
 
 

 
 
Report of the Ohio Indigent Defense Study Task Force 

 
April 2024 



    
 

Re: Indigent Defense Study Task Force 

Members of the General Assembly, 
 
Over the past couple months, we have had the honor to chair the Indigent Defense Study Task Force. We 
would like to take this opportunity to explain the Task Force and provide recommendations for the General 
Assembly moving forward. 
 
The right to counsel has been established through the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments of the US 
Constitution. Specifically, the 1963 Supreme Court ruling in Gideon v. Wainwright requires states, counties, 
and local jurisdictions to provide public representation for defendants unable to retain counsel on their own. In 
Ohio, the State Public Defender’s office is tasked with providing such counsel, and has established public 
defender offices in several counties to provide this service. In other counties, indigent defense is handled by 
appointed private counsel or county public defender offices that are reimbursed by the state. However, there 
has been a need to study the funding and delivery mechanisms for Ohio’s indigent defense system. 
 
Recently, the Ohio State Bar Association’s Future of Indigent Defense Task Force was established to review 
current practices, delivery models, and consider alternatives to ensure a cost-effective system that maintains 
local input and ensures the right to counsel for Ohioans. According to the report issued by that Task Force in 
January 2024, “[f]unding for the system has historically been a partnership between the state and county 
governments, originally contemplated in a statutory agreement as a 50/50 split. However, state funding has 
fluctuated significantly over the years. According to the State Public Defender, between 2009 and 2019, state 
reimbursement for indigent defense had been below 50 percent in all but 10 months of that period.”  
 
During the 134th General Assembly, House Bill 150 established this 17-member Task Force to study Ohio’s 
indigent defense system and provide recommendations to the General Assembly regarding the delivery, 
structure, and funding of indigent defense. 
 
The Task Force consisted of the following members (in alphabetical order): 
 
Judge Richard Berens, Fairfield County (Ohio Supreme Court’s designee) 
Herman Carson (member of the Ohio Public Defender Commission) 
William Creedon (Chair of the Ohio Public Defender Commission)  
Commissioner Steven Davis, Fairfield County (County Commissioners Association of Ohio’s designee) 
Matthew Donahue (Governor’s designee) 
Representative Jim Hoops (Co-Chair of the Task Force) 
Kelli Howard (member of the Ohio Public Defender Commission) 
Senator Paula Hicks-Hudson 
James Lowe (Attorney General’s designee) 
Senator Nathan Manning (Co-Chair of the Task Force) 
Judge Stephen McIntosh, Franklin County (Ohio Judicial Conference’s designee) 

Jim Hoops 
State Representative 

81st District  
 
 
 
 
 
         

 

 

 
 
               

 
 
 
 
  

 
  

 
 
 
 
  

 
 
  

 

 

Nathan Manning 
State Senator                                   
13th District                                                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
         

 

 

 
 
               

 
 
 
 
  

 
  

 
 
 
 
  

 
 
  

 

 



Elizabeth Miller (State Public Defender) 
Representative Ismail Mohamed 
Senator Michelle Reynolds 
Melissa Schiffel (Ohio Prosecuting Attorney Association’s designee) 
Representative Jim Thomas 
Judge Dean Wilson, Perry County-retired (Ohio State Bar Association’s designee) 
 
Three meetings took place on January 25th, February 8th, and February 29th. The Task Force heard testimony 
from several members and interested parties such as the Sixth Amendment Center, Ohio Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers, Allen County Commissioner Cory Noonan, and Delaware County Public Defender 
Carlos Crawford. We appreciated the valuable points of view and information provided by all those who 
testified. We would like to especially thank The Ohio State Bar Association’s Task Force whose report served 
as a basis for discussions and testimony during the course of these meetings.  
 
According to the legislation, the Task Force must report its recommendations to the General Assembly by 
April 3, 2024. In this report, you will see testimony presented to the Task Force and letters submitted by 
several members detailing their takeaways and recommendations moving forward.  
 
After much discussion and consideration, we would like to make the following additional recommendations 
moving forward: 
 

1. The legislature continue to explore and analyze the Ohio State Bar Association’s recommendations as 
well as potentially pursuing legislation prior to the next operating budget cycle. 

2. The General Assembly should pursue a fiscal analysis regarding the State’s indigent defense system. 
Results of the analysis could help construct a more consistent and reliable financial forecast, such as 
the possibility of a formula for indigent defense that can be used during the State’s biennial budget 
process. 

3. Engage with stakeholders such as the State Public Defender and counties to discuss delivery systems 
for indigent defense. This includes exploring the possibility of establishing regional offices to assist 
with the delivery of services in underserved areas in the State, and permitting part-time public 
defenders. 

4. Consider a centralized system in which the State Public Defender oversees the administration of the 
court appointed attorney payment process. 

5. Preserve the court-appointed counsel system in counties where the legal community finds it effective 
and beneficial.  

6. Be cognizant during discussion of the unintended consequences of expanded state government and its 
effect on counties, municipalities, and small businesses. 
 

We would like to thank the members of the Task Force for their time, attention, and efforts to improve Ohio’s 
indigent defense system.  

Sincerely, 

 

   

State Senator Nathan Manning  

Ohio’s 13th Senate District 

 
 
 
 
 
  

State Representative Jim Hoops 

Ohio’s 81st House District 
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March 19, 2024 

The Honorable Nathan H. Manning, Ohio Senate 
The Honorable James M. Hoops, Ohio House of Representatives 
HB150 Indigent Defense Task Force 
Sent via email 

Co-Chair Senator Manning and Co-Chair Representative Hoops: 

On behalf of the Ohio Public Defender Commission, thank you for your time and 
effort leading the HB150 Indigent Task Force.  The commission is immensely grateful to 
Governor DeWine and his unprecedented focus on improving funding for Ohio’s 
indigent defense system and the General Assembly’s significant financial support in its 
recent biennial budgets.  With the advent of additional funding, the numerous and varied 
stakeholders in Ohio’s indigent defense system have reached a consensus that the 
current reimbursement-based model to fund indigent defense no longer efficiently 
serves Ohio’s taxpayers and a new system is needed.  However, stakeholders also 
agree that the new system must find a balance between the efficiencies of a state-
funded system and the unique and varied local cultures of Ohio’s 88 county 
courthouses.  

