severe. Not only would voluntary discovery be chilled,
but whatever discovery and court encouragement that would take
place would be oral, which is undesirable to the extent that it
creates misunderstanding and surprise for the litigants and the trial
judge. Litigants should not be discouraged from putting their
discovery agreements in writing, and district judges should not be
discouraged from facilitating voluntary discovery.

The Court has applied the same analysis to its discussion of Rule 26. In State ex rel.

Citizens for Open, Responsive & Accountable Gov't. v. Register (2007), 116 Ohio St. 3d 88, 92

this Court discussed a trial court's discretion in controlling discovery:

In resolving these motions, we note that courts have broad
discretion over discovery matters. State ex rel. Abner v. Elliott
(1999), 85 Ohio St.3d 11, 16, 1999 Ohio 199, 706 N.E.2d 765;
Toney v. Berkemer (1983), 6 Ohio St.3d 455, 458, 6 OBR 496, 453
N.E.2d 700. This discretion, which is consistent with Civ.R. 26(C)

and 37(D), applies to rulings on motions for protective orders and
motions for sanctions. Ruwe v. Springft'eld Twp. Bd. of Trustees
(1987), 29 Ohio St3d 59, 61, 29 Ohio B. 441, 505 N.E.2d 957;
Covington v. MetroHealth Sys., 150 Ohio App.3d 558, 2002 Ohio

6629, 782 N.E.2d 624, P24 ("The decision whether to grant or
deny the protective order is within the trial court's discretion, and
will not be reversed absent an abuse of that discretion"); Vaught v.
Cleveland Clinic Found., 98 Ohio St.3d 485, 2003 Ohio 2181, 787
N.E.2d 631, P 13, quoting Nakoff v. Fairview Gen. Hosp. (1996),
75 Ohio St.3d 254, 1996 Ohio 159, 662 N.E.2d 1, syllabus ("`A

trial court has broad discretion when imposing discovery

sanctions"`).

In State ex rel. Grandview Hospital and Medical Center v. Gorman (1990), 51 Ohio St.

3d 94, 95, the Court observed that::

Trial courts have extensive jurisdiction and power over discovery.
This concept is reflected in the Staff Note to Civ. R. 26(C), which
govems protective orders: "Rule 26(C) affirms current Ohio
practice which recognizes the inherent power of a court to control
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discovery. ***" Further, in State, ex rel. Pfeiffer, v. Common
Pleas Court (1968), 13 Ohio St. 2d 133, 137, 42 O.O. 2d 362, 364,
235 N.E. 2d 232, 235, we noted: "Infrequently, but consistently,
this court has relied upon the inherent powers of courts to do those
things necessary to the preservation of judicial powers and
processes. ***" Lastly, Civ. R. 37 reinforces this inherent
authority by authorizing courts to impose sanctions upon those
persons who unjustifiably seek or resist discovery.

The scope of pretrial discovery is broad. "Parties may obtain
discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, which is relevant to
the subject matter * **." Civ. R. 26(B)(1). Privilege must rest
upon some specific constitutional or statutory provision. See In re
Story (1953), 159 Ohio St. 144, 50 O.O. 116, 111 N.E. 2d385.

And while they are both grounded in sound public policy, it can be argued that the

codification of the inherent right of courts to control discovery distinguishes protective orders

issued under this rule from the trial court's uncodified inherent right to seal settlement

agreements at issue in Dues. Moreover, the authority to control discovery addresses documents

still in the hands of the litigants as opposed to a document filed with the court as was the case in

Dues. Thus Dues does not appear to be controlling on the question posited by the Court.

The Court has, in fact, recognized that procedural court rules can constitute an exception

to the Public Records Act. Thus in State ex rel. Beacon Journal Publishing Company v. Waters

(1993), 67 Ohio St. 3d 321, 323-324, the Court was faced with a media request for subpoenas

that were issued for grand jury proceedings and to a grand jury record book. Distinguishing

State ex rel Clark v. Toledo (1990), 54 Ohio St. 3d 55, 56-57, an earlier decision in which it had

held that the Public Records Act cannot be abridged by Criminal Rule 16, the Court opined:

In Clark, the respondents attempted to use Crim.R. 16(B)(2) as a
Public Records Act exception outside the criminal process, and in
fact after the criminal process had been concluded. This argument
should have been rejected on grounds that Crim.R. 16(B)(2) is
essentially a discovery rule and has no application after the
criminal process has concluded. Crim.R. 6, however, creates the
basic procedure for the grand jury, and its provisions are not
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dependent on the passage of time or changes of status of the

parties.

Therefore, we hold that the statement in Clark that seemed to
preclude court rules from ever contradicting substantive statutes
was overbroad. The R.C. 149.43(A)(1) exception for other "state
law" may include procedural court rules, and does include Crim.R.
6(E).

Providing the limits of grand jury secrecy is an element of
"practice and procedure," under Section 5(B), Article IV, Ohio

Constitution, and properly addressed by court rule. Although we
have not previously construed Crim.R. 6(E) in this context, we

have construed Crim.R. 6(A), which provides that the grand jury
shall consist of nine members. In State v. Brown (1988), 38 Ohio

St.3d 305, 528 N.E.2d 523, we held that the number of grand jurors
is a procedural matter and thus suitable to be addressed by rule,
citing Wells v. Maxwell (1963), 174 Ohio St. 198, 200, 22 0.O.2d
147, 148, 188 N.E.2d 160, 161, which held:

"The manner by which an accused is charged with a crime,
whether by indictment *** or by information ***, is strictly a
matter of procedure * * *."

While we have not defined practice and procedure under Section
5(B), Article IV, in Krause v. State (1972), 31 Ohio St.2d 132, 145,
60 0.0.2d 100, 107, 285 N.E.2d 736, 744, we defmed
"substantive" as used in that section as "that body of law which
creates, defines and regulates the rights of the parties." Given this
definition, we find that grand jury secrecy is a procedural matter
rather than a substantive matter and, as such, properly a subject for
court rule. Providing the degree of openness to be observed in
grand jury matters is inherently procedural, and not a matter of
creating, defining, or regulating rights. No one has a right to any
particular degree of openness or secrecy, except as provided by
law.

Crtm.R. 6(E) is thus seen as a lawful procedural rule adopted
pursuant to constitutional authority. As such, it is analogous to an
administrative rule lawfully adopted. "Administrative rules
enacted pursuant to a specific grant of legislative authority are to
be given force and effect of law." Doyle v. Ohio Bur. of Motor
Vehicles (1990), 51 Ohio St.3d 46, 554 N.E.2d 97, paragraph one
of the syllabus. Properly adopted judicial rules have the same
force and effect. Section 5(B), Article IV emphasizes this fact by
stating:
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"All laws in conflict with such rules shall be of no further force or
effect after such rules have taken effect."

