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STATEMENT OF CASE AND FACTS

On June 15, 2011, Appellant, Leotis M. Daggett plead guilty

to one count of robbery as contained in count 1 of his indictment.

Subsequently on June 20, 2011, he was sentenced to a six (6)-

year term of imprisonment for the sole count. However, the ini-

tial judgment imposing sentence incorporated that appellant's

robbery count was a felony of the fourth degree. As such, the

original judgment was void and should have been corrected in

collaboration with this Court's empirical holding in State v.

Baker, and Crim. R. 32(C). Instead of complying with the rules

of procedure and validly issuing a correct sentencing judgment,

the trial court issued two additional partial journal entries,

thus violating this Court's one-document rule. (See attached

journal entries along with original sentencing judgment of June

20, 2011). Following the original judgment of conviction, the

trial court issued a nunc pro tunc entry on June 27, 2011 -

approximately five days following its initial order. In the

above nunc pro tunc entry, the trial court again incorporated

that appellant's robbery conviction was a felony of the 4th

degree. Then on July 8, 2011, the trial court issued a second

nunc pro tunc entry where it then changed the degree of felony

from a 4th to a 2nd degree felony. However, neither nunc pro

tunc entry complied with the Baker requirement that all elements

of the conviction be incorporated in one document. (Again,
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see attached journal entries, dated both, June 27, 2011 and

July 8, 2011). Both nunc pro tunc entries were fatally flawed

and completely contrary to this Court's one-document rule.

As such, appellant continued to remain under the custody of

the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction pursuant

to his original judgment of June 20, 2011. After giving the

trial court numerous opportunity to validate its original judg-

ment, appellant eventually filed a writ of habeas corpus on

October 5, 2012. The writ was filed because appellant continued

to remain under ODRC's custody beyond the statutorily mandated

term of a 4th degree felony. Under Ohio law, the maximum prison

term that can be served for a felony of the 4th degree is 18-

months. With the combination of appellant's jail-time credit

coupled with his incarceration time, October of 2012 exceeded

the maximum 18-month sentence that could be served for a felony

of the 4th degree. To date, appellant continues to remain under

the custody of the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correc-

tion pursuant to his original judgment of conviction dated June

20, 2011. However, appellee originally argued that somehow,

appellant could have appealed the non-compliant^.journali_entries..

to the Ninth District Court of Appeals to remedy the matter,

and the Fifth District Court of Appeals subsequently agreed

and denied appellant's writ of habeas corpus.
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It needs to be duly noted however, that in issuing their

opinion on February 27, 2013, the Fifth District completely

failed to address the actual substance of the petition - that

is the trial court's violation of the one-document rule pur-

suant to Crim. R. 32(C). In rendering their opinion, the Fifth

District Court of Appeals stayed entirely clear of the issue

of Baker;, in conjunction with Crim. R. 32(C) - the pivital scope

of appellant's petition for relief.

As such, the instant appeal arises and hereby provides

unequivocal grounds for relief on the merits.

position of Law now follows.

Appellant's Pro-

APPELLANT'S SOLE PROPOSITION OF LAW I.

THE FIFTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS COMMITTED REVERSIBLE ERROR

WHEN IT DENIED APPELLANT'S PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS
WITHOUT ANY DEFERENCE TO THE SUBSTANCE OF HIS ARGUMENT AND WHERE

HE UNQUESTIONABLY DEMONSTRATED HIS ENTITLEMENT TO RELEASE FROM

STATE CUSTODY. O.R.C. 2725.01 et seq.

On February 27, 2013, the Fifth District Court of Appeals

for Richland County denied appellant's petition for writ of

habeas corpus. In their holding, they provided that appellant'.

should have somehow raised the non-final appealable orders in

a direct appeal of his conviction and sentence. In so holding,

the appellate court essentially ignored the vital premise of

this Court's repeated authorities regarding the one-document

-3-



rule. Further, the Fifth District inherently ignored the fact

that without a complete order in which to perfect an appeal,

appellant was continuously "stuck in limbo" until the trial

court issued a final judgment in compliance with Crim.R. 32(C).