The commission supports the proposed indigent defense system recommended 
by the Ohio State Bar Association’s task force wherein counties have the ability to “opt 
in” or “opt out” of indigent defense services provided by the State.  The OSBA task force 
was comprised of voices throughout the indigent defense system including county 
commissioners, judges, law directors, prosecuting attorneys, bar associations, criminal 
defense attorneys, appointed counsel, and public defenders.  The commission thanks 
OSBA Immediate Past President Judge Dean Wilson, OSBA CEO Mary Amos 
Augsburger, and the members of the OSBA task force for their dedication and 
commitment to improving Ohio’s indigent defense system.  It is a testament to Ohio’s 
need for a new system that so many different voices can reach a consensus.   

The OSBA’s recommended system promotes efficiency and saves costs by 
reducing administrative redundancies between numerous counties while protecting an 
individual county’s ability to control the delivery of indigent defense services best suited 
for its courthouse.  The OSBA’s recommended system also preserves the important role 
of appointed counsel in indigent defense, ensuring state-wide resources to promote 



representation in Ohio’s rural counties while maintaining local control of the appointment 
process. 

Moving forward, the commission encourages the General Assembly to build on 
the momentum of this opportunity when all stakeholders agree that a state-funded 
system founded on local control is needed to improve Ohio’s indigent defense system 
and serve Ohio’s taxpayers.  The commission urges the General Assembly to pass 
legislation and fund a new indigent defense system for Ohio based on the 
recommendations from OSBA’s task force.  The commission looks forward to assisting 
in this endeavor and is ready to work with its partners in the indigent defense 
community to be a good steward of taxpayer dollars while serving the needs of indigent 
Ohioans. 

Sincerely, 

William Creedon 
Chair - Ohio Public Defender Commission  
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Re: Indigent Defense Task Force 
 
Dear Co-Chair Manning and Co-Chair Hoops,  
  
Thank you for your leadership of the Indigent Defense Task Force.  Through your 
guidance, the work of the Task Force will help ensure that all Ohioans have equal access 
to justice.  As Judge Stephen McIntosh commented to the Task Force on behalf of the 
Ohio Judicial Conference, we all share the same goal of “guaranteeing access to justice 
through qualified legal representation.” 
  
The purpose of state government is to serve and protect all its citizens, regardless of their 
status or residence.  The General Assembly breathes life into these goals through its 
budgeting process and legislative agenda, and lawmakers will look to the final report of 
the Task Force in their future deliberations regarding access to effective indigent defense.   
 
This letter provides a statement as to why local input is key to achieving quality indigent 
defense across Ohio.  It also provides recommendations on how to achieve this goal.  
 
The recommendations are threefold.  First, the plan ensures that a county’s decision on 
which delivery system is implemented is based on the input of all interested local parties, 
including judges, attorneys, and county commissioners.  Second, it addresses the issue 
raised during Task Force testimony of county-commissioner involvement in the 
reimbursement process.  Lastly, keeping lawyers engaged in underserved rural counties is 
crucial to maintaining access to quality legal services in every county of Ohio.  Solo 
practitioners and other private practitioners often use court-appointed-counsel cases to 
supplement their legal work and serve the legal needs of the community.  Therefore, it is 
important to ensure court-appointed-counsel work is not cut-off from counties that utilize 
it and do it well. 
  
Establishing local commissions  
 
We all believe that local problems are best solved with local solutions.  Therefore, local 
control is critical. 
 



 
 

  
 

Ohio has a long, rich history of allowing the governments closest to the people to make 
decisions best suited for their needs.  To that end, local officials, including judges, must 
participate in the decision-making process related to the delivery system of indigent 
defense in their county.  
 
The proposal is that each county wishing to change the delivery system of indigent 
defense establish a local commission.  The membership of the commission would include 
one judge each from the court of common pleas general and juvenile divisions, a 
municipal or county court judge, a county commissioner, and a practicing attorney who 
provides indigent-defense services in the county.  This commission would be the best 
arbiter of whether opting into a state-public-defender system, establishing a county-
public-defender system, or maintaining a court-appointed-counsel system would best 
serve the local needs for indigent defense.   
 
My designee to the Task Force, Judge Richard Berens of the Fairfield County Common 
Pleas Court, General Division, currently serves in a county that has a well-organized and 
efficient indigent-defense system through the court-appointed-counsel system.  Judge 
Berens said it best when he said, “The most effective and best way to provide indigent 
defense funding in one county is not necessarily the same throughout the state.”  
 
Establishing a local commission that includes representatives of the judiciary and the 
practicing bar, along with a county commissioner, will ensure that each county can 
address its unique needs.  In fact, local input was a priority expressed by several members 
of this Task Force as well as by members of interested groups that testified before it.  
 
Reorganizing the reimbursement process  
 
For those counties where the county commissioners wish to be removed from the 
reimbursement process with the Office of the Ohio Public Defender, an alternative 
payment delivery system could be established.  Specifically, when a court-appointed 
attorney completes service on an indigent-defense case, the attorney already submits his 
or her fee application to the judge for review, approval, and signature.  In lieu of 
submitting the fee application to the county for payment, the judge would send the 
approved fee application directly to the Office of the Ohio Public Defender for 
reimbursement to the court-appointed counsel.  This new payment system would relieve 
the county commissioners of the duties of budgeting for and seeking reimbursement from 
the Office of the Ohio Public Defender.  This change would be more efficient and cost-
effective.   
 
Preserving court-appointed work for Ohio attorneys  
  
Lastly, the recommendations of this Task Force ought not interfere with the excellent 
work the General Assembly has already undertaken to help address the need for legal 
services in underserved rural areas of Ohio.  Through the passage of House Bill 150, 
which created this Task Force, the General Assembly established the Rural Practice 
Incentive Program to help attract and keep attorneys in underserved areas.  



 
 

  
 

This program could not have come at a more critical time, as over 6.5 million Ohioans in 
82 counties reside in an underserved community.  Ensuring that attorneys in underserved 
areas have access to sufficient legal work to justify staying in that county is crucial to 
achieving access to justice across the state.  As of March 8, 2024, of the 73 licensed-
attorney applicants, it appears that 36 are eligible to participate in the Rural Practice 
Incentive Program, and of the 5 law-school applicants, 4 appear to be eligible.   
  
