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Year in Review



Jan. l 

Jan.10 

April 1 

April 12 

Court computers transition smoothly into the new year. 

Court launches its first internal newsletter, The Court Bulletin. 

New rule giving priority to appeals of cases involving adoption and termination of parental rights 

becomes effective. 

Supreme Court conducts session in Geauga County. 

Court releases opinion holding that Columbus city pool records containing personal information of 

swimmers are exempt from public disclosure (McCleary v. Roberts). 

April 17 

April 28 

Mayl 

Mayll 

July 13 

July 25 

Aug.3 

Aug. 23 

Sept. 6 

Sept. 7 

Sept. 27 

Oct. 1 

Oct.18 

Nov. 7 

Nov. 9 

Dec.14 

Intranet site launched. 

Ohio's sex offender statute upheld as constitutional (State v. Williams). 

Ohio Courts Futures Commission final report issued. 

Supreme Court, for the second time, declares Ohio's school funding mechanism unconstitutional (DeRolph v. State). 

Chief Justice Moyer appoints 13-member task force to consider steps toward implementing findings of the Ohio 

Commission on Racial Fairness. 

Evaluation of practical legal skills incorporated into Ohio bar examination. 

Post-release control provisions in Ohio's criminal sentencing statute upheld as constitutional, after Supreme Court finds 

no violation of the separation of powers doctrine or due process clause of the U.S. or Ohio Constitutions ( Woods v. 

Telb). 

Court decides that Kentucky has jurisdiction in controversial interstate adoption case (In re Adoption if Justin Asente). 

The ruling comes just one day after oral arguments, which attracted media attention from all over the state. 

Supreme Court holds that Ohio does not recognize claims for wrongful life, and rules that a disabled girl cannot sue 

her mother's obstetrician for damages stemming from the child's congenital disabilities (Hester v. Dwivedi). 

Advisory Committee on Technology and the Courts formed to assess the technology needs of all Ohio courts and 

develop standards to make all court computer systems compatible. 

Ohio judicial campaign spending limits struck down by U.S. District Court. 

Fees for bar exam raised from $150 to $225. 

Supreme Court holds session in Fairfield County. 

Justice Alice Robie Resnick is reelected to the court for a third term and Justice Deborah Cook is reelected for a second. 

Taking note of attack ads by independent groups in the just-completed Supreme Court races, Chief Justice Moyer calls 

for intermediate and long-term campaign reforms. 

The Supreme Court adopts a "Bridge-the-Gap" training program for new attorneys to help with the transition from 

law school to the real-world practice oflaw. 
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Hollon's Review 

Steven Hollon, the Supreme Court's administrative director, looks back at 2000, 

assessing the pluses and minuses 

What individual situation or issue did you find to be the most challenging in 2000? 

I think getting my arms around the operation of the court. In my first few months here in 

1999, I spent a great deal of time learning who is who and what is what. In 2000 I started 

to review the court's operational policies and procedures and how we do business and asked 

the question - is that the best way to do it? The process led to the creation of the 

Operations Committee and the Human Resources Committee. 

What is the Operations Committee? 

The purpose of the Operations Committee is to look at how we do business in terms of 

our fiscal policies, travel policies, purchasing policies, etc. All the daily business operational 

needs are run through this committee. 

And what about the Human Resources Committee? 

We have to keep in mind that we really did not have a separate office of Human Resources 

at the Court until July 1999. Before then, payroll was wrapped up in the Fiscal Office, and 

the remainder was managed through the Administrative Director's Office. In July of 1999, 

we created the Office of Human Resources, and we created it for an organization with 200 

employees. The committee's charge is to help the human resources office get established 

within an already existing operation. 



Quite a bit of time and energy was devoted to the position and salary classification plans. 

Please explain. 

The development of a position classification plan and a salary classification plan was by far 

the most important thing we did internally and perhaps the most important thing that has 

gone on here in the last five years. With the aid of an outside consultant, we ranked our 

positions in relationship to one another in a position classification plan. We then developed a 

salary classification plan that built off the position classification plan. This has helped us put 

people in positions based upon objective criteria instead of subjective criteria that was used in 

the past. It has given our staff a sense of confidence that we are doing the very best job we 

can to make sure we recognize the valuable contributions made by all of our employees. 

Where does the project go from here? 

We have made significant strides but we still need to focus on performance evaluations. We 

see the total project as a three-legged stool. First, we completed the position classification 

plan, then we implemented the salary classification plan. The third leg is the development 

of performance evaluations. A subcommittee of the Human Resources Committee is 

working on that issue now. It is our intention to develop true performance evaluations that 

measure employee performance in an objective fashion and that will, to some degree, play 

into salary increases that staff receive. We see this as developing accountability - perhaps 

something that has been lacking in certain areas of government in the past. We are striving 

to bring modern business practices into the Supreme Court's operation. 

Can you point to any outside or external accomplishments? 

Yes, the Advisory Committee on Technology in the Courts. It signifies the new way we 

want to do business in terms of dealing with issues that affect judges and courts 

throughout the state. We are taking a topic that is large in scope, and using a multi

disciplinary approach to review its complexities, piece by piece. The committee is multi

disciplinary in the sense that we have judges, prosecutors, plaintiffs' counsel, MIS directors, 

clerks, administrators, local funding authorities, and law enforcement. We have brought 

them together to talk about technology issues. That group, in turn, will break down into 

subcommittees to address particular issues such as e-filing, digital signatures, the setting of 

standards, privacy matters, etc. We can apply that same model across the whole spectrum 

of issues facing the judicial system, and intend to do so in the years to come. 
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One of the external highlights was the completion of the Futures Commission report. It drew 

recommendations in many areas. What are your impressions and where do you think the court 

will take it? 

The most important thing to remember about the Futures Commission report is that it is a 

vision for the next 25 years and not a vision for next week. The Futures Commission report 

has many new and innovative ideas, some of which are taking place today, some of which 

may take place within the near future, and some of which need to be looked at in a longer 

range approach. It is a blueprint of where the judicial system should be going. It is, in 

essence, a strategic plan that organizations need to undergo every five or 10 years. A lot of 

work and effort went into it, but it is certainly not the only document that is going to drive 

where the courts go over the course of the next quarter century. 

Evidence of that would probably be the Racial Fairness Implementation Task Force that is still a 

work in progress. 

Correct. The Racial Fairness Commission's Implementation Task Force, under the 

leadership of Judge Algenon Marbley of the U.S. District Court in Columbus, is diligently 

reviewing the recommendations of the Racial Fairness Commission Report that was issued 

in December 1999. We see promising work coming from that committee relating to such 

issues as a CLEO program, foreign language interpreters, and a need to look at all possible 

ways to increase diversity in the profession . 

Of the different issues that you tackle, whether internally or externally, what was the easiest one? 

Were there any "slam dunks" that still had some challenge or significance? 

As hokey as it may sound, I believe it is The Court Bulletin, our internal weekly 

communication piece we distribute to staff It is a great communications device and I think 

it is the easiest thing we did. It is a link so that everybody does know what is going on and 

feels that there is some connectiveness. I believe the court's employees understand that we 

are paying attention to them by keeping them informed. This is hard to do when you have 

an institution of this size and spread out as much as we are. 



What was not accomplished in 2000 that you had hoped would be? 

The fact that we did not get written policies or rules in place. We want to develop these 

written policies and procedures and put them in the context of administrative rules and we 

did not complete that. I wanted to complete that by the end of 2000, and it looks like it is 

probably going to go on through the year 2001. This is not because of any neglect 

internally, because these committees are meeting regularly, but it is a question of volume 

and the level of discussion that is taking place. We want these issues to be thoroughly 

thought through. It is just taking longer than I had anticipated a year ago when we first set 

up these committees. 

Final question - looking ahead to 2001 - what are your priorities? 

Priorities that I have set for the administrative operation of the court deal with our 

Judicial and Court Services Division. We spent a great deal of time within the last year 

working on many internal things. We now want to turn our focus to external services, 

while we still manage some of the internal issues. The external services that we provide to 

judges and courts around the state need to improve. This is where the focus is going to 

be. It is our impression that judges and courts around the state are looking to us to 

provide this leadership. We get requests daily on technology questions, on case 

management questions, on drug and mental health court questions, on court relations, and 

on dispute resolution. We believe we have the obligation to provide as much leadership 

and assistance as possible. ■
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Ohio Supreme Court Central 
and Judiciary Calendar Year 2000 Budget 

Ohio Judiciary Calendar Year 2000 Budget 

Budgeted Budgeted Average for 

fY2000 fY2001 Calendar 2000 

Courts of Appeals $23,436,488 $23,864,679 $23,650,584 

Lower Courts $52,006,403 $51,456,266 $51,731,335 

Total Ohio Judiciary $75,442,891 $75,320,945 $75,381,918 

Ohio Supreme Court Central Calendar Year 2000 Budget 

Justices and Staff 

Administration 

Clerk's Office 

Reporter 

Library 

Legal and Legislative 

Court Operations 

Judicial and Court Serv. 

Attorney Registration 

Sentencing Commission 

Total Supreme Court Central 

Total Ohio Judiciary and 

Supreme Court Central 

Budgeted Budgeted Average for 

fY2000 fY2001 Calendar 2000 

$2,992,373 $3,181,190 $3,086,782 

$1,806,498 $2,679,051 $2,242,775 

$1,911,539 $1,999,169 $1,955,354 

$728,675 $637,558 $683,117 

$2,871,367 $3,220,053 $3,045,710 

$2,077,020 $2,376,965 $2,226,993 

$2,903,380 $3,571,542 $3,237,461 

$5,558,456 $5,186,420 $5,372,438 

$1,655,949 $1,838,602 $1,747,276 

$363,182 $363,568 $363,375 

$22,868,439 $25,054,118 $23,961,279 

$98,311,330 $100,375,063 $99,343,197 

12.9% 

9.4% 

8.2% 

2.9% 

12.7% 

9.3% 

13.5% 

22.4% 

7.3% 

1.5% 

100.0% 



Supreme Court Central 
$23,961,279 

24.1% 

Sentencing Commission 
$363,182 

1.5% 

Attorney Registration 
$1,655,949 

7.3% 

Judicial and 
Court Services 
$5,558,456 

22.4% 

Court Operations 
$2,903,380 

13.5% 

Legal and Legislative 
$2,077,020 

9.3% 

Ohio Judiciary 
$75,381,918 

75.9% 

Justices and Staff 
$2,992,373 

12.9% 

Administration 
$1,806,498 

9.4% 

Clerk's Office 
$1,911,539 

8.2% 

Reporter 
$728,675 

2.9% 

Library 
$2,871,367 

12.7% 
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U
ltimately it will be future generations who will decide if 2000 was the year the 

Supreme Court turned the corner on technology. But surely they will note it was 

a year of progress. 