Thus, even if R. C. 149.43(A)(1) did not contain an exception to the
broad disclosure rights of R.C. 149.43(B) for disclosures prohibited
by other state law, Section 5(B), Article IV provides the exception.
As Crim.R. 6(E) is a lawful procedural rule, the conflicting R.C.

149.43(B) would be of no further force and effect. See Clark,

supra, Holmes, J., dissenting. However, since R.C. 149.43(A)(1)
explicitly provides for an exception for other state law, we read the
statute and constitutional provision harmoniously rather than as
conflicting. Accordingly, R.C. 149.43(B) grants appellants a
substantive right to inspect and copy public records. However, it
grants no right to records that are otherwise exempt by law from
release as public records. R.C. 149.43(A)(1) excepts records whose
disclosure is prohibited by state law from release as public records.
Section 5(B), Article IV, Ohio Constitution and Crim.R. 6(E),
adopted thereunder, are state laws for this purpose. Together they
create a valid exception to disclosure under R. C. 149.43.

Civil Rule 26 should arguably be given similar treatment. As noted above, like the

Criminal Rules, the Civil Rules of Procedure trace their authority to the Ohio Constitution. Like

the Criminal Rules, "all laws in conflict with such rules shall be of no further force and effect."

The Court, following the lead it set in Waters, should therefore recognize the "catch-all"

provision as allowing it to harmonize the statute and constitutional provision. Cf treatment of

Juv. Rule 37(B); State ex rel. Scripps Howard Broadcasting Co. v. Cuyahoga Co. Ct. of

Common Pleas 1995), 73 Ohio St. 3d 19; State ex rel Plain Dealer Publishing Co. v. Floyd

(2006), 111 Ohio St. 3d 56, 2006 Ohio 4437.

However it should be noted that the Court has issued rulings that would suggest that not

even judicially imposed limitations on discovery can create exceptions to the Public Records

Act. Thus in Gilbert v. Summit Co. (2004), 104 Ohio St. 3d 660, 2004 Ohio 7108, Sununit

County attempted to withhold audit documents related to a federal civil action brought against it

from a public records request made by opposing counsel. The county argued that the request

would violate a discovery cut-off imposed by the court and that the latter fell within the "catch-
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all", relying on State ex rel. Steckman v. Jackson (1994), 70 Ohio St. 3d 420, wherein an

analogous request by counsel for a criminal defendant had resulted in the Court finding that

Criminal Rule 16 was the only means to get access to criminal discovery. This court disagreed,

concluding that Steckman didn't apply to civil proceedings and that the real reason for Steckman

was that the defendant therein was seeking documents that were already protected as trial

preparation records or confidential law enforcement investigatory records. Id at 662, ¶¶8-P9.

The Court found that the attorney in Gilbert was seeking nothing more than what any member of

the public could also obtain and therefore must be disclosed. Id. at ¶9.

The Gilbert case, of course, addresses a situation where a party did not actually seek to

obtain access to discovery but instead tried to supplement discovery through an alternative

means. Thus the Court has not previously addressed the situation where a member of the public

actually makes a public records request of exchanged discovery during ongoing litigation and

that discovery is the subject of a protective order. The Court could actually approach the issue in

several ways. One, it could conclude that the long-standing judicial recognition that discovery is

a private matter, set out in the case law cited above and codified in Rule 26, itself creates a

privacy right protected by state law subject to judicial control and therefore excepted from

disclosure under the "catch-all" provision. Two, the Court could conclude that even if discovery

in general is not protected from disclosure, once a tribunal has acted to protect discovery from

public disclosure under the "good cause" standard set out in Rule 26 (C), it constitutes a

prohibition created under state or federal law, that would suffice to constitute a basis under the

"catch-all" provision so long as "justice requires [it] to protect a party or person from annoyance,

embarrassment, oppression, or undue burden or expense." Or three, the Court could extend the

Dues approach and require an independent basis for excluding the records, basically ruling that
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the Public Records Act "trumps" the discovery rules and the ability of the tribunal to enforce

them to assure privacy.

Where approaches two and three could merge would be in a situation like that in the

present case where the claim for confidentiality is based on asserted trade secrets. Rule 26

(C)(7) expressly recognizes this claim as one dictating a protective order. By targeting this type

of confidential material already protected by a specific statutory provision, i.e., R.C. 1333.61(D),

a reasonable argument would be that the framers of the rule expected that a tribunal facing a

claim of trade secrets could not issue a protective order limiting their disclosure under the

general "good cause" standard without first applying the more specific test to ascertain whether

they are actually trade secrets under the privilege. See State ex rel. Besser v. Ohio State Univ.

(2000), 89 Ohio St. 3d 396, 399-405, 2000 Ohio 207; State ex rel. Plain Dealer v. Ohio Dep't of

Ins. (1997), 80 Ohio St 3d 513, 1997 Ohio 75

As stated above, there is no authority directly on point and this will come down to the

Court's own construction and balancing of the interests involved.

CONCLUSION

In summary, there are strong articulated policy reasons for the confidentiality of

discovery. There are also strong public policy reasons for the broad application of the Public

Records Act. Discovery arguably falls within an exception to the Act under the three scenario's

set out above dependent on how those provisions are construed. It is a case of first impression

and the answer is not definitively laid out in either the language of the Act or the case law

interpreting it.
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Lawriter - OAC - 5717-1-11 Discovery. Page 1 of 2

5717-1-11 Discovery.

(A) Discovery may be permitted by deposition upon oral examination or written questions; written
interrogatories; production of documents or tangible things or permission to enter upon land or other
property; and requests for admissions. The "Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure," effective July 1, 2006, shall
be followed for discovery purposes to the extent they are not inconsistent with other board rules. The

Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure are generally available at a public library, legal library, or on the web at
www.sconet.state.oh.us/rules/civil. Discovery shall be subject to the following limitations:

(1) Dlscovery should be commenced by all parties promptly after the filing of a notice of appeal and
should be completed as expeditiously as possible. Discovery should be completed not more than one
hundred twenty days after the filing of the notice of appeal, which shall also be the last day for a party
to seek involvement of the board In discovery matters. Upon motion and for good cause, the board
may establish other speciflc times for completion of discovery or consideration of discovery motions.

(2) The board expects all counsel to provide for orderly, mutual discovery, freely exchanging
discoverable information and documents. Counsel shall make all reasonable efforts to resolve discovery
disputes by extra-judicial means, without intervention by the assigned attorney examiner. To the
extent counsel may not resolve such disputes, then they may seek intervention of the attorney

examiner to supervise discovery.

(3) Answers, objections or other responses to discovery requests shall be served within twenty-eight

days after service of such requests unless the board orders or the parties agree to a different period of
time. Depositions, interrogatories, and admissions shall not be filed with the board, unless the party
intends to offer such discovery documents as evidence in a hearing; and in such event, such discovery

documents shall be filed at least one day prior to the hearing.