There was simply no reason the trial court could not comply

with Baker requiremnts prior to the 19th month filing of ap-

pellant's petition for habeas corpus. Since the trial court

already went the great lengths of issuing partial nunc pro tunc

entries, it was patently obvious that the court was fully aware

of their elemental error concerning the degree of felony to

be applied. As such, the trial court had relentless time to

issue a final judgment of conviction in compliance with State

v. Baker, 119 Ohio St. 3d 197. It did not, and upon expiration

of the maximum term that can be served for a felony of the 4th

degree, appellant excersised his statutory right to extraordinary

relief in habeas corpus. All of the incorporated documents

affirmed appellant's entitlement to relief, and the Fifth Dis-

strict entirely disregarded those evidentiary materials. To

date, appellant has been incarcerated pursaunt to a facially

void sentencing order, and because the trial court failed to

correct its original order in compliance with the Rules of Crimi-

nal Procedure, their jurisdiction became lost the moment appellant

was incarcerated one day over the maximum term prescribed for
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a felony of the 4th degree.

With full acknowledgement that extraordinary writs are

to be granted with utmost caution, the facts and circumstances

surrounding this case are extremely clear. The fact that the

trial court was fully aware of its jurisdictional error just

days following its initial judgment is all the more reason to

grant extraordinary relief in this matter. The jurisdictional

error was not in any way, the fault of appellant and should

not serve as a basis to continually confine him well beyond

the time prescribed for a felony of the 4th degree as incor-

porated in his original judgment of conviction. The facts of

this case and the evidentiary materials attached hereto are

abundantly clear: That presently, appellant is incarcerated

pursuant to.his original judgment of convition dated, June 20,

2011. The subsequent journal entries are totally non-compliant

with Baker, supra, and therefore cannot serve as any basis to

cure the original jurisdictional defect.

For those reasons, appellant's original petition for writ

of habeas corpus should have been granted and his release soli-

dified.
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CONCLUSION

For the aforementioned reasons, Appellant, Leotis M. Daggett

urges reversal of the Fifth District Court of Appeals February

27, 2013 order that denied him relief in habeas corpus. All

of the incorporated facts and evidentiary materials unequivo-

cally entitled appellant to immediate release from State cus-

tody. Appellant hereby urgently moves this Court for superior

review of the original action and relief from judgment accordingly.

All journal entries along with opinion of the Fifth District

Court of Appeals attached.

Respectfully submitted,

g ^

IS M. DAGGETT

Appellant.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing has been

sent to the Attorney for Appellee, Michael Dewine, Attorney

General at 150 East Gay Street, 16th Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215

this day of May, 2013 by U.S. First-Class Mail.

B / °

L TIS M. DAGGETT

APPELLEE.
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Richland County, Case No. 12 CA 99

Wise, P. J.

2

{11} This matter came before the Court for consideration of Petitioner Leotis M.

Daggett's Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus, filed October 5, 2012, and the Motion to

Dismiss, filed November 8, 2012, by Respondent Margaret Bradshaw, Warden of

Rich land Correctional Institution

{12} Upon review of the petition presently before this Court, we note that

"habeas corpus lies only if the petitioner is entitled to immediate release from

confinement." State ex rel. Jackson v. McFaul, 73 Ohio St.3d 185, 188, 652 N.E.2d 746

(1995). In habeas corpus cases, the burden of proof is on the petitioner to establish his

right to release. Halleck v. Koloski, 4 Ohio St.2d 76, 77, 212 N.E.2d 601 (1965);

Yarbrough v. Maxwell, 174 Ohio St. 287, 288, 189 N.E.2d 136 (1963). "[U]nsupported

and uncorroborated statements of the petitioner, standing alone, are not sufficient to

overcome the presumption of regularity of the court's judgment." Yarbrough, 174 Ohio