It was almost as if catapulted by the success of sailing through Y2K - no small feat for a 

system still heavily reliant on the ancient WANG - set the agenda for the next 12 months. 

Changes were both tangible and symbolic. New hardware and software were purchased and 

. additional staff was hired. And what, for years, had been the Office of Court Technology 

was renamed Information Technology. 

The initiatives extended beyond the Supreme Court's 3rd floor, locked-down computer 

room. Serious efforts were launched towards establishing minimum technology standards 

for Ohio's courts and the promise of building a statewide network. 

"The court took a new look at technology in 2000, making greater use of the efficiencies it 

offered and dedicating ourselves to making it state of the art," said Steven Hollon, court 

administrator. He readily acknowledges, "Still, there are miles to go." 

David Saffle, who joined the court in May as the IT director, said he has attempted to shift 

the office's focus. "We are now more of a development shop than a maintenance shop." 

This means more programs are written by IT staff rather than going outside to buy them. 

"This makes us masters of our destiny. We can better customize and meet the court's 

needs, and at a lower cost," Saffle said. 

And, of course, work continued to install new programs for attorney registration, 

admissions and case management. Once completed, the court will be able to forever cut 

itself loose from the WANG system that has lumbered along since 1988. 

Programs and data from the WANG computer system were transferred to newer 

Microsoft-based computer systems. The old computer systems represented 80 different 

technologies that were not easily accessible. After developing a transfer plan, a database 

structure for new information was created. The project was split into seven areas and work 

progressed at different programming stages throughout the rest of the year. 

The sense that the project is never-ending is because the offices that use the old system 
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rely so heavily on it, Saffle explained. "The painful part is you have to maintain the old 
system while you bring on the new systems. You can't just stop supporting the old system." 

The year marked a major shift in how the court viewed and shaped its Internet site. Since 
it was established in 1995, the site was controlled by the technology office. Hollon, 
recognizing the site's unmet potential, shifted the responsibilities for content and design to 
the Communications Office. 

Monique Jones joined the communications staff a the court's first Web editor and John 
Hopper joined IT as the first Web developer. 

Other than a u er survey, seeking comments and suggestions, initial changes were not 
readily apparent. Jones solicited feedback from managers and employees about new 
information and data that could be posted. ext came design style sheets and dynamic 
active server pages, editorial and layout standards, and a new, faster Web server. These 
changes made maintenance easier and set the stage for future growth. 

'This is an evolving process, and all departments have been enthusiastic and full of energy 
and ideas, despite the uncertainty that this kind of transformation can create," Jones said. 

Meanwhile, Hopper designed and deployed Web-based software that opened the door to 
launching the court's Intranet site. Early postings included a phone directory, a simple 
attorney registration look-up and Information Technology items. By the end of the year 
the employee newsletter, fiscal documents and travel regulations, and automated office 
request forms were posted to the Intranet. 

The court's broader, more expansive approach to technology extended beyond its internal 
systems. 

Chief Justice Thomas Moyer in September announced the formation of the Supreme Court 
Advisory Committee on Technology and the Courts. He noted that Ohio's 527 courts use 
90 different computer systems, making "communication among them virtually impossible." 

The chief justice asked the 23-member committee to assess the technology needs of Ohio's 
courts and develop standards that could make all court computer systems compatible. 

Committee members, led by Judge John Bessey of Franklin County, began by reviewing 
the Ohio Courts Futures Commission's recommendations aimed at technology. The 
committee decided to focus on six goals: 

- To establish minimum standards for technology in the courts. 

- To develop privacy policie to protect the interests of citizens versus the right to access. 

- To develop a statewide court network connecting computers from county to county. 



- To centralize access to local court services, allowing people to research case records from 
their personal computers or to complete a tandardized application for marriage for any 
probate court in Ohio. 

- To provide technical assistance to local court at no charge, including helping courts set 
up Web sites and offering educational programs. 

- To develop security policies to protect against computer viruses and hackers. 

The committee, looking forward to 2001 , agreed to develop a two-year strategic plan 
outlining a timeline for what can be implemented and funded. The committee will present 
a finished strategic plan to the Supreme Court for approval. 

In another project, the Supreme Court created its own temporary ta k force to make 
recommendations regarding electronic signatures and electronic filing for the j udicial 
branch. 

The Ohio Courts Digital Signatures Project, a joint effort of the Supreme Court and Ohio 
Judicial Conference, compared rules in other states and researched electronic technology 
and its applications in Ohio's courts. The task force found the current rules that govern 
Ohio's courts could not support new electronic technologies. 

In December, the task force drafted new rules giving electronic signatures the same weight 
as traditional signatures, setting minimum levels of consistency and providing a mechanism 
for establishing minimum standards . 

The Technology Resources Office, which operates under the Judicial and Court Services 
division, expanded its mission and reach. A new section was created to coordinate 
technology development throughout the court system and to provide training. ■ 
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Futu res Report 

Recommendations call for major reforms affecting access, dispute resolution, jury service 
and judicial qualifications 

Following almost three years of deliberations, including hundreds of hours of meetings, focus 
groups, statewide public hearings and the occasional burst of controversy, the Ohio Courts 
Futures Commission issued its final report May 1 .  

In  essence, the commission recommended that by 2025 state courts adopt new approaches and 
expanded functions that depart significantly from traditional practices. The commission titled 
their 1 1 6-page report "A Changing Landscape." It called for adopting 63 recommendations 
aimed at widening public access to the courts, expanding dispute resolution, providing a 
greater role for jurors, enhancing the qualifications for judges and embracing new 
technologies . 

Chief Justice Thomas Moyer appointed the 52-member nonpartisan commission of 25 
attorneys and judges and 27 non-attorneys in 1997. The Chief Justice's broad mandate was for 
the commission to assist the courts in charting a course for the next 25 years. 

"This is a significant document. It identifies issues and initiatives such as jury reform that can 
be immediately considered and implemented over the next one to three years," Moyer said at 
the final commission meeting. "At the same time, it provides for establishing ongoing 
committees in such areas as technology and judicial qualifications that will allow courts to 
anticipate new realities that will arise during the next 25 years." 

Commission Co-chair Susan Lajoie Eagan, executive vice president ofThe Cleveland 
Foundation, said the final report adheres to the basic principles of a system that is accessible , 
effective, efficient, accountable and just. 

Eagan said the call for expanded dispute resolution services is one of the key recommendations 
issued by the commission. "The commission believes our state courts should provide more 
mediation and other negotiation services. With each new case that comes to the courts, 
trained staff can refer it to the least expensive and most efficient track available. In many cases 
that can mean mediation or another settlement tool rather than the traditional trial." 

Co-chair Robert Duncan, a former state and federal judge, said judicial qualifications is another 
issue that courts will face during the next 25 years. "Based on the accelerated rate of change that 
we have and will continue to experience, courts will be asked to settle disputes involving 
complex technology, shifting family structures and other matters in an increasingly multi
culrural society. Judges must be prepared to decide these and other complicated matters." 



Duncan cited the recommendations establishing a judicial qualifications commission to ensure 
that judges are well qualified. That commission would set objective minimum standards for 
those who seek judicial office and determine whether prospective candidates meet the criteria. 
It would also assist the governor in appointing judges to fill in-term vacancies. 

The commission's work initially drew criticism based on speculation that it would recommend 
the abolition of the state's smaller county courts and replace them with larger multi-county 
district courts. While the idea was floated at an early subcommittee session, it was never under 
serious consideration. 

Other key recommendations in the report include: 

- Expand current days and hours of court operation to i.nclude a reasonable range of evening 
and weekend hours· 

- Increase the availability of legal aid attorneys, appointed counsel, pro bono volunteer 
attorneys and other affordable ource of legal assistance to help low- income fami l ies deal 
with civil (non-criminal) legal problems; 

- implify court rules and procedures and provide clear plain-language noti£cation letters, 
instructions and forms to guide citizens in their dealings with the courts; 

- Provide state funding for essential court functions to provide equal access to justice and 
consistent adjudication services statewide; 

- Encourage judges and other court staff to speak before local civic and community groups to 
explain court procedures and demystify the legal process; 

- Work with educators to make more and better classroom materials explaining the legal 
system available to Ohio students at all grade levels; 

- Establish uniform technology standards for Ohio courts, so that all hardware and software 
used in the judicial system is compatible and can be linked in a statewide information
haring and communications network; 

- Allow courts withi n  each county to organize themselves in new ways that improve efficiency 
and make flexible use of local judges (this might include combining current common pleas, 
municipal and county courts into a single trial. court) ; 

- Replace mayor' courts with decentralized locations convenient to the public that are staffed 
with trained judicial officers; 

- Use expanded source lists so that jury pools are more representative of the community; 

- Be more con iderate of jurors' time in scheduli ng and conducting jury trials, and allow jurors 
to play a more active role in trials by ta.king notes, receiving written copies of testimony and 
instructions and even questioning witne ses under court upervi ion; 

- Reconsider the current prohibition against persons 70 or older running for judicial office. ■ 
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ADM I N I STRATION 

Steven C. Hollon, administrative director 

Keith Bartlett, assistant administrative director 

The Office of the Administrative Director oversees the operations of the Supreme Court . 
The court 's six divisions - Clerk's Office, Reporter, Law Library, Court Operations, 
Judicial and Court Services, and Legal and Legislative Services - report to the Office of 
the Administrative Director. 

The office also serves as the court's chief liaison to its affiliated agencies, which include the 
Office of Discip l inary Counsel and the Ohio Court of Claims.  

