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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1.2 

The purpose of this report is to present the findings of the, Ohio Hunicipal 
Court Operating Procedu~es Study. This study was made possible Ly a grant 
from the .Administration of Justice Division of the Ohio Department of Eco
nomic and Community Development to the Ohio Nunicipal Judges Mwodation 
for the purpose of establi."lhing a forum for the e:,J::ehange of inZormation 
through analyzing operating proCedt'4\l::J. 'fhl:; Fltudy focused on the clfn::ical 
and records management practi,:::er of,llun:1.cipal courts in Oh 10 and 'v;18 under
taken in response to a neied expressed by municipal judges to coordinate 
efforts to resolve simill'.r processing problems. 

Hunicipal courts in Ohio have largely been responsible for the indt~pendent 
development of their own operating procE'ldures and forms. As a result, 
clerical opera dng procedures vary widely from court to court. Al thOUg!l 
the differences in proc~dures do not necessarily indicate that there is an 
advantage to one mode of operations over another, per se, many courts are 
perfo.cming clerical tasks w·:i.th less efficiency than may be desirable in the 
face cf ever-expanding caseloads. Furthermor~, the lack of standardization 
makes .implementation of new procedures on a State-wide basis more difficult. 

The objectives of this study '(vere tn survey all 111 municipal eourts in Ohio 
regarding the manner of preparing ar.d mt1naging court re.cords, the problem 
areas involved in the clerical operations i)f the court, and the amount of 
mechanization involved in court operations. This survey ... ,as accomplished 
by means of a questionnaire (Bee Appendix B) mr:li1.ed to every municipal court 
in Ohio. Eighty-eight (77.9 percent) of the municipal courts responded. Tht; 
courts which returned completed questionnaires al"e. listed in Appendix C. 
On the basis of the questionnaire responses, the Municipal Courts of Girard, 
Lima, Marion County, Portsmouth, and Springfit~ld ,,,ore chosen for on-site 
visits because they reported operating efficiencies in ce,rtain case proces
sing areas. In addition to surveying indiv:i.d1.lal courts, legal research was 
performed in order to help clarify present l";':!cordkeeping requirements and to 
examine the legal requirements for implementing the changes reC'ommenaed here
in. Appendix A presents the study methodology in greater detail. 

ORG&~IZATION OF REPORT 

The main body of the report has been organized into two mdin parts. The 
first part presents the conclusions and recounnendations of the report. The 
second part com::ains an analysis of the responses to the questionnaires 
which were sent to each municipal c}urt. 

The conclusions and recommendations portion of the report is, in turn,divi-
ded into four sections, one for each major recommendation. Each of the 
four major recommendation sections includes the detailed rationale for that 
reconnnendation, as well as a series or specific recommendations reflecting 
the practical implications of the proposed approach. Where it is apparent 
that implementation of a particular recommendation requires significant legal, 
policy, or legislative changes, an additional report sub-Section has been 
included ~vhicil addresses such considerations. 
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The survey response analysis portion of the report summarizes the responses 
of the municipal courts which c~mpleted and returned the mailed questionnaires. 
This part of the report presents data pertaining to the size, problems, 
records management practices and mechanization of the municipal courts. 

Six appendices have also been made part of the report. These appendices 
contain material referenced in the main body of the report. 

1. 2 MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

1.2.1 NEED FOR STANDARDIZED BASIC RECORD SERIES 

One of the common complaints of municipal courts is the lack of available 
guidelines regarding what records must be kept and in what manner. For 
reasons stated in Section 2.1 of this report, it was felt that certain in
formational requirements should be stdndardized with respect to the basic 
records of the court (case file and docket book). This does not mean that 
the format of these records must be uniform throughout the State. It does 
mean, however~ that throughout the State the same types of information should 
be discernible by reference to the case file and docket book. 

Spec~fically, it is recommended that the informational requirements of the 
docket and case file should be specified~ a separate case numbering system 
should be established for small claims cases, and courts should abolish the 
maintenance of a separate journal book. 

1.2 .2 NEED FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF A DETAIT..,ED 
RETENTION SCHEDULE FOR MUNICIPAL COURT RECORDS 

Lack of storage and working space appeared to be the most prevalent problem 
of municipal courts throughout the State. This problem was due, to a large 
extent, to inadequate record retention guidelines. Once informational re
quirements are standardized) it will be possible to set specific retention 
schedules for specific records t thereby drastically reducing the amount of 
storage space needed for archival records. 

It is recommended that the follovling retention schedule be established! 

CASE RETENTION PERIOD. 
TYPE INDEX CASE F1LE DOCKET 

Civil Indefinitely 10 Yrs Indefinitely 
Small Claims Indefinitely 3 Yrs Indefinitely 
Criminal Indefinitely 3 Yrs Indefinitely 
Traffic , Indefinitely 3 Yrs lnde fini tely 

It is also reconnnended that Ohio Revised C:Jde Section 1901. 41, tv-hieh allows 
for the destruction of case files after 26 years by rule of court, be repealed 
and that Section 149.39 should be amended to exempt municipal court records 
from city records commission review. 

A detailed discussion of the proposed retention schedule is contained in Sec
tion 2.2 of this report. 
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1.2.3 NEED FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN RECORDKEEPING 
AND OPERATING PROCEDURES 

Once there exists a basic standardized record series and a retention plan 
for such records, commonality will exist among municipal courts which will 
allow for easier adoption of reco~dkeeping and operating procedure improve
ments used elsewhere. This is not to say that all courts should adopt any 
given recordkeeping improvement. The benefits of the suggested improve
ments discussed in Section 2.3 will vary from court to court. Such factors 
as the size of the court, the cost of conversion, and the reference activity 
to court records will affect the usefulness or any given improvement. What 
is advocated here is that courts on an individual basis carefully consider 
adopting improved clerical practices which may help them to more easily cope 
with their ever-increasing caseloads. 

Specific improvements which might be considered include: 

<0 The use of flat file folders with clasps for all civil and 
criminal case files. 

o The use of clear vinyl envelopes for traffic case fi~.;:;s. 

o The use of an information sheet, or halE sheet, for re
cording case information in civil and criminal cases. 

The use of open-shelf lateral filing systems as opposed 
to conventional file cabinets for the housing of active 
civil and criminal ~ase files. 

The color-coding of case file folders for easy identifi
cation. 

o The use of loose-leaf docket pages rather than bound books. 

o The use of rubber stamps for posting common entries into 
docket books in high-volume courts. 

o The use of index cards instead of the traditional bound 
index books. 

o The acquisition of a cash register if current money manage
ment practices create problems. 

o The acquisition of an automatic time stamper. 

o The use of statistical logs similar to those developed for 
Cuyahoga County suburban municipal courts to conform to 
reporting requirements and for assigning case numbers. 

1,2.4 NEED FOR CENTRALIZED CONSULTING 
ASSIST&~CE FOR COURTS 

Bringing record series in conformity with standardized informational require
ments, maintaining a retention schedule, and adopting clerical improvements 
are not tasks that Ir.unicipal courts can be expected to perform unassisted. 
The fourth major recommendation, which is outlined in Section 2.4, calls for 

" i I 

the establishment of a centralized office within the jhudiChial brancbh °dfi d I 
government designed to assist courts in implementing t e c anges ern 0 e ,. 
in the first three recommendations. Such an office would provide technical !{ 
services to the many municipal courts presently without access to such resources. 

-1.3-
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An office such as is proposed would be able to provide assistance in imprcv
ing recordkeeping practices and-archival records management practices. It 
would also assist in disseminating necessary information regarding proce
dural developments and national research and development studies to the 
individual municipal courts. 

-1.4-

I 
I 
! 



== ~,II 
--:-
.',A 

•. ,'-
- .=11 

. • ',-' .1''-'" -. 

2.0 
CONCLUS IONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 



.-.-.~ 

-';::;:~'.!.,. :l1li 

... ----s 

-'-~"l 

- ---"",. -~--:II 

2.1 BY ADMIN1ST!lATIVE ORDER OF THE OHIO SUPREME COURT, CERTAIN BASIC 
RECORD SERIES SHOULD BE STfu~DARDIZED AS TO INFORMATIONAL CONTENT 

2.1.1 PRESENT PRACTICES 

An analysis of the current recordkeeping pract iees of the. municipal courts 
in Ohio reveals great disparity. Courts are keeping a wide variety of 
dockets, indexes, journals and case files. The reasons for this are the 
independent development of municipal courts in Ohio and the lack of char
cut legal requirements concerning mur,icipal court recordkeeping. Current 
recordkeeping pra;:,tices arf' documented in Section 3.3.1 of this t"t.'pert. 

2.1.2 RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 

Standardization is recommended for the fol.lowing reaSlinf,: 

o 

o 

7t will allow for easier implementation of adminlstrative 
changes ordered by the Supreme Court. On"" of th~ majLlr 
difficulties in implementing the Rules vf SuperintendenCE, 
was the fact that municipal courts were so individualized 
that th£y very often "did not speak the: same language". 

It would aid in the establishment of uniform retention 
schedules for municipal court records. This is not pos
sible with the present recordkeeping systems because 
"dockets" and IIjournals" have differing formats and con
tain differ~nt sorts of information throughout the State. 

o The basic sort of st:lndardiz2tiop recommended here ,,rill 
allow courts co more easily adopt procedural improvements 
developed in other courts. The fact that municipal 
court operating procedures differ so vlidely iIilpedes tech
nological transfer. Many courts have found that "borrow
ing a good idea" from another court does not always prOVE;, 
helpful becaus~ of the differences in their res~ective 
systems. 

o It would aid in the establishment of a centralized rec
ords management program. Nicrofilming and/or warehousing 
of certain specifically-prescribed standardized court 
records would facilitste the sharing of records manag~
ment facilities and equipm~nt. 

o It would allow for centralize~ procurement of certain 
basic record series. Centralized ?crchasing would gene
rate cost savings to courts and would relieve courts 
fro", having to "shop" for certain forms C'.nd records. 

o It would aid the legal profession and others who deal with 
more than one municipal court. Although it may be argued 
that lawyer convenience is not a sufficient reason for 
altering internal court operations, it should be noted 
that reduction of lawyer confusion consequently takes ~ 
burden off the court's clerical employees. Many court 
personnel complain about the amount of time involved in 

-2.1-
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explaini.ng to J ~;';'Yers and others the un.ique aspects of 
their particular court's operation. 1h8 adminlHtrative 
headache thic diversity of operations causes can lll~ set>n 
by the fact that a Im..ryer practicing Holely in Cuyahoga 
County may deal with as many as 13 dHh>.rent munidpal 
courts with their varying practices and tr.rtninology. 

