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STATEMENT OF TI€E FACTS

In March, 2011, while serving a twelve month jail sentence in the State of Maryland,

Appellee requested disposition of charges in Ashland, Franklin, and Richland Counties in the

State of Ohio. (Transcript of I,ebruary 3, 2012 motioil hearing, 45-47). Appellee was

transferred to Richlaiid Coimty from May 27, 2011 until August 1, 2011. (T., 51). During his

time in Richland County, Appellee was taken to Ashland County on July 8, 2011 and arraigned,

but inunediately retumed to Richland County. (T., 40). Appellee was then returned to the State

of Maryland on August 1, 2011. (T., 51). Appellee's jail sentenee in Maryland ended on

September 14, 2011, but he refused extradition to Ohio, prompting the trial court to continue the

jury trial initially scheduled for October 11, 2011. A judgment entry reflecting this refusal is

attached hereto and marked Exhibit B. The Appellee then failed to appear for his December 6,

2011 trial date as reflected in the entry attached hereto and marked Exhibit C.

Appellee later turned up in Medina County, Ohio and was transferred back to Ashland

County. Appellee moved to dismiss his then pending Ashland County charges based on alleged

violations of R.C. 2963.30, the Interstate Agreement on Detainers (hereinafter The trial

court denied that motion holding that the IAI) was not applicable to Appellee because at the time

of his request for disposition under the IAD he was held in "cou.nty detention facilities or jails in

the State of Maryland, and not in a state penal or correctional institution." (Exhibit D). The

Appellee was then convicted of Breaking and l;ntering and two counts of Theft at trial. That

conviction was appealed based on the underlying denial of the Appellee's motion to dismiss

based on the inapplicability of the IAD. The Fifth District ruled on March 15, 2013 that the (AD



does apply to persons "held in county jails as well as state penal or correctional facilities." State

v. Black; 5'11 Dist. No. 12-COA-018, 2013-Ohio-976,T 17.
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APPI ,LI.,ANT' S PROPOSITION OF LAW I

THE INTERSTATE AGREEMENT ON DETAINERS AS CODIFIED IN R.C. 2963.30
BY ITS PLAIN LANGUAGE ONLY APPLIES TO INIVIATES OF PARTY-STATE
PRISON SYSTEMS ANI) NOT COUN`I'Y JAIL INMATES.

The sole issue before this Court is whether the term "petial or correctional institution of a

party state" as used in R.C. 296330 includes county jails.

'I'he plain language of Article 111(a) of the IAD as found in R.C. 2963.30 dictates that

the IAD is only applicable where "a person has entered upon a term of imprisonment in a penal

or correctional institution of a party state." At the appellate level in this matter, irt ruling that the

this language includes couiaty jails, the Fifth District relied heavily on broad meaning given to

the terms "penal institution" and "correctional institution" in Black's Law I)ictionary (5`" Ed.

1979) and an earlier Arizona case, Escalanti v. Superior Court, 165 Ariz. 385, 799 P2d 5 (Ariz.

App. 1990). Black at Tj 26-27. The J`^ifth. District did not, however, discuss what "party-state"

means in the context of this statute. One important distinction between jails and prisons is the

entity that operates such facilities. In Ohio jails are operated by counties and prisons are

operated by the state. The Ohio Revised Code even. recognizes t11is distinction between jails and

prisons and the entity that operates such facilities. '1'he term "jail" is defined in R.C. 2929.01 as

a "jail, workhouse, minimum security jail, or other residential facility used for confinement of

alleged or convicted offenders that is operated by a political subdivision or a combination of

political subdivisions of this state." In that same section, "prison" is defined as a"residen.tial

facility used for the confinement of convicted felony offenders that is under the control of the

department of rehabilitation and correction." The IAl) applies to persons serving terms of

imprisonment in a facilities of a "party-state" not every facility operated by any political
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subdivision. The Fifth District's holding that persons serving sentenc;es in a county jail qualify

as imprisoned in a facility of a "party-state" disregards the plain meaning of the words of the

TAD and accompanying definitions of those terms found in Ohio law.

In a case directly on point to the present matter, xState v. Wyer, 8"' Dist. No. 82962, 2003-

Ohio-6296, the Eighth District took up whether an inmate that is serving a jail sentence enjoys

rights tmder the IAI3. T he Defendant in Wyer was serving a 12 month jail sentence in the Santa

Clara, California county jail when he requested disposition of Cuyahoga County charges under

the I.AD. Id. at ^, 4-5. The Wyer court emphatically stated the "IAD is clear that the term of

imprisonment must be served in a penal or correctional institution of a party state" to invoke

applicability of the IAD. Id at T 15. That court noted that the legislature chose not to include

language "encornpassing all correctional facilities," just state prisons. As such the Santa Clara

county jail did not qualify as a correctional. institution of the State of California. Icl, at ^, 15.

Throughout earlier proceedings in this matter, Appellee has maintained that the "widely

accepted view" in the United States applies the IAD to inmates of county jails. Appellee pointed

to an Arizona case, Escalanti v. Yuperior Court, and Tennessee v. Lock (1992), 839 S.W.2d 436,

444. Concededly, these cases support Appellee's position; however, other states have ruled that

the IAD does not apply to persons in county jails. The Indiana Supreme Court has ruled that the

IAD does not apply to county jail inmates stating "the act was intended to benefit persons

serving time in prison." Dorsey v. S'tate (1986), 490 N.I;.2d 260, 264, overruled on other

grounds. Likewise, the Supreme Court of Nevada ruled similarly and held that for IAD purposes

there "is a significant distinction betwcen jails and state prisons. State v. Wade (1995), 772 P.2d

1291, 1294. So while the Supreme Court of Nevada recognizes the difference between. jails and

prisons, the Escalanti decision, relied on by Fifth District in this matter, states "the only
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difference between the state prison and the county jail for an incarcerated person is the sign on

the building." Black at T 26 citing Esculcanti at 387. Thc Fifth District relied on an out-of-state

case that disregards the differences between a jail and a prison, differences that are codified in

the Ohio Revised Code.

:I'he Fifth District noted that the It1n should be "liberally construed so as to effectuate its

purposes," which include removing obstructions to prisoner treatment and securing the orderly

and expeditious disposition of charges. Id. So while inmate interests in rehabilitation must be

considered when determining the meaning of this statute, this does not mean that state and

county considerations in orderly disposition of charges and even transportation of inmates is

irrelevant. Transporting defendants to or from other states places a burden on counties in the

State of Ohio. "lhe Fifth District has expanded the amount of persons subject to transfer under

the IAD from just inmates of party-state prison systems under ,State v. Wyer to all county jails in

all party-states. Now a person in a county jail in Ohio can request transfer for disposition in a

party-state across the country, and similarly persons in out-of-state county jails can request

transfer to Ohio for disposition. This increase in the amount of defendants subject to transfer has

the potential to burden counties, particularly smaller counties. The defendant in S'tate v. Wyer

was incarcerated in a Santa Clara, California county jail when he requested relief under the IAI).

Under the Fifth District's recent ruling, any county, regardless of the available resources or

potential financial burden would have to arrange for the transfer of that defendant across the

country from California.
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CONCLUSION

Appellant ask that this Couz-t rely on the plain meaning of the words of R.C. 2963.30 and

properly decided cases from this jurisdiction and others in finding that the IAD does not apply to

county jail inmates.

The judgment of the Fifth District Court of Appeals, therefore, should be overruled.

Respectfully submitted

DREW N. BUSH
#0084402
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct of the foregoing Brief of Appellee State of Ohio

was sent to Attorney Dan Mason, legal counsel for Appellee, at lf5 Westchester Drive, Amherst,
1-9

Ohio 44001, by regular U.S. Mail postage prepaid, day of July, 2013.

ANDREW N. BUSH
#0084402
Assistan.t Prosecuting Attorney
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Hoffman, J.

{11} Defendant-appellant James D. Black appeals his conviction and sentence

entered by the Ashland County Court of Common Pleas, on two counts of theft and one

count of breaking and entering, following a jury trial. Plaintiff-appellee is the State of

Ohio.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS

(12) On August 2, 2010, ar. Ashland County Grand Jury indicted Appellant in

Case No. 10-CRI-080. The trial court issued a warrant for Appellant's arrest.