As discussed during the Task Force meetings, local courts appoint counsel in a variety of 
circumstances to meet the needs of indigent defendants. Sometimes counsel is appointed 
simply to address a conflict of interest, but in many counties, such as Fairfield, local 
courts maintain a robust court-appointed-counsel list and appoint from that list.  In courts 
across Ohio, judges use a comprehensive set of criteria when selecting court-appointed 
counsel to serve on a case. Judges are in the best position to impartially determine what 
special skillsets or practice-areas an attorney needs to serve an indigent client.   
 
Court-appointed systems prove to be efficient, effective, and financially wise for some 
counties. During Task Force testimony, it was noted that Allen County, which has a 
county-public-defender office, has an approximate population of 100,838, and the amount 
spent by the county for indigent defense totaled around $1.6 million in 2023. In contrast, 
Fairfield County, which has a court-appointed-counsel system and a population of over 
165,000, spent around $1.1 million that same year. These numbers illustrate that what 
may be best for one county is not necessarily good for another.  However, court-
appointed-counsel systems have proven to be cost-effective and to deliver quality legal 
representation when monitored by local judges, and they may also be the path to ensuring 
sufficient legal services in the underserved areas of this state.  
 
As this Task Force prepares to make recommendations on the delivery system of indigent 
defense in Ohio, I encourage its members and the General Assembly to consider the 
points and solutions offered in this letter and the voices of Ohio judges as expressed by 
the Ohio Judicial Conference.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to lend recommendations to the work of the Task 
Force.   
  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Sharon L. Kennedy  
Chief Justice  
 
 
Cc:  Paul Pfeifer, Ohio Judicial Conference 
 File 

















 
Senator Nathan Manning 
1 Capitol Square, Room 039 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
 
 
Representative Jim Hoops 
77 South High Street, 14th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
 
Co-Chair Manning and Co-Chair Hoops, 
 
I would like to thank you for your work and leadership on the Task Force to Study Indigent Defense. I 
enjoyed the opportunity to hear testimony from stakeholders and fellow task force members and I am 
thankful for the opportunity to submit this letter to you both today. As you heard from my testimony, as 
well as the testimony from Commissioner Noonan, indigent defense is a very important issue for 
county commissioners. I would ask that the task force make the following recommendations to the 
Ohio General Assembly and work collaboratively over the course of the next year and a half to ensure 
they are properly implemented: 
 

• Fully fund indigent defense;  
• Provide in statute that the state is obligated to fully fund indigent defense and explore cost 

control mechanisms such as a per capita cap on county expenditures;  
• Create a state-ran option for counties who wish to have the state administer indigent defense 

on their behalf, and allow other counties to choose to maintain their local system; and  
• Adopt state policy which fosters an increase in the number of attorneys in rural counties. 

 
First and foremost, I believe that fully funding the indigent defense system in Ohio must be the task 
force’s main recommendation. This position was supported through testimony from myself, my fellow 
commissioner from Allen County, the Ohio State Bar Association (OSBA), Ohio Judicial Conference 
(OJC), and the 6th Amendment Center. All of these groups stressed the importance of providing not 
only full funding for the system, but the need for consistent levels of funding for the system. The 
fluctuation in funding often puts stress on county budgets and negatively impacts counties such as my 
own, who do their best to control the cost of the system locally.  
 
 
 
 



To further illustrate this point, the graph below shows the total system cost and the share paid by 
counties for each fiscal year since 1985. Until recently, counties bore most of the cost of providing 
indigent defense. Furthermore, you can see the spikes in funding that are inconsistent from year to 
year. However, the gap between the two lines in recent years is a testament to the strong partnership 
that counties have enjoyed with the DeWine-Husted Administration and the 134th and 135th General 
Assemblies on this issue. Fully funding the indigent defense system in Ohio will result in a high quality 
of service provided to indigent defendants and provide counties with the financial flexibility to 
determine the best delivery method at the county level.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The task force heard a considerable amount of testimony regarding the various systems set up at the 
county level to provide indigent defense services. I strongly believe that county commissioners are 
best suited to determine which system is suitable for their county on a county-by-county basis. This 
decision should be made in consultation with local stakeholders such as their judges, prosecutor, 
county bar association, public defender, etc. While some counties would like the state to take over the 
operation of indigent defense, some counties, like my county, would like the option to maintain their 
current county ran system. I believe our current system works well for all parties involved and our 
county has worked very hard to establish the system, while effectively controlling the costs associated 
with the system. To illustrate that point, I have included the amount expensed by Fairfield County to 
the Office of the Public Defender (OPD) since 2014. 
 
 



Fairfield County Public Defender 
Expenditures 

Amount Expensed Year 
$      1,823,944.57  2014 
$      1,605,819.87  2015 
$      1,774,564.47  2016 
$      1,729,031.35  2017 
$      1,795,078.54  2018 
$      1,806,172.85  2019 
$      1,770,547.21  2020 
$      1,672,413.78  2021 
$      1,560,077.73  2022 
$      1,744,163.41  2023 
    
$    17,281,813.78  2014-2023 

Total 
 

 
As you can see, we have been able to control the county’s costs associated with indigent defense. We 
have done so, while increasing our hourly rate for appointed counsel and a fluctuating reimbursement 
rate from OPD. The testimony that I provided, as well as the testimony provided by Delaware County 
Public Defender Carlos Crawford, showed that some counties are able to deliver a high-quality service 
locally while controlling the costs associated with that service.  
 
As mentioned above, counties have some control in terms of how indigent defense is provided locally. 
However, the option to administer the program locally is largely dependent on a shrinking pool of 
attorneys in many of the rural counties. Furthermore, the inconsistent reimbursement throughout the 
years has limited the amount that these attorneys can be paid for this work due to the uncertain dollar 
amount that will be reimbursed by the state.  
 
As a result of the attorney shortage and uncertain reimbursement mentioned above, many counties 
are interested in having the state takeover the administration of indigent defense from the county and 
relieve the county of this obligation. The testimony from Allen County Commissioner Cory Noonan 
illustrated this point to the committee. In his county, it is increasingly hard to find private attorneys to 
perform indigent defense services, so the county implemented a county public defender office. While 
Allen County is satisfied with the level of service provided by the office, it has increased the cost to run 
the program locally as you can see from the table below. The increase in cost coupled with the 
fluctuating reimbursement rate from the state has put considerable stress on the county’s budget 
despite the recent increase in overall reimbursement rate.  
 