St. at 288, 189 N.E.2d 136 (1963). "Like other extraordinary-writ actions, habeas corpus

is not available when there is an adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law." In re

Complaint for Writ of Habeas Corpus for Goeller, 103 Ohio St.3d 427, 2004-Ohio-5579,

816 N.E.2d 594, ¶ 6.

{13} Petitioner Leotis Daggett was indicted and pled guilty to one count of

Robbery, in violation of R.C. 2911.02(A)(2), a second degree felony. Petitioner entered

into a negotiated plea agreement and on June 20, 2011, he was sentenced to six (6)

years in prison. The trial court issued a nunc pro tunc entry on June 27, 2011, to add

that Petitioner was subject to a three (3) year period of post release control. On July 8,



Richland County, Case No. 12 CA 90 3

2011, the trial court fiied a second nunc pro tunc entry correcting the sentencing entry to

reflect that Robbery is a second degree felony.

{¶4} In the instant Petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus, Petitioner argues the

trial court's nunc pro tunc sentencing entries are void claiming the trial court lacked

authority to issue same. He further argues that because his original sentencing entry

stated his robbery conviction was a fourth degree felony, he is being illegally restrained

because he has aiready served the maximum time for a fourth degree felony.

(15) Here, Daggett's petition fails because the issue he raises is one that could

have and should have been raised in a direct appeal of his conviction and sentence.

The Ohio Supreme Court has recognized that habeas corpus is not to be used as a

substitute for other forms of action, such as direct appeal. Adams v. Humphreys (1986),

27 Ohio St.3d 43, 500 N.E.2d 1373. "Habeas corpus is not a proper remedy for

reviewing allegations of sentencing errors when that sentence was made by a court of

proper jurisdiction. R.C. 2725.05; Majoros v. Collins (1992), 64 Ohio St.3d 442, 596

N.E.2d 1038; State ex rel. Wynn v. Baker (1991), 61 Ohio St.3d 464, 575 N.E.2d 208.

Direct appeal or post-conviction relief is instead the proper avenue to address such

alleged errors in sentericing. Blackburn v. Jago (1988), 39 Ohio St.3d 139, 139, 529

N.E.2d 929." Id. at ¶ 4.

{16} Furthermore, in Patterson v. Ohio Adult Parole Auth., 120 Ohio St.3d 311,

2008-Ohio-6147, 898 N.E.2d 950, ¶ 8, the petitioner sought the extraordinary writ of

habeas corpus to obtain his release from post-release controi because the trial judge

had failed to notify him of post-release control during the sentencing hearing. The

Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed the denial of the writ because there was an adequate
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remedy at law that precluded such extraordinary relief. The court held that direct appeal

from the sentence was the remedy for improprieties relating to post-release control: "We

have never held that these claims can be raised by extraordinary writ when the

sentencing entry includes post-release control, however inartfully it might be phrased."

See, also, Pierre v. McFaul, Cuyahoga App. No. 94357, 2010-Ohio-271; and In Re:

Jackson v. Phillips, Cuyahoga App. No. 91963, 2009 ,Ohio-125.

{17} For the foregoing reasons, the Court hereby denies the Petition for Writ of

Habeas Corpus and grants Respondent's Motion to Dismiss.

{18} IT IS SO ORDERED.

By: Wise, P. J.

Delaney, J., and

Edwards, J., concur

JUDGES

JWW/d 0208
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Case No. CR 11 03 0789

3OURNAL ENTRY

On June 15, 2011, now comes the Prosecuting Attorney, JENNIE SHUKI, and the Defendant,

LEOTIS M. DAGGETT, being in Court with counsel, CANDACE HIM-KNOX, and the Defendant was

fully advised of his Constitutional rights and his rights as required under Rule 11 of the Ohio Rules of

Criminal Procedure.