{13} On January 27, 2011, prior to the service of the indictment on Appellant,

Appellant filed a handwritten "Notice of Availability" with the trial court. A copy of the

Notice was sent to the Ashland County Prosecutor's Office. The State filed a response

to the Notice, informing the trial court Appellant was being held in a county jail in the

State of Maryland, awaiting sentencing. The State also advised the trial court Appellant

was not serving any sentence at that time and was not incarcerated in a state penal

institution; therefore, Appellant's Notice was premature and R.C. 2963.30, the Interstate

Agreement on Detainers ("IAD"), was not applicable.

{14} On August 22, 2011, Appellant filed a motion to dismiss, asserting the

State violated his right to a speedy trial by failing to prosecute him within the time

required by R.C. 2963.30. The trial court denied the motion on September 6, 2011. The

State offered Appellant a plea deal, warning if such was not accepted, the State

intended to re-indict him with additional charges.

{¶a} On January 26, 2012, the Ashland County Grand Jury re-indicted

Appellant on two counts of theft, felonies of the fifth degree, and one count of breaking
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and entering, a felony of the fifth degree, as well as an additional count of burglary, a

felony of the second degree in Case No. 12-CRI-010. The trial court dismissed Case

No. 10-CRI-080.

{16} Appellant filed a motion to dismiss the new indictment on February 3,

2012. Therein, Appellant asserted the State failed to bring him to trial within the 180

day time frame imposed by Article 111(a) of the IAD, following his delivery of a Notice and

Request for Final Disposition on January 27, 2011. Appellant further argued the State

failed to bring him to trial within the 120 time limit imposed by Article IV(c) of the IAD

when he was returned to the State of Maryland following action by Richland County,

Ohio, to transport him to Ohio in response to an indictment filed in that county.

{17} The trial court conducted a hearing on Appellant's motion to dismiss. The

following evidence was adduced at the hearing.

{18} After receiving notice from Appellant, authorities in Richland County

engaged in procedurally appropriate action pursuant to Article IV of the IAD. In

response to the action of Richland County, on or about May 27, 2011, Appellant was

transported from the State of Maryland to the State of Ohio. Appellant remained in the

State of Ohio until August 1, 2011, during which time the Richland County charges were

resolved. Also while Appellant was in Ohio, on July 8, 2011, the Ashland County Court

of Common Pleas arraigned Appellant in Case No. 10-CRI-080. Appellant was

returned to the. State of Maryland prior to a final disposition of the Ashland County

matter.

{79) Via Judgment Entry filed February 14, 2012, the trial court overruled

Appellant's motion to dismiss, finding the iAD was not applicable to him.
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(110) On March 12, 2012, the State moved to amend the indictment. The trial

court granted the motion and the indictment was amended, reducing the degree of the

two theft counts to misdemeanors of the first degree. The matter proceeded to jury trial

on March 13 and 14, 2012. The jury found Appellant guilty of two misdemeanor counts

of theft as well as breaking and entering, the lesser included offense of burglary. The

trial court ordered a presentence investigation and scheduled sentencing for April 30,

2012. The trial court imposed an aggregate term of imprisonment of twelve months.

{111} It is from this conviction and sentence Appellant appeals, assigning as

error:

{112} "i. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED TO THE SUBSTANTIAL PREJUDICE OF

DEFENDANT-APPELLANT WHEN IT OVERRULED HIS MOTION TO DISMISS

BECAUSE DEFENDANT-APPELLANT WAS TRIED IN VIOLATION OF HIS RIGHT TO

A SPEEDY TRIAL AND IN VIOLATION OF THE SINGLE-TRANSFER RULE OF THE

INTERSTATE AGREEMENT ON DETAINERS:"

I

{113} The Interstate Agreement on Detainers is a compact among 48 states, the

District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the United States. State v. Keeble, 2d Dist. No.

03CA84, 2004-Ohio-3785, ¶ 9. The purpose of the 1AD is expressly set forth in Article

I of R.C. 2963.30, and provides:

{114} "The party states find that charges outstanding against a prisoner,

detainers based on untried indictments, informations or complaints, and difficulties in

securing speedy trials of persons already incarcerated in other jurisdictions, produce

uncertainties which obstruct programs of prisoner treatment and rehabilitation.
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Accordingly, it is the policy of the party states and the purpose of this agreement to

encourage the expeditious and orderly disposition of such charges and determination of

the proper status of any and all detainers based on untried indictments, informations or

complaints. ***e" R.C. 2963.30, Art. I(Emphasis added).

(115) Under the provisions of the IAD, there are.two methods by which to initiate

the return of a prisoner from a sending state to a receiving state for the purpose of

disposing of detainers based on untried indictments, informations, or complaints.' The

prisoner may commence the process pursuant to Article III or, alternatively, a

prosecutorial authority may initiate the return pursuant to Article IV.

(116) When a prisoner initiates his own return under Article Ifl, the prisoner must

be brought to trial within one hundred eighty days after the prosecutor's office in the

receiving state obtains the request for a final disposition of untried charges.

Alternatively, when the prosecutor's office initiates the return of the prisoner pursuant to

Article IV, the trial must be commenced within one hundred twenty days of the

prisoner's arrival in the receiving state. Articles 111(a) and IV(c); State v. Brown (1992),

79 Ohia App.3d 445, 448, 607 N.E.2d 540. Regardless of whether the request is

initiated pursuant to Article III or Article IV, the appropriate authority in the sending state

must offer to deliver temporary custody of the prisorier to the receiving state to ensure

the speedy and efficient prosecution of any untried indictments, informations, or

complaints. Article V(a).

' Article 11 provides in part that "sending state" means "a state in which a prisoner is
incarcerated at the time that he initiates a request for final disposition[.]" By contrast, the
"receiving state" is "the state in which trial is to be had on an indictment, information or
complaint pursuant to Article III or Article IV[.]"
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(117} Appellant maintains the State failed to bring him to trial within the requisite

time periods; therefore, the trial court erred in overruling his motion to dismiss...

{118} We review a trial court's decision interpreting the iAD de novo. Riedel v.

Consol. Rail Corp., 125 Ohio St.3d 358, 2010-Ohio-1926, 928 N.E.2d 448, ¶ 6; State v.

Jeffers (June 20, 1997), Gallia App. No. 96 CA 13, 1997 UI/L 346158, at *1.

{119} In its February 14, 2012 Judgment Entry, overruling Appellant's motion to

dismiss, the trial court-found the IAD was not applicable to Appellant because Appellant

was incarcerated in a county detention facility or jail in the State of Maryland, and not in

a state penal or correction institution: The trial court cited this Court's decision in State

v: Neal, 5 th Dist. No. 2005CAA02006, 2005-Ohio-6699, as preceder}t for its decision.

The trial court referenced paragraph 39 of Neal, which reads:

(1120) "Pursuant to Article 111(a) of R.C. 2963.30, Article ili is only applicable

where `a person has entered upon a term of imprisonment in a penal or correctional

institution of a party state'. `Thus, where a person is being temporarily held in a county

jail and has not yet entered a state correctional institution to begin a term of

imprisonment, Articie III cannot be invoked. See Crooker v. United States (C,A.1, 1987),

814 F.2d 75; United States v. Glasgow (C:A.6, 1985), 790 F.2d 446, 448, citing United

States v. Wilson (C.A.10, 1983), 719 F;2d 1491'. State v. Schnitzler (Oct. 19, 1998), 12th

Dist. No. CA98-01-008." Id. at 39.

{121} In Neal, this Court found the appellant had waived his right to challenge

his conviction on speedy trial grounds as he had entered a guilty plea. Id: at 30. The

Court noted, despite the waiver, it would have overruled the appellant's assignment of

error on the speedy trial issue. Id. at 31. The Court found the iAD was the appropriate
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statute under. which to analyze the speedy trial issue, and conducted an analysis

pursuant thereto. Id. at 38 - 43. Be-cause the appellant had not complied with the IAD

as he had failed to deliver a request for disposition to either the trial court or the

prosecutor, this Court found he never triggered the process to cause him to be brought

to trial within the statutory time frame.

(122} The language in the Neal decision referenced by the trial court in the case

sub judice was dicta. This Court did not address the effect of the appellant's

incarceration in a county jail in another state upon the application of the IAD.

Accordingly, we find the trial court's reliance on Neal misplaced.