Com m u n i cations  Office 

Jay Wuebbold, director 

The Communications Office was established in 1984 as the liaison between the court and 
the public, providing court news and case information to the media as well as to the public ,  
and attorneys and parties involved in court cases. 

In 2000 , the office continued its paper distribution of both opinions and announcements 
wh i le encouraging the public to access the court's Web site for decisions and rulings, which 
are posted immediately upon release. The office hopes to be distributing all decisions, 
announcements and opin ions electronically within the next three years . 

During 2000, the Communications Office released 3 70 opinions, summarizing 145 for 
greater publ ic  comprehension. The office also prepared 134 short synopses for cases argued 
before the court to help news media determine which argumen ts they wanted to cover. 

The office issued 59  press releases on behalf of the various court divis ions and responded 
to 3 ,250 telephone requests for information. 

The court's first full-time Web editor joined the office in August to update Web pages, add 
cou rt forms and simplify navigation. A user survey directed the court 's immediate attention 
to high-traffic areas of the site. The remaining four months of the year saw many behind
the-scenes improvements that, while unnoticed by the public, made maintenance easier and 
set the stage for future growth . 

The office improved its delivery of news clippings to court staff by switching to a dai ly 
e-mail version rather than a weekly paper version. The office also developed a weekly court 
newsletter, The Court Bulletin, which updates employees on the news and events of the 
week and is posted to the court's I ntranet. 

The office assisted local news media and editors of high school newspapers and yearbooks 
during the court's 2000 session in Fairfield and Geauga counties. 

Steven C .  Hollon, 
adminUITative direttar 

Keith Bartlett, 
nssistnlll 
administrative direaor 

Jay Wuebbold, 
director., 
Co1,im11 11 icntions Office 
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Marcia J .  Mengel. 
derk o

f 
courl 

CLERK  

Admi ss ions, Attorney Reg istrat ion a n d  C l erk 's Offi ces 

Marcia J Mengel, cle1·k of court 

Admis s ions  Office 

Beverly Braskett, manager 

The Admissions Office as i ts the Supreme Court in its constitutional role of regulating 
admission to the practice of law in Ohio. Its functions include processing applications 
for admission to practice, tracking applicants' status, coordinating and administering 
semiannual bar examinations, and organizing an admissions ceremony for each exam' 
successful applicants . 

With its six full-time and one part-time employee, the admission office also issues 
miscellaneous certificates relating to attorney admission, including legal intern certificates 
for law students working in cl inical programs and certificates for foreign legal consultants, 
who provide advice on foreign law. 

Until 1 984, when a separate office was established, admission s functions were performed 
by C lerk's Office staff. The clerk continues to oversee Admissions Office operations and 
Clerk's Office also helps support various fu nctions of the office. 

During 2000, the Admissions Office: 

- Processed more than 3 ,400 admissions applications, including 1 ,202 law student 
registrations, 2 , 129 bar e.-xamination applications, and 97 applications for admission 
without examination .  

- Administered two bar examinations, t e  ting 604 appl icants in February and 1 ,273 
applicants in July. 

- Coordinated admissions ceremonies i n  1ay and ovember. 

- I sued 40 1 legal intern certificates, 2 , 155  certificates of good standing and th ree 
temporary certificates to practice law. 

Attorney Reg istrat ion Office 

Cindy Farrenkopf, coordinator 

Attorneys admitted to practice in Ohio are required to register biennially with the 
Supreme Court for either active, corporate, inactive or retired status. Registration fees -
paid only by those registering active or corporate - are pooled to become the court's 
attorney registration fund. The fund finances the attorney disciplinary process by repaying 



expenses incurred by the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Di cipline, the 
Office of Disciplinary Counsel, and certified grievance committees of local bar 
associations. 

The ttorney Registration Office maintains a record for all attorneys admitted in Ohio, 
processi ng the attorney registration certificates of each and updating them with name and 
address changes. The office employs one full-time and one part-time registration clerk, 
except during peak biennial registration periods, when temporary employees are enlisted to 
help complete the registration process. 

Duri.ng 2000, the Attorney Registration Office processed 50,000 certificates of registration 
from Ohio attorneys, including: 

- 38,940 for active stanis. 

- 8, 1 02 for inactive status. 

- 2 ,549 for reti red tatus, available to attorneys 65 and older no longer practicing 
law in Ohio. 

- 262 non-Ohio attorneys for corporate status, available to attorneys admitted in other 
jurisdictions who provide full-time legal services to private Ohio employer 

C l e rk 's Offi ce 

Ma,y Ann Dix, chief deputy clerk 

The Clerk's Office tracks and manages the procedural aspects of all cases filed with the 
Supreme Court by monitoring all case filings for compliance with the court's procedural 
rules, determining when various case matters are ready for court consideration, scheduling 
oral arguments, maintaining the court's journal and case dockets, and issuing legal process. 

The Clerk's Office staff of 15 assists attorneys and litigants in complying with filing 
requirements and fields inquiries on the status of pending cases. 

During 2000, the Clerk's Office: 

- Processed 2 355 new cases. 

- Scheduled 159 cases for oral argument before the court and seven tax appeals for hearing 
by a master commissioner. 

- Processed 497 continuing legal education enforcement matters. 

- Began work on a comprehensive case management computer system. 

- Implemented the court's records dispo al policy aimed at eliminati ng old case records 
with l i ttle retention value . 
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LAW LI B RARY 

Paul S. Fu, law librarian 

Looking toward the future, the Law Library's staff of 20 spent 2000 in con ultation with 
architects designing the court's new home at 65 S. Front St. and readying the library's 
collection for the move, which is planned for 2004. 

Staff provided building architects with data regarding the spatial requirements for shelves 
housing the general and special col lections, patron work areas and staff offices and 
faci J itie . After reviewing the architects' schematic design, Library staff recommended 
changes, bringing to a close the preliminary planning and designing phase of the court 's 
new library. 

In August, staff moved more than 5 ,500 boxes of law books from an in-house storage space 
to an off-site facility large enough to accommodate anticipated growth through 2004. 

The library's carefully selected and well-maintained collection has grown significantly since 
the library was established in 1 860. The initial collection of j ust under 2,000 volumes of 
law books has grown to more than 400,000 equivalent volumes, with materials available in 
a variety of media: print publications, audio-visual, microforms, digital and electronic. 
Today's collection distinguishes itself as one of the largest and highest-quality state 
supreme court law library collections in the nation . 

Open to the public during the court's regular business hours, the library hosted 1 3 ,2 1 5  
patrons, including personnel from more than 60 state agencies, a s  well a s  foreign and out
of-state visi tors, during 2000. Staff also conducted orientation sessions and library tours for 
law school, university, technical college and high school students, and summer interns of 
Columbus-area law firms , and welcomed bar inductees and their families and friends at 
open houses that followed the court's two admissions ceremonies. 

The library continued publishing its monthly acquisitions list and updated its l ists of legal 
periodical and audio-visual materials in December. 

In 2000, the library added 9,217  printed volumes, 37 ,940 pieces of microfiche, and 368 rolls 
of microfilm to the collection. In addition, reference staff responded to 10,458 questions. 



REPORTE R 'S  O FF ICE  

Walter S. Koba/ka, reporter 

The Reporter's Office is the third oldest department of the Supreme Court, fall ing in 

behind the j ustices and the Clerk's Office. Established by the court in 1823 ,  the office 

reports and publishes the Supreme Court 's opinions, entries, miscellaneous orders and rule 

amendments. 

In 2000, the Reporter's Office published the following: 

- 275 full Supreme Court opinions, 100 abbreviated entries and 73 miscellaneous orders in 

2 ,878 pages. 

- 657 court of appeals opin ions in 5 ,832 pages. 

- 59 trial court opinions in 376 pages. 

- Four bound volumes of Supreme Court opinions . 

- Eight bound volumes of court of appeals and trial court opinions. 

Along with its pri nt publications, the Reporter 's Office posts the S upreme Court's 

opinions, announcements, and rule amendments to the court's Web site within minutes of 

their release, giving the public almost immediate access .  

Walter 5 .  Kobalka, 
reporter 

Committee to Review 
Reporting of Opin ions 

1 9  

I n  2000, i nspi red b y  advances 
in e lectron ic pub l icat ion, the 
ch i ef just ice a ppo i nted the 
Comm ittee to Revi ew the 
Report ing of Op in ions.  The 
com m ittee is  charged with 
rev iewing the cu rrent 
pub l icat ion process for 
opi n ion s  from the Oh io Cou rt 
of Cla ims and  from tr i a l and  
distr ict a ppea l s cou rts 
statewide, as we l l  as th e 
cr iter ia used i n  se lect ing 
opi n ions  for  p u b l icat i on .  The 
com m ittee wi l l  dete rmine  if 
the Su pre me Cou rt  is 
pu b l i sh i n g  an appropr iate 
n u m ber of o p i n ions o n  subject 
matters re l evant  to the bench 
and ba r, and whether  op i n ions 
ca n be pub l i shed more q u ick ly. 

The co mmittee issued its d raft 
pre l im i na ry report and  
proposed ru le a mend ments 
Nov. 1 ,  2000 and c i rcu l ated it 
a mong statewide jud i c i a l  
assoc iat ions and the Oh io  State 
Bar Associat io n  for comments. 

Lin den J. Beck 
Hon .  Peggy B ryant 
H oward Fenton 
Richard A. Frye, cha ir 

Wa lter S. Keba l ka 
J oe l  M i rman 
Hon.  John  Petzold 
Hon. Jon Spahr 
Hon. M ark Wa l l  
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James C .  Porter, 
dir�rtor; 
Court Opemtiom 

CO U RT OPE RATI ONS  

Centra l Se rv i ces, F i sca l Serv ices, Human  Resou rces, 

I n format ion Techno logy, a nd Secu r i ty 

James C. Porter, director 

Centra l Serv ices 

Vikkie L. Wilson, coordinator 

Formed in 1999, Central Services provides the court with interoffice and U. S. mail 
services, in-house printing and photocopying services, conference room scheduling and 
setup, maintenance, fleet operation, office supplies, and telecommunications and general 
support services . 