By plea agreement, the Defendant retracts his plea of Not Guilty previously entered, and for

plea to said Indictment, says he is GUILTY of-the charge of ROBBERY, as contained in Count 1 of the

Indictment, which offense occurred after July 1, 1996, and which plea, voluntarily made and with a

full understanding of the consequences, is accepted by the Court. Thereupon, the Court finds the

Defendant guilty on the above. offense(s).

T he Defendant vvas afforded all rights pursuant to Crim. R. 11. The Court considered the

record, statements of counsel, as well as the principles and purposes of sentencing under O.R.C.

2929.11, and the seriousness and recidivism factors under O.R.C. 2929.12.

The Court's sentence in this case is the result of a negotiated plea agreement between the

State of Ohio and the Defendant. The Court inquired of the Defendant if he had anything to say why

judgment should not be pronounced against him; and having nothing but what he had already said,

and showing no good an sufficient cause why judgment should not be pronounced:

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED BY THIS COURT that the Defendant, LEOTIS

M. DAGGETT, be committed to the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections for an agreed

sentence of Six (6) Years, and is Ordered to serve a mandatory period of 3 years of post release control,

for punishment of ROBBERY, Ohio Revised Code Section 2911.02(A)(2), a felony of the 4th degree, and

that the Defendant pay the costs of this prosecution for which execution is hereby awarded; said

monies to be paid to the Summit County Clerk of Courts, 205 South High Street, Akron, Ohio, 44308.

As part of the sentence in this case, the Defendant shall be supervised on post-release control

by the Adult Parole Authority for a marcdatory period of 3 years after being released from prison. If

the Defendant violates the terms and conditions of post-release control, the Adult Parole Authority

may impose a residential- sanction that may include a prison term of up to nine months, and the

maximum cumulative prison term for all violations shall not exceed one-half of the stated prison term.

If the Defendant pleads guilty to, or is convicted of, a new felony offense while on post-release control,

the sentencing court may impose a prison term for the new felony offense as well as an additional

consecutive prison term for the post-release control violation of twelve months or whatever time

remains on the Defendant's post-release control period, whichever is greater.

^
t
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF SUMMIT

THE STATE OF OHIO

vs.

LEOTIS M. DAGGET3'

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. CR 11 03 0789

]OURNAL ENTRY

On June 22, 2011, this Journal Entry is filed NUNC PRO TUNC to

correct the Journal Entry dated June 15, 2011, and filed June 20, 2011, in the

fifth (5th) paragraph to read in part as follows:

" . . . LEOTIS M. DAGGETT, be committed to the Ohio Department of

Rehabilitation and Corrections for an agreed sentence of Six (6) Years, and is

Ordered to serve a mandatory period of 3 years of post release control, for

punishment of ROBBERY, Ohio Revised Code Section 2911.02(A)(2), a felony of

the 4th degree, . .

APPROVED:
June 22, 2011 _ - - 7

S.jam LY E CALLAHAN, Judge
Court of Common Pleas
County of Summit, Ohio

cc: Prosecutor Jennie Shuki
Adult Probation Department
Attorney Candace Kim-Knox
LCI - CERTIFIED

00^^ _C0'`'NT(
,^,^^K,



COPY ^
^'^'THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF SUMMIT
c`N^^^^^^, _,.

THE STATE: OF OHIO ) Case No. CR 11 03 0789

^.; ^`•L^ . ^^^,

)
vs. )

)
LEOTIS M. DAGGETT ) JOURNAL ENTRY

On July 5, 2011, this Journal Entry is filed NUNC PRO TUNC to correct

the Journal Entry dated June 22, 2011, and filed June 27, 2011, in the fifth

(5th) paragraph to read in part as follows:

"... LEOTIS M. DAGGETT, be committed to the Ohio Department of

Rehabilitation and Corrections for an agreed sentence of Six (6) Years, and is

Ordered to serve a mandatory period of 3 years of post release control, for

punishment of ROBBERY, Ohio Revised Code Section 2911.02(A)(2), a felony of

the 2nd degree, . . ."