 
 



Allen County Public Defender 
Expenditures 

Amount Expensed Year 
$      780,636 2014 
$      904,448 2015 
$      899,495 2016 
$      804,000 2017 
$      734,841 2018 
$      905,574 2019 
$      947,632 2020 
$      1,593,994 2021 
$      1,568,786 2022 
$      1,602,641 2023 
    
$    10,742,047 2014-2023 

Total 
 
 
The differences in the challenges of providing indigent defense in Fairfield County are different than in 
Allen County. The challenges also result in different financial outlays on behalf of the county and that 
puts pressure on the amount that the state can reimburse. It is clear from the testimony that some 
counties are better served by contracting with the state OPD for indigent defense services. This 
arrangement already takes place in ten counties across the state. The OPD already promulgates rules 
for indigent defense, provides reimbursement to counties, and sets the recommended reimbursement 
rate, so it would make sense to expand this option to other counties. If a county chooses to contract 
with the state for services, there will still be a need for private appointed counsel. In this scenario, the 
private counsel would submit their bills directly to the OPD and the county would not be involved in the 
payment process. That being said, we will generally defer to OPD in terms of the onboarding process 
and functional administration of the state system. It is paramount that counties have the option to 
choose if they want to keep their current system or contract with the state for services. If the county 
would wish to keep their system, they would notify OPD and would continue to be reimbursed for the 
costs associated with indigent defense delivery. These counties should receive 100% reimbursement 
from the state to ensure parity between both delivery models. 
 
While I appreciate the various viewpoints from all of the witnesses before the committee, there were 
several proposals that I would not like the task force to recommend. First, it is important that judges 
retain the ability to select appointed counsel at their discretion. The task force heard testimony that 
suggested that this process was unfair or inefficient. As a county who relies fully on appointed counsel, 
I believe that the judges are best suited to make the selection for counsel. In my experience, judges 
make the appointed counsel based on their past experience with the attorneys and knowledge of the 
particular facts of the case before them. Judges are uniquely suited to make this determination and 
that practice should be reflected in the task force’s final recommendation. 
 
 



Last, it was suggested that counties who choose to keep their current system be required to pay a set 
minimum hourly amount set by the OPD for appointed counsel by the Ohio Association of Criminal 
Defense Lawyers (OACDL). The amount would be set by hourly rate and capped by case type according 
to their proposal. I would encourage the task force to reject that recommendation. Fairfield County 
currently pays below the suggested rate of $75 by OPD and we have no problem attracting and 
retaining appointed counsel. We recently raised our appointed counsel rate and that was a thoughtful 
determination based on a variety of factors. Counties should be left to make that decision on a county-
by-county basis and that decision should not be dictated by the state OPD. This issue is especially 
important if the system is not fully funded by the legislature and in that scenario, the minimum rate 
would equate to an unfunded mandate on counties.  
 
In conclusion, both myself and CCAO are appreciative of our inclusion in the Task Force to Study 
Indigent Defense and are eager to work with the rest of the task force to make recommendations to 
the General Assembly and the Governor’s Office on how to improve the indigent defense system. My 
final recommendation to the task force is that: the indigent defense system should be fully funded, 
either by statutory requirement, or by fiscal appropriation, potentially explore cost control mechanisms 
such as a per capita cap on county expenditures, and that counties should be able to choose to keep 
their current system or contract with the state public defender for services. Please do not hesitate to 
reach out if you need anything else or have any questions. 
 
Thank you, 
 

 
 
Commissioner Steven Davis 
Fairfield County 

 



March 19, 2024 

 

Indigent Defense Task Force 

Co-Chair State Senator Nathan Manning 

Co-Chair State Representative Jim Hoops 

 

 

Dear Co-Chairs Senator Manning and Representative Hoops, 

 

Re:  Letter from State Representative Jim Thomas. 

 

Part I. The following are my takeaways from the three task force meetings. 

 

a. I agree that indigent defense services must be fully and consistently funded by the state, 

regardless of the delivery model.   

 

b. I support a statewide system for indigent defense services, where counties have the option 

of opting in or opting out.  State services would be organized by the Office of the Ohio 

Public Defender (“OPD”) and county services would continue to be organized by 

individual county governments. 

 

c. I support the board of county commissioners/county council in each individual county to 

determine whether their county will opt in to state services or opt-out, and make an 

affirmative decision (via resolution) to opt in to state services.  By default, counties 

would be considered opt-out counties.  

 

d. I support for counties that have opted in to state services, that OPD determine the primary 

delivery method and that OPD would be responsible for delivery of service, including 

budgeting, employees, setting rates for appointed counsel, and covering the cost of 

service directly.   

 

e. I support that the board of county commissioners/county council be required to consult 

with the local bar, judges, and local public defender commission ahead of passing a 

resolution to opt in to state services.  Similarly, I support that the OPD be required to 

consult with the local bar, judges, and public defender commission of the respective 

county prior to a decision to alter the delivery method in an opt-in county. 

 

f. I agree that if a county elects to opt in to state services, then the county should retain the 

ability to reverse this decision.  The representatives from the Sixth Amendment Center 

discouraged this.  However, perhaps there can be a middle ground.  For example, the 

County would have to prove that the OPD is not providing adequate representation. 

 

g. I support the Ohio State Bar Association recommendations for the “Opt-Out”/County 

Services on page 3 of their letter dated November 30, 2023. 

 

h. I support a change to the OH Revised Code that allows attorneys to work part time in 

private practice while serving in public defender positions should that be appropriate as 

determined by the OPD or relevant local authority.  This would be similar to the authority 

of prosecuting attorneys pursuant to R.C. Section 309.06. 

 



i. I support clarifying the OH R.C. regarding representation in ordinance cases as 

recommended by the OSBA. 

 

Part II. Next steps that you would like to see the State pursue (studies, funding, delivery structures, etc.). 

a. More discussion of cost containment factors. 

 

Part III. Outstanding questions that you may have regarding the indigent defense system. 

 

      a.     Where is the statutory agreement of a 50/50 split of costs between the county and state  

              governments? 

 

b. Challenges regarding transition from county to state employees?  Human Resources? 