During 2000, the Central Services team of six worked toward creating work plans and 
procedures to simplify day-to-day work life of court staff. To that end, the team introduced 
an online work order/service request form, which went into general use July 2000 and 
netted 1 12 requests. 

The team processed 209 telecommunications service requests and arranged approximately 
557 meetings in the court 's conference rooms. The mailroom processed an average 95 000 
pieces of outgoing mail per month, while receiving more than 100,000 incoming letters, 
packages and books .  

The team also completed numerous special projects, including moving the Judicial and 
Court Services Division to its new office space, purging the court's off-site storage facility 
of useless furniture and equipment and securing new storage space for the library. 



F i sca l Serv ices 
Ronda E. Perri, director 

The Fiscal Office administered an approximate S99 million budget for the Supreme Court 
and state judiciary, and provided fiscal and administrative management support for the 
Supreme Court, courts of appeals, trial courts, and affiliated entit ies .  Other services of the 
office include purchasing, accounting, payment processing, expense reimbursements, 
regulatory reporting, and the establishment of internal controls and fiscal office procedures. 

Accomplishments of the office in 2000 include: 

- Processing more than 14, 1 26 payments to judges; staff; commission, committee and 
board members; counties; and service providers. 

- Developing and submitting the biennial budget for fiscal year 2002-2003 for the 
combined judiciary and the upreme Court. 

- Analyzing the Admissions Fund to effect changes in fee tructure that fiscally will 
support the office long-term. 

- Implemen ti ng 24-hour expense report processing. 

- Revising travel regulations for judges and staff 

- Establishing monthly audit reporting and monthly cash reconcil iation reporting for the 
Attorney Registrat i on Fund. 

- Developing monthly expenditure forecasting by office . 

- Establishing an advance fund for out-of-state travel. 

Human  Resou rces 
Janet Y. Robinson, director 

The Human Resources Office ha grown to include five employees, and has streamlined 
and automated processes i nvolved with its primary function of administering payroll and 
benefits to approximately 800 judges and clerks across the state as well as 200 Supreme 
Court employees. 

During 2000, the office enacted classification and compensation plans for Supreme Court 
employees, and continued work on a performance evaluation plan for the court. S taff also 
provided employee relations, tra in ing and recruitment and retention services to court 
administrators throughout the state. 

Ronda E. Per r i, 
direr to,; 
Fiscal Services 

Janet Y. Robinson, 
director, 
Human Resources 
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David K. Saffle ,  
director; 
I,!frm11ation T.!chnology 

I n format ion Tech no logy 

David K. Saffle, director 

Information Technology guided the court to a number of significant accomplishments, 
including: 

- Esrabli hing an Intranet system. 

- Transferring various programs and data from the WA G system to the more updated 
Microsoft-based system.  

- Installing faster servers . 

- Hiring the court's first Web developer and an additional programmer/analyst. 

- Refurbishing Web pages. 

- Implementing new security procedures. 

A detailed account of the court's technology progress is on page 9. 

Secu r ity 

Officers from the Ohio State Highway Patrol and personnel from United Security 
Management Services Inc. operated the security checkpoint in the Rhodes State Office 
Tower lobby and patrolled court facilities several times each day. 



J U D IC IAL AN D COU RT SERVICES 

Case Management Prog rams, Offi ce of D i spute Reso lu t ion ,  Drug Cou rt 

Progra ms, Oh io  Jud i c i a l  Co l l ege and  Stat ist ica l Report i ng  

Douglas Stephens, director 

Case Ma nagement Programs  

Diane Hatcher, coordinator 

Established almost 10 years ago, Case Management helps courts throughout the state 
develop comprehensive approaches to managing case flow with an eye toward reducing 
delays. Accomplishments in 2000 include: 

- Providing 14 courts with technical assistance, completing projects in seven courts 
in six counties .  

- Establish baseline data to demonstrate performance and to provide accountability. 

- Providing more than 100 resource materials to j udges and administrators i n  25 courts. 

Drug Court Programs 

ivleghan M. Wheeler, manager 

The goal of the Drug Courts Program is to support the creation and management of drug 
courts across Ohio. While the Supreme Court has been assisting local jurisdictions s i nce 
1995, the office was established in 1999. 

Four new jurisdictions launched drug courts in 2000, bringing the statewide total to 38. Ohio 
ranks third in the country in the number of programs, following California and Florida. 

The office organized and produced a series of training sessions focusing on ethics and 
confidentiality issues, drug testing, strategic planning and effective treatment efforts. In 
addition, specialized training and technical assistance was provided to individual jurisdictions. 

A database was developed last year to aid drug courts in collecting_ key statistics to evaluate 
the effectiveness of their programs. Individual courts can then use the evaluations to define 
future needs and development. 

Doug las Stephens. 
director, 
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judicial and Court Services 

The Supreme Cou rt  Committee 
on Dispute Resolution 

W i l l i am  Baughman 
M ichael Casto 
Wi l l i am  L .  C lark  
D iana Cyg naovich 
David A. Doy le  
D ianne Goss 
Walter W. Kocher  
Bea V. La rsen 
Den i se  Martin-Cross 
Stephen L. Mc I ntosh 
Harol d D .  Pa ddock 
Herbert Pa l kovitz 

Robert Parsons 
Robert W. Rack J r. ,  chair 
Hon .  J a mes A. Ray 
Nancy Rogers 
Josh Stu l be rg 
J effrey S. Sutton 
H on. Wi l l iam C. Tod ia 
Dav id  A. Ward 
Mark Warner  
Thomas  Weeks 
Hon .  H owa rd S .  Zwe l l i ng 
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Med iat ion 
I nstitut iona l izat ion 
Proj ect 
( 1 997-2000 1 1  p rog rams) 

Med i at ion 
I n st itut ion  a I i zat ion 
Proj ect 
( 1 999-200 1 1 0  prog ra ms) 

Med iation 
I nst itut iona l i zat ion  
Project 
(2000-2002 6 prog rams)  

J uven i l e  Cou rt I n -H ouse 
Med iat ion Proj ect 
( 1 999- 2000 4 cou rts) 

3 Co u rt  Civi l/Cr im i na l 
Med i at ion  Proj ect 
( 1 995- 1 998) 

S i nce 1 995, g rants have funded 
med iat ion services i n  32 
prog ra ms,  42 co unt ies and 58 
cou rts. 

Office of D i spute Reso l ut ion 

Eileen Pruett, wordinator 

In 2000, the ix staff members of the Office of Dispute Resolution worked with courts 

at every level, provid ing technical assistance, tra in ing and financial support for medi ation 

and dispute resolution initiatives . Significant accomplishments for the past year i nclude 

the following: 

- Establishing 1 1  grant-funded mediation programs se rvi ng 14 counties, and seeino- 28 

courts establ i h their own permanent funding. 

- Seeing six new program , serv ing even counties, receive new grants . 

- Providing training on developing and implementing basic and advanced child protection 

mediation training, hosting mediator forum and mentoring group programs for grant

funded mediators, and developing a new cour e on mediator styles offered in conjunction 

with the Ohio Judicial College. 



The Office of Dispute Resolution works closely with the Ohio Commission on Dispute 

Re olution and Conflict Management.  The most impor tant cooperative p roject with the 

commission in 2000 was the T r uancy Mediation Pr oject, which implements and evaluates 

early medi ation prov ided by court mediators  in elementary and middle schools.  

Participants include parents, teacher s , counselors, social workers and student , al l  worki ng 

to r ed uce absenteeism among elementary and middle school childre n .  Preliminary 

e valuation results from the 1 999-2000 school year howed fewer days absent and improved 

school pe r for mance for children who participated in mediation. 

The S upreme Cour t Committee on Dispute Resolution was also ac tive in  2000, providing 

infor mation and recommendations to the O h io Courts Fu tures Commission and add ressing 

issues s ur rounding domestic violence and mediation and victim -offender dialogue. 

O h i o  J u d ic i a l  Co l l eg e 

john Meeks, director 

The Judicial College was es tablished i n  1 9 76 to p rovide continuing legal education for 

Ohio j udges and cour t person nel .  Each year, the college offers a wide variety of courses 

that are designed to meet the ed ucationa l  needs of judges , m agistra tes , and non - j ud ic ial 

co urt personnel i n  municipal and cou n ty court  , common pleas cour ts - general civil , 

criminal , domestic re lations, probate and j uvenile divi sions - and appell a te courts . 

I n  2000, the college hos ted approxi mately 6, 000 atte ndees, more than 2 ,000 of wh ich were 

non - j ud ici al court personnel, at 1 03 cou rses .  Thir teen of the courses we re video 

telecon ference prese nted si mul ta neou sly to a m any a 1 5  ites across O hio. Cou rses 

incl uded or ientation p rograms for new j udges an d magistrates a nd Ju dici al College fac ul ty 

develo pment workshop s, wh ile o thers cove red topics l i ke ethics and ci n ema, court and 

personal security, judicial writi ng, and working effectively wi th the media. 

In  October, the college co nvened a mee ting of judges and magistra tes who, as leaders in their 

as ociations and other organizations, assisted the trus tees in planning for the future of j udicial 

branch educa tion in Ohio. The meeting provided the basis for more effective coordination of 

education programming by the college and judge and magistrate associations. 

Tech n o l ogy Reso u rces Sect io n 

The Technology Resources Section traces its roots to 1 993, when Chief Justice Moyer 

created a new program of technology assista nce for Ohio's courts. Originally part of the 

Supre me Court 's former tech nology services office, it was later combined with other court 

assistance progra ms in 1999. The four- member office consists of Technology Assistance 

John Meeks, 
dirtct01; 
Ohio }11dir i11I C:olkge 

Ohio Judic ia l  Col lege 
Boa rd of Trustees 
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J. M ichae l  Bernste in ,  secre ta ry 

H o n .  Patr ic ia Ann B l ackmon 
Hon.  H . F. l n der l ied 
Hon .  J ud ith A n n  La nz inge r, 

chair 

Hon .  Te resa L. L i sto n 
Hon .  Ste phen  D .  M ichae l 
Hon .  Nod ine  M i l l e r  
Ch ief J u st ice T homas  J .  M oye r, 

ex o fficio 

H o n .  Reg i na ld J .  Ro utson, 
vice-chair 

H o n .  Les l i e S p i l l a n e  
H o n .  Th omas  A .  Swift 

Cou rt  Person ne l  Ed u cation a nd 
Tra i n in g Com m ittee 
B eve r ly B e l l  
M i k e Casto 
B o n n i e Ch ro m i k 
L i n da Coo per- S m it h  
Ke n n et h  T. Davis 
M ickey E .  F la naga n  
M a ri a F. Ha l la br in 
An n e  McBrayer 

G re g M .  Po pov ich 
B i ll Saus 
Timothy A. Sha nnon 
Thomas H . Sh ie lds 
Pat Sni der 

Kory Tr im mer 
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and Technology Policy and Planning. 