APPROVED: ^3
July 5, 20 i 1
jam

LXNNE S. CALLAHAN, Judge

Court of Common Pleas
County of Summit, Ohio

cc: Prosecutor Jennie Shuki
Adult Probation Department
Attorney Candace Kim-Knox
LCI - CERTIFIED
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

RICHLAND COUNTY, OHIO

LEOTIS M. DAGGETT (602-994)
P.O. BOX 8107
MANSFIELD, OHIO 44901

CASE NO

PETITIONER,

V.

WARDEN, MARGARET BRADSHAW
RICHLAND CORRECTIONAL INST.

P.O. BOX 8107
MANSFIELD, OHIO 44901

PETITION FOR WRIT OF
HABEAS CORPUS

O.R.C. 2725.01 et seq.

Statutorily Required
Affidavits Enclosed

Affidavit of Verity
Affidavit Certifying Prior
Civil Actions and Criminal

Appeals
Waiver and Affidavit-of

IndigencyRESPONDENT.

Now comes Petitioner, Leotis M. Daggett, and hereby moves

this Court for an Order, granting him extraordinary relief in

Habeas Corpus. Petitioner is currently being illegally restrained

of his liberty at the Richland Correctional Institution in Rich-

land County, Ohio. Respondent is the Warden of Richhand Correc-

tional Institution where Petitioner's current confinement exists,

thereby bringing forth t-he instant action within full compliance

with the statutory mandates of R.C. 2725.01 of the Ohio Revised

Code.



Incorporated herein, are the Statement of Facts for Relief,

along with all accompanying affidavits entitling Petitioner

to the Judicial and extraordinary relief requested henceforth.

The jurisdiction of this Honorable Court is hereby vested

with full subject-matter.

Res ectfully submitted,

^^
L OTIS M. DAGGETT(602 9

P.O. BOX 8107
MANSFIELD, OHIO 44901

Petitioner.



PETSTATEMENT OF FACTI HENT
ABIEAS COR USTIONER TO RELIEF

1) On March 23, 2011, Petitioner, Leotis Daggett was arres-

ted and charged with one (1) count of robbery, in viola-

tion of 2911.02 (A)(2) of the Ohio Revised Code.

2) On June 15, 2011, Petitioner was sentenced, following

a guilty plea, to the above robbery count. However,

Respondent sentenced Petitioner to a six (6) year term

of imprisonment for the sole count of robbery, albeit

holding that it was a felony of the 4th degree. (See

attached Journal Entry, dated June 20, 2011.

3) As such, Petitioner's stated prison term was preciiselj;%

four-and-one-half years above the statutory guidlines for

a felony of the fourth (4th) degree.

4) In obtaining knowledge of the above error, Respondent

attempted to correct the original judgment by preparing

a NUNC PRO TUNC entry on July 8, 2011. However, the

purported corrected entry failed to incorporate all

of the original findings rendered on June 20, 2011.

As a result, the attempted correction to the original

judgment violated the one-subject rule as firmly enumera-

ted in State v. Baker, 119 Ohio St.3d 197.

5) Because the above attempt to correct the original judg-

ment failed to alter the original entry of June 20,

2011 in connection with Baker, supra and Crim.R. 32(C),

Petitioner continued to be confined pursuant to the

initial judgment. To date, Petitioner is currently in-

carcerated beyond the 18-month statutory guideline range

for a felony of the fourth degree.

6) As a result, Petitioner's confinement now results in

false imprisonment, and in violation of the Ohio Revised

Code per the subject-matter of the original judgment.



7) Because to date, Petitioner has now served over the

statutory maximum term of 18-months as prescribed for

a felony of the fourth degree, his continued confinement

surpasses the full jurisdiction of the Ohio Department

of Rehabilitation and Correction's Administrative and

StatutQry authority pursuant to 07 ORD 12. Hereby, Peti-

~V 3tioner must be effectively discharged accordingly.