{123} The State relies upon the decision of the Eighth District Court of Appeals

in State v. Wyer, 8th Dist. 82962, 2003 -Ohio- 6926, in support of its position. In Wyer,

the Eighth District found an out-of-state county jail in which the defendant was

incarcerated for an unrelated offense was not a "correctional institution of a party state"

under the terms of the lAD; therefore, the lAD was inapplicable to that dofendant. {d. at

15. The decisions of the Eighth District Court of Appeals are persuasive, but not

binding, authority on this Court. Rule 4(A), Supreme Court Rules for the Reporting of

Opinions. We do not find Wyer persuasive.

{¶24} Appellant cites a number of appellate cases from other states in support of

his position, including Escalanti v.,Superior Court, 165 Ariz. 385, 799 P2d 5 (Ariz. App

1990). In Escalanti, the Arizona Court of Appeals addressed the issue of whether the

IAD applies to a defendant held in county jail as weil as a defendant held in state prison.

Answering in the affirmative, the Fscalanti Court found:
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{125} "Article 1ll of the Agreement ensures a speedy trial to those in a `penal or

cbrrectional institution.' We believe that this language ciearly "included the Santa

Barbara County Jail. Clear language in a statute is given its usual meaning unless

impossible or absurd consequences would result. In re Marriage of Gray, 144 Ariz. 89,

91, 695 P.2d 1127, 1129 (1985); Balestrieri v. Hariford Accident & fndem. lns. Co., 112

Ariz. .160, 163, 540 P.2d 126, 129 (1"975). A`penal institution' is a`generic term to

describe all places of confinement for those convicted of crime such as jails, prisons,

and houses of correction.'E3lack`s Law Dictionary 1020 (5th ed. 1979). A`correctiona{

institution' is a`generic term describing prisons, jails, reformatories and other places of

correction and detention.' (Citation omitfied)." Id. at 387.

(126} The Escalanti Court further noted for purposes of the IAD; "the only

difference between the state prison and the county jail for an incarcerated person is the

sign on the building. Nothing in Article I1I of the Agreement expressly limits its speedy

trial guarantee to prisons. Nor does any language in the Agreement deny its. protection

to prisoners incarcerated in county jails. Instead, the Agreement by its terms applies to

all penal and correctional institutions." Id.

(127) We agree with the rationale of Escatanti, and find the IAD applies to

offenders held in county jails as well as state penal or correctional facilities. The IAD

specifically states, "This agreement shall be liberally construed so as to effectuate its

purposes." R.C. 2963.30, Art. IX. As stated, supra, the purpose of the IAD is "to

encourage the expeditious and orderly disposition of such charges and determination of

the proper status of any and all detainers based on untried indictments, informations or

complaints."
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{128} Appellant's sole assignment of error is sustained.

{129} The judgment of the Ashland County Court of Common Pleas is reversed.

The matter is remanded to the trial court for further proceedings consistent with the law

and this opinion.

By: Hoffman, J.

Delaney, P.J. and

Farmer, J. concur

HON. WILLIAM B. HQfF

ON. PATRICIA A. DELANEY

HON. SHEI L G. FARMER
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JAMES D. BLACK

JUDGMENT ENTRY
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For the reasons stated in our accompanying Opinion, the judgment of the

Ashland County Court of Common Pleas is reversed. The matter is remanded to the

trial court for further proceedings consistent with the law and our Opinion. Costs to

Appellee.
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Case No. 10-CRI-080

Plaintiff,

Defendant.
JUDGMENT ENTRY VACATING TRIAL
DATE

This case is before the Court sua sponte with regard to rescheduling the Jury Trial which

is now scheduled to begin Tuesday, October 11, 2011.

The Court has been notified the Defendant in this case is currently incarcerated in the State

of Maryland and is due to be released sometime in December, 2011. Defendant has indicated to

defense counsel that he will not voluntarily return to the State of Ohio upon his release from

incarceration.

Accordingly, it is ORDERED that the October 11, 2011 jury trial date in this case is

continued to Tuesday, December 6, 2011 to begin at 8:30 a.m.

It is so ORDERED.

rr.Ai c V-r -

RONALD P. 1`ORSTHC)EFgL
Judge of the Court of Common Pleas

cc: Prosecutor
Attorney Andrew G. Hyde
Defendant
APA

Hon. Ronald P. Forsthoefel, Judge, Common Pleas Court of Asi7icnd County, Ohio
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OF O-M-:j0,

P1airitiff,

vs.

JAMES D. BLACK,

Defendant.

JUIDGME,NT ENTRY

This case came on for a pretrial hearing this 6th day of December, 2011. The State of

Ohio was present in open court represented by Assistant Prosecuting Attorney Paul T. Lange.

The Defendant was not present. Attorney Andrew G. Hyde, the Defendant's legal counsel, was

present.

The Court found that the Defe.ndant had been advised of the date and time of the hearing.

Based upon the Defendant's failure to appear, the Court ORDERED that a warrant be issued for

I the Defendant's arrest.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

.-.-----~-"._`

JUDGE RONALD P. F THOEFEL
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

cc: Ashland County Prosecutor's Office
Andrew G. Hyde, Attorney for Defendant
James D. Black, Defendant
Adult Parole Authority
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STATE OF OHIO,

vs.

Plaintiff, CASE NO. 12-CRI-O10

JUDGMENT ENTRY

JAMES D. BLACK,

Defendant.

This matter is before the Court pursuant to the Defendant's "Amended Motion to

Dismiss" filed in this case on January 13, 2012. The proceedings regarding the

Defendant were initiated in Case No. 10-CRI-080. In that case, a Subrosa Indictment

was filed on August 2, 2010, and a warrant for the Defendant's arrest was issued. On

January 27, 2011 (prior to service of the indictment on the Defendant), the Defendant

filed a handwritten "Notice of Availability" with the Court. A copy was provided to the

Ashland County Prosecuting Attorney, who responded to the Notice indicating that the

Defendant was being held in a county jail in the State of Maryland, awaiting sentencing.

The charging Assistant Prosecuting Attorney noted in her response that the Defendant

was not serving any sentence at that time, and was not incarcerated in a state penal

institution. The.January 27, 2011 handwritten "Notice of Availability" was therefore

premature, and R.C. 2963.30 (lnterstate Agreement on Detainers or "1AD") was not

applicable to the January 27, 2011 Notice. Sfate v. SchnitzleC, 12th Dist. No. CA98-01-

008, 1998 Ohio App. Lexis 4905 (Oct. 19, 1998).

On August 22, 2011, the Defendant, through counsel, filed a notice to dismiss in

Case No. 10-CR1-080, As a basis for his motion, the Defendant asserted that the State

violated his speedy trial rights, by failing to prosecute him within 'the time required by

R.C. 2963.30. That motion was dismissed, but refiled as an Amended Motion to

Dismiss i n Case No. 10-CRI-080 on January 13, 2012, and in the present case on

Hon. Ronaid P. Forsfihoefief, Judge, Common Pleas Court of^;s'

^

^



February 3, 2012. With the filing of a new indictment in the present case, the prior

indictment filed in Case No. 10-CRI-080 was dismissed, and that particular case was

concluded. An evidentiary hearing was conducted on Defendant's motion in Case No.

12-CRI-010 on February 3, 2012.

Defendant asserts that the State has failed to try him within the 180 day time

limit imposed by the lAD. [Article 111(a) of R.C. 2963.30] following his delivery of a Notice

and Request for Final Disposition on January 27, 2011. Defendant further asserts that

the State has failed to try him within the 120 day time limit imposed by the IAD [Article

IV(c) of R.C. 2963.301 when he was returned to the State of Maryland following action

by Rich9and County, Ohio to transport the Defendant to Ohio to respond to an

indictment filed in Richland County, Ohio.

The remaining pertinent facts in this case are, for the most part, generally agreed

up. It is well established that upon receiving some type of notice from the Defendant,

Richland County, Ohio authorities engaged in action that procedurally complied with

Article IV of the IAD. As a result of the actions of Richland County Officials, the

Defendant was transported from the State of Maryland to the State of Ohio on or about

May 27, 2011. The Defendant was subsequently returned to the State of Maryland on

or about August 1, 2011. During that time, Defendant initially appeared in Ashland

County, Ohio in Case No. 10-CR(-080, but was returned to the State of Maryland before

final disposition.