 

c. Is someone currently responsible for setting a floor and ceiling for appointed counsel rates? 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Jim Thomas/ 

Jim Thomas 

State Representative 

District 49 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Ismail Mohamed 
State Representative, Ohio House District 3 
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March 25, 2024 

Indigent Defense Task Force Co-Chairs  

77 S. High St.  

Columbus OH 43215 

 

Re: Indigent Defense Task Force Recommendations 

Dear Co-Chairs Manning and Hoops, 

I am writing to provide recommendations for the improvement of the indigent defense system in the 

State of Ohio, drawing upon the insights provided by recent reports and testimonies regarding the 

current situation. I believe these suggestions can contribute in-part to a more equitable and effective 

system for all Ohioans. Please review the following points: 

1. County Opt-In System: 

Based on the findings outlined in the Future of Indigent Defense Task Force's Final Report dated 

January 23, 2024, it is evident that there exists significant variability in the quality of indigent 

defense services across different counties in Ohio. While some counties have successfully 

implemented robust systems that ensure competent representation for indigent defendants, others 

struggle to meet the minimum standards set forth by the state. Therefore, I see a future with both opt-

in and opt-out options being an asset to providing the highest level of indigent defense for Ohioans.  

By allowing counties to choose whether to participate in the statewide indigent defense program or 

mailto:rep03@ohiohouse.gov
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maintain their own existing programs ensures that local expertise and tailored solutions are not lost 

while still offering a standardized framework for those counties that need outside support.  

2. Addressing Attorney Shortages in Rural Counties: 

As highlighted in numerous testimonies and the Ohio Bar Task Force's Final Report, rural counties 

face unique challenges in recruiting and retaining qualified attorneys for indigent defense 

representation. The shortage of attorneys in these areas often leads to inadequate representation and 

violations of defendants' constitutional rights. To address this issue, I recommend providing 

additional incentives for attorneys practicing in rural counties. These incentives could include 

increased pay, loan forgiveness programs specifically targeting attorneys in rural counties, housing 

assistance, and other benefits aimed at making rural practice more appealing. By enhancing the 

attractiveness of practicing law in rural areas, we can help alleviate the shortage of attorneys and 

ensure that all defendants have access to competent legal representation, regardless of location. 

Furthermore, addressing barriers to travel and overall accessibility to rural counties could be done by 

further embracing alternative methods of convening for certain proceedings, such as video 

conferencing or other virtual options.  

3. Creating Pre-Law Programs: 

As further noted in the Task Force's Final Report, efforts to address the attorney shortage must 

extend beyond mere incentives for practicing attorneys. It is crucial to cultivate interest in law among 

students from underserved communities and encourage them to pursue legal education. To this end, I 

recommend establishing pre-law programs in high schools and other pre-college institutions. These 

programs could introduce students to various aspects of the legal profession, provide mentorship 

opportunities with practicing attorneys, and offer guidance on pursuing a career in law. By starting 

early and fostering an interest in law at the high school level, we can encourage more students to 

mailto:rep03@ohiohouse.gov
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pursue legal education and ultimately increase the pool of qualified attorneys available to serve 

indigent clients. 

In conclusion, I urge the Indigent Defense Task Force to consider these recommendations as part of 

its efforts to improve the indigent defense system in Ohio. By improving upon the county opt-in 

system, addressing attorney shortages in rural counties, and creating pre-law programs, we can work 

towards a more equitable and effective system that upholds the constitutional right to competent legal 

representation for all individuals, regardless of their financial means or geographic location. 

Thank you for your attention to these important matters. I look forward to seeing positive changes 

implemented to better serve the indigent population in our state. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

______________________________ 

Ismail Mohamed 

State Representative 

Ohio House District 3  

mailto:rep03@ohiohouse.gov
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RIGHT TO COUNSEL 



OHIO’S CURRENT INDIGENT DEFENSE SYSTEM

1

31

39

7

10



WHO DECIDES WHICH METHOD(S) OF INDIGENT DEFENSE TO USE?

In Ohio, each County Commission has the authority to choose the method(s) by which indigent defense 
representation is provided in their county.



COUNTY SETS COURT-APPOINTED COUNSEL RATES & CAPS





HOW IS INDIGENT DEFENSE FUNDED?

In Ohio, each county is responsible for the costs of indigent defense representation provided in their jurisdiction.
After paying those costs, counties submit their costs to the Office of the Ohio Public Defender for reimbursement.



HOW IS THE REIMBURSEMENT RATE DETERMINED?

Once all indigent defense costs from Ohio’s 88 counties have been submitted for a given month, 
OPD compares the amount submitted for reimbursement and the funding available to provide reimbursement. 

The result of that comparison determines the reimbursement rate provided (in equal percentages) to every county. 



WHAT HAS THE REIMBURSEMENT RATE BEEN HISTORICALLY?



HOW IS INDIGENT DEFENSE FUNDED AT THE STATE LEVEL?



RECENT REIMBURSEMENT OVERVIEW 

Overall, the indigent defense costs, and therefore the reimbursement requests, from Ohio’s 88 counties have continued to increase. 



WHERE ARE WE WITH REIMBURSEMENT TODAY?





QUESTIONS/NEED ASSISTANCE?

www.opd.ohio.gov

http://www.opd.ohio.gov/


The Future of Indigent 
Defense Task Force



Indigent Defense Task Force

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP

• Ohio State Bar Association
• Ohio Public Defender
• County Commissioners Association of Ohio
• Ohio Prosecuting Attorneys Association
• Ohio Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers
• Ohio Judicial Conference
• county public defenders
• appointed counsel
• Akron Bar Association
• Ohio Access to Justice Foundation



Overall System Recommendations

• The Task Force acknowledges that indigent defense services must be fully and consistently funded by the 
state, regardless of the delivery model in the state.



Overall System Recommendations

• The Task Force recommends a statewide system for indigent defense services, where counties have the 
option of opting in or opting out. 

• The Task Force recommends the board of county commissioners/county council in each individual county 
determine whether their county will opt in to state services or opt out and, in that case, provide their own 
method of delivery at the county level. 

• The Task Force recommends the board of county commissioners/county council make an affirmative 
decision, via resolution, to opt in to state services. 



Outlook of the Task Force

RECOMMENDATION FOR AN OPT IN 
(STATE)/OPT OUT (COUNTY) SYSTEM



Opt In (State)

•OPD determines delivery 
method

•OPD is responsible for 
operation (i.e. budgeting, 
employees, office 
equipment, etc.)

•State pays directly

•State sets rates and caps

Opt Out (County)

•Individual county 
determines delivery 
method

•County is responsible for 
operation (i.e. budgeting, 
employees/contracts, etc.)