Accomplishments for Technology Assistance during 2000 include : 

- Surveyed 382 of the 384 trial and appellate courts to find that 95 percent of Ohio's trial 
and appellate comts are automated. ineteen courts are nor automated ,  but seven have 
automation projects underway. 

- Completed 14 (major) technical assistance projects . 

- Maintained and developed the Supreme Court's Web page through August. 

The Technology Policy and Planning office was created in July to coordinate statewide 
efforts to modernize the information technology tools of the court system. Accomplishments 
and highlights for Technology Policy and Planning in 2000 include: 

- Responded to 158 requests for assistance covering a wide range of technology matters 
and made 72 site visits. 

- Tech et - Court Technology ews & Information Service issued 53 bulletins to i ts 
297 subscribers. 

Supreme Court Advisory Committee on Technology and the Courts was created in September. 



LEGAL AN D LEG I S LATIVE S ERV I CES D IVI S I O N  

Master Comm iss i oners Office and  Office of Cont i n u i ng Lega l  Ed ucation  and 

Ce rt if icat ion of Atto rneys a s  Spec i a l i sts 

Richard A. Dove, director 

The Legal and Legislative Services Division monitors Ohio attorneys and j udges for 
compliance with mandatory continuing education requirements, accredits continuing legal 
education courses, and certifies entities for accrediting Ohio attorneys as specialists. 

The division acts as the Supreme Court's liaison with the General Assembly, tracking 
legislation affecting the court and the Ohio judiciary as a whole, and representing the 
court's interests before legislative committees . 

The divis ion also provides legal services to the justices and staff of the Supreme Court, 
including rule-drafting, preparing and reviewing purchasing and contract documents, 
monitoring litigation to which the court is  a party, providing legal advice, and staffing 
selected boards, commissions, and committees. 

First recognized as a separate office of the court in 1 99 1 ,  the division currently houses 20 
full-time employees. Their accomplishments in 2000 include: 

- Testifri ng or providing information to legislators on more than 24 bills, including 
legislation creating new judicial positions in Ohio's trial and appellate courts, establ ishing 
a committee to review Ohio ,lppellate district boundaries, and transferring administrative 
responsibility for the Ohio Cr ime Victims Compensation Program to the state attorney 
general . 

- Coordinating and presenting a judicial branch orientation se sion as part of the General 
Assembly's week-long orientation program for new legislators. 

- Providi ng mandatory education seminars to more than 300 judicial candidates and 
campaign volunteers and responding to hundreds of i nqui ries about the judicial 
campaign provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct. 

- Presenti ng a paper on j udicial campaign conduct at a national Summit on Judicial 
S election, hosted by tl1e National Center for S tate Courts. 

- Coordinating Supreme Court visits to Geauga and Fairfield counties . 

- Repre enting the court i n  professional and multidisciplinary organizations and 
commi ttee , including the Center for the Prevention of Family and Community 
Violence, the Ohio Jury 1anagement Associat ion, the Ohio Association of Drug Court 
Professionals, the Ohio Center for Law-related Education, and the Ohio Legal 
A sistan e Foundation. 

R ichard A . Dove, 
director, 
Legal and Lcgislath·,· 
Sr!r1.-'ilt'.f Division 
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John J .  D i lenschneider, 
coumel to the court 

Diane C hesley-Lahm, 
director. 
Office ef Con1i1111i11g_ Legal 
C'liucatio11 and Certifiralion 
o

f 
/lttomeys as Specialists 

Master Comm iss ioners Office 

john J Dilenshneide,; counsel to the court 

Established more than 30 years ago, the Master Commissioners Office is charged with 
evaluating Supreme Cotirt cases in which the comt's review or other actions is required by 
statute or by the Ohio Constitution: death penalty or workers' compensation appeals; 
appeals from the Board ofTa.x Appeals, the Public Utilities Commission or the Power 
Siting Board; requests for extraordinary wri ts or attorney discipline matters. 

The office's professional staff of 1 1  includes former judges, department heads for the 
Office of the Judge Advocate General and major law firms, hearing officers at state 
administrative boards and commissions, assistant attorneys general, and an assistant 
county prosecutor. 

Under the direction of the counsel to the court, the upreme Court's master 
commissioners review the pleadings ,  evidence and briefs in their assigned cases; research 
and analyze the issues presented; prepare legal memoranda to assist the court's 
deliberations; and prepare draft opinions when requested. Master commissioners 
specializi ng in state tax law preside over oral arguments in selected appeals from the Board 
of Tax Appeals. 

The office is home to the mediation section establ ished in 1998 to facilitate the disposition 
of selected Supreme Court cases : tax valuation cases, suits against public officials, cases 
involving public records and public employment, and eminent domain cases. he section 
effected partial or ful l  settlement in 70 percent of the cases referred in 2000. The court 
plans to expand the mediation program and extend its advantages - parties collaboratively 
solving their mutual problems - to a wider group of litigants. 

Office of Cont i nu ing Lega l Educat ion and  

Cert if i cat ion of  Atto rneys as Spec i a l i sts 

Diane Chesley-Lahm, director 

The five employees and director of this office provide support to the commissions on 
Continuing Legal Education and Certification of Attorneys as Specialists. The director 
also serves as secretary to both commissions. 

The office annually reviews and accredits approximately 10,000 continuing legal education 
activities, maintains the continuing legal education records of 40,000 attorneys and judges, 
and issues a report to the Supreme Court of attorneys who are not in compliance, 
recommending a sanction for each. 



Com m issi on  on  Cont i n u i ng Lega l  Edu cat ion 

Created in 1988, the commission is  charged with administering and enforci ng court rules 
requiring all Ohio judges and attorneys to complete and report a prescribed number of 
continuing legal education courses on specific topics. 

During 2000, the commission: 

- Drafted and proposed rule amendments that will require newl_v admitted attorneys to 
complete a new lawyers' training program within the first vear after admission. 

- Commenced a full review of court  rules and commission regulations to clari i)' and 
confi rm that each is in full accord with the other. 

- Commenced the development of a computer program to support the new lawyers' 
training requirement, which becomes effective on July 1 2001. 

Comm iss i on  on  Certif icat ion of Attorneys as Spec i a l i sts 

Created by court rule in 1 993, the Commission on Certification of Attorneys as 
Specialists oversees the process by which attorneys with special expertise can become 
certified a special ists, and recommends guidelines for those who wish to advertise their 
specialties. The commission ensures that certifying agencies and their programs meet 
standards for accreditation, and has accredited eight certification programs to date , adding 
two in 2000 - in the specialty areas of elder law and labor and employment law. 

During 2000, the commission moved forward with the production of two video 
presentations to educate Ohio citizens and attorneys about certification. The commission 
prepared a script for the video targeted at attorneys and produced a demo to assist the 
production company selected to create both videos. 

The commission also distributed informational inserts to be included in continuing legal 
education interim transcript mailings through summer 2001. ■ 

Com m ission on Contin u ing  

Lega l  Education 

Steven C. B a h ls 
John  D. Baker 
Kath ryn A. Belfance 
Hon. John  Bessey 
Hon .  Thomas F. Bryant 
Ste p hen Buchen roth, co-chair 

G ust Ca l las 
R ichard Cory 
Steven A. Davis  
H on.  F .  Theresa De l l ick 
Hon.  John J .  Donn e l l y  
Hon .  Thomas  Grady 
J effrey T.  H e i ntz, co-chair 

Stephen H u b bard, vice-chair 

J a mes 5. H u g g i ns 
Ann r ita Joh nson 
David P. Joyce 
Jenn ife r  Lawrence 
Reg is E. McGann 
Br ian D .  V icente 
Hon.  W. R ichard Wa lto n 
Cheryl  R . Wash ington 
Don a l d  Wh ite 
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Comm ission on Certification of 

Atto rneys as Specia l i sts 

J. Dean Carro 
Doug las Chapman 
Wi l l i a m  5 .  Co le  
James D .  Den n i s  
James  D urham 
Lawrence R.  E l l eman 
Hon. Ca ro lyn Fr ied la nd 
Dou g l as N .  G odsha l l ,  chair 

M i ch a el 5. H arsh man 
M ichae l  J .  Ma l one 
J oel  H .  M irma n  
M ichael E .  M u rman, vice-chair 

David E. Ponti us 
Peter G .  Rost 
Kath leen E. St i m l er 
Hon .  David E .  Stuck i 
M ichae l R .  Thomas 
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Stand i ng Boa rds, 
omm is ·9ns  a d Comm ittees 



Board of Ba r  Exa m i ne rs 
Marcia J Mengel, secretary 

Created by court rule, the Board of Bar Examiners examines applicants seeking admission 
to the practice of law in Ohio. Board members - Ohio attorneys serving by appointment -
draft essay questions for semiannual bar examinations, grade essay and performance test 
answers , establish the minimum passing score and propose examination policy to the court. 

With the court's approval, the board modified Ohio's bar examination beginning in July 
2000 by adding the Multi-state Performance Test ,  a test of practical "lawyering" skills .  At 
the same time, the board deleted two subjects formerly tested on the exam's essay portion. 

I n  2000, 604 applicants took the February exam, with an overall passing rate of 60 
percent and a passing rate of 70 percent for first-time takers. The July exam tested 1 ,273 
applicants, with an overall passing rate of 70 percent and a passing rate of 76 percent for 
first-time takers. 