If Articie IV of the IAD is applicable to the Defendant, then the 120 day period

specified in Article IV(c) expired around the end of September, 2011 and the pending

Ashland County indictment should be subject to dismissal. If Article III of the IAD is

applicable to the Defendant, then the 180 day period specified in Article 111(a) of the IAD

expired sometime around the end of July, 2011, and the pending Ashland County

indictment should be subject to dismissal for that reason as well. The Court finds,

however, that the IAD is not applicable to this Defendant. Throughout the events

beginning in January, 2011, the Defendant was incarcerated in one or another county

Hon. Ronald P. !=orstnoefe!, Judge, Common Pleas Courf of Asnland County, Ohio Page 2 of 3



detention facilities or jails in the State of Maryland, and not in a state penal or,

correctional institution. The lAD only applies to individuals incarcerated in state penal

or correctional institutions. State v. Neal, 5th Dist. No. 2005CAA02006, 2005-Ohio-

6699; ¶ 39. The Court does not find the actions of Rich(and County officials, in

following IAD procedures to secure the Defendant's appearance in Richland County,

determinative as to whether the fAD actually applies to this Defendant.

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Court finds that the R.C. 2963.30 or fAD is

not applicable to this Defendant. The Court therefore finds the Defendant's motion not

well taken.

The Court hereby ORDERS that the Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, filed

February 3, 2012 is hereby OVERRULED.

cc: Defendant
Attorney Hyde
Prosecuting Attorney

Ronald P. Forsthoefe, .9 . ge

^ ^:a` j ^
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IEXlmltBtT E

STATE OF OHIO,

Appellant,

vs.

JAMES D. BLACK,

Appellee.

On Appeal from the Ashland County
Court of Appeals, Fifth Appellate
District

Case No.

Appellate No. 12-COA--018

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF APPELLANT, STATE OF OHIO

Rasnona J. Rogers (#0031149)
Ashland County Prosecuting Attorney
By: Andrew N. Bush (#0084402)
Assistant Prosecuting At€omey
110 Cottage Street, Third Floor
Ashland, Ohio 44805
(419) 289-8857
Fax No. (41.9) 281-3865

COUNSEL FOR APPELLAI^7T, STATE OF OHIO

Daniel D. Mason
145 Westchester Drive
Amherst, Ohio 44001
(440) 759-1720

COUNSEL FOR APPELLEE, JAMES D. BLACK

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF O1-1IO

F^LED'
APR 05 20; 3

CLERK OF COURT
SULREME GOURT OF OHIO



Notice of Appeal of Appellaut. State of Ohio

Appellant, State of Ohio, hereby gives notice of appeal to the Supreme Court of Ohio

from the judgment of the AsbJ.and County Court of Appeals, Fifth Appellate District, entered in

Court of Appeals Case State of Ohio v. ,Ianzes D. Black, Case No. 12-COA-018, on March 15,

2013.

This case is one of public and great general interest.

Respectfully submi

z

ANDREWN: BUSH (#0084402)
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT

CERTIFICAT]E OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal of the

Appellant - State of Ohio was served via regular U.S. 1kFail postage prepaid on Daniel Mason,
legal counsel for Appeilee, 145 Westchester Drive, Amherst, Ohio 4400]:, this day of
April, 2013.

ANDREW N. BUSH (0084402)
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney



EXHIBIT F

IN THE SUTREME COURT OF OHIO

STATE OF OH.IO,

Appellant,

vs.

JAMES D. BLACK,

Appellee.

On Appeal from the Ashland County
Court of Appeals, Fifth Appellate
District

Case No. 13 -080 5
Appellate No. 12-COA-018

NOTICE OF CERTIFIED COIMIFLICT, STATE OF OHIO

Ramona J. Rogers (#0031149)
Ashland County Prosecuting Attorney
By: Andrew N. Bush (#0084402)
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
110 Cottage Street, Third Floor
Ashland, Oliio 44805
(419) 289-8857
Fax No. (419) 281-3865

COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT, STATE OF OHIO

Daniel D. Mason
145 Westchester Drive
Amherst, Ohio 44001
(440) 759-1720

COUNSEL FOR APPELLEE, JAMES D. BLACK

F ^ L E D
MAY 202013

CLERK OF COURT
SUPREME COLeRT ®F ONlO



Notice of Certified Conflict of Appellant. State of Ohio

Appellant, State of Ohio, hereby gives notice of certified conflict to the Supreme Court of

Ohio. The Fifth District Court of Appeals on April 26, 2013 certified that its judgment in State

v. James D. Black, 5{h Dist. No. 12-COA-018, 2013-Ohio-976 is in conflict with the Eighth

District Court of Appeals' decision in State v. Wyer, 8"' Dist. No. 82962, 2003-Ohio-6926.

Respectfully submitted,

ANDREW N. BLJSH (#0084402)
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
COU'NSEL FOR APPELLANT

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Notice of Certified Conflict
of the Appellant - State of Ohio was served via regular U.S. Mail postage prepaid on Daniel
Mason, legal counsel for Appellee, 145 Westchester Drive, Amherst, Ohio 44001, this

day May, 2013.

AKbREW N. BUSH (0084402)
Assistant Prosecuting A.ttorney
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COURT OF APPEALS
ASHLAND COUNTY, OHIO Z^^^ AM ^^

FIFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

. .. t1f^iliC.. T1 4., yJi ik1€^

STATE OF OHfO JUDGES: CLERN 0 Cp6RTS
Hon. Patricia A. Delaney, P:S.`. .AS;sLANrJ. 0H10

Plaintiff-Appellee Hon. William B. Hoffman, J:=
Hon, Sheila G. Farmer, J.

-vs- j

t
ga;aly

T;zj ^
Case No. 72-COA-O^ 8

^JAMES D. BLACK
MAR 15 2013

Defendant-Appellant 0 P IN 10 N

ASHLAND COUNTY PROSECUTOR

CHARACTER OF PROCEEDING:

JUDGMENT:

DATE OF JUDGMENT ENTRY:

APPEARANCES:

For Plaintiff-Appellee

RAMONA FRANCESCONI ROGERS
ASHLAND COUNTY PROSECUTOR

By: ANDREW N. BUSH
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
110 Cottage St.
Ashland, Ohio 44805

Appeal from the Ashland County Court of
Common Pleas, Case No. 12-CRI-010

Reversed and Remanded

For Defendant-Appellant

DANIEL D. MASON
145 Westchester Drive
Amherst, Ohio 44001



Ashland County, Case No, 12--COA-018

Hoffman, J.

2

(11} Qefendant-appeliant James D. Black appeals his conviction and sentence

entered by the Ashland County Court of Common Pleas, on two counts of theft and one

count of breaking aI nd entering, following a jury trial. Plaintiff-appellee is the State of

Ohio.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS

..(12) On August 2, -2010; ar, .Ashland County Grand Jury indicted Appellant in

Case No. '60-CRI-080. The trial court issued a warrant for Appellant's arrest.

{13} On January 27, 2011, prior to the service of the indictment on Appellant,

Appellant filed a handwritten "Notice of Availability" with the trial court. A copy of the

Notice was sent to the Ashland County Prosecutor's Office. The State filed a response

to the Notice, informing the trial court Appellant was being held in a county jail in the

State of Maryland, awaiting sentencing. The State also advised the trial court Appellant

was not serving any sentence at that time and was not incarcerated in a state penal

institution; therefore, Appellant's Notice was premature and R.C. 2963.30, the Interstate

Agreement on Detainers ("IAG"), was not applicable.

{¶4} On August 22, 2011, Appellant filed a motion to dismiss, asserting the

State violated his right to a speedy trial by failing to prosecute him within the time

required by R.C. 2963.30. The trial court denied the motion on September 6, 2011. The

State offered Appellant a plea deal, warning if such was not accepted, the State

intended to re-indict him with additional charges.

{15} On January 26, 2012, the Ashland County Grand Jury re-indicted

Appellant on two counts of theft, felonies of the fifth degree, and one count of breaking
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and entering, a felony of the fifth degree, as well as an additional count of burglary, a

felony of the second degree in Case No. 12-CRi-010. The trial court dismissed Case

No. 1 D-CR1-080.