Besides lawyers, however, a LHl't:'ll.n <:l'~:r')Ul1t of ,,;tandar
dization could benefit oth(~l' agtmci.(~s \.;Jth \·,hid, nluni j." 

pal courts interface. For ~x:imp1c', mitt ir;,m, papen; <11.'
livered to Sheriff I s Dellartrrlents, hlnC-ovG;," pap,,;rs 
deli verecl to COmr<lon Pleas Cl)urt: v l'c>conIs ,m aVl,eal. 
could all eventually ~w prepared :' .• ~ \'jOin,} standardized for:
;nat to reduce the pru:;t;:;nt int.~;r$·af:',t;W~Y c<)nfcuJilm • 

2.1.:3 SPECIFIC I<.t.COMHENDATIONS 

o The SupremE' Court shuuld r('gll!JL~t';':'Fliclp§1 C;Coln'ts t() llkaU'" 

tain a separate case ~iJ.e._and docket b£,ok Si~'Ai§.s for 
c.ivil. small c1a:Lms .. criminQ). iind tr;l..ff..:Lr:~s (in 
addi tion to the ge.neral ind(?x), and lmecJJjr.-bhe i.nformi,c 
tional requirements for H8Ch r8cord Hetios, 

i'..:3 noted above, c.ourts are pfeser.t::'y ket!pll1~' r:lany differ
ent types of Cal:le records. Whether f)r nl>t L'l..jivldual 
courts elect to keep records not y r8quir~d. 
:;uch as bench dockGts rmd ,]ourr:'ll!:. ~ nunir::.1.4r,) rel'ordkc'tC,p" 
lng requiremt?tlts Sllc,tlld 'be establ i.;i180 :jY f ;;it:,' 
Court in very specific tun,:;. It 1,:; rc(or;;[ll.!rl,hd th<2t 
municipal courts be: re~r;.l.l:rc:.d. to kl::;(;:l ,,i ;(:p,;:ratl, cat':ie 
file series and <l separ3.te d.jd~l1t lWOl< S(~l'it:!J fur e().(~b 
of the four major cuse clasGific~tions: 
claims, criminal, and ~raff~c. 

Eac.h case ;3bould l~a 'f • .r.~~ .:1 !:~t~pU~:"d t,~~ l~,,!;·.;C: :' i : f..:' .i rJ. \:lhlch a..~ ~ 

the papers filed in the, ('as(, dnJ ,JUdgl~:cr .. tt:i ;:md .. n:d"rfi 
signed by the judgt~ ere conta.inede Fe'!' ttn:.;'flt: cast;!:"$ trw 
uniform ticket shoulc~ satisfy this reqnirement" 

The ir.formational re91in~r.len;:b i he jOC'.kut. bcol{ ::;t;,oUJL: 
be those presently ~;p~i.!ifh·d 1n I)h.~,,) K:.·vised Codt~ St:i:-' 
tion 1901. 31 (E) Hn:..clt includE~~; thE: requirement that the 
clerk "enter all r~;r:jrts, '!erJ.il't"~, ordurs) judgmentB 9 

and proceedings t::- t.h~ court clt:d.l'~! spec Hyin'g the reI if'!' 
granted or order" r.~iUt:.: :2.1: \~,~C~~ .::act~on". 

From a recordkelG;:i::c' st,:md~)oi.nL. j:" thf; jucigmtOmt i~,> :rt.'~' 

corded in a complf2:8 i.md '(ma::-.b1.':';t~(;US raann",r in both the 
case file and the ~ocke: hQa~. chere is no ne~d fur 
additional records te, be rr:.aint:ain~d ~ such 3£ journal 
books or bench doc.kdB. 

It is believed that: the rt::;c"rdkeeping requh-C::ITilmts ("utlined 
here are not inconsl.stent wltll prc:sent legal requirements • 
However, it is felt that an i.:dministrat ivc order clearly 
outlining the proposed minimum r8cordk8eping requirements 
will go a long way toward minjmizing the present confusion 
in this area . 
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Q Under the Rules of Superintenden<.:(· (ur .'1~~c.:lpal:. 
Courts and .£ounty Courts" establish .~.~alate 
case numbering system for 1::lmall clainlEi ~i.l~. 

The establishment of a separate caSt) numhE:ring systt.~m for 
small claims cases is an important Btep in 8tandardizing 
basic records. Under the Rulps of SupC2rintendence, as 
presently writt~np civil cas';:s <'11"0 t·.) lil' m~riQlly-numht!ll,~d 

within the civil cat~gcry. A lit0~11 r~oding of this 
rule mean,;; that if the iirs:. lath, 1'1.11.:';3. 'i'" a rtHmlai:' 
eivil case it would bo glv~'n C:<Wl: lHm!bi~'14 :,' anr:! if the 
next CG.~~H': is :1 Sfildl1 cli-d:m~ C:!~;L~ j I: ,:mulcl be gi"jt;;U CiltW 

number '2. The ;n'oblem 1.8 th;.t in many t,::ouri:.8 tht~ <?mall 
claims divisl(ln 5.8 a departr:,eut phy",i,~al1y r'L!t-,." att! frol.] 
the rebt of civil. This make::; tiw uf ca:1E;: ~1um-

bers Jifficult. 

A further dlfficulty is t~c Jiff8r~nt r~L0rd ~haracteristic~ 
for small claims cases. For exami'le~ th~ entering of small 
(:laims case informatimi. in the san", docket hook ~dth other cIvil 
cases can be inefficieat. The small claims cases lend tIwn1selvtw 
toward a more standardized docket page fo;r,;lat than do other 
civil cases. Because of this, tv!,) 81il3.11 claims cases can 
be entered on one docket pagE.~ side as opposed 1.0 an entire 
page side for other civil cases. Courts t-lhich have opted 
for separate small c~.aims dod{et book;., have had to estab-
lish a separate inte'rnal numbering l:)ystem or have had tL' 
make some other systl::m changes so that all civil and sma.ll 
claims cases can be numbereJ serially. 

Another reason for (;stublishing a separate sDall claims 
numbering system i.s to faciEtatlZ' the maintenance of a 
retention schedule. Small clain8 ::,.:;cords from a legal 
and policy standpoint: need nat b(, tetained as long as 
other civil case recI}l"ds. Therefore, if the retention 
recommendations cont"tined in SeetiNl 2.::: of this report 
are adopted, separate filing of small claims records will 
obv:i.ate the necessity of future sorting • 

o Abolish thf' c.aintel1ance of a separate journal book. 

Nany cou • .:s are maintaining a separate journal book, 
thereby increasing clerical effort anci !"esulting in 
needless duplication. This report concludes that th~ 
journal book is not a legally-required reC0rd. A dis
cussion of the legal issues concerned with the mainten
ance of the journal :"ook are cOI4tained in the follow
ing section. 

2.1. 4 LEGAL ASPECTS OF MlJNICIPAL COUr<f Rl:C(HtD:':E:::l'Jl\(~ 

Journal 

There is no direct 5tatutClty reGuir~TI'ent that a ;:amicipal C(lurt in Ohio 
must maintain a separate jcurnal boo;',. Section 1901.31 of the Ohio Revised 
Code merely requires the clerk to Hprbpare and maintain a general inde}c, a 
docket 1 and such other records as the court by rule requires". It is the 
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opinion of this report that a municipal court need not legally maintain ,'I 

separate journal book for either civil or criminal cases and that doing ~~ 
results in a needless duplication of effort. 

Because of the inconsistency of terminology used in municipdl courts 
throughout the State, it might be be",~ ~ aEl i:l first step, to define ,,,hat :; 
meant by "journal book". A journal, as defined by Black's Law Dictiona':!, 
is "[a] daily book; a book in which entriet:l are made and events record€ \ 
from day to day". As u5cd herein, "journal boolt" means !:l book i-lhich cr ll

sists only of the judgment entries of the court, which entries are geUf tal .. · 
ly arranged in chronological order. It is aaintaincd by duplica.ting i ,:or
mation ·r.ecorded elsewhere. Generally ~ a civil j ournnl book IE; l)repat'e i by 
retyping onto the page of a journal book the exact journal entry submitted 
by the attorneys and signed by the judge. A l~riminal journal book is gene
rally maintained by duplicating the notations or:Lginally made on the half 
sheet, file folder, or separate j oumal sheet by the judge or. cit:l"k in the 
courtroom. 

The reason most often given for maintaining the journal book is the- line 
of case law which states that "the court speaks only through its journals" 
(see, e.g. Industrial Commission v. Husselli, 122 Ohio St., 10). An ex
amination of the cases, however, does not support the argument that muni
cipal courts are required to maintain separate journal books. Instead~ 
the cases seem to be stressing the need for a written record of the 
judge's decision rather than merely his oral pronouncement in the court-
room in order to give effect to the decision. For example, in State, ex 
Eel. Industrial Commission v. Day, 1~6 Ohio St.~ 477, the oral decision of 
the court was not filed and recorded with the clerk until two months had 
passed. Within the required time limit from the journalizatiop of the order, 
but not from the pronouncement of the decision, a bill of exception was filed. 
The Supreme Court ordered the trial judge to sign the bill of exception be
cause it was timely fil~d since the court speaks through its journal. The 
court stated: "Were the rule othenlise it would provide a wide field of con-
torversy as to what the court actually decided lf

, 136 Ohio St. 480 • 
. ;';~ 

It appears, therefore, that cases holding that a court speaks only t?rough 
its journal are not concerned with tht: ~ of the record in which the 
judgment is recorded, hue rather that the judgement }S recorded. As the 
court stated in Musselli: "It is a ~~tter of common knowledge that oppo
site counsel are often disagreed as to the features of an oral decision, 
and it is not until such decision has be~n reduced to writing that such 
disagreements are composed", 102 Ohio St., 16 017. 