(4) Any motion concerning discovery shall include only those specific portions of the discovery
documents necessary for resolution of the motion and include counsel's statement describing all extra-

judicial efforts undertaken to effect discovery.

(5) An expert may not be permitted to testify If he or she has not been timely identified prior to
hearing. The partles may mutually agree to the exchange of any written reports of expert witnesses to
be relied upon by them. Additionally, an expert's report or portions thereof may be excluded from
evidence if the report was not made available in a timely fashion to complete a mutually agreed

exchange of reports. In all events, the identity of the expert shall be provided to counsel at least
fourteen days prior to hearing, except as otherwise ordered by the attorney examiner, and the written
valuation reports shall be provided to counsel at least seven days prior to hearing, except as otherwise

ordered by the attorney examiner.

(B) No hearing will be continued for purposes of discovery unless good cause is shown.

(C) Cost of discovery shall be paid by the party requesting such discovery.

(D) Upon the motion of a party and for good cause shown, the board may issue a protective order
restricting discovery of a trade secret or other confidential research, development or commercial

information.

Appx. 1
http://66.161.141.164/oac/5717-1-1 1 6/26/2008
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LEXSEE 2007 US DIST. LEXIS 77490

JAMES A. WEIMER, Plaintiff, vs. HONDA OF AMERICA, MFG., INC., Defen-
dant.

Civil Action 2:06-CV-844

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

2007 U.S. Dist. LEXlS 77490

October 17,2007, Decided
October 17,2007, Filed

SUBSEQUENT HISTORY: Motion granted by, in part,
Motion denied by, in part, Request denied by Weimer v.
Honda of Am. Mfg., 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 31853 (S.D.
Ohio, Apr. 17, 2008)

COUNSEL: [*1] For James A. Weimer, Plaintiff: Gary
A Reeve, LEAD ATTORNEY, Kennedy Reeve & Knoll,
Columbus, OH.

For Honda of America MFG., Inc., c/o Statutory Agent
Corporation, Defendant: Mary Ellen Fairfield, LEAD
ATTORNEY, Vorys Sater Seymour & Pease - 2, Co-
lumbus, OH; Alycia N Broz, Vorys, Sater, Seymour and
Pease LLP, Columbus, OH.

JUDGES: Norah McCann King, United States Magis-
trate Judge. Judge Frost.

OPINION BY: Norah McCann King

OPINION

OPINION AND ORDER

This is an employment action in which plaintiff al-
leges that his suspension and eventual termination from
employment violated the Family and Medical Leave Act,
29 US.C. §2601 et seq. ["FMLA"], and Ohio's law pro-
hibiting retaliation for having pursued a Workers' Com-
pensation claim, O.R.C. §4123.90. Plaintiff also asserts a
claim of wrongful discharge in violation of Ohio's public
policy. This matter is now before the Court on plaintiffs
motion to compel production by defendant of its con-
tracts with Health Partners, Ltd. ["Health Partners"],
Honda's on-site health care provider. Plarntiffs Motion to
Compel, Doc. No. 10.

The complaint alleges, inter alia, that plaintiff suf-
fered a head injury at work. Complaint, P6. Plaintiff was
ordered to attend an examination by Health [*2] Part-
ners. Id., P8. Health Partners "ordered him off of work. .
.," Id., P9, and assured plaintiff that it would take care of
"Honda's necessary leave and medical certification pa-
perwork." Id., at P11. Plaintiff was suspended and even-
tually terminated from employment by defendant for
"'violating Family Leave."' Id, PP14 - 15. '

I Defendant disputes many of the factual allega-
tions contained in the Complaint. See Answer,
Doc. No. 3

Plaintiffs motion to compel seeks production of
"each and every document that shows or refers to the
relationship, contractual o[r] otherwise, between Defen-
dant and Health Partners." Request No. 12, PlaintijTs
First Request for Production of Documents, attached to
Plaintiffs Motion to Compel, Doc. No. 10. Although
defendant takes the position that the request is not rele-
vant to any claim or defense, defendant has offered to
produce the requested documents pursuant to the terms
of a protective order. Plaintiff has refused that offer.

Rule 3 7 ' ofthe Federal Rules of Civil Procedure au-
thorizes a motion to compel, provided that the motion to
compel includes a certification that the movant has in
good faith conferred or attempted to confer with the
party failing [*3] to respond to the requests. The Court
is satisfied that the prerequisites to a motion to compel
have been met in this case.

2 Rule 37 reads in pertinent part:

If ... a party, in response to a
request for inspection submitted
under Rule 34, fails to respond

Appx. 3
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that inspection will be permitted as
requested or fails to permit inspec-
tion as requested, the discovering
party may move for an order com-
pelling an answer, or a designa-
tion, or an order compelling in-
spection in accordance with the
request.

Fed R. Civ. P. 37(a)(2)(B).

Determining the proper scope of discovery falls
within the broad discretion of the trial court. Lewis v.
ACB Business Services, Inc., 135 F.3d 389, 402 (6th Cir.
1998). Rule 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
provides for discovery of documents in the "possession,
custody or control" of a party, provided that the docu-
ments "constitute or contain matters within the scope of
Rule 26(b)." Fed R. Civ. P. 34(a).

In turn, Rule 26(b) provides that "[p] arties may ob-
tain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that
is relevant to the claim or defense of any party ...... Fed
R Civ. P. 26(b)(1). Relevance for discovery purposes is
extremely broad. Miller v. Fed. Express Corp., 186
F.R.D. 376, 383 (W.D. Tenn. 1999). [*4] "The scope of
[inquiry] permitted under Rule 26(b) is broader than that
permitted at trial. The test is whether the [requested in-
formation] is reasonably calculated to lead to the discov-
ery of admissible evidence." Mellon v. Cooper-Jarrett,
Inc., 424 F.2d 499, 500-01 (6th Cir. 1970).

Plaintiff alleges, in part, that defendant is estopped
from denying him leave under the FMLA by virtue of the
conduct of Health Partners. "Crucial to [this] determina-
tion ... is that Health Partners was Honda's agent, i.e.,
that Health Partner[']s actions constitute actions of
Honda." Plaintij)s Motion to Compel, at 4. Although
defendant challenges the legal sufficiency of plaintiffs
estoppel theory, the Court nevertheless concludes that
plaintiffs document request is reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. See Fed. R.
Civ. P. 26(b)(1).

Defendant also argues that, even if discoverable, the
information sought by plaintiff should not be produced
except under terms of a protective order. Although a
court is vested with broad discretion to grant or deny a
protective order, that discretion is "limited by the careful
dictates of Fed R. Civ. P. 26." Procter & Gamble Co. v.
Bankers Trust Co., 78 F.3d 219, 227 (6th Cir. 1996).
[*5] The burden of establishing good cause for a protec-
tive order rests with the party seeking the protection. Nix
v. Sword, 11 Fed. Appx. 498, 500 (6th Cir. 2001)(citing
General Dynamics Corp. v. Selb Mfg. Co., 481 F.2d
1204, 1212 (8th Cir. 1973)).