Board of Com m iss i oners on Cha racter a n d  Fitness 
Marcia J Mengel, secreta,y 

The Board of Commissioners on Character and Fitness oversees investigation of the 
character, fitness, and moral qualifications of applicants for admission to the practice of law 
in Ohio. The board consists of 12 Ohio attorneys - one from each appellate district - who 
serve by court appointment. 

In 2000, the Board: 

- Held eight hearings on appeals of a local admi sions committee's recommendations. 

- Held six hearings after conducting a sua sponte i nvestigation of an applicant. 

- Secured court approval of rule amendments addressing the confidentiality of character 
and fitnes record and proceedings. 

Board of Comm iss i oners of the C l i e nts '  Sec u r ity Fund 
Janet Green Marbley, administrator 

The Clients' Security Fund of Ohio compensates i ndividuals who have lost money or 
property due to the dishonest conduct of an attorney. Since it establishment in 1985 , the 
fund has awarded more than $4 million to nearly 800 affected clients. 

Board of Bar Examiners 

Michael M. Br i ley 
Jennifer E. Day 
James F. Deleone 
Brian N .  E isen 
J u l i e  A. Jones 
Samuel Zanvi l l e  Kaplan 
Hon . R .  Scott Krichbaum 

Patr ic ia G . Lyden 
Todd Mazzo la 
M ichae l  P. Morrison 
Robert M. Morrow 
Thomas G . Pletz 
Leon M. Plev in  
Lynn M . Reyno lds 
George A. Sadd 
Thomas J . Scan lon 
Kenneth F. Se ibe l ,  chair 

Sylvester Summers, Jr. 
John W. Waddy, J r. 
Hon.  Mark K. Weist 

Board of Commissioners on 

Character and F itness 

J. M ichae l  Bernstein 
Robert N .  Fa rquhar, chair 

Hon . Nancy D .  Hammond 
Hon.  Wil l iam H . Harsha I l l  
Hon .  Sara E. L io i  
M ichael  B .  Michelson 
D. M ichael Reny 
Suzanne K .  R ichards 
Lynda E. Roesch 
Hon. David Tob in 
Paul E .  We imer 
Joseph H .  Weiss J r. 

3 1  

Board o f  Commissioners of the 

Cl ients' Security Fund 

Benja m i n  F. Barrett Sr. 
John J .  Chester J r. 
Anne L. Clark, vice-chair 

Em i ly Cooper 
E .  James H opple, chair 

J erome Ph i l l ips 

Nata l i e  Y. Wester 
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Board of Commissioners on 

Grievances and Discipline 

Richard C.  Alk ire, vice-cha,r 
Hon . W i l l i am  R. Baird 
M ichael R . Ba rrett 
Bernard K .  Ba uer 
Sta n ley C.  Bender 
Lou is Arden Boettler 
Hon . Thomas F .  Bryant 
Hon . Dana A. Deshler J r. 
Wa rren Davis 
Don R .  Gardner 
J oseph G i bson 
E la ine B. Greaves 
Hon. W. Scott Gwin 
J. Thomas Hen retta 
J onathan Ho l l ingsworth, chair 
Jean M . McQui l l a n  
Carl  Morgenstern 
Peggy A. M urray 
Da le  K. Perdue 
Theresa B. Proenza 
Hon. Jack R. Puffen berger 
Hon. Leo M . Spel lacy 
Ch rist i ne  J . Sch u lman  
Rob in  G .  Weaver 
L inde H u rst Webb 
Joseph Wittenberg 
Hon .  J .  Cra ig Wright 
Hon. Frederick N .  Young 

Board of Comm issioners on the 

Unauthorized Practice of Law 

Ra lph  E .  D i l l  
Ja mes W. Harper 
Er ic  H . Kea rney 
J . Jeffrey McN ea ley 
Den n i s  Rya n Newman 
John Anthony Po l ito 
Frederick L .  Ra ns ier I l l , chair 

Commission on Professionalism 
Mary Kaye Bozza 
Barba ra Schneider Carter 
Ra lph  Greco 
R ichard Ison 
Rob in  Kennedy 
Hon . Cynth ia C. Laza rus 
Wi l l i am C. Mann 
Hon.  Patr ick McG rath 
Hon .  Terrence O'Donnel l  
Hon .  C.  Ash l ey P ike, vice-chair 
Ralph Russo 
Sgt. C l ifton Spinner 
Steven H .  Ste ing lass 
Joh n S. St ith, chair 

Board of Comm iss i oners on the Unauthor i zed Pract ice of Law 

Susan B. Christoff, secretary 

The Board of Commissioners on the Unauthorized Practice of Law administers the upreme 

Court 's constirutional authority to regulate the practice of law and all related matters. 

In 2000, the board received 1 1  complaints alleging the unauthorized practice and filed two 

final reports with the Supreme Court . The board also considered and approved 

applications for reimbursement of expenses, responded to requests for advisory opinions, 

referred matters for investigation to either the Office of Disciplinary Counsel or a local bar 

association, and responded to public inquiries . 

Com m iss ion on  P rofess i ona l ism 

Melissa Knopp, secretary 

The Commis ion on Professional ism was created in 1 992 to promote professionalism 

among attorneys admitted to the practice of law in Ohio. To accomplish its purpose, the 

commission has formed the following committees: bar l iaison j udicial responsibil ity, law 

schools, and professional education. 

The commission focused its efforts in 2000 on j udicial ethics and presented a judicial creed 

to the court in May. The creed was published for a 30-day public comment period at the 

end ofJune .  The commission currently is revising the creed based on the comments 

received and plans to submit the fi nal version for adoption by the court in spring 2001 .  

Comm ittee for Lawyer Refe rra l and  I nfo rmation Serv ices 

Melissa Knopp, secretary 

The Committee for Lawyer Referral and Information Services was created to adopt 

regulations for the operation of lawyer referral services and ensure compliance of lawyer 

referral services with Ohio's Code of Professional Respon sibi l ity. 

There were 1 5  operating lawyer referral services, which received more than 100,000 referral 

reque ts , registered with the Supreme Court in 2000. To provide a forum for discussing 

pertinent issues regarding current and future operations of referral services in Ohio, the 

committee held its annual provider meeting in May at the Ohio State Bar Association 

convention in Toledo. Discussions there spawned suggestions for amendments to regulations 

governing the services. In an attempt to network with referral services throughout the 



country, three committee members attended the American Bar Association ational 
Lawyer Referral Work hop, where they discovered that Ohio is a national leader in 
regulating referral services .  

Comm ittee on  the Appo i ntment of Cou nse l  
for I n d i gent Defendants i n  Cap ita l Cases 
Nan P. Cairney, secretary 

Established in 1988 ,  the committee works to ensure quality representation of indigent 
defendants who could face the death penalty by developing education- and experience
based standards. The committee maintains a statewide attorney cer6fication list, 
periodically reviews the relevant rule and recommends appropriate amendments, and 
approves death penalty training seminars for the required con tinuing education credit. 

Ru les  Adv i sory Committee 
Keith Bartlett, secretary 

The Rules Advisory Committee reviews proposed new and amended rules of evidence, and 
civil, criminal and juvenile procedure . 

In 2000, the committee effected changes that went into effect July 1 to rules addressing: 

- The adoption of local court rules (Civ. R. 83). 

- Indictments, pretrial conferences and magistrates (Crim. R. 7, 1 7. 1  and 1 9) .  

- Appeals involving adoptions and  parental rights (App. R. 1 1.2) .  

- The admission of evidence in cases charging negligence (Evid. R. 407). 

In addition, in September, the committee published for comment proposed amendments to 
rules addressing: 

- The dismi sal of actions, and divorce, annulment and separation proceedings (Civ. R. 41 
and 75) .  

- Stays or inj unctions pending a civil or  juvenile appeal, and  appeals involving adoptions or  
parental rights (App. R .  7 and 1 1 .2 ) .  

- Barring a potential witness from a court proceeding and exceptions to  the hearsay rule 
(Evid . R .  6 1 5  and 804) . ■ 
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Committee for Lawyer Referral 
and Information Services 
Robert N. G l uck 
Caro l  Joh nson 
Ma r ion S m ith berger, chair 

Wi l l iam L Stehle 
Benson Wol man 

Committee on the Appointment 
of Counsel for Indigent 
Defendants in capital Cases 
Hon .  Everett Burton, chair 

Wi l l ia m  F. K l uge 
H a rry R . Re inhart 
Joa nn Mar ie Sah l  
Timothy Young 

Rules Advisory Committee 
Dona ld C .  B rey, chair 

Hon. Peggy Brya nt, vice-chair 

James W. Burke J r. 
Lawrence E l lema n  
H o n .  W i l l i am Finnegan 
Kath leen G raham 
Cha r les G .  Ha l l inan 
Hon.  M ichae l  Hoague 
John G . Lanc ione 
Hon . David Lewa ndowsk i  
Hon .  Thomas E . Louden 
Hon.  Jack Puffenberger 
E l izabeth Rei l l y  
Hon .  Michael J .  Sage 
Hon . J oseph Schmenk 
Dav id I .  Shroyer 
M a ry Jane Trapp 
G regory A. White 
David Young 
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Specia l  Com m ittees 



Appel late D i str ict Study Committee 

R ichard A. Dove, staf
f 
liaison 

Established by the General Assembly, the Appellate District Study Committee is charged 

with reviewing Ohio's existing appellate district bou ndaries and recommending necessary 

changes. The committee consists of 12 judges and five at-large members appointed by the 

chief justice, and four members of the General Assembly appointed by the legislative 

leadership. The committee is required to provide a report, including any recommended 

changes in appellate district bou ndaries, to the General Assembly and chief justice by 

December 3 1 ,  200 1 .  

The committee began its work i n  April by reviewing staff-provided research, including 

appellate case statistics and population information .  In subsequent meetings, the 

committee heard presentations from interested parties and developed two proposals for 

m i nor boundary changes, which were circulated to more than 200 individuals and 

organizations for comment. The committee's work will continue into early 2001 with the 

development of its report on final recommendations. 