The form that the writte.n decision must take seems to bE.' of less concern 
to the appellate courts. No case could be found which rf;quired the main
tenance of a separate journal book \vhere there ,,'as no statute specifically 
requiring it. The case. of Demereaux v. State? 35 Ohio App. ~118, which dealt 
with the insufficiency of a record in a municipal court state's: 11Too much 
emphasis ought not be put on the word 'journal', It may be that the regula
tions contemplate that tht: docket not only covers what is ordinarily found in 
a docket,but what is found b, a journal, as well". 35 Ohio App. 426. Like
wise, the Supreme 00urt in Hower Corp. v. Vance, 144 Ohio St. 443, held that 
an entry was sufficiently journalized -;'1hen it was entered on the half sheet 
and'signed by the judge and recorded in the docket by the clerk. In the 
words of the court: "There is no express inhibitior. against a combination 
of two or more of these records in a single record volume so far as physical 

-2.4-



-. ... ~ 

-, •• 
-'--:"--,- --. 
~.~- .'. -'. . 

• ~' .. 
--- - -'I 

-

t~' =-11 
1 

records are concerned. There is nothing sacred in the names 'entry', 
'journal', or 'record'. There is nothing to prevent the Municipal Court 
of Akron from providing that a single record volume may serve as an 
appearance docket, a journal and a record, all combined. Such combined 
record may, and evidently does, serve as a great convenience without 
prejudice to the litigants or the public. The character and impact of 
the written entry and the record made of it must determine whether it 
meets the requirement of a journal entry, of journalization, or record 
of a judgment. Its location in the records is of little moment. 1i 144 
Ohio St. 450. 

A case which held that the notations on the outside of a case jacket do 
not constitute a final appealable order in a criminal case is City of Lima 
v. Elliott, 6 Ohio App. 2d 243. Elliott, howco"J'er, is no longer binding 
on municipal courts since the section of the Ohio ReviS,.>.d Code upon which 
the case turns has been repealed. Elliott held that the recording of a 
judgment on the case file and in the docket book ·..vas insufficient because 
of Revised Code Sections 1901.21 and 1903.27. Section 1901.21 read in part: 

"(A) In a criminal case or proceeding p t.he practice, proceduI:!:;, 
and mode of bringing and conducting pl."osecutions fot' offenses, 
and of filing bills of exceptions, and the pmver of the (muni
cipal) court in relation thereto) are the same as those ,.;hich 
are conferred upon police courts in muni.cipal corporations." 

Section 1903.27 governing police courts read: 

"The cl erk of the poliCE: court shall keep a jQurnal of all or
ders and judgments cf the court. On the opening of the court 
on any day, the Llinutes of the precedi.'1.g day shall be read) 
and signed by the judge, the errors being first corrected. 
The entries on t~, ... journal in any case, in connecticn with the 
information and othf::r papers constitute and have the force of 
a final record." 

tiowever, as of January 1, 1976 9 police courts in Ohio have been abolished, 
and by virtue of 1901. 21 criminal procedures in mun:lcipa1 courts are the 
same as those for mayor's courts, and then:. is no requirement of the keep
ing of a journal in the Revised Code provisions relating to ~fuyor'~ Courts. 

It should also be noted that Sectj.on 1901.21 reads in part that in civil 
cases "if no special provision is made in Sections 1901. 01 to 1901. 37 of 
the Revised Code, the practice and procedure shall be the same as in courts 
of common pleas. IIowever, a special provision is made in Section 1901.31 
in that it allows for local court rules to govern the matter of what addi
tional records are required. Therefore) the Hower Corp. case is still good 
law in exempting municipal courts from keeping a civil journal. 

·."C'-.-, 

Another section of the Ohio Revised Code which is sometimes cited as authority 
for requiring the municipal courts to keep a journal book is 2303.31 which 
reads! liThe duties prescri,bed by law for the clerk of the court of common 
pleas shall, so far as they are applicable, apply to the clerks of other 
courts of record". Under Section 2303.12 the clerk of the court of common 
pleas is required to keep a journal. 

The problem with reading these two sections as requlrlng municipal courts to 
keep a journal is the difficulty of answering the question: When are ~mC'tt 
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duties applicable? The Code lays out no criteria for determining applica
bility. It might be reasonable, to assume, however, that a common pleas 
provision is applicable unless there is another provision covering the 
point in the municipal court sec tion of the cede. It could well be ar
gued,since Section 1901.3l(E) provides that the clerk shall maintain an 
index, a docket, and "such other records as the court, by rule, requires .•• ", 
municipal court recordkeeping is already provided for and, therefore, the 
provisions prescribed for the common pleas clerk are not applicable. 

To be entirely consistent with the liower Corp. case and for the purpose.s 
of clarification, it is recommended that municipal courts choosing not 
to maintain a separate journal book adopt a rule of court which indicates 
that the docket book is to serve as the journal of the court. This will 
serve the purpose of elucidating the fact that the act of entering a judg
ment into the docket is an act of journalization which 1.8 requ.ired by Rult 7 
of the Rules of Superintendence for Municipal Courts and County Courts. 
Furthermore, although Rule 32(B) of the Rules of Criminal Procedure and Rule 
58 of the Rules of Civil Procedure only require that the clerk "entp'rll the 
judgment entries and do not specify where they must be entered, such a local 
rule as is proposed will clarify the fact that judgment entries are entered 
in the docket book. 

In concluding that it is not legally necessary nor practically desirable to 
maintain a separate journal book, however, attention should be given to the 
emphasis in the case law in regard to need for good recordkeeping practices. 
As stated in State) ex reL Faber v. James, 95 Ohio St. 357. 361: "a record 
is made of a judicial proceeding for the purpose of preserving the evidence 
of what transacted in the proceeding". It is suggested that the evi.dence 
of what transacted in a municipal ccu-rt; ';,- n~''''2cline can be preser.ved without 
the necessity of keeping a separate jouH~cJ. bij\..;.t a:;; long as the index, case 
file and docket are maintained in a suitable fashion. 

Concurrent with the elimination of the journal book should be the commence
ment of the practice of recording judgment entries in the docket book in a 
legible and unambiguous fashion. This does not mean that an extended jour
nal entry submitted by attorneys in a civil case must be retyped into the 
docket book verbatim. It does mean, however, that the relief granted or 
orders made should be clearly specified as required by Revised Code Section 
1901.32(E). In practical terms, this may require the elimination of abbre
viations and the substitution of typewritten entries for handwritten ones 
where such is the practice. 

It might be of further value to note that what is suggested here is only 
that municipal courts are not legally required to keep separate journal 
books. Both Civil Rule 58 and Criminal Rule 32(B) require that a judgment 
be prepared and signed by the judge. It is contemplated in this report 
that such entry be placed in the case file. The manner of preparing the 
judgment entry is left to the discretion of individual courts. As with 
the entry in the docket, however, the original signed judgment entry should 
be complete and unambiguous. 

Docket 

The keeping of a docket by municipal court clerks is required by Section 
1901.31(E) of the Ohio Revised Code. The section ~rovides that the clerk 
shall enter at the time of the commencement of an action: 

-2.6-



• 
~. 

• 
---II 

-'-JIll! 

• "-
, .• 

-. 

2.2 

Q The names of the parties in full; 
o The names of the cpunsel; and 
• The nature of the proceeding. 

The clerk is also required to note under the proper date: 

o The filing of the petition; 
o The issuing of a summons or other process; 
Q) Returns; and 
o Subsequent pleadings. 

The clerk mu:::;t also enter all reports, verdicts, orders, judgments and 
proceedings of the court clearly specifying the relief granted or orders 
made in each action. 

The Revised Code further authorizes the court to "order an extended rec
ord of any of the above to be made and entered, under the proper action 
heading, upon such docket at the request of any party ••.. " 

Besides the Ohio Revised CGde, docketing procedures are governed by Rule 
55 (A) of the Rules of Criminal Procedure. Rule 55 (A) re4,uire'J the .~lerk 
to keep a criminal appearance docket. The r.equirements of the Rule regard
ing entries in the appeara"':',ce docket are substantially the same as the re
quirements of the Ohio Revised Code. The clerk is required to show "the 
substance of each order, verdict and judgment". 

Index 

Ohio Revised Code Section 1901.31(E) reads in 'Part: liThe clerk shall pre
pare and maintain a general index". Rule 55(A) of the Rules of Criminal 
Procedure requires the clerk to index each action "by the name of each de
fendant". 

There is no requirement as to form of the index so that there seems to be 
nothing legally prohibiting the keeping of index cards instead of a bound 
index book. 

Case File 

The only rule or statutory provision relating to the manner of keepjng case 
files is Rule 55(B) of the Rules of Criminal Procedure which reads: "All 
papers filed in a case shall be filed in a separate file folder ll

• Revised 
Code Section 1901.41 deals with the disposition of case files and is dis
cussed in Section 2.2 of this report. 

BY ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER OF THE OHIO SUPREME COURT, SPECIFIC RECORD 
RETENTION PERIODS SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED FOR MUNICIPp~ COURT RECORDS. 