8) Habeas Corpus must issue in the present case, because

Respondent is now without subject-matter jurisdiction

to lawfully correct the original judgment of conviction

in Criminal Case No. CR 11 03 0789. Petitioner's judg-

ment of conviction imposes a 6-year sentence for a felony

of the 4th degree robbery, thereby depriving Respondent

of any authority to now enter a valid correction to

that original judgment.

9) Petitioner has now been confined beyond the 18-month
of the 4th degree, thereby

statutory maximum for a felony

entitling him to immediate release from Ohio State custody.

original
10) Attached hereto, is a time-stamped copy of the along

judgment of conviction in Case No. CR 11 03 0789,

with two (2) separate limited journal entries titled,

NUNC PRO TUNC. As such, Petitioner is confined pursuant

to one complete final order in compliance with Crim.

R. 32 (C), and two incomplete orders, inviolation of

the one-subject rule as firmly held in State v. Baker,

119 Ohio St.3d 197.

11) Upon full review of the Exhibits incorporated herein,

this Court will come to but one conclusion: that his

confinement beyond the statutory prescribed maximum

for a 4th degree felony is an illegal restraint of his

-2-



liberty, and habeas relief is both, constitutioaally

and statutorily warranted in this action.

12) Petitioner hereby prays for an executed order, gran-

ting him extraordinary relief in habeas corpus, to effect

his immediate discharge from unlawful confinement.

13) Petitioner has fully demonstrated his entitlement to

to the extraordinary relief requested pursuant to the

strict provisions of Section 2725 of the Ohio Revised

Code.

= 14) Petitioner hereby moves this Superior Court to the at-

tached Exhibits as incorporated herein, to determine

the absolute validity of the instant action.

15) Petitioner further says not.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF:

Upon full review of all the facts stipulated above,

along with Exhibits that effect jurisdiction of the instant

action, Petitioner, Leotis M. Daggett hereby moves for extra-

ordinary relief in habeas corpus. All of the attached Exhibits

fully demonstrate that Petitioner is fully entitled to discharge

from State custody. The Committment papers incorporated herein

entirely solidify the above facts.

Hereby Petitioner expressly moves for the following

Order:

1) That this Honorable Court issue a conclusive writ

of habeas corpus ordering Petitioner's release from

-3-



State custody effective immediately; and

2) Enter an Order of foreclosure against pro-
to exert phantom j

hibiting her from attempting

tion over Petitioner's original judgment in Summit County

Court of Common Pleas Case No. CR 11 03 0789.

Relief is hereby accordingly sought.

Res ectfully submitted,

L 0 IS M. DAGGETT

Petitioner.

-4-



IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

STATE OF OHIO,

Plaintiff-Appellee,

vs.

Case No. 5
A
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County Court of Appeais
(At Appellate District
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Defendant-Appellant.

CE OF APPEAL OF APPELLANT &`^
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF APPELLANT

Appellant hereby gives notice of appeal to the Supreme Court of

Ohio from the judgment of the County Court of Appeals, PPellate

District, entered in Court of Appeals Case No.laC-̂--9qon Qrl Q

This
case raises a substantial constitutional question, involves a felony, and is of public or

great general interest.

Sl A

C5 9

NAME AND PIUMB6R

1NS71TUT1ON

ADDRESS

CITY. STATE & ZlP

DEFENDANT-APPELLANT, PRO SE

I



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal was forwarded by regular

, Prosecuting Attorney, ^ C^ County,
U.S. Mail to \^^^5 ^. ^0^^9SLC

Ohio ^_^this R n a day of

,20iS

r^

:".^ ^- '^---- _
)SINATURE

---
NAM6 AND N1A4BER

DEFENDANT-APPELLANT, PRO SE

2
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR RICHLAND COUNTY,

FIFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

^.^:,•`;;°}^t
p ( ("

LEOTIS M. DAGGETT

Petitioner

-vs-

MARGARET BRADSHAW, WARDEN

Respondent

JUDGMENT ENTRY

Case No. 12 CA 99

For the reasons stated in our accompanying Memorandum-Opinion, this Court

denies the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and grants Respondent's Motion to