Bench-Ba r P l ann i ng  Com m ittee 

Richard A. Dove, staff liaison 

The Supreme Court, Ohio Judicial Confere nce, and Ohio State Bar Association have 

convened the Bench-Bar Conference regularly since 1 990 . The conference provides judges 

and attorneys throughout the state an opportunity to discuss a variety of significant issues, 

such as judicial selection, funding of legal services to the poor, court structure and 

organization, and j ury reform . 

Early in 2000, Chief Justice Moyer and the president of the Ohio State Bar Association 

appointed a six-member committee to plan the ovember 2000 conference. The committee 

chose ''An Independent Judiciary: The Foundation of our System of Justice and Democracy" 

as the conference theme, and identified the followi ng topics for discussion: mid-term 

evaluation of j udges, judicial qualifications, and responding to unjust criticism of judges. 

More than 180 judges and attorneys from throughout Ohio attended the conference 

November 9 and 10 in Columbu 

Appel late Distr ict Study 
Committee 
Hon. Rona ld B . Ad r ine 
Hon. Jane Bond 
Hon. Thomas F. Bryant 
Hon .  Jud ith A. Ch ristley 
Rep. Dea n DeP i ero 
Hon .  Thomas J . Grady 
Hon. W. Scott Gwin 
I rene Keyse-Wa lker 
Hon . Everett H. Krueger 
Alex Lagusch 
Sen. Robert E. Latta 
Hon. Cynthia C. Lazarus 
Hon. Jan M ichael Long 
Sen .  Mark Mal lory 
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Hon . R i chard B. M cQuade, chair 
Hon . Robert P. R ing land 
Hon . Mark R. Schwe ikert 
Hon .  J ames R. Sherck 
Dottie Tuttle 
Hon. J oseph J .  Vukovich 
Rep. Ann Womer-Benjamin 

Bench-Bar Plan n i ng Comm ittee 
Stephe n E. Cha ppe lea r, co-chair 
Emi l y  K. Cooper 
Ba rbara J. Howard 
Hon .  L isa Sad ler, co-chair 
Hon .  Russe l l  Steiner 
Wi l l iam Weisenberg 
Ho n. Thomas Zach man 
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Racial Fairness Implementation 

Task Force 

Richa rd Aynes 

Thomas J. Bonasera 

Hon. L i l l ian Greene 

James Hard iman 

G ise l l e  Johnson 

Hon. Algenon Marbley, chair 

Shirley Mays 

Ernest McAdams Jr. 

Hon. Marc O'Connor 

D iana Ramos-Rea rdon 

Walter Reynolds 

Sandra Schwartz 

Rev. Daryl Ward 

Margaret Wong 

Raci a l  Fa i rness I mp lementat ion Task Fo rce 

Keith Bartlett, staff liaison 

Chief Justice Moyer appointed the 15-member Racial Fairness Implementation Task Force 
in July 2000 at the recommendation of the Ohio Commission on Racial Fairness. The task 
force is charged with preparing an action plan of specific, concrete measures that can be 
taken to address the commission's other recommendations. 

The task force is divided into six subcommittees that mirror the six areas identified by the 
commission with perceived biases or shortcomings: 

- Conduct of attorneys and judges 

- Court employment and appointment practices 

- Participation in and selection for jury duty 

- Criminal justice and sentencing 

- Law school student and faculty populations , recruitment practices and curricula 

- I nterpreter services. 

The task force met bimonthly throughout 2000 and expects to complete its work and 
submit an action plan to the court in late 2001 .  

Standa rd Forms Committee 

Melissa Knopp, staff liaison 

The Standard Forms Committee stemmed from 1 996 recommendations of the Supreme 
Court Domestic Violence Task Force and is comprised of some original task force 
members. The committee's initial charge was to review periodically the standard domestic 
violence protection order forms that were developed by the task force and became effective 
on January 1, 1998.  Additionally, the committee revises forms and submits them for 
Supreme Court review as necessitated by changes in law or procedure. 

The court adopted revised stalking protection order forms and assigned them an effective 
date of March 1 ,  2000, and revised domestic violence protection order forms with an 
effective date of June 1 ,  2000 . 



Standard Probate Forms 

Melissa Knopp, staff liaison 

The use of standard probate forms in Ohio probate courts is mandated by court rule. The 

Forms Committee of the Ohio Association of Probate Judges is responsible for 

maintaining forms that comply with current law. 

In 2000, the committee submitted to the court several changes to some existing forms and 

Rules of Superintendence. The committee requested that the standard notice of hearing on 

petition for adoption (Form 18.2) be changed to reflect legislative changes eliminating the 

requirement that courts notify the state Department of Human Services of hearings 

scheduled on adoption petitions. 

In addition, the committee proposed a rule amendment to allow two-sided forms to be 

printed on separate sheets of paper, enabling the use of computer-generated forms. 

Before fall 2000, Ohio had no standard probate forms for name change proceedings. To 

promote uniformity in probate practice throughout the state and due to the fact that most 

requests for name changes are filed pro se, the forms committee developed six standard 

probate forms for name change proceedings. The new series of forms became effective on 

November 1, 2000. 

The Ohio Association of Probate Judges also proposed in the fall two new forms to effect 

the summary release of an estate from administration, a procedure newly created by the 

General Assembly. The proposed forms are an application for summary release from 

administration (Form 5.10) and entry granting summary release from administration 

(Form 5.11). The court published the proposed forms for a 30-day public comment period 

that ended November 18. The forms committee is reviewing the comments and will 

present the final version of the forms to the court in 2001. 

Standard Forms Committee 

Robin Bozian 

Hon. Michael Brigner, chair

Roseanne Buell 

Rebecca Cochran 

Brenda Dunlap 

Becky Herner 

Nancy Neylon 

Sally Pack 

Hon. Jack Rosen 

Alexandria Ruden 

Michael F. Sheils 

Michael Smalz 

Mike Taylor 
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Crim inal Sentencing 
Commission 
David H. Bodiker 
Sharon Boyer 
Hon . H.J. B ress ler 
J a mes D. Cole 
John Dowl i n  
Sherwood S. E l dredge 
Hon . Burt W. Gr iffin 

Sheriff Gary Ha i nes 
Hon. Frederick C. Hany I I  
Rep. E d  Jerse 
Max Kravitz 
Sen. Robert E . Latta 
Sen. Mark  Mal lory 
Co l .  Kenneth B .  Marshal l 
Hon. Al ice M .  McCo l lum 

James McG regor 
Steve McI ntosh 
James R. McKean 
Jay M i l ano 

Ch ief Just ice Thomas J . Moyer, 
chair (ex officio) 

Geno Nata lucci -Persichetti 
Hon. John T. Patton 
Hon. Jeff Payton 
Hon. C.  Fenn ing Pierce 
Hon. John  D. Schmitt 
Yeu ra Rommel Venters 
G regory A. Wh ite 
Reg ina ld  Wi lk inson 
Rep. Ann Womer-Benj am in  
Hon. Stephan ie  Wyler 

STATUTORY COM M I SS I O N S  

Cr i m i na l  Sentenci ng  Comm iss ion 

David J Diro/1, executive director 

The commission's focus in 2000 on juvenile sentencing reforms culminated in the 
enactment of legislation that broadens the focus of Ohio's juvenile justice system and 
provides a new sentencing option.  Public safety, offender accountability, and victim 
restoration , along with the hi torical goal of protecting and rehabilitating youth, will be 
i ncluded in the j uvenile justice system' mission .  

The legislation, which will become effective Jan .  1 ,  2002, gives judges the option of 
imposing "blended sentences," giving serious youthful offenders both a juvenile disposition 
and an adult sentence. This new tool allows juvenile courts to work with troubled youth 
but invoke an adult sentence when juveni les continue to engage in criminal or threaten ing 
conduct. 

The year saw considerable debate on another piece of legi lation that was based on the 
commission's traffic proposals. However, the traffic bill never reached the passing lane and 
general misdemeanor proposals took a back seat during the traffic debate. Both packages 
should reemerge in 2001 . 

Commission members and staff continued to teach sentencing law change at seminars for 
judges and court practit ioners . As part of the commission's duty to monitor sentencing 
changes, the staff worked with researchers from the University of Cincinnati on a 
comprehensive evaluation of the state's major overhaul to felony sentencing for adults, 
which took effect in 1996 . Finally, the Commission began debating reforms to Ohio's 
forfeiture laws, with an eye toward submitting proposals to the General Assembly in 2001. 



Traffic  Ru les  Rev iew Commiss i on  

Richard A. Do·ve, secretary 

Most citizens who have contact with the j udicial system do so as a result of having received 

a traffic citat ion , and traffic cases are the largest single category of cases heard by Ohio 

courts. To assist courts in considering and disposing of these cases and reporting driving 

violations to the Bureau of Motor Vehicles, the court has prescribed the Ohio Traffic Rules 

and mandated using a uniform traffic ticket throughout Ohio. 

The court established the 1 3 -member Traffic Rules Review Commission in the early 1970s 

to review the rules and uniform ticket and recommend necessary amendments. In 2000, 

the commission reviewed recent legislative enactments affecting j uvenile and adult traffic 

offenders and recommended amendments to bring the traffic rules into compliance with 

the law. The commission also considered changing the way magistrates may be used to 

hear and dispose of traffic cases, and the impact of technology on issuing citations and 

processing traffic cases through Ohio courts. ■ 

Traffic Ru les Review 

Commission 

Wi l l iam Dawson 
Hon. James J .  Fais 
Hon.  Donna Congen i 

Fitzs i mmons 
Hon . Fra ncis  X.  Gorman 
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Hon .  Frederick C. Hany 1 1 ,  chair 

Pau l  M. Herbert 
Ka ryn R. McConnel l  
Hon. Connie Pr ice 
Hon. R ichard M .  Rogers 
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Office of D i sc i p l i na ry Counse l  

Jonathan E. Coughlan, disciplinary counsel 

The Office of Disciplinary Counsel was established in 1977 to investigate and prosecute 
matters involving the professional responsibilities of Ohio attorneys and judges. During 
2000, the office addressed 3 ,602 such matters, which included appeals, 100 allegations of 
unauthorized practice of law, and 3 , 1 65 complaints of professional misconduct. The office 
dismissed 3 , 100 complaints after intake and investigation, filing formal actions with the 
Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline in 42 instances. 