2.2.1 PRESENT PRACTICES 

The problem most often cited by municipal courts in the questionnaire was 
the lack of space. Many courts are experiencing critical space problems 
because of the ever-increasing volume of records. Traditional solutions to 
records accumulation problems employed by the courts have been microfilming 
and/or destruction. However, the provisions in the Ohio Revised Code deal
ing with these matters have proved confusing and inadequate. 
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or the 88 (;OurtH that rt'turned the queHtionni.llr~b, 17 had on-going mil't'n
filming programs. However, only 6 of these 17 eOlirt~ destroyed thE' original 
records after they had been microfilmed. There seems to be two main reaSOl1H 
for this. First t there is confusion as to Ohio Revised Cude Section 1901.41 
which reads in part: 

"Notwithstanding Sections 9.01 and 149.39 of th(! Revh;t.~d Cucit', 
each municipal court by rule may order thl' destruC'ti.on 01" (~ther 
disposition of the files of cases which have been finally d1~
posed of by such court for a period of twenty-six ye"il's or more 
prior to the adoption of such rule of court for destruction ~f 
such files •••• Whenever any files are disposed of und.:!!' thitj 
section t the dockets shall be retained but shall be subjed'. 
to destruction or other disposition under Sections 9.01 and 
149.39 of the Revised Code. 1t 

Section 9.01 allows for the microfilming of court records and S,;c tl0U 149.39 
provides for city records commission re.view of record disposal lists. Some 
courts have read Section 1901.41 to mean that case fil~s may not be de-
stroyed before the 26-year retentivn period even if they have been micro
filmed. It is suggested,ho~ever, that a fairer reading of the statu~e 
would be to interpret the JI(n)otwithstanding sections 9.01 and 149.39" por
tion of Section 1901.41 to mean that case f:tles may be destroyt::d by rult:. ", .. ~' 
of court after 26 years without the necessity of either microfilming the~" 
or seeking city records commission approval. It does not affect the ability 
of courts to microfilm and destroy case files less than 26 years old ,..rith 
city records commission approval. 

The second reason that some courts have microfilmed records and notr destroyed 
the originals is the non-existence of a city records commission. Revised 
Code Section 149.39 governing the city records commission, unlike Section 
149.38 which provides for the county records commission, does ,-not require 
thc.i.t the commission ever meet. It is not unusual, therefore, to find that 
a city records commission has never met or to find that city officials are 
unaware of the mechanism Set up by the Ohio Revised Code for destroying 
records. 

The city records commission legislation makes the following provisions! 

Gil 

0 

0 

() 

0 

The commission is to be composed of the chief ex~cutive 
of the municipality and three of his appointees. The 
chie~ executive is to serve as chairman. 

The commission shall appoint a secretary. 

The commission may employ an archivist. 

Nunicipal courts may submit Jisposul list.3 to the com
mission for approvdl. There are two classifications (:;f 

records i'o'hich may be submitted on such lists: 
- Records which hi:lve been microfilmed; and 
- Records w'hich no longer have administrative, 

legal or fiscal value to the municiaplity or 
to its citizens. 

If the city records commission approve!> the list, the 
following three procedures must be followed before de
struction: 

- A list or description of the records must be 
published in a newspaper of general circulation 
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in th~ county in which the municlpulity fH 
located on ehe same day of the week for tw~., 

consecutive weeks, 

The bureau of inspection and supervision of 
public offices of the State:' Auditor's Office 
must be sent a copy of the records disposal 
list and given 60 days to disapprove of the 
records commission's action in whole or in 
part, 

The Ohio Historical Society must be iuforn:ed 
and given 60 days to select for its ctlstod;,r 
or disposal such recordb as it ma.y de~m to bE' 
of continuing h::'storical value. 

It is possible that certain papers in the t.:1.lstody of the c:()Urt d.rL'. r,,)t 
"records It within the meaning of Section 149.40 of th~ Code and are there
fore exempt from the records commission approval requirement. However, the 
difficulty of determining what is or is not a record may discourage courts 
from acting on their own initiative in destroying records. ~ect1on 149.40 
broadly defines a record as "any document, device, or item, regardless of 
physical form or characteristic, created or received by or coming under th~ 
jurisdiction of any public office of the state or its political subdivisions 
which serves to document the organization, functions, policies, decisions 9 

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

2.2.2 RATIONALE FOR RECO~lliffiNDATION 

The problem \V'ith existing law is that: the 26-year retention pe;-lod is in
adequate because it is not geared to partic.:ular case re.::ords. Given the 
I"!ritical space problems ~vhich municipal cou'rts face~ a comprehensive record 
retention plan is nli!eded. The Supreme Court and the Legi8lature should 
coordinate activities in this area. 

L.2.3 SPECIFIC RECm1m:NDATIO:\~ 

It is recommended that the follm-ling three legal changes b"" madl2 ,.;rith 
regard to the retention of municipal court records: 

o The Ohio Supreme Court, by rule. should establish the fol
lowing retention schedule for municipal COt~rt records: 

o 

CASE RETENTION PERIOD 
TYPE INDEX CASE FILE DOCKEi-

Civil Indefinitely 10 Yrs Indefinitely 
Small Claims Indefinitely 3 Yr6 Indefinitely 
Criminal 

I 
Ind(:f1nite:Ly 3 Yrs Indefinitely 

Traffic InciefinitE?ly 3 Yr8 Indefinitely 

The Ohio Legisla~are ~hould r.;;p .. ,dl. Ohio Revised Code Sec.tio~1 

1901.41, '\.;rhich :illO'\vs for the destruction of case files after 
26 years by rule of court. 

o The LegislatUrE: 6hould amend m,lo ~{evi5€:d eerie Section 149.39) 
which goverr:.s city recorci::; C0l:l1:dssions, to exempt municipal 
court records from city records commission revietv. 
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2.2.4 LEGAL AND POLICY ASPECTS OF ESTABLISHING A 
RETENTION SCHEDULE FOR MUNICIPAL COURT RECORDS 

Proposed Changes 

AS noted above, there are problems ~vith the present record retention and 
disposition statutes affecting municipal court records. These problems 
may not be alleviated by the act:tvatiol'i !>f city records commissions 
throughout the state. If local records cu~issious are encouraged to make 
independent decisions regarding disposal of ;i1e8 l~ss than 26 years old 
or of other court records, the end result can only be the developtnent of 
diverse and inconsistent records retention practicei' throughout the state 
and confusion as to what records mayor may not b8 destroyed. Furtheru.ore, 
the statute does not insure that a particular city records conml~SBion will 
be composed of members who have any understanding of the content 3r.d fnnctiouB 
of court records. The statute only requires that tIw cl:ml;;lission be composed 
of t.he chief executive of the municipality and three of hi& appointees. 

It is recommended, therefor~,that three changes be made. First, the Ohio 
Supreme Court should establish specific record retention criteria for munici
pal courts on a state-wide basis. Second) Ohio Revised Code Section 1901.41 
should be repealed; and, third, Revised Code Section 149.39 should be clmendcd. 

The establishment of specific record retention ~riteria could be accom
plished two ways. One is by pas[.;in,?: iegislation establishing a schedule. 
The other is by administrative order of the Ohio Supreme Court pursuant 
to its rule making pmoJers. Article IV, Section 5(B), of the Ohio Cousti-
tution reads in part: liThe supreme court may make rules to require uniforrrt 
recordkeeping for all courts (.;,f t:he state .••• II 

The latter approach is preferred for two reasons. 
not be in the best position to evaluate retention 
The Supreme Court is constitutionally responsible 
teria. Secondly, amended legislation may be more 
an administrative order. 

First, le 5islators rr~y 
periods fo~ court ~ecords. 
fOl:: developing such cri
difficult. to modify than 

Perhaps the best example of a state supreme court establif,;hing a com
prehensive records retention program by administrative order is in Illinois. 
Unlike Revised Code Section 1901. 41 which establishes a 26-year across-the
board rt:=tention period for case files regardless of the type of case in'J~ilved, 
the Illinois provisions provide comprehensive guidelines based u20n both 
the case type and the information requirements of the vario'..ls !'<;,cord sCrit:b. 
In other words, the Illinois administrative order dictates specific infor
mational requirements for specific records and s~ts up a records retention 
system on the basis of the need to retain certain key information about d 

certain type of case? while destroying extraneous materials no longer of 
value. The Ohio 26-year retention provision, by contrast, allows tor the 
destruction of case files without adequately providing for the preservation 
of key case informat~on ~lsewhere or taking into account, for example, the 
fact that traffic case fi~es may not need to be retained as long 38 civil 
case files. A detailed description of th~ IllInois retentiun provisions is 
contained in Exhibit D. 

It is the recommend.<ltion of this report that a ~imilar retention plan be 
adopted for Ohio municipal c.ourt records. Such a plan must foc:)'s upon 
the informational r~quirements concerned with specific case type activities. 
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Statutory Co~siderations 

The statutory recordkeeping requirements for Ohio municipal courts are de
fined in Revised Code Section 1901.31 (E) wh:f.ch requires the clerk to IIpre
pare and maintain a general index, a docket, and such other records as the 
court by rule requires. 1I 

As noted in Section 2.1.4 of this report, the contents of the docket are 
specified by statute; furthermore, there does not appear to be any legal 
requirement for the maintenance of a separate journal book. It is reCOnt'

mended that the main case records consist only of the index, case filet and 
docket. The informational content of these records is also discussed in 
Section 2.1.4 of this rer1rt. The retention periods for these records, of 
course, depend upon case classification. Each case type must be analyzed 
ln light of the possible need for keeping records past a certain point in time. 

Policy Considerations 

Some of the re.;:.sonb for keeping court records <lre policy matters such as 
appeal potential. r.;!vival of judgment potential, res judicata, the liability 
of the clerks. and historical considerations. 

o Appeal potential varies as to the type of case. Tn ci.vil cases, 
the period in which an appeal r:.ust be brought (assuming no dlS~ 
ability) is thirty days (App. R. 4[A]). Under Revised Code Sec
tion 2953.05 and Appellate Rule 4(B), however, a discretionary 
appeal in criminal cases may be granted at any time after con
viction. Therefore, in criminal cases, the likelihood of an 
appeal in a m~sdemeanor conviction long after case disposition 
must be weighed against the leg;,l. appeal potential. 

o 

o 

Revival of judgment potential contemplates the fact that ;:. civil 
judgment might be kept alive for at least 26 years. l~r:.der Re
vised Code S~ctions 2329.07 and 2325.18, a judgment becomes dor
mant five yea~s after the last attempted exec~tion and can be 
revived t-Jithin 21 y~ars tnereafter. The present 26-year reten
tion requirement for case files appears to be based upon these 
considerations. 