{16} Appellant filed a motion to dismiss the new indictment on February 3,

2012. Therein, Appellant asserted the State failed to bring him to trial within the 180

day time frame imposed by Article 111(a) of the IAD, following his delivery of a Notice and

Request for Pindl Disposition on January 27, 2011. Appellant further argued the State

failed to bring him to trial within the 120 time fimit imposed by Article IV(c) of the fAD

when he was returned to the State of Maryland following action by Richland County,

Ohio, to transport him to Ohio in response to an indictment filed in that county.

{¶71 The trial court conducted a hearing on Appellant's motion to, dismiss. The

following evidence was adduced at the hearing.

{18} After receiving notice from Appellant, authorities in Richland County

engaged in procedurally appropriate action pursuant to Article IV of the IAD, In

response to the action of Richland County, on or about May 27, 2011, Appellant was

transported from the State of Maryland to the State of Ohio. Appellant remained in the

State of Ohio until August 1, 2011, during which time the Richland County charges were

resolved. Also while Appellant was in Ohio, on July 8, 2011, the Ashland County Court

of Common Pleas arraigned Appellant in Case No. 10-CRI-080. Appellant was

returned to the State of Maryland prior to a final disposition of the Ashland County

matter.

{19} Via Judgment Entry filed February 14, 2012, the trial court overruled

Appellant's motion to dismiss, finding the fAD was not applicable to him.
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(110) On March 12, 2012, the State moved to amend the indictment. The trial

court granted the motion and the indictment was amended, reducing the degree of the

two theft counts to misdemeanors of the first degree. The matter proceeded to jury trial

on March 13 and 14, 2012. The jury found Appellant guilty of two misdemeanor counts

of theft as well as breaking and entering, the lesser included offense of burglary. The

trial court ordered a presentence investigation and scheduled sentencing for April 30,

2012. The trial court imposed an aggregate term of imprisonment of twelve months.

{111} It is from this conviction and sentence Appellant appeaIs, assigning as

error:

(q(12} "i. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED TO THE SUBSTANTIAL PREJUDICE OF

DEi=ENDANT-APPELLANT WHEN IT OVERRULED HIS MOTION TO DISMISS

BECAUSE DEFENDANT-APPELLANT WAS TRIED IN VIOLATION OF HIS RIGHT TO

A SPEEDY TRIAL AND IN VIOLATION OF THE SINGLE-TRANSFER RULE OF THE

INTERSTATE AGREEMENT ON DETAINERS."

I

{¶13} The Interstate Agreement on Detainers is a compact among 48 states, the

District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the United States. State v. Keeble, 2d Dist. No.

03CA84, 2004-Ohio-3785, ^ 9. The purpose of the IAD is expressly set forth in Article

I of R.C. 2963.30,. and provides:

{114} "The party states find that charges outstanding against a prisoner,

detainers based on untried indictments, informations or complaints, and difficulties in

securing speedy trials of persons already incarcerated in other jurisdictions, produce

uncertainties which obstruct programs of prisoner treatment and rehabilitation.
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Accordingly, it is the policy of the party states and the purpose of this. agreement to

encourage the expeditious and orderly dispositivn of such charges and determination of

the proper status of any ar?d all detainers based on untried indictments, inforrnations or

complaints. * **" R.C. 2963.30, Art. 1(Emphasis added).

{115} Under the provisions of the IAD, there are two methods by which to initiate

the return of a prisoner from a sending state to a receiving state for the purpose of

disposing of detainers based on untried indictments, informations, or complaints.' The

prisoner may commence the process. pursuant to Article III or,. alternatively, a

prosecutorial authority may initiate the return pursuant to Article IV.

{116} VVhen a prisoner initiates his own return under Article lii, the prisoner must

be brought to trial within one hundred eighty days after the prosecutor's office in the

receiving state obtains. the request for a final djsposifiion of untried charges.

Alternatively, when the prosecutor's office initiates the return of the prisoner pursuant to

Article IV, the trial must be commenced within one hundred twenty days of the

prisoner's arrival in the receiving state. Articles 111(a) and IV(c); State v. Brown (1992),

79 Ohio App.3d 445, 448, 607 N.E.2d 540. Regardless of whether the request is

initiated pursuant to Article (II or Article IV, the appropriate authority in the sending state

must offer to deliver temporary custody.nf the prisoner to the receiving state to ensure

the speedy and efficient prosecution of any untried indictments, informations, or

complaints. Article V(a).

' Article II provides in part that ."sending state" means "a state in which a prisoner is
incarcerated at the time that he initiates a request for final disposition[.]" By contrast, the
"receiving state" is "the state in which trial is to be had on an indictment, information or
complaint pursuant to Article III or Article IV[.]"
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{il17} Appellant maintains the State faifed to bring him to trial within the requisite

time periods; therefore, the trial court erred in overruling his motion to dismiss.

{118} We review a trial court's decision interpreting the IAD de novo. Riedel v.

Consol. Rail Corp., 125 Ohio St.3d 358, 2010-C3hio-1926, 928 N.E.2d 448, % 6; State v.

Jeffers (June 20, 1997), Gallia App. No. 96 CA 13, 1997.11VL. 346158, at *1

{119} In its February 14, 2012 Judgment Entry, overruling Appeliant's motion to

dismiss, the trial court found the IAD was not applicable to Appellant decause Appellant

was incarcerated in a county detention facility or jail in the State of Maryland, and not in

a state penal or correction institution. The trial court cited this Court's decision in State

v. Neal, 5th Dist. No. 2005CAA02006; 2005-Ohio-6699, as precedent for its decision.

The trial court referenced paragraph 39 of Neaf, which reads;

{120} "Pursuant to Article 111(a) of R.C. 2963.30, Article fIi is only applicable

where `a person has entered upon a term of. imprisonment in a penal or correctional

institution of a party state'. `Thus, where a person.is being temporarily held in a county

jail and has not yet entered a state correctional institution to begin a term of

imprisonment, Article I!l cannot be.invoked. See Crooker v. United States (C.A.1, 1987),

814 F.2d 75; United States v. Glasgow (C.A.6, 1985), 790 F.2d 446, 448, citing United

States v. 1Nilson (C.A.10, 1983), 719 F.2d 1491. State -v. Schnitzler (Qct. 19,.1998), 12tn

Dist. No. CA98-01-008." Id. at 39.

{121} in Neal, this Court found the appellant had waived his right to challenge

his conviction on speedy trial grounds as he had entered a guilty plea. Id. at 30. The

Court noted, despite the waiver, it would have overruled the appellant's assignment of

error on the speedy trial issue. Id at 31. The Court found the IAD was the appropriate
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statute under which to analyze the speedy trial issue, and conducted an analysis

pursuant thereto. Id. at 38 - 43. Because the appellant had not complied with the IAD

as he had failed to deliver a request for disposition to. either the trial court or the

prosecutor, this Court found he never triggered the process to cause him to be brought

to trial within the statutory time frame.

{122) The language in the Neal decision referenced by the trial court in the case

sub judice was dicta. This Court did not address the effect of the appellant's

incarceration in a county jail in another state upon the application of the IAD.

Accordingly, we find the trial court's reliance on tVeal misplaced.

(123) The State relies upon the decision of the Eighth District Court of Appeals

in State v. le•Vyer, 8'h Dist. 82962, 2003 -Ohio- 6926, in support of its position. In 1Nyer,:

the Eighth District found an out-of-state county jail in which the defendant was

incarcerated for an unrelated offense was riot a"correctior ►al institution of a party state"

under the terms of the lAD; therefore, the lAD was inapplicable to that defendant. Id. at

15. The decisions of the Eighth District Court of Appeals are persuasive, but not

binding, authority on this Court. Rule 4(A), Supreme Court Rules for the Reporting of

Opinions. We do not find Wyer persuasive.

{¶24} Appellant cites a number of appellate cases from other states in support of

his position, including Escalanti v. Superior Court, 165 Ariz. 385, 799 P2d 5 (Ariz. App

1990). In Escalanti, the Arizona Court of Appeals addressed the issue of whether the

IAD applies to a defendant held in county jail as well as a defendant held in state prison.