In all, the office had 55 active disciplinary cases before the board and the Supreme Court, 
and filed five formal actions with the Board of Commissioners on the Unauthorized 
Practice of Law. 

Oh io  Court of C la i ms 

Miles Durfey, clerk 

The Court of Claims has exclusive, original j urisdiction over all civil actions filed 
against the state of Ohio. These actions are determined in one of two ways: 
administratively by a clerk if the action seeks $2 ,500 or less , or judicially if the action 
involves a request for 52,500 or more .  Judges can also hear appeals of administrative 
determ inations, and determine an appeal taken from an order issued by a panel of 
commissioners in a victim's compensation case . ■ 

Ohio Court of Claims 
Commissioners 
James Hewitt I l l  
Steven A .  Larson 
Leo P. Morley 
Ka rl H . Schneider 
Hon. A. Wi l l iam Sweeney 
Da le Thompson 
Clark Weaver 

Court of Claims Judges 2000 
J . Warren Bett is 
Everett Burton 
Russel l  Leach 
Fred J. Shoemaker 
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Home . . .  

Students from primary and secondary schools, colleges, universities, and law schools from 
Ohio, the nation, and the world visit the Supreme Court of Ohio each year. In 2000, 
approximately 6,200 people toured the court and 33 ,726 individuals visited on court 
business or to visit  the library. 

The court continued to support the Ohio Center for Law-related Education in 2000, with 
its participation in the center's Mock Trial and Ohio Government in Action programs. The 
court also provides financial support and is represented on the center's board of trustees. 

In addition, the court participated in the Youth in Government 2000 Model Supreme 
Court program. 

Away . . .  

Twice each year, the Supreme Court travels to an Ohio county to hear cases, primarily for 
the benefit of high school students. In 2000, the court heard oral arguments in Geauga and 
Fairfield counties, welcoming approximately 800 people , 560 of whom were high school 
students. 

The Off-site Court Program not only allows students to see the court in operation, it 
enables local media representatives and editors and reporters from high school yearbooks 
and newspapers to meet with justices , court staff and attorneys who practice before the 
Supreme Court. ■ 
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In 2000, the Supreme Court filed 2,355 new cases, including 120 original actions, 
62 habeas corpus cases, four federal certifications of state law questions, 102 attorney 
disciplinary cases ,  two attorney admission cases, and six other cases related to the 
practice of law. The remaining new cases were all appeals , including: 

42 claimed appeals of right 
1 , 142 non-felony discretionary appeals 
523 discretionary appeals involving felonies 
150 direct appeals of cases that originated in courts of appeals 
37 certified conffict cases 
35 appeals from the Board ofTax Appeals 
18 appeals from the Public Utilities Commission 
6 death penalty cases 
76 Murnahan appeals 
1 appeal of an election contest 
1 appeal under R.C. 4121 .25 

For additional statistical information, see  Appendices A through F. 

APPEND IX A 

CASES  F ILED 2000 

Ju r i sd ict iona l  Appea ls 

Claimed appeals of right . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
Discretionary appeals (non-felony) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 , 142 
Discretionary appeals (felony) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  523 
Death penalty postconviction appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 1  
Appeals involving termination of  parental rights/adoption . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

Merit Docket 

Original actions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  120 
Habeas corpus cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 
Direct appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  150 
Certified confficts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 
Appeals from Board ofTax Appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 5  
Appeals from Public Utilities Commission . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 8  
Appeals from Power Siting Board . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
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Death penalty cases ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Certified questions of state law . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Murnahan appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  76 
Appeals of an election contest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Appeals under R.C. 4 12 1.25 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Appeals of right . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Pract i ce of Law Cases 2 

Disciplinary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  102 
Admission s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 ,355 

APPEND IX B 

F I NAL  D I SPOSITIONS 2000 

Ju r isdict io na l  Appea l s 

Uurisdict ion declined, leave to appeal denied and/or appeal dismissed) 

Claimed appeals of right . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  48 
Discretionary appeals (non-felony) ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  975 
Discretionary appeals (felony) ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  345 
Death penalty postconviction appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 
Appeals i nvolving termination of parental rights/adoption . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 3 88 

Mer it Docket 

Original actions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  124 
Habeas corpus cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  67 
Direct appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 167 
Certified conflicts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Appeals from Board of Tax Appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Appeals from Public Utilities Commission . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1  
Appeals from Power Si t ing Board . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 
Death penalty cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 
Merit cases pursuant to allowance 5 

. • • . • . • • • . . . . . . . . • • . . . . • . . • • • • . . • . . . . . .  215  
Certified questions of  state law . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Murnahan appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  70 
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Appeals of an election contest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Appeals under R .C .  4121.25 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Appeals of right . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  736 

APPEND IX  C 

D I SCRETIONARY APPEALS a n d  
CLA I M E D  APPEALS OF  R IGHT  ALLOWE D 2000 

Claimed appeals of right . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
Discretionary appeals (non-felony) • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1 1  
D i  cretionary appeals (felony) • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 9  
TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  134 

APPEND IX  D 

CASES P E N D I N G  2000 

Case type Pen d i ng as of 0 1 /0 1 /0 1  
Discretionary appeals and claimed appeals o f  right 7 

. . . . . • • • . . • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . .  487H 

Original actions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 
Habea corpus cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Direct appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  128 
Certified conflicts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
Appeals from Board ofTax Appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 
Appeals from Public Utilities Commission . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 
Death penalty cases 9 

• • • • • • • • • . . • . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • . • . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • •  39 
Certified questions of state law . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Murnahan appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 
Appeals of an election con test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Appeals of Right . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  795 
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APPENDIX E 

CASES RELATING TO THE PRACTICE OF LAW FILED 2000 

Disciplinary Cases 

Regular ............................................................. 52 

Mental illness suspension cases ............................................ 1 

Automatic suspensions for felony convictions ................................. 10 

Automatic suspensions for child support violations ............................. 3 

Interim remedial suspensions .............................................. 2 

Resignations ......................................................... 22 

Reciprocal ............................................................ 8 

Cases involving judges ................................................... 1 

Judicial cases filed pursuant to Gov. Jud. R. III ................................ 1 

Judicial campaign cases .................................................. 1 

Miscellaneous disciplinary matters .......................................... 1 

TOTAL ........................................................... 102 

Admissions Cases 

Character and fitness .................................................... 2 

Miscellaneous admissions matters .......................................... 0 

TOTAL ............................................................. 2 

Other Practice of Law Cases 10 

Cases relating to the unauthorized practice oflaw .............................. 2 

Other ............................................................... 4 

TOTAL ............................................................. 6 

APPENDIX F 

CASES RELATING TO THE PRACTICE OF 

LAW FINAL DISPOSITIONS 2000 

Disciplinary Cases 

Public reprimands ...................................................... 9 

Definite suspensions 11 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  15 

Definite suspensions with probation 12 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  8

Suspensions pending compliance ........................................... 2 



Indefinite suspensions .................................................. 12 

Disbarments ......................................................... 10 

Disciplinary cases dismissed ............................................... 1 

Mental illness suspensions ................................................ 2 

Automatic suspensions for felony convictions .................................. 7 

Automatic suspensions for child support violations ............................. 3 

Interim remedial suspensions .............................................. 2 

Resignations .......................................................... 4 

Resignations with disciplinary action pending ................................ 18 

Resignations denied ..................................................... 1 

Resignations dismissed 13 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  1 

Reciprocal discipline imposed ............................................. 5 

Reciprocal discipline cases dismissed ........................................ 0 

Disciplinary cases involving judges .......................................... 4 

Disciplinary cases involving judges dismissed .................................. 0 

Judicial cases under Gov. Jud. R. III with sanction imposed ....................... 1 

Judicial campaign cases with sanction imposed ................................. 0 

Judicial campaign cases decided by five-judge commission ........................ 1 

Miscellaneous disciplinary matters .......................................... 1 

TOTAL ........................................................... 107 

Admissions Cases 

Character and fitness .................................................... 2 

Miscellaneous admissions matters .......................................... 0 

TOTAL ............................................................. 2 

Other Practice of Law Cases 

Cases relating to the unauthorized practice of law .............................. 5 

Other ............................................................... 7 

TOTAL ............................................................ 12 
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END NOTES 

1 Includes three appeals from common pleas courts in which the death penalty was 
imposed for an offense committed on or after Jan. 1 , 1 995 , and three cases involving 
appeals from the court of appeals for offenses committed prior to Jan. 1 , 1 995 .  

2 See Appendix E for a breakdown of cases relating to the practice of law filed 
in 2000. 

3 See Appendix F for final dispositions of cases relating to the practice of law. 

4 Includes discretionary appeals and claimed appeals of right . 

5 Includes all discretionary appeals and cla imed appeals of right allowed by the court, 
heard and disposed of on the merits. 

6 Includes discretionary appeals and claimed appeals of right. 

7 Includes discretionary appeals and claimed appeals of right awaiting court review on the 
first of the year, and d iscretionary appeals and claimed appeals of right previously 
allowed by the court and pending on the merits at the first of the year. 

8 One hundred eleven of these cases had been allowed by the court and were pending on 
the merit as of Jan. 1 , 2001 .  The remainder were pending as jurisdictional appeals. 

9 Includes 23 appeals from courts of common pleas in which the death penalty was 
imposed for an offense committed on or after Jan. 1 ,  1 995 , one of which also has a 
companion appeal from a court of appeals. The remaining 1 5  appeals are from courts of 
appeals and related to offenses committed before Jan . 1 , 1 995 .  

10 Includes cases filed pursuant to the Supreme Court 's exclusive con titutional authority 
over matters relating to the practice of law that are not considered disciplinary or 
admissions cases. 

1 1  Includes suspensions for a definite period of time as well as suspen ions that are 
completely or partially tayed, with or without conditions. 

12  Includes cases in which respondent was ordered to be monitored and/or placed on 
probation for all or part of the suspension or serve a period of probation following a 
period of suspension. 

13 Relates to a case in which the court disbarred respondent before accepting his 
resignation. 
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