•State reimburses the 
county

•County sets rates and caps



Opt In

• For counties that have opted in to state services, the Task Force recommends the OPD determine the 
primary delivery method and that OPD is responsible for delivery of service, including budgeting, 
employees, setting rates for appointed counsel, etc. 

• The Task Force recommends the board of county commissioners/county council be required to consult 
with the local bar, judges, and local public defender commission (if applicable) ahead of passing a 
resolution to opt in to state services. 

• Similarly, the Task Force recommends the OPD be required to consult with the local bar, judges, and 
public defender commission (if applicable) of the respective county ahead of a decision to alter the 
delivery method in an opt-in county. 



• If a county elects to opt in to state services but later wishes to reverse this 
decision, the Task Force recommends the board of county 
commissioners/county council provide a minimum of three years’ notice to 
the OPD. 

• If a county elects to reverse their decision to opt in to state services within five years, they are required to 
repay the startup costs to the state at a rate of 20 percent of the startup costs for each year of the first five 
years remaining since opting in. 

• These costs shall include all furniture, phones, IT equipment, copiers, and any other necessary equipment as 
part of the initial start of services. Costs shall also include any amount due and owing for layoffs pursuant to 
employment laws, any costs for lease termination, and moving costs to remove any and all equipment and 
materials from a facility. 

What happens if a county changes their mind?



Opt Out

• For counties that opt out of state services, the Task Force recommends the board of county 
commissioners/county council determine the delivery method for their respective county and the 
county will be responsible for all support services and related activities, including budgeting, 
employees, settings rates for appointed counsel, etc. 

• The Task Force recommends open lines of communication between the OPD and an opt-out county 
for budgeting purposes. 



1. OPD provides budget guidance (provided to OPD by the Ohio Office of Budget and 
Management) to all opt-out counties in July of the year preceding the state budget 
approval process (all even-numbered years).

2. Counties must submit their indigent defense budget to OPD in September of the 
same year. The indigent defense budget must be formatted from July to June and 
include two fiscal years (to coincide with the state’s biennial budget).

3. OPD will submit the proposed opt-out county budgets to the state. OPD will offer 
guidance, rather than approval, to counties in developing their indigent defense 
budgets.

To incorporate opt-out counties into the state budget process, the Task Force 
recommends the following process:



Additional Considerations

Availability of Appointed Counsel

• The Task Force recommends the OPD set a floor and ceiling for appointed counsel 
rates.

• The Task Force maintains that judges must continue to play a significant role in 
selecting appointed counsel. 

• The Task Force encourages the OPD to maintain and update appointed counsel 
resources on their website.



Additional Considerations

Combatting Attorney Shortages

• The Task Force recommends the General Assembly consider programs or 
incentives to ensure there are adequate numbers of prosecutors, public defenders, 
and appointed counsel in all areas of the state. 

• The Task Force encourages adjustments to the Ohio Revised Code that allow 
attorneys to work part time in private practice while serving in public defender 
positions, either at the county level or state level, should that be appropriate as 
determined by the OPD or relevant local authority.



The Problem

18,664 
private practicing attorneys 

11,472,644
Ohioans



The Problem



Additional Considerations

Representation in Ordinance Cases

• The Task Force recommends that the reimbursement protocol for representation in 
municipal ordinance cases where an individual is legally entitled to counsel be 
clarified in the Ohio Revised Code, and further recommends that representation in 
ordinance cases be provided by either the state or county, as appropriate, given the 
overall delivery model. 



Additional Considerations

Cost Containment and Funding

• The Task Force recommends the General Assembly review both cost-containment 
factors and funding needs of the system.



Additional Policy Decisions

• Transition from county to state

• Funding and resources

• Quality assurances
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Ohio Indigent Defense Task Force 

Sixth Amendment Center testimony by David Carroll & Aditi Goel 

Columbus, Ohio – February 29, 2024 

 

*** 

 

Good Morning. I am Aditi Goel, Deputy Director of the Sixth Amendment Center. Joining me 

today is 6AC Executive Director and Founder, David Carroll. Thank you for the opportunity to 

talk about the Ohio State Bar Association Task Force proposal. First, a little bit about who we 

are and what we do. 

 

6AC is a non-profit organization that assists federal, state, and local policymakers meet their 

constitutional obligation to provide effective public defense services. We do so by sharing 

objective information and a national perspective with policymakers on what works and does not 

work. We trust that when policymakers are armed with good information, the legislative process 

will result in constitutional services that meet the unique needs of a jurisdiction. 

 

6AC was founded on and operates on three principles: 

 

1. We are non-partisan. The right to counsel is a core American value that pre-dates the 

founding of our country and is neither a conservative nor liberal principle. There are just 

as many public defense issues in blue states as red states, and 6AC helps all policymakers 

regardless of party affiliation. Our board members span all sides of the political spectrum, 

and we get as much funding from conservative philanthropies (Stand Together – the 

Koch network) as we do from progressive philanthropies (Public Welfare).  

 

2. We do not go anywhere we’re not invited to. We do not presume to know the strengths 

and weaknesses of a system until we listen to and learn from local stakeholders. We have 

a lot of lessons learned from other states that you may find helpful, but it is not our place 

to impose our will over the collective decision-making authority of elected officials. 

 

3. We do not litigate or lobby. We do not get involved with class action lawsuits or involve 

ourselves in individual cases. We do not want policymakers fearing that if they invite us 

into their state, then we will turn around and sue the state based on information we 

discover while working in their direction. In short, we want to help. 

 

6AC is analogous to a property inspector assessing an old house that policymakers have 

inherited. When asked, we closely examine everything that may slowly and insidiously be 

damaging the house: poor wiring, cracks in the foundation, unhealthy mold behind walls. 

Although today’s policymakers are not responsible for the deficient condition of their old 

inherited house, they are responsible for any issues deriving from those damages once they have 

the inspection report. They can choose to invest in renovations. They can choose to demolish and 

build anew. But if they choose to ignore the problems, the house will only continue to 

deteriorate. In pointing out public defense deficiencies to policymakers, 6AC’s goal is to help 

policymakers decide how best to ensure renovations or rebuilds are structurally sound and meet 

required laws and standards. 



 2 

 

Ohio policymakers have not requested a public defense inspection report, so 6AC has not studied 

public defense in Ohio. To be fully transparent, before founding 6AC, David assessed the 

Hamilton County Public Defender on behalf of the National Legal Aid & Defender Association. 