Dismiss.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

^• ^ ^

JUDGES
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STATE OF OHIO

COUNTY OF RICHLAND

)
) S.S
)

AFFIDAVIT OF INDIGENCY 13 5 ^

^^: ' 6^ affiant herein, being duly advised as to the penalty for

-Ju
perjury and being competent to testify, do hereby affirm that the following enumerated

statements are true and correct:

1. I. am currently incarcerated at the R.ichland Correctional Institution and I am the

Defendant in this action;

I am unable to secure funds without substantial hardship to my family or me;

I have no assets whatsoever, either in property or bank accounts from which°to obtain

the monies to pay the costs of this case;

I earn $ 2-'2.. per month in "state pay" for prison work since the Courtbegan

collecting monies for costs in this case and I have no ^o er^c asee,thee necess
fore

current collection places and undue hardship on me p
toiletries that are not provided by the institution;

I hereby request the Court to stay.further collection of costs until such time as I am

released;

I understand that I must inform the Court if my financial situation should change
before the deposition of the case for which waiver of payment is being provided; and

7. I understand that if it is detemnined by the county, or a Court, that waiver of costs or
fines should not have been provided, I may be required to reimburse the county for

the costs of this action as provided.

ETH NAUGHTAFFIANT SAY

. ^
AP 13 LSi^^e ofa^anT'F

CLERK OF COURT
SUpREME C®URT 0F (

On this L day of
personally appeared L
the person whose name vK^,
who has acknowled&^I

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGEMEN I'

^:.. . 2015 before me the undersigned Notary Public,
known to me or satisfactorily proven to be

to the ab veo Affidavit of Indigency in my presence, and

the same for the p oses expres ed er in.
®IANE L.
SOLTESZ

NOTARY PUBLIC,
STATE OF 0H10 TARY PUBLIC

My Commission
Expires

April 3, 2017



03/01/2013
Richland Correctional Institution

Inmate Demand Statement

Inmate Name: DAGGETT, LEOTIS M

Lock Location: RiCI,H3,B,,,0060

Number: A602994

Date Range: 09/01/2012 Through 03/02/2013

Ending Account Balances:
Beginning Account Balances:

Saving Debt Payable Saving

Court Costs $0.00 ($434.52) $0.00 Court Costs $0.00
Pos Exemption $0.02 $0.00 $0.00 Pos Exemption $0.00
Begin Totals $0.02 ($434.52) $0.00 End Totals $0.00

Saving
Transaction Transaction Description Comment Balance
Date / Inst. Amount
09/01/2012 $14.98 Reservation to Pos Odre Pos Exemption $0.02 2 (

Exemption

Debt Payable
($391.29) $0.00

$0.00 $0.00
($391.29) $0.00

Debt Payable
Balance Balance

$434.52) $0.00

RiCI State Pay $15.00 ($427.50) $7.02
09/07/2012 $22.00 State Pay

RiCI
09%10/2012 ($12.73) Commissary Sale Ticket Number 344995 $2.27 ($427.50) $7.02