Rgs judicata consider",::ions playa role in establishing rft'/!l
tian schedules. Whenever there has been (1:1 adjudicati0u of a 
case on its merits; proor of the judgment must be preserved to 
prevent that matter fronl being adjudicated again. The impor
tance of res judicata, however, lasts only until the particular 
statute of limitations has run. 

o The fact that the clt;rk may be liable tor negligence or miscon
duct is a factor to be considered in establishi.ng a record re
tention schedule. This consideration deals mainly with financial 
records. 

t') TJ:>.e need to preserve documents of historical importance also plays 
a role in establishing a retention schedule for municipal court 
records. However. two factors tend to mitigate the importance 
of this consideration. First~ over half of the municipal courts 
in Ohio are less than 25 years old. Second:y, there is a mechanism 
in the records disposal scheme set out by statute which safeguards 
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documents of historic importance. Under Revised Code Sec
tion 149.39, the Ohio Hi~torical Society is given 60 days 
to object to the destruction of records approved for dispo
sition by the city records commission. It is recommended 
that historical society review continue to b(~ required even 
if the city records commission review procedure is abolished. 

Retention Schedule 

What follows is a suggested recordkeeping and retention scheme for Ohio muni
cipal court records. Like the Illinois provisions, it is primarily geared 
toward informational needs rather than court record type. 

Based upon the above-mentioned policy considerations, and upon factors unique 
to particular record types, it is possible to suggest a records retention 
scheme for each type of municipal court record. The policy factors set out 
above and the fact that municipal courts are courts of record, suggests that 
a record of each judgment be retained indefinitely. However, aside from 
the judgment entry itself, there are many extraneous documents related to 
a particular case which quickly lose their value as a part of the record. 

o Docket 

The record which should be retained indefinitely is the docket. 
The reason for this is that the docket page gives the best syn
opsis of the case activities in the least amount of space. 
Also, if it is prepared as mandated in Section 1901.3l(E) of 
the Ohio Revised Code, it will serve as what is traditionally 
regarded as the "journal" of the court and will clearly indi
cate the judgment reached and the relief granted. With the 
docket being retained indefinitely, it is also necessary to 
indefinitely retain the index in order to access the docket. 

(.1 Criminal, Traffic and Small Claims Files 

o 

As long as the judgment of the case is preserved in the docket, 
the usefulness of the case file quickly declines. It iS a 'there
fore, recommended that case files for criminal. traffic and 
small claims cases be destroyed three years after case disposi
tion. The reason for this is that it is unlikely that any type 
of case activity will occur after this point. The maximum sen
tence which can be imposed by a municipal ("ourt judge is a six
month jail sentence and/or a $1000 fine. The ~aximum judgment 
that can be collected in a small claims case is $300. Like muni
cipal court criminal and small claims cases) traffic cases deal 
with relatively minor matters. Furthermore, records of traffic 
convictions' are sent to the Bureau of Motor Vehicles where they 
are centrally maintained. It should be noted that the 3-year 
retention period duplicates the schedule presently being success
fully implemented in Illinois. 

Civil Case Files 

It is suggested that the retention period for regular civil case 
files be 10 years. The reason for this longer retention period 
is the fact that there is a potential for a large amount of post
judgment activity in a civil case. As it is possible to collect 
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up to a $10,000 civil judgment in municipal courts, post
judgment execution activity could last for years. In the 
vast majority of cases, nowever, such activity would cease 
well before the end of the lO-year retention period. 

The apparent rationale for the present 26-year case file 
retention period is that a judgment not executed upon with
in 5 years, assuming no disability, would become dormant 
and subject to being reactivated for 21 years thereafter 
(See Revised Code Section 2329.07 and 2325.18). However, 
this is a poor rationale for retaining all case files that 
:ong, or even all civil case files. It is recommended in
stead that all civil case files be destroyed after a lO-year 
retention unless the judgment is still alive. In order to 
simplify this determination, it is recommended that courts 
do two things. First, as is commonly done now, all executi,ons 
upon a judgment should be recorded 04 the docket. Secondly. 
the status of a judgment (1. e. whether it has or has not been 
satisfied) should be clearly indicated on the case file in 
order to facilitate the disposition of case files with "in
active" judgments. 

St,'.)rage Nedia: Case Files 

The adoption of the record retention schedule recommended here would go a 
long way toward remedying the records accumulation problems presently being 
experienced by many municipal courts. The average municipal court :tn Ohloo 
has 9724 traffic, 2464 criminal, 2091 civil and 692 small claims case filings 
per year. Under the present 26-year retention provision, the average court 
without a microfilming program would accumulate nearly 400,000 case files be
fore it could destroy files under the statute, By contrast, the average 
court adopting the recommended retention scheme would need to maintain stor
age facilities for a relatively constant 60,000 case files, thus reducing 
the number of case files housed in court space by 85%. Since case files make 
up the bulk of municipal court records, such a reduction would be significant. 

Storage Nedia: Dockets & Indexes 

It is proposed that indexes and dockets be retained indefinitely. To deal 
with the record accumulation problems that retention of the index and docket 
might cause, microfilming and warehousing programs should be aimed primarily 
at these two types of records. As is proposed in Section 2.4 of this report, 
technical assistance in implementing such programs should be made available 
to all municipal courts in the State. 

Nicrofilming programs should be aimed at meeting individual needs of individ
ual courts. The reasons for microfilming are generally acknowledged to be: 

o Space savings; 
m Protection of vital records; 
Q Reduction of clerical labor; and 
e Faster retrieval. 

Therefore, the value of microfilming will vary from court to court depending 
on the degree to which these needs are presently unmet. As a general rule, 
however, the adoption of the proposed retention schedule will largely obviate 
the necessity of microfilming any case files. As case files are currently 
the record most frequently microfilmed, a reduction of the need for insti
tuting microfilming programs· could be expected. 
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Implementation Assistance 

It is important to note that the retention scheme set out here is geared to 
the standard basic records discussed in Section 2.1 of this report. Be
cause of the divergency of recordkeeping systems in municipal courts through
out the State, a determination must be made on a court-by-court basis as to 
whether or not the destruction of case files prepared pursuant to present 
recordkeeping practices will eradir.ate essential information which is not 
adequately contained e1seT,.;rhere. This detex'mination should be made by an 
office of the type discussed in Section 2.4. 

A further function of such an office would be to coordinate the review (by 
the Ohio Historical Society and by the Bureau of Inspection and Supervision 
of Public Offices of the State Auditor's Office) of disposal lists of court 
records not covered in the administrative order. If court records are ex
empted from city records commission review as is proposed, it is nevertheless 
desirable to preserve the safeguards of review by the state bodies. The 
Supreme Court or an office under its direction could establish guidelines 
for the submission of such lists. 

Statutory Revisions 

The second specific recommendation of this section is to repeal Ohio Revised 
Code Section 1901.41 which allows for the destruction of case files after 
~6 years by rule of court. Although it may be argued that this section is 
not in direct conflict with the proposed administrative order, it is felt 
that for purposes of avoiding confusion, the section should be repealed. 

The third recommendation is to amend Ohio Revised Code Section 149.39 $0 as 
to exempt municipal court records from city records commission review. The 
rationale for this recommendation is contained in Section 2.2.4. 

2.3 COURTS SHOULD ADOPT, ON &~ INDIVIDUAL BASIS. RECORD
KEEPING AND OPERATING PROCEDURE HlPROVEMENTS WHICH 
WILL BE OF BENEFIT TO THEIR OWN PARTICULAR NEEDS 

2.3.1 PRESENT PRACTICES 

Municipal courts in Ohio~ like courts everywhere, have not had access to the 
technology often available in the private sector. Tradition has been an 
important aspect of the operations of the courts, and courts have been reluc
tant to abandon time-honored methods. The ever-increaSing case10ads of 
municipal courts, however, have necessitated the search for improved tech
nology to help court personnel perform the many tasks requested of them. 

2.3.2 RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The types of suggestions for improvements set out here must be tailored to 
the particular needs of particn1ar courts and not mandated from above. 
There was a large indication of desire on the part of municipal courts to 
modernize their procedures and receive assistance in adopting more efficient 
recordkeeping practices. Before implementing any particular improvement, it 
will be necessary for interested courts to perform a proper needs analysis 
which examines the court's operations as a whole. 
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2.3.3 SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following improvements could be adopted by many municipal courts to 
their advantage: 

The use of flat file folders with clasps for all civil and 
criminal case files. Many courts still use folded file 
arrangements even for civil cases. One advantage of flat 
files is that they are easier to access for information and 
to file papers in since they do not require the folding and 
unfc'.ding of papers. A particular document can be referenced 
wJ ::hout removing it from the folder. Furthermore, such 
folders can produce a space savingsp and they can be used in 
more efficient open shelf file equipment. 

It is recommended that the file folders used contain t,,'o 
clasps to protect against lOBS of filings. One clasp 
should hold all th~ papers filed in the case. The other 
clasp should be used to hold only an information page, some
times called a half sheet, on which is recorded all case 
activity in chronological order. Minimal information should 
be recorded on the cover of the folder. The case number and 
names of the parties should generally be sufficient. 