Page 2

Although defendant has not submitted a copy of the
requested documents to the Court for its review, defen-
dant characterizes those documents as containing "confi-
dential, non-public, proprietary information." Defen-
dant's Memorandum in Opposition, at 10. "[A]llowing
public access to this information would place [defendant]
at a competitive disadvantage. [Defendant's] manufactur-
ing competitors would fmd the [Health Partners] contract
useful in negotiating their own agreements with medical
providers thereby diminishing [defendant's] competitive
advantage." Id

Rule 26(c)(7) of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure authorizes a protective order where necessary to
assure that "a trade secret or other confidential research,
development, or commercial information not be revealed
or be revealed only in a designated way; ..." Rule
26(c)(7) "has been interpreted to protect from disclosure
material that would harm the disclosing party by placing
it at a [*6] commercial disadvantage." 6 Moore's Fed-
eral Practice §26 105 [8][a](3d ed.).

Defendant proposed to plaintiff a protective order
that would limit use of the documents to this litigation
only and disclosure of the documents (as well as other
documents denominated "confidential") to the parties to
the litigation, their counsel, their experts and consultants,
and to stenographers and court personnel. Stipulated
Protective Order, PP(C), (D), attached to Defendant's
Memorandum in Opposition. ' Although plaintiff agreed
to redaction "of all purely monetary sections of the con-
tracts," subject to further review by this Court, Exhibit 6,
attached to Plaintiffs Motion to Compel, plaintiff refused
to agree to further restriction on the production:

The agreements set forth in these docu-
ments potentially impact every associate
at Honda, and I believe that Honda's at-
tempt at secrecy in regards to contracts
that bear on the treatment of its employ-
ees' workplace injuries and sickness is in-
defensible.

Exhibit 5, attached to Plaintijfs Motion to Compel.

3 The proposed protective order also contem-
plates resolution by the Court of any dispute re-
garding a party's designation of confidentiality.
Stipulated [*7] Protective Order, P(H)(I).

A court may more readily impose restrictions on
disclosure of documents not traditionally made public.
See, e.g., Seattle Times Co. v. Rhinehart, 467 US. 20,
31-33, 104 S. Ct. 2199, 81 L. Ed 2d 17 (I984)(referring
to information gathered in traditionally private pretrial
civil discovery and not yet publicly disseminated); Bank-
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ers Trust Co., 78 F. 3d at 225 (same). Discovery is con-
ducted in private and restrictions on the public disclosure
of such information is much more readily available. Seat-
tle Times Co., 467 U.S. at 33 n.19. "Private documents
collected during discovery are not judicial records, and ...
private litigants have protectable privacy interests in con-
fidential information contained in such documents."
Howes v. Ashland Oil, Inc., 1991 US. App. LEXIS
10306, 1991 WL 73251, *7 (6th Cir. 1991) (unpub-

Iished)(citing United States v. Anderson, 799 F.2d 1438,

1441 (11th Cir. 1986) and Seattle Times Co., 467 U.S.
20, 104 S. Ct. 2199, 81 L. Ed. 2d 17). In this regard, the
"central issue ... is not the relatively slight right of public
access in this context, but whether the protective order
was an appropriate means of facilitating discovery while
respecting the rights" of others. The Courier Journal v.
Marshall, 828 F.2d 361, 367 (6th Cir. 1987)(dealing
[*8] with a request to disclose the membership of a Ku
Klux Klan organization). This is true even in instances
involving subjects of undeniable public interest. Seattle

Times Co., 467 US. at 31 (upholding prohibition on pub-
lic dissemination of information of non-public discovery
even where "there certainly is a public interest in know-
ing about respondents"); The Courier Journal, 828 F.2d

at 363 (protective order approved even where the pro-
ceedings were "of intense public concem.")

Plaintiffs articulated objection to the issuance of a
protective order is apparently based on rather ill-defined
public policy interests. However, plaintiff asserts his
claim only on his own behalf; this litigation does not
implicate the rights or claims of any other employee of
defendant. Indeed, this litigation does not implicate the
propriety of the relationship between defendant and
Health Partners, nor does it call into question the quality
of care provided by Health Partners to defendant's em-
ployees. Information relating to that relationship is rele-
vant to the litigation, as even plaintiff concedes, only to

Page 3

determine whether Health Parmers' interactions with
plaintiff are properly attributable to defendant. [*9] The
Court therefore concludes that public policy does not
preclude the imposition of restrictions on the discovery
of such information.'

4 The Court expresses no opinion, at this junc-
ture, on the propriety of restriction of access to
documents filed with the Court, at which point a
strong right of public access attaches. See Brown
& Williamson Tobacco Corp. v. F.T.C., 710 F.2d
1165 (6th Cir. 1983).

That being said, however, the Court also concludes
that defendant has failed to establish that the disclosure
of the requested documents in redacted form, as pro-
posed by plaintiff, would nevertheless place defendant at
a competitive disadvantage. Although the burden on de-
fendant at this stage is slight, the defendant must never-
theless meet that burden. See Procter & Gamble Co. v.
Bankers Trust Co., 78 F.3d at 227. Defendant has failed
to establish that the terms of its proposed protective order
are reasonably necessary to preserve its legitimate inter-
est in confidentiality,

WHEREUPON the Court concludes that Plaintiffs

Motion to Compel, Doc. No. 10, is meritorious and it is
therefore GRANTED, except that defendant may redact
the requested documents to exclude information which,
if publically [* 10] disclosed, would place defendant at a
competitive disadvantage.

October 17, 2007

s/Norah McCann King

Norah McCann King

United States Magistrate Judge

Appx.5
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competitive
even hesti0ty' emulatbn implies endeavor to equal or su rpass in
achievement, thamcter, etc. another, usually one greatly admGed

com•pet•i•tive (kam petta tiv) adj. of mvolving, or based
on competition: also com•peNf•to'ry ^-t8rre) -eom•pet9-

"tlve•ly adv. -:om•peNf•Nvemese n.
Com^pet•i•tor (-far) m[L.] a person who competes, as a
business rival

Com•plbgne(k'on pyenry') town in N France, on the Gise
River: the annistices between the Allies & Germany (1918)
& Germany & France (1940) were signed near here: pop.
24,000

com•pi•l•a•tion (kamrpa larshan) n. [ME. compilacioun <
L. competatso, a pili ng. hence collection of documents <
compifalus, pp. of ffT1. the act of compiling 2. something
comprled, as a book, report, etc.