RiCi $2.27 ($427.50) $0.00
09/17/2012 ($7.02) Payment to Summit County

RiCI

09/27/2012

RiCI

10/01/2012

RiCi

10/05/2012

RiCI

10/05/2012

RiCi

10/15/2012

RiCi

10/17/2012

Clerk of Courts, Criminal
Division

($2.15) Commissary Sale Ticket Number 347470

$14.88 Reservation to Pos Odrc Pos Exemption
Exemption

$22.00 State Pay State Pay

($2.30) Postage Charges (USPS) 5ATPP EALS • COURT OF

($12.55) Commissary Sale Ticket Number 349451

($7.12) Payment to Summit County
Clerk of Courts, Criminal
Division

RiCi
11/01/2012 $14.85 Reservation to Pos Odrc Pos Exemption

Exemption

RiCi
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$0.12 ($427.50) $0.00

$0.12 ($427.50) $0.00

$15.00 ($420.38) $7.12

$12.70 ($420.38) $7.12

$0.15 ($420.38) $7.12

$0.15 ($420.38) $0.00

$0.15 ($420.38) $0.00

RiCi 03/01/2013



11/09/2012 $22.00 State Pay State Pay

RiCI

11/14/2012 ($12.70) Commissary Sale Ticket Number 352904

RiCI
11/16/2012 ($1.50) Postage Charges (USPS) FIFTH DIST COURT

RiCl

11/19/2012 ($7.15) Payment to Summit County
Clerk of Courts, Criminal
Division

RiCI
12/01/2012 $14.20 Reservation to Pos Odrc Pos Exemption

Exemption

RiCl

12/07/2012 $22.00 State Pay State Pay

RiCI

12/17/2012 ($14.88) Commissary Sale Ticket Number 357163

RiCI

12/18/2012 ($7.80) Payment to Summit County
Clerk of Courts, Criminal
Division

RiCI
12/18/2012 $7.80 Reversed Payment to Summit Reversed Task No.

County Clerk of Courts, 33071006
Criminal Division

RiCI

12/18/2012 ($7.80) Payment to Summit County
Clerk of Courts, Criminal
Division

RiCI
01/01/2013 $14.88 Reservation to Pos Odrc Pos Exemption

Exemption

RiCi

01/04/2013 $22.00 State Pay State Pay

RiCl

01/15/2013 ($7.12) Payment to Summit County
Clerk of Courts, Criminal
Division

RiCl

01/17/2013 ($9.98) Commissary Sale Ticket Number 361459

RiCl

01/17/2013 ($5.00) Commissary Sale Ticket Number 361462

RiCI
02/01/2013 $14.98 Reservation to Pos Odrc Pos Exemption

Exemption

RiCl
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$15.00 ($413.23) $7.15

$2.30 ($413.23) $7.15

$0.80 ($413.23) $7.15

$0.80 ($413.23) $0.00

$0.80 ($413.23) $0.00

$15.00 ($405.43) $7.80

$0.12 ($405.43) $7.80

$0.12 ($405.43) $0.00

$0.12 ($405.43) $7.80

$0.12 ($405.43) $0.00

$0.12 ($405.43) $0.00

$15.00 ($398.31) $7.12

$15.00 ($398.31) $0.00

$5.02 ($398.31) $0.00

$0.02 ($398.31) $0.00

$0.02 ($398.31) $0.00

RiCI 03/01/2013



,{ 0

02/08/2013

RiCI

02/14/2013

$22.00 State Pay

($7.02) Payment to Summit County
Clerk of Courts, Criminal
Division

RiCI
02/19/2013 ($15.00) Commissary Sale

RiCI

03/01/2013

RiCi

Outstanding Debts:

Start Date
Description

01/26/2012 Court Costs

Outstanding Holds:

Start Date Description

State Pay $15.00 ($391.29) $7.02

$15.00 ($391.29) $0.00

Ticket Number 364761

$15.00 Reservation to Pos Odrc Pos Exemption

Exemption

$0.00 ($391.29) $0.00

$0.00 ($391.29) $0.00

to Date I

$73.09

Total D

Case Agency County

CR-2011-03- Summit County Clerk ($464
0789 of Courts, Criminal

Division

Total Outstanding Case Balances ($391.29)

Case
County

Total Debtl Paid to

Trta' Outstanding Case Halds $®.6^

Outstanding Investments / EPC:
11

Investment TyNe Investment Type Description Invest Company Company Description

I CERTIFY THIS DOCUMENT IS A TRUEDCE^CURATE COPY OF INMATE"S
THISINANCIAL RECORD ON FILE IN THOFF

Sheila Henderson, Cashier
Date

Balance
Owed

;$391.29)

Owed

RiCl 03/01/2013
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