But we do not presume that the problems uncovered in one county are representative of all Ohio 

counties today.   

 

So, our comments today are based solely on our reading of Ohio statutes, court rules and 

policies, and our national experience in other states. Finally, I want to make clear that our 

appearance today was underwritten by our non-partisan funders. We did not accept any funds 

from any person or entity in Ohio. Our opinions are ours, and ours alone. 

 

With that background, let’s get down to our assessment of Ohio’s public defense system and the 

recommendations of the state bar association’s task force. 

 

State vs. county competing interests  

 

Under U.S. Supreme Court case law, ensuring the constitutional right to counsel is a state 

obligation under the Sixth and 14th Amendments. In Ohio, however, local counties are 

responsible at the outset to fund and administer services. Although a state may delegate its 

constitutional responsibilities to counties, the state must guarantee that counties can, and in fact 

do, provide adequate representation to every indigent defendant in the state. Ohio does not have 

a state agency authorized or funded to fulfill this obligation.  

 

OPD certainly provides oversight of those counties that transferred administration of county 

trial-level services to the state. But this is small number of counties, and even in those counties, 

there may be limited oversight of counsel appointed by the court. The State of Ohio is falling 

short on its 14th Amendment obligation in remaining services in the rest of the state. In fact, Ohio 

is currently in the minority of states where the state is primarily funding public defense while 

having limited oversight of the services that are being locally provided.  

 

From our work in other states, we understand the concerns of county policymakers regarding 

public defense. If the state is going to offload its constitutional obligations to counties, counties 

want two things: local control and financial certainty.  

 

Let’s begin with local control. When the U.S. Supreme Court made ensuring the right to counsel 

a state obligation, it did not say how states must provide public defense services. Instead, each 

state, serving as a “laboratory of democracy,” is free to experiment with its own ideas.  

 

Many states have taken a top-down approach to public defense in which one single statewide, 

state-funded system administers and oversees all public defense services, relieving local 

government of both funding and managing public defense services. And many of these are seen 

as operating very good public defense systems, like Colorado and Massachusetts. 

 

However, we have seen how the benefits of “laboratories of democracy” can extend beyond the 

50 states and into counties as well. We have spoken with county managers and commissioners 
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across the country, and it is a widespread held belief that county policymakers understand the 

needs of their local uniqueness better than the state. Every county has its own geographic 

challenges, population diversity, and criminal justice cultures that impact how best to deliver 

public defense services. County policymakers generally believe locals are best positioned to 

determine the public defense system that can meet local needs. 

 

More importantly, counties want financial certainty. Counties have little control over crime, 

arrest, and prosecution rates, and therefore have no control over the costs of required 

constitutional public defense services. Counties with higher poverty rates are least likely able to 

afford public defense services: they are stretched thin because they are called on to spend more 

funds on social services, such as medical care and housing needs, leaving less money available to 

spend on public defense. This is the case even though these counties are most in need of public 

defense services since a larger percentage of people in the county cannot hire a private attorney. 

What’s more is a single serious felony case can break the budget of some local counties. 

 

Will Ohio renege on its promise?  

 

When 6AC worked in other states to balance the state’s need to meet its 14th Amendment 

obligations with the local desire for local control and financial certainty in places like Michigan, 

Idaho, and Nevada, we heard similar concerns from county policymakers: they feared that the 

state would renege on the financial promises it made to counties. For example, if a state says that 

it will set public defense standards and that the state will pay the difference between what a 

county is currently spending and what is needed to meet that new standard, many county 

policymakers fear that the state will not actually pay as promised, and they will be left with the 

bill. Counties want to be able to control costs – through local choice of delivery system – until 

the state proves they will fund public defense as promised. 

 

And this is the crux of the problem in Ohio. As originally conceived, OPD was supposed to 

reimburse up to 50% of the counties’ costs. But the state didn’t. Historically, state funding never 

reached the promised 50% level, dropping in some years to as low as 25%. In exchange for state 

reimbursement, counties were supposed to show that they complied with OPD’s standards of 

constitutionally effective representation, but historically, the state did not create standards. 

 

Over time, Ohio has set a precedent of reimbursing counties some unpredictable, fluctuating 

portion of county public defense costs without attaching those state dollars to minimum 

constitutionally adequate services. The increased reimbursement in recent years – whether 100% 

or 85% - has basically purchased the same public defense system at a higher cost.  

 

Ohio State Bar Task Force recommendations 

 

We have concerns with the state bar task force recommendation’s opt in/opt out model.  

 

While counties will have local control in choosing whether to opt in or out, the state and counties 

may be left with more financial uncertainty than they are in now. Under the opt in/opt out 

reimbursement model – unless all 88 counties opt in – the state and counties still face financial 

uncertainty, except now there is the added uncertainty of not knowing how many, and which 
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counties, will opt in or opt out any given year, and therefore how much public defense will cost 

the counties and state. 

 

There is another concern with allowing counties to switch from opting in to opting out. Say an 

opt-in county decides to opt-out out of the state system, what happens to the state employees in 

that county? Most attorneys need job security, and stability in pay and benefits. A county that 

can switch every few years is not a safe or attractive system for attorneys to work in, which is 

something to consider especially if there are attorney shortages. 

 

One way of addressing this specific point is to write into statutes that counties have the option to 

opt out, but once a county opts in, it can never then opt out. This is what Georgia has done.  

 

Our biggest concern is that the State of Ohio will still have no mechanism to meet its 

constitutional obligation of ensuring effective public defense services in counties that opt out. No 

government – state or local – can opt out of the requirements of the Sixth Amendment right to 

counsel. For opt-out counties to be subject to state review of their public defense systems, OPD 

would need to be staffed and funded at a level to continually assess and monitor each opt-out 

county. Of course, that can be costly especially if many counties opt out. The cost may also 

fluctuate if, at any point, opt-in counties are allowed to opt-out, and opt-out counties are allowed 

to opt-in. 

 

David and I can take questions. Thank you.  



 Joe Hada, President 
 Blaise Katter, President-Elect and Public Policy Chair 
 

 
TESTIMONY TO THE INDIGENT DEFENSE STUDY TASK FORCE 

I come before this task force today on behalf of the Ohio Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
(OACDL) and our more than 800 members who provide a significant portion of criminal defense 
representation in our state.  

We deeply appreciate all the work and effort that has gone into the OSBA workgroup and this task 
force’s commitment to creating a more fair and equitable system of indigent criminal defense in Ohio. 
These reforms are long overdue.  