com•plle (Iram pi11) ot. -p1ledr, -p11Nng [ME. compilen <
OFr. com-0iler < L. wmpllare, to snatch together, plunder
< com-. together + pstare, to compress, ram down] 1. to
gather and put together (atatisties, facts. eto.) in an orderly
form 2. to compose (a book, etc.) of materials gathered
from various sources

cam• pla•cen•cy (kam pl-st'n s€) n. [LL. complauntia < L.
complocens: see tC.] quiet satisfaction; coatentment; often,
a,pecrf., self-satisfaction, or smugness: also com•platcence
(-Plfist'ns)

com•pla•cent (-'nt) udj. [L. wmplaceru. prp. of complocere,
t0 he very ple851ng < eanr•, intCns. + plaeere, to PLEASE]
1. satisfied; esp.. self-satisfie, or smug 2. affable; com-
plaisant -eom•pla4ent•ly adv.

com•p lain (kam pl&nr) vi. [ME. compleinen < OFr.
complaindre < V L. tomplangere, orig., to beat the breast <
L. com-, intens. } plangere, to strfkel 1. to claim o;
express pain, displeasure, etc. 2. to find fault; declare
annoyance 3. to make an accusation; bring a formal charge
-corn• lelnrer n.

omn•plapin•ant (-ant) n. [ME. compleinaunt < prp. of OFr.
complaindre: see prec.} Law a person who files a ebarge or
makes the complaint tn court• plaintiff

com•plaint (kampiSntr) n. JME. & OFr. complaints <
comyfaindre] 1. the act of complaining utterance of pain,
displeasum, annoyance, etc. 2. a sub(ect or cause for
complaining; grievance 3. an illness; mlment 4. Law a
formal charge or accusation

com•plal•aattce (lrampl4tz'ns, .s'ns; chiefly Bril. klitnr
pii zanst) n. [Fr. < ff.] I. willingness to please; disposition
to be obllg(ng and agreeable; affability 2. an act or instance
of this

com•plai•eant (kampliirz'nt, .s'nt; ckieJ4y Brit. kamepli
zanV) adj,(Fr.. prp• of compfaire < L. c lacere: see
coMeLnCENT] wilhng to please; affably agreeable; obliging
-com•plapeant•1y adv.

eom•pleat (kam p18tt) adj. archaic sp. af coMeLHxe
eom•p leCt (kam plektt) vt- [L. complecti: see coMPLHx]
[Archaic] to twine together;interweave

sopm•plect•ed (-plokitid) adj. [altered < coMeLSxroNep]
(Diat. or Colb9, lk%same as (DoMPLHxroNap

com•ple•ment ` mrpla mant; far v. -mentt) n- [ME. < L.
compfementum, that which fills up
or completes < compIere: see coM-
PLSrs] 1, that which mmpletes or
bNngs to perfection 2. the amount
or number nce(led to fill or om-

te 3. a omplete set; enthety
V something added to complete a
whole; either of two yarts that
complete each other 5. tiram. a
word or group of words that, with
the verb, complete the meaning
and structure of the pyediate
(Ex.: foreman in make kim jore-
man, paid in he expects to get ¢did)
6. Immnnology any of•a group of
heat-sensitive proteins m the blood
y ina that act with specific anti-

pondinges to destroy corresponding
antigens, as bacteria or foreign

COMPL6MENT

(arc YM, complement
of am WY• angle

YXM, comp^ement of
angle WXY)

proteins 7. MatB. a) the number of degrees that muat be
added to a grven angle or arc to make it equal 90 degrees
b) the subset whieh must be added to any given subset to
yield the original set 8. Music the differeno between a

and t men assigned a a
ship the full

crew oft ol6ceris a
nd

esigned p -ut. to make
complete; be a complement to

Com•p le•men•tar•i•ty (kfunrpla men terra tf) n. [< ff. +
-rry) the state or fact oI being ompkmentary; necessary
interrelationahip or orrespondence

com•ple•men•ta•ry (kOmtpla menRar S) adi• 1. acting as
a complement; completing 2. mutually making up what is
lacking Also com'ple•manrtal

rnmplementary angle either of two angles that together
form a 90" angle

eotttplementsry ax.lore any two oolors of the spectrput
that, combined m the right intenaities, produce white or
nearlv whfte ]ight

oomplement fization Immunology the entering of com-

tq p f n atn mactive^ asau indiatarYncertafn.where it 6ecomes use.d
serologicaltests

290 complication
completus, pp: of cornptere, to fill up, complete < con,
intens. + plere, to fill: for IE. base see svLLy 1. lacking e=
eomponent part; full; whole; entire 2. brought to a comd:•
sion; ended; finished 3. thorough; absolute fto have cmn
plete confidence in someone] 4. accomplished; skillr:t
consummate ut. pletted, -plet7ny 1. to end; finieL.
conclude 2. to make whole, full, or perfect -com•Pletdh
adv. -com•yletcrneas n.
SYN.^empiete 'unplies incluslon of ail that is needed far w.
integrity. perfection. or fulfillment of somethi (a completr ::r+
cumpide controlj• fun impliee the inclusion of al^that is needcd l.
faii doeenl or all that can be held, acStieved• etc. (in fuu hla,,:, i:
total in,p0es an addEng tagether of everything without ucetnl+•-
(tda! number] and ie, in general applicatwns, equivalent ta rnu+
plete (tatal absti¢evcc); whole and enHre imply unbroken mdi V
skessing that not a single part, individual, instnne0. etc. has 1:+-
amitsed ur diminished 1 the mAale student body, one's enNre atl:::
tion/• intaet is appiied to that wlilch remaina whole efter pa+^i e
throuBh a¢ expenence that might have impaired it (the tomu•^^,
leEt the barn inlaa) See also c+-osar -ANT. partlal, de[ecrn,+

complete metamorphosis physial changes m the dcv, 1
opmentofcertaininsectsthatincludeegg,larva,pupa,:ol4
adult stages, as in beetles, moths. beea, etc.

cont.ple•tion (kam pl@tshan) n. [ME. < L. conrpletio] I.
the act of completing. or finishipg 2. tha state of Mlua .`..
completed t

Com•plex (kam plekst; also and for n- always, ksmtplc6ei
adj. [ < L. cmnpiexus, pp. o[ com¢lecti, to eneucle, embrm+-
< com-, with + plertere, to weave, braid] 1. onsistfm• +,(
two or more related parts 2. not simph;; involved or (t,n:
plicated-n. 1. a greup of inten'elated ideas, activities•,,tr
that form, or aee viewed as forming, a single whole 2. n:,
assemblage of uofts, as buildings or roadways, that togethe+
form a single comprehensive group 3. Psychoanalysis ai
an integration of impulses, ideas, and emoNona related b+ n ---

stmngllyinfluening hteinydividual'sattitud
unconscious

esandbehuvi- ^i
b) popularly, an exaggerated dislike or fear; obsessiuu
-com•plexhy adu.
SYN.--eomplea refen: to that which ia made up of ny L 1
rately interrelated or interconnected parts, so that much tudy
knowledgeisneededtounderstandoroperateit(acompiex In #
nismj; <ompllcated is aPplied to that whlch is h;ahly compl ,1
hence very dif5cult to analyze, solve, or undetatand t comph ^(!• h
problemji Intritate specifically suggesis a perylexingly elab^
mtttweavmg of parts that is ditTxult to fall¢w laa intrvcafe -. -
Invalved, in tlus connection, ie applied to aituatione, ideas, otn.
whose par[s are thought of es intertwining rn complicated, un::u
dfeordered, fashion (an involrcd argumevt/ -ANT, aiatplo