Answering in the affirmative, the Escalanti Court found:
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{¶25} "Article III of the Agreement ensures a speedy trial to those in e`penal or

correctional institution.' We believe that this language clearly included the Santa

Barbara County Jail. Clear language in a statute is given its usual meaning unless

impossible or absurd consequences would result. In re Marriage of Gray, 144 Ariz. 89,

91, 695 P.2d 1127, 1129 (1985); Balestrieri v, Hartford Accident & Indem. Ins. Co., 112

Ariz. 160, 163, 540 P.2d 126, 129 (1975). A`penal institution' is a`generic term to.

describe all places of confinement for those convicted of crime such as.jails, prisons,

and houses of correction.'Black's Law Dictionary 1020 (5th ed. 1979). A"correctional

institution' is a `generic term describing prisons, jails, reformatories and other places of

correction and detention.' (Citation omitted).". !d: at 387.

{¶26} The Escalanti Court further noted for purposes of the EAD, "the only

difference between the state prison and the county jail for an incarcerated person is the

sign on the building. Nothing in Article III of the Agreement expressly limits its speedy

trial guarantee to prisons. Nor does any language in the Agreement deny its protection

to prisoners incarcerated in county jails. instead, the Agreement by its terms applies to

all penal and correctional institutions." Id.

{127} We agree with the rationale of Escalanti, and find the IAD. applies to

offenders held in county jails as well as state penal or correctional facilities. The IAD

specifically states, "This agreement shall be liberally construed so as to effectuate its

purposes." R.C. 2963.30, Art. IX. As stated, supra, the purpose of the (AD is "to

encourage the expeditious and orderly disposifiion of such charges and determination of

the proper status of any and all detainers based on untried indictments, informations or

complaints."
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{¶28} Appellant's sole assignment of error is sustained.

{129} The judgment of the Ashland County Court of Common Pleas is reversed.

The matter is remanded to the trial court for further proceedings consistent with the law

and this opinion.

By: Hoffman, J.

Delaney, P.J. and

Farmer, J. concur • ,

N. WILLIAM B. HOFF

ON. PATRICIA A. DE!_ANEY

/HONN̂ . SSHEEI G. FARMER
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR ASHLAND COUNTY, OHIO
FiFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

ZD 13 HIAT 15 AM 9; 11
e r +r ° V.'

STATE OF OHIO ^' ^^^^i^. ; ! ^. 5^^^!
Ct^^K Or COURTS

ASnLANC. QH':^
Plaintiff-Appellee

-vs-

JAMES D. BLACK

Defendant-Appellant

JUDGMENT ENTRY

Case No. 12-COA-018

For the reasons stated in our accompanying Opinion, the judgment of the

Ashland County Court of Common Pleas is reversed. The matter is remanded to the

trial court for further proceedings consistent with the law and our Opinion. Costs to

Appellee.

HON. WILLfA B. HOF

HON. PATRICIA A. DELANEY

` .^^ ^N. SHEI G. FARMER
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR ASHLAND COUNTY, OHIO

FIFTH APPELLATE DISTRICT
2013APP26 A,410-55

A^.^^^^ f'E S^^,^'
CL^^I^ 4F COURTS

ASl'It w4i•t. mrn
STATE OF OHIO

^^ (!^^^^
Plaintiff-Appellee

APR 2 9-vs JU^GMENT ENTRY- °

JAMES D. BLACK ASHLAND COUNTY PROSECUTOR
CASE NO. 12-COA-018

Defendant-Appellant

Plaintiff-appellee the state of Ohio has filed a motion to certify the decision

entered in this case on March. 15, 2013, State v. Black, 5 th Dist. No.12-CQA-018, 2013-

Ohio-976, as being in conflict with the decision of the Eighth District Court of Appeals in

State v. VVyer, 8#" bist. No. 82962, 2003-Ohio-6926.

Certification of a conflict is governed by Section 3(B)(4), Article IV of the Ohio

Constitution, which provides: "[w]henever the judges of a court of appeals find that a

judgment upon which they have agreed is in conflict with a judgment pronounced upon

the same question by any other court of appeals of the state, the judges shall certify the

record of the case to the supreme court for review and final determination."

Upon review, we find our decision to be in direct conflict with Wyer, supra.

The motion to certify is sustained.

Pursuant to App. R. 25(A), we certify the following issue of law to the Ohio

Supreme Court for review and final resolution:

cft

] - ^^
110^

jm#. RJ5 ^
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Whether the term "penal or correctional institution of a party state" as used in

R.C. 2963.30, includes county jails.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

WBH/ag 4f11113

►
d

HON, WlLL(A B. H N

HON. PATRiCIA A. DELANEY

HQN-.SHEILA)G. FA`RMER

^^^^# a!%A
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Not Reported in N.E.2d, 2003 WL 22976573 (Ohio App. 8 Dist.), 2003 -Ohio- 6926
(Cite as: 2003 WL 229 76573 (Ohio App. 8 Dist.))

CHECK OHIO SUPREME COURT RULES FOR
REPORTING OF OPINIONS AND WEIGHT OF
LEGAL AUTHORITY.

Court of Appeals of Ohio,
Eighth District, Cuyahoga County.
STATE of Ohio, Plaintiff-Appellee

V .
Brian WYER, Defendant-Appellant.

No. 82962.
Decided Dec. 18, 2003,

Background: After his motion to dismiss charges
was denied, defendant pled no contest in the Court
of Common Pleas, Cuyahoga County, Nos. CR-
419958 and CRP421664, to theft-related offenses,
includinCF burglary. Defendant appealed.

Holding: The Court of Appeals, Anthony O. Ca-
labrese, Jr., J., held that out-of-state county jail in
which defendant was incarcerated for unrelated of-
fense was not a "correctional institution of a party
state" under Interstate Agreement on Detainers
(LAD) so as to trigger 180-day speedy trial require-
ment.

Affiraned.

West Headnotes

Extradition and Detainers 166 C=53.1

166 Extradition and Detainers
16611 Detainers

166k53 Jurisdictions, Proceeditigs, Persons,
and Offenses Involved

166k53.1 k. In General. Most Cited Cases
Out-of=state county jail in wllich defendant was

incarcerated for unrelated offense was not a
"correctional institution of a party state" under In-
terstate Agreement on Detainers (LAD) so as to af-
ford defendant speedy trial disposition, or require

Page 1

State to extradite defendant and bring hiTn to trial
within 180 days upon entering out-of state jail;
county jail was not recognized as state penal or cor-
rectional institution. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 6;

R.C. 2963.30.

Criminal appeal from Common Pleas Court Case
Nos. CR-419958, CR-421664.`Yilliain D. Mason,
Cuyahoga County Prosecutor, Mary McGrath, As-
sistant, Cleveland, OH, for plaintiff-appellee.

Carolyn Kaye Ranke, Cleveland, OH, for defend-
ant-appellant.

ANTHONY U. CALABRESE, JR., J.
*1 {¶ 11 Defendant-appellant Brian Wyer

("appellant") appeals the denial of his motion to
dismiss for violation of his speedy trial rights. For
the reasons stated below, we affirm.

{¶2} I.

{T1 3} On November 22, 2001, appellant was
arrested in Cuyahoga County and charged with
theft related offenses. On November 28, 2001., ap-
pellant was released on bond. Appellant was in-
dicted on February 21, 2002 F''' and arraignment
was set for February 25, 2002. Appellant failed to
appear and a capias was issued for his arrest. Ar-
raignment was reset for March. 7, 2002. Following
the appellant's failure to appear at the March 7,
2002 arraignment, a bond forfeiture capias was is-
sued.

FNI. Cuyahoga County case No. CR-
419958. This 14-count indictment alleged
identity theft, theft, and receiving stolen
property.

{Tt 4} On March 26, 2002, appellant was arres-
ted on unrelated charges in Santa Jose, California.
On or about March 28, 2002, a "complaint for re-
turn of fugitive of justice" was filed by Cuyahoga

c0 2013 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works.
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County in the California municipal court, Santa
Clara County, notifying appellant of the charges
filed against him in Ohio. On April 5, 2002, appel-
lant was again indicted by the Cuvahoga County
grand jury for burglary.F^2 Appellant failed to ap-
pear at his arraignrnent and another capias was is-
sued.

FN2. Cuyahoga County case No. CR-
421664. Appellant purportedly entered into
a former residence for the purpose of facil-
itating the crimes alleged in case number
CR-419958.