It may not be advantageous to convert small claims caBeb to 
flat files. Because there are generally fe~J papers filed 
in small claims cases, the benefits to be realized from C0rt

verting to flat files will not be as great as with civ:i.l and 
criminal cases. 

o The USi! of clear vinyl envelopes for traffic case files... 
Since traffic case files conta:h{only the uniform traffic 
ticket and occaSionally extraneous papers, they are not 
suited for flat filing. Many courts use paper envelopes 
to house traffic tickets and this requ1res the recoraing of 
information on the outside of the envelope. The advantage 
of ~lear envelopes is that the traffic ticket, which was 
designed to contain all case information, can be read with
out removing it from the envelope. Another advantage of 
the clear envelopes is that they can be re-used. If the 3· 
year retention recommendation were to be adopted for the 
traffic case fHe, a relatively small one-time purchase of 
the envelopes would be sufficient for a municipal court. 

o The use of an information sheet, or half sheet, for record
ing case information in civil and criminal cases. It is 
recommended that to one side of the civil and criminal case 
file folders be attached an information sheet on which all 
case activity is recorded. Such a page, sometimes referred 
to as a half sheet, is for the purpose of providing a quick 
reference of the case activity, indexing the papers filed 
in the case, and providing the record from which the docl\:et 
is posted. 

As to the format of the information page, because of the na
ture of civil cases, civil case activity does not lend it
self to an intricately designed civil half ·sheet. However, 
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in criminal cases the relatively uniform set of procedures 
does allow for more sophisticated forms design. Exhibit E 
of this report is the half sheet used in the Sandusky Muni
cipal Court. It not only provides a simplified method for 
recording case information, but serves as the final journal 
entry in a criminal case. 

It should be noted that it is often improvident to borrow a 
specific form from another court without comparing the entire 
systems of the respective courts. ~fuat is r£'conunended here 
is that an information sheet of some type be kept ,vith each 
civil and criminal case file. This mayor may not mean till; 
adoption of a specific infonnation sheet used in another 
court. It is felt that recording case information on a single 
page in each case file is more efficient than the use of bulky 
bench dockets. It is further recommended that the informa
tion sheet, like all other fcrms~ be design('d with a view to
wards simplifying procedures. Good forms design, as 'vith the 
Sandusky half sheet, provides for a logical sequence of items, 
a minimal amount of writing, and a layout which achieves good 
visual effect. 

Q The URe of open-shelf lateral filing systelllS as opposed !2 
conventional file cabinets for the housing of active civi~ 
and criminal case files. There are a number of acvantages 
to open-shelf filing over conventional file drawe:'s; 

1) They take up 20% less floor space than file 
draWEr ca~inets. 

2) The equipment ;::ost is about 50;~ less than 
1:ile drawers • 

3) There is labor savings in not having to i"mll 
out or Pllsh in drawers. 

4) Files housed in open shelving are faster 
to access than files in cabinets. 

5) Open-shelving brings out the fullest po
tential of color coding to further speed 
up file retrieval and reduce misfl.les. 

As wuh all of th~ specific reco1llLltJ:ndations in this s~Gtiol1, 
no particular chang", should be implemented without perform
ing a thorough needs analysis of th~ entire system. TIj~ 
benefit to be derived from open-shelf latera!. filing wL.l 
vary from court to court depending en individual circumstances. 
It should also be pointed out that there are potential draw
backs to open-shel f arrangements. These drawbacks {~re fac
tors which should be v;eighed in each particular situation 
where open shelving is contemplated. They include the f0:
lowing: 

1) Some shelvi:1g l.mitb Clrt..: tOt) high so that 
the top shelf goes unust:d. 

2) They are not suitable for all types of files. 
First position cut file fold£:rs must be used. 

3) There may be a dirt accumulation problem with 
open shelves. 
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4) Open shelving may create more of a f1ro haz
ard than conventional cabinets. 

5) Open shelving units may create a security 
problem. 

Each of theee problems may be overcome vlitl~ the right. equipment. 
Some open shelving equipment COrnea with doors which help OVt~r
come the dirt accumulation, fire re.sistance~ and seeur:.i.ty prob
lems. The wrong type of doors for the particular need, how
ever, may restrict access. Another innovation~ the movabl(~ 
aisle filing system can also help overcome th,"fH., drawbaclto .. lUU 
at the same time, provide an even greatt>.r space ..:;avings. Again, 
it must be remembered that particular filing equipment wust 
be purchased to fit particular needs. 

o The color coding of case file folders for easy identificati0u. 
Problems of slow file retrieval and misfiles can be reduced 
by using color coding to the best advantage. Case files can 
be color-coded by year, case type, and case number. The com
Dination of open-l»helf filing and color-coding can produce a 
major filing system improvement • 

o The use of loose-leaf docket pages rather than bound bool~ 
One of the drawbacks of docket books traditionally used in 
courts and still used by a number of municipal courts i~l that 
they are bound books from which the pages cannot be removed. 
Such books do not allow for the recording of docket informa
tion by typewriter and make the photocopying of a page diffi
cult. 

Other difficulties with docket books arQ the fact that they 
are unwieldy and that acceSl» to them is limited be-
c .... use very often the same docltet book will contain most of 
the active cases about which information is sought. 

The solution to these problems is not 3imple. At the very 
minim~m, however, it is recommended that courts begin using 
a loose-leaf arrangement in place of bound docket booka. 
The difficulty, however, is to determine what loose-leaf 
format is best. 

Most courts not using bound docket books use a loose-leaf 
binder for their dockets. This arrangement, however, does 
not completely overcome the problem of unwieldy books and 
limited access. Other courts use sn open tub or bin arrange
ment whereby active pages are put loose into some form of 
receptacle. This allows for an individual page to be picked 
up and referenced vdthout unfastening :1 t. The potential for 
misplacing pages, however, is a drawback with this kind of 
arrangement • 

Another possibh~ \·li;J.Y 10': dOcl{("!ts to be prepared is to use 
docket sheets of 8-1/2 x 11 size and house them in standard 
three-ring r;otebcoks. Although Ulore books ,.Hl be created 
under such an arrangement) the advantages of removable pages, 
small, manageable books, and It::ss restri;;ted acces~ should 
make their use advantageous despite their non-traditional 
appearance. 
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• The use of rubber stamps fC'lr posting common entries into 
docket books in high-volume courts. A number of entries 
such as the granting of default judgment.s could be posted in 
less time through the use of rubber stamps. 'This technique 
could be especially helpful to high-volume courts. The major 
drawback of rubber stamps is that if used carelessly, the 
entry will be illegible. 

IiJ The use of index cards instead of the traditional bound index 
books. The majority of municipal courts in Ohi0 use bound 
index books, The disadvantages of these books are their Ul1-

wieldy natur!.;! as well as the fact that some searc.hing is re
quired sincr.! beoks do not allow for a totally alphabetical 
listing of parties. The use of ind€;x books Hhich key iute' 

~ 

the first cwo letters of a party's name partially alleviates 
the latter problem, but index cards have additional advantageb: 

1) The cost of an index card system is usually lese 
than an index book system. 

2) Index cards have the advanta~e of providing a 
faster reference and giving a central reference 
to all the cases of a particular party. 

3) Index cards can be flagged to aid in the monitor
ing of outstanding fines, costs and warrants and 
to indicate the location of a case file. Y~ny 
courts are keeping separate j,nde'll: card systems 
for such purposes. The flagging of the original 
card (':;"1, eliminate this duplication. 

4) Cards can provide a central index providing the 
control not present with a number of index books 
scattered in different places in the clerk's 
office. 

S) The microfilming of index cards is easier than 
the microfilming of index books. 

The main disadvantage of index cards is that they can become 
lost or misfiled. However, a system which discourages the 
practice of removing cards from the drawer for reference pur
poses can keep the incidence of lost and misfiled cards to a 
minimum. A rod for holding cards in place within a drawer is 
an example of such a system. 

The acquisition of a cash register if current money management 
practices create problems. A number of courts in Ohio have 
benefiting from the purchase of a cash register with bookkeep-
ing capabilities. 1< cash register can supply the receipt 
preparation, account posting and totaling functions which 
can be very time-consuming when done manually. 

~ The acquisiti~n of an automatic time stamper. A number of 
courts do not have an automatic time stamper. The importance 
of the device is in the fact that: a judgment beet- Jes effec
tive only upon being filed with the clerk. The recordation 
of the date and time of filing can have importance in regard 
to any of the many papers filed with the court. 
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• The use of statistical logs similar ~o those developed for 

Cuyahoga County Subur.ban Municipal Courts to conform to the 
Ohio Supreme Court reporting requirements and for assigning 
case numbers. As part of the conceptual design for the sub
urban mtmicipal court information system in Cuyahoga County, 
the consultant (Arthur Andersen and Company) designed a new 
set of forms and procedures for keeping statistics and assign
ing case numbers. The new forms were felt to be necessary 
because the consultant found that many methods currently in 
use were "burdensome and required an unnecessarily large 
amount of clerical effort". The forms, which are contained 
in Appendix F, are designed around the current statistical 
recordkeeping requirements. However, if a new case numbering 
series were to be established for small claims cases, a fourth 
statistical log would be necessary. 

2.4 RECORDS MANAGEMENT AND RELATED TECHNICAL SERVICES SHOULD BE 
MADE AVAIlABLE TO MUNICIPAL COURTS ON A STATE-WIDE BASIS 

2.4.1 PRESENT PRACTICES 

At present there are few systems experts municipal courts can turn to for 
aid in the modernization of court practices. Unless a court can afford to 
obtain an outside consultant to perform a study of the court's operation, 
it must rely on the representatives of commercial products (e.g. microfilm 
equipment, forms, computer services, etc.) to recommend needed improvements. 