complex ftaction a fraction with a fraetion in its numu+n
tior or denominator, or in both

oom•plezdon (kamplekeshan) n. [ME. camplexioun •
OFr. compiczian, ombination of humors, hence temper n
ment < L cumplesio, ombination < complexus: see coy
Pt.ax] 1. a) orig., the combination of the qualities of n,41
heat, (iry ness, and•moisture, or of the tour humors. Ii

and constitution of the body b) the temperament or asn

the skin, esp. of the face 3. general appearance or nal.um,
atitution 2. the color, texture, and general appearanoc ,a

character; aspect --:com•plextfon•al adJ.
com•Rlex•ioned (-shand) adj. having a (specified) c,nn
' plemon [light-complexioned]
com•plex•i ty (kam plekrsa te) n. 1. the condition •
quality of being•complex 2. p!. -tlee anything complcx .t
intricate; eomphcation

complel number a number expressed as the formal suui :,f;
a real number and a multiple of the square root of -1 (f? t., );

'a t b J^, when a and b are real)
complex sentence in traditional grammar, a sentencs^
consisting of a main clause and one or more subordimn5;
clauses

_

com•pli•a•ble (kam plita b'l) adj. [Archaic] compliant
corrt•PU•ance (-ans) n. 1. a comRlying, or giving in b. q`;

request, wish, demand, ete. - acqureseence 2. a tendency (n?
gir+e in readily to others Aiso eom•plpan•cy -in aonq,ll;
ance with in accordance witfi

com• lt•ant (-ant) adj. complying or tending to complYt^
yieldpng; submissive -SYN. see OBEDIENT -com-PII.'t
ant•ly adu.

qaltpyy o^f F^e,ng comtpli ated) 2. pi.l-clee anythinditio r+^ni^^^
t l til d ; comp ia qnp era

cortt•Rlf•cate (k3lmrpla kStr; for adj. -kit) et., vi. -cat'e
-cat Ing [< L. complicatus, pp• of complicare, ta !n
together < com•- together i- plicare, to fold, weave c I
base *plek-, to braid.k <*pe4sto fold), whence pLAx{ 1. u

twist together -adj. ^1. [Arcfiate] complicated `2. Uk(
' wingsfolded lengthwise, as some leaves or insects

cum•pli•cat•ed (-k5trid) adj. made u of parts intricald
erstand, analyze, e.tinvolved; hard to untangle, solve, und

-SYN. see coMrLsx --comrpll•cat'ed•ly ado.
com•pli•ca-tion (kamrpla kifrshan) n. 1. the act of c,iu

plicating, or making involved 2. a comylicated conditlp
or structure; complex, involved, or coafused relational,ly
of parts 3. a complicating factor or occurrence as in ll^'•.
plot of a story or in the unfolding of events 4. Mrd.
second disease or abnormal condition occurring during tli
couree of a primary disease
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LEXSEE 2000 OHIO APP. LEXIS 178
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OPINION

ON APPLICATION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

SLABY, Presiding Judge

Relators, the Beacon Journal Publishing Company
and Marilyn Miller Roane, have petitioned this court for
a writ of mandamus compelling the release of an unre-
dacted incident report by Respondent, Wayne County
Sheriff Thomas G. Maurer. This matter is before the
court on Relators' motion for summary judgment and
Respondent's cross-motion for summary judgment. For
the reasons stated herein, Respondent's motion for sum-
mary judgment is granted in part and denied in part. Re-
lators' motion, similarly, is granted in part and denied in
part.

The parties stipulated to the following facts. An in-
dividual identified as Mr. Bob Huffman contacted the
Wayne County Communications Center on February 28,
1999, indicating that he intended to force law enforce-
ment [*2] officers to kill him. Mr. Huffinan was shot
and killed by an officer of the Wayne County Sheriffs

office later on that date. On March 4, 1999, and March 8,
1999, Relator Marilyn Miller Roane requested release of
(1) an incident report created by the Wayne County Sher-
iff s office and (2) a report prepared by the Buckeye State
Sheriffs Association for the Wayne County Sheriff. Ms.
Roane formally requested the release of the records, pur-
suant to R.C. 149.43, on March 15, 1999. Another re-
quest was made on March 16, 1999. Copies of the inci-
dent report were provided to Relators on March 18,
1999, but all identifying references to law enforcement
officers were redacted. Ms. Roane requested an unre-
dacted version of the report on March 18, 1999. Martin
Franz, Wayne County Prosecuting Attorney, denied the
request the following day. On March 26, 1999, Relators
petitioned this court to compel the release of an unre-
dacted version. Both parties moved for summary judg-
ment.

A writ of mandamus will only issue upon a determina-
tion (1) that the relator has a clear legal right to the re-
quested relief; (2) that the. respondent is under a clear
legal duty to perform the [*3] act requested; and (3) that
no adequate remedy is available at law. State ex rel.
Middletown Bcl of Edn.. v. Butter Cty. Budget Comm.
(1987), 31 Ohio St. 3d 251, 253, 510 N.E.2d 383, citing
State ex reL Westchester v. Bacon (1980), 61 Ohio St. 2d
42, 399 N.E.2d 81, paragraph one of the syllabus. In
cases involving access to public records pursuant to R.C.
149.43, however, the relator need not demonstrate the
absence of a adequate remedy at law. State ex rel.
Findlay Publishing Co. v. Schroeder (1996), 76 Ohio St.
3d 580, 582, 669 NE.2d 835. See, also, R.C. 149.43(C).

Summary judgment is appropriate when:

(1) no genuine issue as to any material fact remains to be
litigated; (2) the moving party is entitled to judgment as
a matter of law; and (3) it appears from the evidence that
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reasonable minds can come to but one conclusion, and
viewing the evidence most strongly in favor of the non-
moving party, that conclusion is adverse to the nonmov-
ing party.

State ex rel. Howard v. Ferreri (1994), 70 Ohio St. 3d
587, 589, 639 N.E.2d 1189. The moving party must in-
form [*4] the court of the basis for the motion and must
reference evidentiary materials, including "the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories, written admis-
sions, affidavits, transcripts of evidence in the pending
case, and written stipulations of fact, if any" that demon-
strate that material facts are undisputed. Dresher v. Burt
(1996), 75 Ohio St. 3d 280, 292-293, 662 N.E.2d 264,
quoting Civ.R 56(C) .

R.C. 149.43(B) requires that:

all public records shall be promptly prepared and
made available for inspection to any person at all reason-
able times during regular business hours. Upon request, a
person responsible for public records shall make copies
available at cost, within a reasonable period of time.