{? 5} Appellant was eventuaily sentenced in
California to a 12-month term of un.prisonment. On
July 2, 2002, appellant sent a written demand for fi-
nal disposition of the outstanding charges against
him in an effort to effectuate his extradition back to
Cuyahoga County. On November 26, 2002, appel-
lant was extradited and returned to Cuyahoga
County. On December 12, 2002, appellant was ar-
raigned and pled not guilty.

{T1 6} On April 21, 2003, appellant's appointed
counsel filed a motion to dismiss. On April 24,
2003, appellant's motion was denied and appellant
entered pleas of no contest on both indictments.

{ii 7} It is from the denial of his motion to dis-
miss that appellant advances two assignments of er-
ror for our review.

II

{T $} In his first assignment of error, appellant
argues that "the trial court erred in denying the de-
fendant's motion to dismiss for failure to commence
trial within 180 days as required by article III of the
interstate agreement on detainers set forth in R.C.
2963.30." For the reasons stated below, we affirm.

{T 91 Appellant alleges that the specific time
requirem.ents outlined in the Interstate Ab eement
on Detainers, Article IZI ("IAD"), R.C. 2963.30,
were not met. The IAD provides that:

"Whenever a person has entered upon a term

Page 2

of imprisonment in a penal or correctional in-
stitution of a party state, and whenever during
the continuance of the term of imprisonment
there is pending in any other party state any
untried indictment, information or complaint
on the basis oi which detainer has been Iodged
against the prisoner, he shall be brought to tri-
al within one hundred eighty days." R.C.
2963.30.

{l 10} Because of this alleged failure, appel-
lant argues his right to speedy trial was violated.

*2 {¶ 1I } The state presents two arguments to
the contrary: 1) that appellant was not incarcerated
in a state penal institution, and therefore, his term
of incarceration had not begun under IAD; and 2)
even if appellant had begun his term of imprison-
ment, he failed to comply with the notice provisions
of IAD and, therefore, cannot avail himself of the
180-day requirement.

{¶ 12} The state argues that IAD did not be-
come applicable because appellant's term of incar-
ceration in Califoi-nia was not within a "penal or
correctional institution of a party state." Agreeing
with this position, the trial court held that:

"Article III is clear that in order for a defend-
ant to avail himself of. the provision for speedy
trial disposition, he must first be incarcerated
in a state penal or correctional institution. If
the legislative intent were to include both types
of incarceration (i.e., local and state), the stat-
ute would have so read." (Emphasis in origin-
al.)

{',[ 13 } Appellant argues that his entire term of
imprisonunent was to be served in the county jail.
Therefore, the county jail served as the correctional
institution of California for purposes of lAD.

{C, 14} In support of its position, the state cites
State v. Schnitzler (1998), Cleianont Cty. case No.
CA 98-01-008. In Schnitzler, the court held that
"where a person is being temporarily held in a

cO 2013 Thomson Reuters, No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works.
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county jail and has not yet entered a state correc-
tional institution to begin a term of im.prisonment,
Article III cannot be invoked." We agree.

iT l5} IAD is clear that the term of imprison-
ment must be served in a "penal or correctional in-
stitution of a party state." The legislature chose not
to include language encompassing all correctional
facilities, rather selecting only institutions of a
"party state." We agree with the trial court in find-
ing that the Santa Clara county jail is not a correc-
tional institution of the State of California for pur-
poses of IA.D. The trial court did not err by finding
that IAD is not applicable to the facts of this case.

{t 16} Having found that IAD is not applicable
under the facts of this case, appellan:t's second as-
signment of error is moot.

{Ti 17} The judgment is affirmed.

Judgnient aftirmed.

Page 3

the court pursuant to App.R. 22(E) unless a motion
for reconsideration with supporting brief, per
A.pp;R. 26(A), is filed within ten (10) days of the
announcement of the court's decision. The time
period for review by the Supreme Court of Ohio
shall begin to run upon the journalization of this
court's announcement of decision by the clerk pet•
App.R. 22(E). See, also, S.Ct.Prac.R. II, Section
2(A)(1).

Ohio App. 8 Dist.,2003.
State v. Wyer
Not Reported in N.E.2d, 2003 WL 22976573 (Ohio
App. 8 Dist.), 2003 -Ohio- 6926

PATRICIA A. 13LACKMON, P.J., and FRANK D.
CELEBREZZE, JR., J. concur.

It is ordered that appellee recover of appellant
its costs herein taxed.

The coui-t fmds there were reasonable grounds
for this appeal.

It is ordered that a special mandate issue out of
this court directing the Cuyahoga County Court of
Common Pleas to carry this judgment into execu-
tion. The defendant's conviction having been af-
firmed, any bail pending appeal is terminated. Case
remanded to the trial coart for execution of sen-
tence.

A certified copy of this entry shall constitute
the mandate pursuant to Rule 27 of the Rules of
Appellate Procedure.

N.B. This entry is an announcement of the
court's decision. See App.R. 22(B), 22(D) and
26(A); Loc.App.R. 22. This decision will be jotun-
alized and will become the judgment and order of

E,ND OF DOCUNIENT
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2963.30 Interstate agreement on detainers.

The Interstate Agreement on Detainers is hereby enacted into law and entered into by this state with

all other jurisdictions legally joining therein, in the form substantially as follows:

THE INTERSTATE AGREEMENT ON DETAINERS

The contracting states solemnly agree that:

Article I

The party states find that charges outstanding against a prisoner, detainers based on untried

indictments, informations or complaints, and difficulties in securing speedy trials of persons already

incarcerated in other jurisdictions, produce uncertainties which obstruct programs of prisoner

treatment and rehabilitation. Accordingly, it is the policy of the party states and the purpose of this

agreement to encourage the expeditious and orderly disposition of such charges and determination of

the proper status of any and all detainers based on untried indictments, informations or complaints.

The party states also find that proceedings with reference to such charges and detainers, when

emanating from another jurisdiction, cannot properly be had in the absence of cooperative procedures.

It is the further purpose of this agreement to provide such cooperative procedures.

Article II

As used in this agreement:

(a) "State" shall mean a state of the United States:[;] the United States of Americaa[;] a territory or

possession of the United States:[;] the District of Columbia:[;] the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

(b) "Sending state" shall mean a state in which a prisoner is incarcerated at the time that he initiates a
request for final disposition pursuant to Article III hereof or at the time that a request for custody or
availability is initiated pursuant to Article IV hereof.

(c) "Receiving state" shall mean the state in which trial is to be had on an indictment, information or
complaint pursuant to Article III or Article IV hereof.

Article III

(a) Whenever a person has entered upon a term of imprisonment in a penal or correctional institution
of a party state, and whenever during the continuance of the term of imprisonment there is pending in
any other party state any untried indictment, information or complaint on the basis of which a detainer
has been lodged against the prisoner, he shall be brought to trial within one hundred eighty days after
he shall have caused to be delivered to the prosecuting officer and the appropriate court of the
prosecuting officer's jurisdiction written notice of the place of his imprisonment and his request for a
final disposition to be made of the indictment, information or complaint: provided that for good cause
shown in open court, the prisoner or his counsel being present, the court having jurisdiction of the

matter may grant any necessary or reasonable continuance. The request of the prisoner shall be
accompanied by a certificate of the appropriate official having custody of the prisoner, stating the term
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of commitment under which the prisoner is being held, the time already served, the time remaining to

be served on the sentence, the amount of good time earned, the time of parole eligibility of the

prisoner, and any decisions of the state parole agency relating to the prisoner.

(b) The written notice and request for final disposition referred to in paragraph (a) hereof shall be

given or sent by the prisoner to the warden, commissioner of corrections or other official having

custody of him, who shall promptly forward it together with the certificate to the appropriate

prosecuting official and court by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested.

(c) The warden, commissioner of corrections or other official having custody of the prisoner shall

.promptly inform him of the source and contents of any detainer lodged against him and shall also

inform him. of his rights to make a request for final disposition of the indictment, information or
complaint on which the detainer is based.