Although such representatives can be very helpful in planning and imple
m~nting system improvements, there are two possible drawbacks of which 
courts must be cognizant. First, a vendor may be biased towards his own 
products even though another company's line may be more suitable for the 
specific task. Secondly, where LEAA funds are involved, "[c]ontractors 
that develop or draft specifications, requirements, statements of work 
and/or Requests for Proposals for a proposed procurement shall be excluded 
from bidding or submitting a proposal to compete for the award of such 
procurement." (LEM Regulations) 

2.4.2 RATIONALE FOR RECOHMENDATION 
t . 

The changes recommended in Sections 2.1 through 2.3 of this report will re
quire that expert assistance be provided to individual municipal courts. 
The most efficient and effective means of providing help to municipal courts 
is through the establishment of a State-wide judicial technical assistance 
service. A major complaint of municipal courts is the lack of guidance 
available in implementing procedural changes and making systems improvements. 
A "court consulting servi.e:e" respomlive to administrative and regulatory 
developments in the Supreme Court and the Legislature could go a long way 
toward overcoming the insufficiency of guidance complained about by municipal 
courts and relieve these courts of the responsibility of making equipment 
purchases and system changes without sufficient standards. 
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2.4.3 SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

The specific services which could be provided by the proposed body are as 
follows: 

• Providing retention guidelines for records of particular 
courts based upon current recordkeeping practices. 

• Assisting in the implementation of standardized record
keeping practices • 

Assisting in developing microfilming programs within 
various courts. 

~ Coordinating the sharing of microfilm equipment among 
courts. 

• Coordinating a system for warehousing records . 

• Providing needs analysis studies to assist specific 
courts with specific processing problems. 

e Assisting in establishing standards for equipment pur
chases by courts. 

9 Providing services in the area of forms design and 
control. 

@ Acting as liaison to Supreme Court and Legislature 
regarding procedural developments. 

~ Serving as clearinghouse for national research and 
development. 
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3.1 DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 

There are many differences among the municipal courts throughout Ohio. 
They range in size from courts with one part~time judge to the Cleveland 
Municipal Court with thirteen full-time judges. They also vary as to the 
type of caseload which is handled most frequently. Same courts, for 
example, are heavy traffic courts with over 80% of their caSes falling 
into that category, while other courts have relatively heavy civil caseloads. 

The charts contai.ned in this section are for the purpose of allowing for 
a comparison of the fundamental characteristics of municipal courts. Such 
information is valuable in comparing and contrasting existing operations 
for the purpose of planning system changes. 

Chart 3.1 gives caseload data, number of judges, operating budget, and 
employee data for each court which responded to the questionnaire. Chart 
3.2 gives the percentage of the total caseload attributable to civil, small 
claims, criminal and traffic cases. Chart 3.3 gives caseload data for 
garnishments, trusteeships and rent escrows. Other caseload data, of 
course, is contained in an annual report issued by the Ohio Supreme Court. 

3.2 PROBLEM/CHANGE ANALYSIS 

Two of the questions in the questionnaire concerned the clerical problems 
faced by municipal courts and the possible changes which could improve 
clerical operations. The responses to these questions showed that the 
major concerns of municipal courts are the lack of space, the lack of guid
ance as to correct procedures, and the inability to keep up with the volume 
of work. The recommendations of this report are aimed at solving these 
major problems. The retention schedule recommended in Section 2.2 is di
rected toward alleviating the space problem. The recommendations concern
ing simplifying the recordkeeping requirements contained in Section 2.1 and 
providing consulting services contained in Section 2.4 are aimed at provid
ing more guidance to courts. All four recommendations, but especially the 
recommendations contained in Section 2.3, are for helping courts cope with 
the large volume of work more easily. Charts 3.3 and 3.4 summarize the 
responses to the problem/change portions of the questionnaire. 

3.3 RECORDS MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

3.3.1 RECORDKEEPING PRACTICES 

It was learned from the questionnaire responses that recordkeeping practices 
in Ohio municipal courts vary widely. The recommendations of thi~ report 
call for a simplification of recordkeeping practices. Specific recommenda
tions call for a card index system rather than a book index, the keeping of 
a small claims docket, and the elimination of a separate journal book. 

Some courts are presently operating in accordance with the specific reoommen
dations. For example, seven courts have Gard file indexes. They are the 
municipal courts of: 

• Cleveland Heights 

• East Cleveland 
I» Euclid .. Fairborn 

" Garfield. Heights .. 
• Marietta 

• South Euclid 
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Akron 
Ashland 
Athens 
Barberton 
Bedford 
Bellefontaine 
Bellevue 
Berea 
Bowling Green 
Bryan 
Cambridge 
Canton 
Celina 
Circleville 
Cleveland Heights 
Conneaut 
Coshocton 
Cuyahoga Falls 
Dayton 
Defiance 
Delaware 
East Cleveland 
East Liverpool 
Eaton 
Elyria 
Euclid 
Fairborn 
Fairfield 
Findlay 
Fostoria 
Franklin 
Fremont 
Gallipolis 
Garfield Heights 
Girard 
Hamilton 
Hillsboro 
Huron 
Kenton 
Kettering 
Lakewood 
Lancaster 
Lebanon 
Licking County 
Lima 
Lorain 
Lyndhurst 
Mansfield 
Marietta 
Marion 
Marys'!i11e 

1975 NUMBER 
TOTAL OF 

CASELOAD JUDGES 

68,787 6 
11,251 1 

7,921 1 
12,228 2 
15,663 2 

6,766 1 (P) 
1,624 1 (P) 

13,273 1 (P) 
7,795 1 (P) 
7,729 1 
7,916 1 

26,050 3 
4,084 1 
6,022 1 

10,893 1 
2,203 1 
2,999 1 

20,010 2 
69,817 5 

6,042 1 
11,969 1 

9,615 1 
3,233 1 
5,264 1 

15,779 
" 

2 
8,065 1 
7,453 1 (P) 
3,253 1 (p) 

12,200 1 
2,594 1 
6,127 1 (p) 
5,864 1 
3,922 1 (P) 
9,004 1 

12,092 1 
21,402 1 

2,288 1 (P) 
1,872 1 (P) 
2,425 1 (P) 

10,068 2 
9,972 1 

12,192 2 
3,566 1 (p) 

11,453 2 
18,456 2 

8,963 2 
9,465 1 (P) 

22,298 2 
9,967 1 

13,006 1 
4,202 1 (P) 

CHART 3.1a - DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

-3.2-

ANNUAL EMPLOYEES 
OPERATING 

BUDGET TOTAL CLERICAL 

$ 1,067,636 93 81 
116,476 12 8 

76,857 9 6 
140,000 16 11 
198,000 20 15 

72,500 9 6 
34,100 3 3 

119,715 14 9 
131,686 12 8 

97,900 9 6 
92,239 17 15 

260,000* N/A 23 
42,149 7 4 
10,000** 5 4 

125,000*** 12 9 
33,000 5 4 
34,607 4 3 

177 ,000 26 20 
1,104,890 89 42 

103,963 6 5 
91,797 12 9 

105,000 9 7 
24,500 6 3 
86,850 11 7 

244,871 21 13 
116,600 12 8 
134,195 7 4 

23,000 4 3 
130,990 18 10 

62,277 4 3 
58,934 5 4 

100,000 7 5 
21,839 3 N/A 

112,000 12 8 
102,000 14 8 
126~457 14 12 

30,325 5 3 
26,000 2 N/A 

N/A 4 4 
228,000 16 12 

96,088 12 10 
102,406 12 8 

45,000 7 4 
165,000 22 15 
141,560 26 14 
134,049 20 9 

66,000 12 7 
312,216 35 29 

70 p OOO 5 4 
34,200 8 6 
70,000 6 4 
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1975 NUMBER ANNUAL EMPLOYEES 
C 0 U R T TOTAL OF OPERATING 

CASELOAD JUDGES BUDGET TOTAL CLERICAl 
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,. 
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Mason 3,881 1 (p) $ 33,000 3 3 
Medina 16~497 1 189,767 12 9 
Mentor 6~543 1 114,000 9 5 Miami 91 574 2 168,900 12 8 
Middletown 8,972 1 200,000 12 9 
Mount Vernon 6,337 1 50,000 7 4 
Napoleon 3,960 1 (P) N/A 6 3 
Newton Falls 5,049 1 44,000 I "I 5 
Norwalk 6,867 1 N/A 5 4 
Oberlin 8,470 1 (P) 98,071 7 5 
Oregon 3 f 465 1 22,880 4 2 
Painesville 9,231 1 57,000 9 6 
Port Clinton 5,696 1 50,000 5 N/A 
Portage Co', (Kent) 29,966 1 N/A 13 8 
Portage Co. (Ravenna) 1 249,360**** 15 12 
Portsmouth 12,323 1 55,519 11 5 
Rocky River 12,616 2 90,000 19 12 
Sandusky 11,655 1 169,000 13 8 
Shaker Heights 10,830 1 N/A 12 i 
Shelby 1,635 1 (P) N/A 2 2 
Sidney 6,710 1 (p) 70,000 8 I:. 
South Euclid 3,484 1 (P) 53,987 7 5 
Springfield 25,618 2 295,440 39 18 
Struthers 2,094 1 (P) N/A 4 4 
Tiffin 4,264 1 58,695 9 7 
Toledo 87,735 7 1~495,OOO 120 I 72 
Upper Sandusky 5,019 1 (P) 60,000 7 4 
Urbana 3,716 

j 
1 (P) 38,320 5 3 

Van Wert County 4,671 1 150~OOO 8 5 
Vandalia 12,806 1 N/A 14 7 
Warren 16,757 2 333;8.30 36 

I 
22 

Washington C. R. 5,626 1 (P) 35,000 6 0 
1iJayne Co, (Orrville) N/A 1 N/A 5 .3 

I Wayne Co, (Wooster N/A 1 N/A 10 9 
Willoughby 13,899 1 151 p 300 18 13 
Wilmington 11,093 1 (P) 17,285 6 4 
Xenia 5,684 1 21,141 4 .3 

*Clerk's Office budget only. 
**Excluding salaries for 'Deputy Clerks. 