Our interest in this project is slightly different than many of the other stakeholders. By and large, our 
members provide indigent defense through the appointed counsel system throughout the state. 
Therefore, I am here to share some of our members’ insights and experience with the various appointed 
counsel systems, as well as recommendations on how to improve them, especially in light of the changes 
being considered by this task force.  

Further, we are working on the assumption that whatever decision a county makes — whether they opt 
in to the state-run system or maintain county control — it will remain necessary to have appointed 
counsel to deal with conflict and overflow cases. Therefore, in light of that, we want to focus our 
attention on the following issues.  

1.  Method of Appointment 

The first and most important issue for us is the method of appointment for appointed counsel. We 
strongly urge that there be a requirement that counsel are appointed in an equal and neutral manner per 
county, so that all qualified attorneys get relatively equal opportunity to take available cases.  

2.  Decision-Making Process (Opt-In Counties)   

In counties that opt in to a state-run system, we advocate that the decision-making authority over the 
appointed counsel system likewise be transferred away from the county. We would support a system that 
puts the local public defender’s office in control over administering the list of appointed counsel, 
making appointments on a neutral and equal basis, and setting the fee rate. 

3.  Opt-Out Counties — Rate Setting and Annual Budgets 

We want to ensure that the opt-out counties who retain county control over appointed counsel are not 
competing with opt-in counties for funds and all remain fully funded. We would also like to see that any 
county who chooses to opt out and retain local control nevertheless agreeing, as a part of that decision, 
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to pay appointed counsel the same appointed counsel rate as set by the OPD (both hourly and as to the 
cap for any particular case).  

4.  Availability of Part-Time Employment 

We strongly support the ability for lawyers to join any PD office in an opt-in county on a part-time basis 
(with scaling benefits). It is a fear of our members that the amount of cases available for appointed 
counsel in counties that opt in will drastically reduce. In order to ameliorate that, many members would 
be interested in becoming part-time public defenders, while maintaining the ability to have a private 
civil and/or domestic practice as well.  

5.  A Better Model for Fair Pay  

Finally, we hear many concerns from our members about their abilities financially to take appointed 
counsel cases under the current system. While our members are extremely grateful to the General 
Assembly, OPD, and the DeWine Administration for the substantial increase in indigent defense funding 
in recent years, there are still significant flaws with the hourly-rate system that discourages more 
experienced attorneys from taking court appointments. Most of our members have moved to a flat-fee 
business model. Calculating case costs based purely on the hourly system disincentivizes the efficient 
resolution of cases and does not provide a minimum guarantee of fees for taking a case. So much more 
goes into an attorney entering as counsel on a case than is merely reflected by billable hours, given the 
administrative nature of running a law practice.  

While there is no perfect solution, we would advocate for a hybrid system where there is a certain flat 
fee that is added onto every case to help offset the administrative and logistical issues of opening a new 
case. This would provide more financial certainty overall and help ensure a fair fee is paid to reflect the 
work the attorney is doing in any case.  

I look forward to engaging in a discussion with the task force on the foregoing thoughts and I, along 
with the entire OACDL, stand ready to assist you in any way we can to improve the future delivery of 
indigent defense services in Ohio.  
 

Respectfully Submitted,  

 

Blaise Katter, Esq.  
Public Policy Chair 
Ohio Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
PH: 614-935-7720 
Email: blaisekatterlaw@gmail.com 



 
 
 Ohio Judicial Conference 

The Voice of Ohio Judges  
 

February 29, 2024 
 

Co-Chairs Manning and Hoops, and Members of the Task Force, 

As you all know, I am Judge Stephen McIntosh, and I am the presiding judge of the Franklin 
County Court of Common Pleas, General Division where I have served since 2007. Prior to my 
time on this task force, I also served on the Ohio State Bar Association’s Indigent Defense Task 
Force, so I am familiar with the recommendations that this group is considering and the rationale 
that went into that report. 

I will begin by saying that the members of Ohio’s judiciary share the same goals as the members 
of this Task Force: guaranteeing access to justice through qualified legal representation. We must 
be prudent in using taxpayer dollars, to ensure that guarantee is delivered in a cost-effective and 
fair manner, while not sacrificing quality representation that upholds the principle of innocent 
until proven guilty and ensures the rights of all.  

In addition to the judicial members that served on the OSBA’s Task Force, the Court 
Administration Committee of the Ohio Judicial Conference has reviewed the recommendations 
and received regular updates on the work of that group. The Judicial Conference continues to 
support full state funding for indigent defense irrespective of the delivery system in each county 
– and specifically without creating a funding advantage to counties that choose one delivery 
system over another. On behalf of the Ohio Judicial Conference, I appreciate that the current 
recommendations provide an option that counties can maintain systems of indigent defense that 
they currently use and that work best for them. For example, Franklin County has its own well-
functioning Public Defender’s office and appointed counsel system.  In the smaller counties 
across the state there is a mixture of local public defender offices, state operated public defender 
offices, and in many smaller counties indigent defense is provided entirely by court appointed 
counsel.   

I think it is vitally important that judges remain involved in the decision on what delivery model 
should be adopted or maintained. We understand that ultimately this decision lies with the 
commissioners, but we also believe that judges must be consulted and remain a part of the 
conversation of how best to provide indigent services in their respective courts and communities. 
Additionally, judges must maintain control over the appointed counsel lists, as we see daily the 
quality of these lawyers, and have a better understanding than most of who are more capable of 
handling certain types of cases. 



 

Ohio Judicial Center     65 South Front Street, 4th Floor  │  Columbus, OH 43215-3431 
614.387.9750  phone     614.387.9759  facsimile     www.ohiojudges.org  

 

While unpredictability is certainly a concern in funding indigent defense, this is a common 
problem for all budgeting and should never get in the way of quality representation and access to 
justice across Ohio.  We understand the difficulty of forecasting cost based upon the number of 
counties that opt in or opt out and determining the process for phasing out of one delivery model 
into another one. The Judiciary, as well as the Bar, is trying to be mindful of all the moving parts 
in the justice landscape.   

I thank this committee for taking the time to hear my testimony and I appreciated the opportunity 
to provide input to the Task Force.  I support the general recommendations provided in the 
OSBA’s Task Force report and look forward to working through the details of indigent defense 
delivery and funding in Ohio.  

 