Public records include any record kept by any public
office, but do not include the records described in R.C.
149.43(A) (1) (a) through (p) . RC. 149.43(A) (1) . The
party opposing disclosure bears the burden of demon-
strating that the records in question are not subject to
disclosure. State ex reL James v. Ohio State Univ.
(1994), 70 Ohio St. 3d 168, 169, 637 NE.2d 911. [*5]
Exceptions Pnust be construed liberally in favor of dis-
closure. See State ex rel. The Warren Newspapers v.
Hutson (1994), 70 Ohio St: 3d 619, 621, 640 N E.2d 174.

While the burden remains on Relators to demon-
strate that they have a clear legal right to the information
requested, therefore, we must be mindful that our analy-
sis must proceed with the assumption that the documents
requested are public records subject to disclosure. To
avoid disclosure, Respondent must demonstrate that the
records are subject to one of the statutorily defined ex-
ceptions. Respondent has argued that the incident report
in question, in its unredacted form, is excepted from dis-
closure as a confidential law enforcement investigation
record. See R.C. 149.43(A) (1) (h) . In the altemative,
Respondent has maintained that the records were created
in preparation for trial. See R.C. 149.43(A) (1) (g)
These arguments are addressed in reverse order.

1.

Respondent has argued that the records are exempt
from disclosure as a record kept in preparation for trial.
See R.C. 149.43(A) (1) (g) and R.C. 149.43 [*6] (B) .
This exclusion applies to "any record that contains in-
formation that is specifically compiled in reasonable
anticipation of, or in defense of, a civil or criminal action
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or proceeding, including the independent thought proc-
esses and personal trial preparation of an attorney." R.C.
149.43(A) (4) . Reports authored by law enforcement
officials as part of an investigation, but not initiated or
supervised by attomeys, or compiled with the involve-
ment of counsel, are not subject to this exclusion. State

ex rel Johnson v. Cleveland (1992), 65 Ohio St. 3d 331,
332, 6031V.E.2d 1011. In addition, the Supreme Court of
Ohio has rejected an expansive reading of the trial prepa-
ration exception, concluding that "general criminal inves-
tigations *** do not, as such, create investigative materi-
als exempt from release as trial preparation records."
State ex rel. Coleman v. Cincinnati (1991), 57 Ohio St.
3d 83, 83-84, 566 N.E.2d 151. Accordingly, R.C.

149.43(A) (1) (g) is inapplicable to this case.

II.

Respondent has also argued that the records at issue
are exempt from disclosure as confidential [*7] law en-
forcement investigative records pursuant to R.C.
149.43(A) (1) (h) . In order to conclude that this exemp-
tion applies, this court must detemiine (1) that the re-
cords at issue are confidential law enforcement records,
and (2) that access to the records would create a high
probability that information described in R.C. 149.43(B)
would be disclosed. See State ex reL Vindicator Printing
Co. v. Watkins (1993), 66 Ohio St. 3d 129, 136, 609
tV.E.2d 551.

Although Relators have categorized the records at
issue in this action as the "incident reports" prepared by
responding officers, we note that the reports provided in
their redacted form consist of two distinct types of
documents: (1) the Ohio Uniform Incident Report form
and (2) narrative/supplemental reports provided by re-
sponding officers and witnesses. On its face, Relators'
petition requests only the incident report. This report
constitutes a routine incident report subject to immediate
disclosure. State ex rel. Steckman v. Jackson (1994), 70
Ohio St. 3d 420, 639 N.E.2d 83, paragraph five of the
syllabus. See, also, State ex rel. Beacon Journal v. Uni-
versity of Akron (1980), 64 Ohio St 2d 392, 396, 415
N.E.2d 310 [*8] (characterizing incident reports as "rou-
tine factual reports *** fulfilling the duty imposed upon
all law enforcement agencies to generate ongoing offense
reports [and to] chronicle factual events reported to
them") . The fact that the incident report involved an
investigation of an officer's actions does not affect its
characterization as an investigatory record. See State ex
rel. Natl. Broadcasting Co. v. Cleveland (1991), 57 Ohio
St. 3d 77, 79-80, 566 N.E.2d 146 (concluding that inves-
tigations by the Cleveland Police Department of all inci-
dents of deadly force involving police officers consti-
tuted confidential law enforcement records without re-
spect to the outcome of the investigation) . Because in-
formation was redacted from the incident report in con-
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junction with the investigation, however, we must review
the incident report in tandem with the narra-
tive/supplemental reports.

Confidential law enforcement investigatory records
not subject to disclosure include "any record that pertains
to a law enforcement matter of a criminal *** nature,"
when release would create a high probability that the
identity of an uncharged suspect would be disclosed.
R.C. 149.43 [*9] (A) (2) . This exception governs the
situation in which documents identify the subject of an
ongoing investigation in which prosecution has not
commenced. See State ex rel. Outlet Communications v.
Lancaster Police Dept. (1988), 38 Ohio St. 3d 324, 328,
528 N.E.2d 175. "In order for law enforcement records to
be subject to disclosure, *** some action beyond the
investigatory stage where subjects have either been ar-
rested, cited, or otherwise charged with an offense" is
required. State ex rel. Thompson Newspapers, Inc. v.
Martin (1989), 47 Ohio St. 3d 28, 30, 546 N.E.2d 939.
This exception is not ameliorated by "the passage of
time, the lack of enforcement action, or a prosecutor's
decision not to file formal charges. *** It is thus not re-
stricted to current, uncharged suspects." (Emphasis
added.) State ex rel. Master v. Cleveland (1996), 75 Ohio
St. 3d 23, 30, 661 N.E.2d 180. See, also, State ex rel.
Thompson Newspapers, Inc. v. Martin, 47 Ohio St. 3d
28, 546 N. E.2d 939, at paragraph two of the syllabus.

The narrative/supplemental reports in this case con-
sist of narratives prepared by the responding officers
after the fatal shooting. [*10] All identifying references
to law enforcement personnel were redacted by Respon-
dent. Respondent stated in his deposition that reports of
this type are subject to "multiple supplements and inves-
tigations to follow." Shortly after the shooting, Respon-
dent initiated an investigation by the Buckeye State Sher-
iffs Association, which reviewed the incident report and
the narrative/supplemental reports in the course of its
inquiry. The incident was also referred to the Wayne
County Prosecutor, who decided not to pursue criminal
charges against any officer. Respondent stated that the
incident was investigated as a homicide. On the advice of
the prosecuting attorney, the name of the officer who
fired the fatal shots was redacted because he was a "sus-
pect," and the names of the other officers were redacted
"based on the probability that the other names would
reveal the name of the suspect" by process of elimination
or by contact with the named officers.