(d) Any request or [for] final disposition made by a prisoner pursuant to paragraph (a) hereof shall

operate as a request for final disposition of all untried indictments, informations or complaints on the

basis of which detainers have been lodged against the prisoner from the state to whose prosecuting

official the request for final disposition is specifically directed. The warden, commissioner of corrections

or other officials having custody of the prisoner shall forthwith notify all appropriate prosecuting

officers and courts in the several jurisdictions within the state to which the prisoner's request for final

disposition. is being sent of the proceeding being initiated by the prisoner. Any notification sent

pursuant to this paragraph shall be accompanied by copies of the prisoner's written notice, request,

and the certificate. If trial is not had on any indictment, information or complaint contemplated hereby

prior to the return of the prisoner to the original place of imprisonment, such indictment, information

or complaint shall not be of any further force or effect, ahd the court shall enter an order dismissing
the same with prejudice.

(e) Any request for final disposition made by a prisoner pursuant to paragraph (a) hereof shall also be

deemed to be a waiver of extradition with respect to any charge or proceeding contemplated thereby

or included therein by reason of paragraph (d) hereof, and a waiver of extradition to the receiving

state to serve any sentence there imposed upon him, after completion of his term of imprisonment in

the sending state. The request for final disposition shall also constitute a consent by the prisoner to the

production of his body in any court where his presence may be required in order to effectuate the

purposes of this agreement and a further consent voluntarily to be returned to the original place of

imprisonment in accordance with the provisions of this agreement. Nothing in this paragraph shall

prevent the imposition of a concurrent sentence if otherwise permitted by law.

(f) Escape from custody by the prisoner subsequent to his execution of the request for final disposition
referred to in paragraph (a) hereof shall void the request.

Article IV

(a) The appropriate officer of the jurisdiction in which an untried indictment, information or complaint

is pending shall be entitled to have a prisoner against whom he has lodged a detainer and who is

serving a term of imprisonment in any party state made available in accordance with Article V (a)

hereof upon presentation of a written request for temporary custody or availability to the appropriate

authorities of the state in which the prisoner is incarcerated:[,] provided that the court having

jurisdiction of such indictment, information or complaint shall have duly approved, recorded and
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transmitted the request:[,j and provided further that there shall be a period of thirty days after receipt

by the appropriate authorities before the request be honored, within which period the governor of the

sending state may disapprove the request for temporary custody or availability, either upon his own
motion or upon motion of the prisoner.

(b) Upon receipt of the officer's written request as provided in paragraph (a) hereof, the appropriate

authorities having the prisoner in custody shall furnish the officer with a certificate stating the term of

commitment under which the prisoner is being held, the time already served, the time remaining to be

served on the sentence, the amount of good time earned, the time of parole eligibility of the prisoner,

and any decisions of the state parole agency relating to the prisoner. Said authorities simultaneously

shall furnish all other officers and appropriate courts in the receiving state who have lodged detainers

against the prisoner with similar certificates and with notices informing them of the request for custody
or availability and of the reasons therefor.

(c) In respect of any proceeding made possible by this Article, trial shall be commenced within one

hundred twenty days of the arrival of the prisoner in the receiving state, but for good cause shown in

open court, the prisoner or his counsel being present, the court having jurisdiction of the matter may
grant any necessary or reasonable continuance.

(d) Nothing contained in this Article shall be construed to deprive any prisoner of any right which he

may have to contest the legality of his delivery as provided in paragraph (a) hereof, but such delivery

may not be opposed or denied on the ground that the executive authority of the sending state has not
affirmatively consented to or ordered such delivery.

.(e) If trial is not had on any indictment, information or complaint contemplated hereby prior to the

prisoner's being returned to the original place of imprisonment pursuant to Article V (e) hereof, such

indictment, information or complaint shall not be of any further force or effect, and the court shall
enter an order dismissing the same with prejudice.

Article V

(a) In response to a request made under Article III or Article IV hereof, the appropriate authority in a

sending state shall offer to deliver temporary custody of such prisoner to the appropriate authority in

the state where such indictment, information or complaint is pending against such person in order that

speedy and efficient prosecution may be had. If the request for final disposition is made by the

prisoner, the offer of temporary custody shall accompany the written notice provided for in Article III

of this agreement. In the case of a federal prisoner, the appropriate authority in the receiving state

shall be entitled to temporary custody as provided by this agreement or to the prisoner's presence in

federal custody at the place of trial, whichever custodian arrangement may be approved by the
custodian.

(b) The officer or other representative of a state accepting an offer of temporary custody shall present
the following upon demand:

(1) Proper identification and evidence of his authority to act for the state into whose temporary
custody the prisoner is to be given.

(2) A duly certified copy of the indictment, information or complaint on the basis of which the detainer
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has been lodged and on the basis of which the request for temporary custody of the prisoner has been
made.

(c) If the appropriate authority shall refuse or fail to accept temporary custody of said person, or in the

event that an action on the indictment, information or complaint on the basis of which the detainer has

been lodged is not brought to trial within the period provided in Article III or Article IV hereof, the

appropriate court of the jurisdiction where the indictment, information or complaint has been pending

shall enter an order dismissing the same with prejudice, and any detainer based thereon shall cease to
be of any force or effect,

(d) The temporary custody referred to in this agreement shall be only for the purpose of permitting

prosecution on the charge or charges contained in one or more untried indictments, informations or

complaints which form the basis of the detainer or detainers or for prosecution on any other charge or

charges arising out of the same transaction,[;] except for his attendance at court and while being

transported to or from any place at which his presence. may be required, the prisoner shall be held in a

suitable jail or other facility regularly used for persons awaiting prosecution.

(e) At the earliest practicable time consonant with the purposes of this agreement, the prisoner shall
be returned to the sending state.

(f) During the continuance of temporary custody or while the prisoner is otherwise being made

available for trial as required by this agreement, time being.served on the sentence shall continue to

run but good time shall be earned by the prisoner only if, and to the extent that, the law and practice
of the jurisdiction which imposed the sentence may allow.

(g) For all purposes other than that for which temporary custody as provided in this agreement is

exercised, the prisoner shall be deemed to remain in the custody of and subject to the jurisdiction of

the sending state and any escape from temporary custody may be dealt with in the same manner as

an escape from the original place of imprisonment or in any other manner permitted by law.

(h) From the time that a party state receives custody of a prisoner pursuant to this agreement until

such prisoner is returned to the territory and custody of the sending state, the state in which the one

or more untried indictments, informations or complaints are pending or in which trial is being had shall

be responsible for the prisoner and shall also pay all costs of transporting, caring for, keeping and

returning the prisoner,[;] the provisions of this paragraph shall govern unless the states concerned

shall have entered into a supplementary agreement providing for a different allocation of costs and

responsibilities as between or among themselves. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to alter

or affect any internal relationship among the departments, agencies and officers of and in the

government of a party state, or between a party state and its subdivisions, as to the payment of costs,
or responsibilities therefor.

Article VI

(a) In determining the duration and expiration dates of the time periods provided in Articles III and IV

of this agreement, the running of said time periods shall be tolled whenever and for as long as the

prisoner is unable to stand trial, as determined by the court having jurisdiction of the matter.

(b) No provision of this agreement, and no remedy made available by this agreement, shall apply to
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any person who is adjudged to be mentally ill, or who is under sentence of death,

Article VII

Page 5 of 5

Each state party to this agreement shall designate an officer who, acting jointly with like officers of

other party states, shall promulgate rules and regulations to carry out more effectively the terms and

provisions of this agreement, and who shall provide, within and without the state, information.
necessary to the effective operation of this agreement.

Article VIII

This agreement shall enter into full force and effect as to a party state when such state has enacted

the same into law. A state party to this agreement may withdraw herefrom by enacting a statute

repealing the same. However, the withdrawal of any state shall not affect the status of any

proceedings already initiated by inmates or.by state officers at the time such withdrawal takes effect,
nor shall it affect their rights in respect thereof.

Article IX

This agreement shall be liberally construed so as to effectuate its purposes. The provisions of this.

agreement shall be severable and if any phrase, clause, sentence or provision of this agreement is

declared to be contrary to the constitution of any party state or of the United States or the.applicability
thereof to any government, agency, person: or circumstance is held invalid, the validity of the

remainder of this agreement and the applicability thereof to any agreement, agency, person or

circumstance shall not be affected thereby. If this agreement shall be held contrary to the constitution

of any state party hereto, the agreement shall rema.in in full force and effect as to.the remaining states
and in full force and effect as to the state affected as to all severable matters.

Effective Date: 11-18-1969
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