Disclosure of unredacted versions of the narra-
tive/supplemental reports would reveal the identity of the
officer who fired the fatal shot. Although charges were
not filed against the officer, this fact would not remove
the narrative/supplement [*11] reports from the scope of
the exclusion provided in RC. 149.43(A) (2) (a) . Conse-
quently, they would not be subject to disclosure. Al-
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though the Uniform Incident Report is not a confidential
law enforcement investigatory record in and of itself,
further investigation, as reflected in the narra-
tive/supplemental reports, may have led to an investiga-
tion focused on a single suspect. As discussed supra, this
infornration would create a high probability that the iden-
tity of the shooter would be disclosed. In this situation,
R.C. 149.43(A) (2) (a) mandates that the incident report's
exclusion from the defmition of public records.

Although we are compelled by statute to reach this
conclusion, we note that the implications of this result
are incongruous with the policy interests underlying RC.
149.43. The protection afforded by R.C. 149.43(A) (2)
(a) avoids adverse publicity for an uncharged suspect
who, but for the disclosure, may not have been identified
with the investigation in any way. State ex rel. Moreland
v. Dayton (1993), 67 Ohio St. 3d 129, 131, 616 N.E.2d
234. [*12] In addition, the exclusion protects the integ-
rity of the investigative process by facilitating later ef-
forts to reopen and solve an inactive case. Id. In this
case, the shooting officer was identified by the incident
reports filed imtnediately after the incident. As such, his
identity was not placed in question. This case is not "un-
solved" in the true sense of the word. Rather, the facts
conclusively indicated that Mr. Huffinan was killed as a
result of gunfire from a known officer. Following a con-
clusion that the actions of the officer were justified, the
prosecutor elected not to pursue charges. With respect to
a determination of the shooter's identity, this investiga-
tion is not subject to reopening.

The incident underlying this petition involves one
officer's response to circumstances that arose from the
performance of his or her duties. This situation is readily
distinguishable from investigation of an individual, or
even an officer, whose actions are not related to a law
enforcement function. An investigation of a fatal police
shooting will always occur despite the fact that it may
ultimately be determined that no crime has been commit-
ted. Nonetheless, the public derives a[*13] "manifest"
benefit in scrutinizing work-related incidents of violence
involving law enforcement personnel. State ex rel.
Olander v. French (1997), 79 Ohio St. 3d 176, 180, 680
N.E.2d 962, citing State ex rel. Multimedia, Inc. v.
Whalen (1990), 51 Ohio St. 3d 99, 100. ', 554 NE.2d
1321 It is only appropriate that incidents involving the
performance of law enforcement personnel that result in
injury or death should be subject to public scrutiny.

I In Whalen, 51 Ohio St. 3d 99, 554 NE.2d
1321, the Ohio Supreme Court granted the rela-
tor's request for attomey's fees. The underlying
writ in that case compelled the Hamilton County
Sheriff to release records pertaining to a fatal
shooting by a police officer. The respondent ar-
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gued that the records were exempted from disclo-
sure by executive privilege and that the relator
could not establish a clear legal duty to disclose
the records. The Court rejected both arguments.
The respondent, however, did not raise the inves-
tigatory records exception and, accordingly, the
Court did not address the issue. Id. at 100-01.
Similarly, the Court in State ex rel. Natl. Broad-
casting Co. v. Cleveland, supra, concluded that
investigations of deadly force by police officers
could qualify as confidential law enforcement re-
cords, but the uncharged suspect exception was
not at issue in that case.

[*14] The legislature, however, has not created an
"exception to the exception" governing this situation.
The logical result of application of the uncharged suspect
exception in these cases is that the public will not have
access to the names of officers involved in violent con-
frontations with the public in the vast majority of cases
in which the officers' conduct is investigated and deter-
mined to be justified and in which charges are never
filed. We are not persuaded that this result furthers the
purposes advanced by the legislature in carving out the
uncharged suspect exception to disclosure. Nonetheless,
we are constrained by the legislature's silence to reach
this conclusion. To the extent that the identity of this
officer was included in the Uniform Incident Report, by
error, inadvertence, or neglect, it may be redacted on the
incident report based on the characterization of the un-
derlying narratives.

Relators' motion for summary judgment is granted in
part and denied in part. Similarly, Respondent's motion is
granted in part and denied in part. It is our detennination
that that the writ may issue for a fully unredacted version
of the Uniform Incident Report to the extent that the
[*15] actual shooter is not identified. Because Relators
have been provided with a copy of the report prepared by
the Buckeye State Sheriffs Association, that portion of
the petition is moot.

Relators have also moved for attorney fees. Attorney
fees are authorized, but not mandated, by R. C. 149.43(C)
. State ex rel. Akron Beacon Journal Publishing Co. v.
Akron Metro. Hous. Auth. (1989), 42 Ohio St. 3d 1, 2,
535 N.E.2d 1366, citing State ex reL Fox v. Cuyahoga
Cty. Hosp. System (1988), 39 Ohio St. 3d 108, 529
N.E.2d 443, paragraph two of the syllabus. In this case,
Respondents pursued reasonable legal theories in this
action and there is no indication that they acted in bad
faith. See State ex rel. Fox v. Cuyahoga Cty.
Hosp.System, 39 Ohio St. 3d at 112. The motion for at-
torney's fees is denied.

Judgment accordingly.
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Judgment ordered as set forth above.

Immediately upon the filing hereof, this document
shall constitute the joumal entry of judgment, and it shall
be file stamped by the Clerk of the Court of Appeals at
which time the period for review shall begin to run.
App.R. 22(E) .

Costs taxed [* 16] to the relators.

Exceptions.

LYNN C. SLABY

FOR THE COURT

BATCHELDER, J.

CONCURS

CARR, J.

DISSENTS IN PART

CONCUR BY: CARR (In Part)

DISSENT BY: CARR (In Part)

DISSENT

DISSENTS IN PART, SAYING:

Because I would grant the writ in its entirety, I must
respectfully dissent from those portions of the majority
opinion that deny access to an unredacted version of the
incident report.

The majority correctly observes that the policy ra-
tionale underlying the uncharged suspect exception is to
"avoid adverse publicity for an uncharged suspect who,
but for the disclosure, may not have been identified with
the investigation in any way," but denies access to the
incident report based on an expansive interpretation of
the exception. This runs afoul of the general rule that
R.C. 149.43 must be construed liberally in favor of dis-
closure, and:

contravenes our duty to liberally construe R.C. 149.43
*** in favor of broad access, with any doubt resolved in
favor of disclosure of public records. *** [This conclu-
sion] does not advance the preeminent purpose of R.C.
149.43, i.e., "Yo expose government [*17] activity to
public scrutiny, which is absolutely essential to the
proper working of a democracy."'

(Citation omitted.) State ex rel. Beacon Journal Co. v.
Whitmore (1998), 83 Ohio St. 3d 61, 65, 697 N.E.2d 640,
Cook, J., dissenting.

For these reasons, I respectfully dissent.
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