***Excluding Violations Bureau. 
****Budget for Kent and Ravenna branches combined. 

-~ ...• p l ( ) Indica es a t·~tim t: P r ·ud e e J g • 

• -:":1 
CHART 3.1b - DEHOGRAPR!C DATA 

-3.3-

___ n·.~ __ .~_~. __ "N"_~,, •• » •. ~. ~ •• ________ " -< ____ ~ __ • ______ ~~ ______ ~_~_"' ____ '_~_ - -- ~-- - ~- ...... --



- ---- --
- • - ,,-, •• -~ --- -,~ •• ~ ._, •• - ••• - ~, ~ •• ~~ •• - -<- - - •• ~_.,~~~_"",_,...L..,,,_. ~'~'._ ....... _>-., __ ·L"'''~' ''''W''_''--'''''~''''''''''' ,_, ... ~~_~ .... _,...... ............ ,.""'i::.:- -

PERCENT OF TOTAL CASELOAD PERCENT OF TOTAL CASELOAD 
C 0 U R T Sr:J-l I C 0 U R T Small 

Civil C a~ms Crimnl Traffic Civil Claims Crimnl !Traffic 

Toledo 23.8 2.4 20.8 53.0 Norwalk 4.7 5.3 6.6 83.5 
Akron 18.7 3.0 15.2 63.1 Mentor 12.8 4.3 10.2 72.7 
Dayton 14.8 2.0 14.3 68.9 Ashland 2.3 8.4 3.5 85.9 
Canton 22.8 5.1 16.4 55.6 Delaware 4.6 5.8 9.6 79.9 
Springfield 23.2 2.4 15.9 58.5 Mount Vernon 6.6 4.1 8.5 80.8 
Cuyahoga Falls 9.1 2.6 8.4 79.9 Oberlin 4.5 4.2 8.2 83.0 
Portage 7.1 3.7 11. 7 77 .5 East Cleve 18.6 2.8 22.5 56.1 
Rocky River 10.3 3.6 10.8 75.3 Fairborn 4.0 4.7 11.0 80.3 
Lima 13.4 4.1 14.5 68.0 Sidney 5.0 10.2 

, 
12.9 72.0 I Mansfield 8.5 7.8 16.7 67.0 Cambridge 4.9 8.6 9.3 77 .2 

I Licking Co. 8.0 10.5 13.2 68.2 Struthers 13.9 14.8 I 22.6 48.7 

C~.-. 

c-. 
"""-~ , ~~-. 

~ --- !!III 

) -,. 

~- ,. 

Kettering 6.8 3.5 14.1 76.6 Port Clinton 

I 
6.2 9.8 26.5 57.5 

Warren 15.6 15.5 14.0 55.0 Defiance 6,3 13.2 10.::! 70.2 
Garfield Hts 10.3 4.3 12.3 73.1 Celina 3.0 10.4 15.9 I 69.7 
Barberton 8.7 3.8 21.1 66.4 Bellefontaine I 3.9 9.5 

I 
10.0 76.6 

Elyria 12.5 7.2 18.7 
J 

61.5 Eaton 2.6 7.4 13.4 76.5 
Lorain 22.5 8.8 23.4 45.2 Bryan 3.5 4.5 I 9.8 82.2 i , 

I Willoughby 10.7 I 3.3 13.4 

I 
72.6 Coshocton 7.1 15.4 22.9 54.6 

Berea 9.4 ! 4.2 9.0 77 .5 Xenia 5.5 3.0 I 2/~. 0 67.5 
Wayne 7.0 9.7 15.9 67.4 n Wilmingt on 2.7 4.5 ! 10.3 82.5 
Hiami Co. 7.3 I 6.6 ! 16.7 I 69.4 I Urhana 4.8 12.0 I 12.8 70.4 I I Hamilton 16.9 I 2.6 , 12.9 I 67.5 I South Euclid 7.7 2.4 7,9 82.0 , 

! Bedford l3.8 ! 3.2 I 16.2 66.8 Van Wert Co. 3.2 I 1.6 I 7.4 87.8 
Portsmouth 10.0 I 8.7 28.3 53.0 Fremont 6.4 7.6 I 13.8 72.2 

! 
\ I Vandalia 4.4 2.0 , 14.5 
, 

79.1 Napoleon 3.4 10.2 ! 10.8 75.6 . 

I 
I 1 

Lancaster 6.0 i 8.4 14.0 

I 
71.6 Franklin 3.9 8.9 13.6 74.5 , I Euclid 21. 6 i 3.1 8.7 66.6 l.fashington CH 5.5 4.3 10.8 79.4 i , 

! Middletown 19.6 I 8.9 I 39.6 31.9 Gallipolis I 1.1 2.3 14.2 82.5 I i ! 
: Lakewood 12.1 3.3 8.5 

I 
76.2 Marysville 4.2 C.S I 13.7 73.7 I I i 

i Shaker lits 11.1 5.2 j 5.7 78.0 ~ East Liverpool; 9.4 12.6 26.2\51.9 i j 

I 
1 Medina Co. 5.8 4.3 I 6.9 ! 83.0 , Fostoria ! 9.8 14.7 I 14.9 60.6 

t f I 
I Marion Co. 9.1 2.1 

t 
17.9 \ 71. 0 ~ Hillsboro ! 4.1 8.0 I 2.8.1 59.8 

Lyndhurst 10.0 3.6 7.0 i 79.4 ~ Upper Sandusky 1.6 4.6 6.8 86.9 
Cleve Hts 7.9 4 .. 8 ! 12.9 I 74.4 Kenton 5.4 13.3 

I 
12.4 68.9 

Painesville 12.8 I 2.0 I 13.8 I 71. 3 Oregon 5.7 1.9 24.8 167.6 
Marietta 2.8 j 

7.5 
! 

10.1 79.7 , Shelby 6.3 21.0 16.5 56.1 I I I I 
Findlay 4.7 5<4 I 7.2 82.7 I Fairfield 11. 7 2.8 ; 16.1 69.4 

I 
j , 

Athens 4.1 1 8.2 28.1 : 59.7 Lebanon 5.9 9.6 I 15.2 69.2 
Bowling Green 5.3 I 5.8 14.1 ! 74.8 Conneaut 7.6 18.0 14.5 59.9 ! 

4.5 
I 

4.1 i 6.9 f 84.4 Hason 2.0 7.2 7.3 83.5 Girard I , 
I ! i Tiffin 7.1 l 10.0 12.9 70.0 Bellevue 7.7 10.3 8.8 73.2 

7.7 I 12.6 
I 

23.5 56.3 2.9 2.6 14.4 80.1 Sandusky , i ! Huron ! , 
! I r ! 
I 

j 1 , I I , 

I AVERAGE . 8.8 6.7 14.3 I 70.5 

I ; I ! 1 : ! i i 

Note: Court~ listed according to size of population served. 

CHART 3.2 - CASELOAD PERCENTAGES 
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l-l cd 
H 0 

Akron 121 11,758 30 Lima 
Ashland 31 170 - Lorain 
Athens - 50 2 Lyndhurst 
Barberton 33 617 1 Mansfield 
Bedford 39 944 11 Marietta 
Bellefontaine 27 N/R - Marion Co. 
Bellevue 9 182 - Marysville 
Berea 54 579 - Mason 
Bmv1ing Green 8 174 1 Medina Co. 
Bryan 2 174 - Mentor 
Cambridge 18 385 1 1 Miami 
Canton 175 :,681 40 Middletown 
Celina 2 50-60 - Mt. Vernon 
Circleville - - - Napoleon 
Cleveland Hts 5 4,598 

I 
5 I Newton Falls 

Conneaut 9 148 -

I 
Norwalk 

Coshocton - N/R - Oberlin 
Cuyahoga Falls 23 841 I 9 Oregon 
Dayton 108 6,000 20 Painesville 

- Port Clinton Defiance 18 550 I i Delaware 5 N/R 1 Portage Co.-Kl 
East Cleveland 56 1,183 2 Portage Co.-R 
East Liverpool 6 500 - Portsmouth r 
Eaton 11 1 - Rocky Ri.ver 
Elyria 57 1,401 - [ Sandusky 
Euclid 17 2,502 2 Shaker Hts 
Fairborn - 240 6 Shelby 
Fairfield 1 268 - Sidney 

I Findlay 0 270 8 South Euclid 
Fostoria 9 360 4 Springfield 
Franklin 15 50 - t Struthers 
Fremont 24 31 1 Tiffin 
Gallipolis - - - Toledo 1 
Garfield Hte 19 588 _. Upper Sandusk 
Girard 17 1,076 

I 
- Urbana 

Hamilton 56 - 1 Van Wert Co. 
Hillsboro 3 5 I - t Vandalia 
Huron 5 35-40 2 Warren 
Kenton - - - Washington CH 
Kettering 13 60 1 

t 
Wayne co.-o 

Lakewood 19 1,846j 11 Wayne Co.-h' 
Lancaster ~ I 273 - !I Willoughby 
Lebanon 81 I -

rl 

Wilmington 
21 i 417 , I 

Licking Co. J. I Xenia 

NOTES: N/R - No Record/Unknown. 
* - Since January, 1976. 

** - 50 More Pending in Class Action • 

CHART 3.3 - TRuSTEESHIP, GARNISHMENT 
AND RENT ESCROW-CASELOADS 
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I 
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32 1,977 62 
38 3,000 2 
8 4,208 59 

53 1,881 2 
- 200 1 
7 933 1 

21 150 3 
6 15 -

15 285 -
4 573 3 

60 125 -
25 5,000 -
- 60 I -
4 150 -
4 354 1 

31 N/R 3* I 
11 260 - I 

13 38 -
17 

I 
1,006 1 

19 334 -
- 125 -

65 465 53 
36 1,050 -

7 462 -
25 2,593 3 
- 641 3 ! 

12 39 -
3 250 -
- 91 -

52 3,305 1 
4 255 1 

12 261 -
629 23,000 4'M~ 

21 78 -
37 250 -
14 300 -I - - -
73 3~742 10 
6 10 -
- - - I 

40 597 1 

I 
30 1,200 3 

3 120 -
3 N/R 4 
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INDICATED MAJOR PROBLEMS 

INADEQUATE SPACE 
Record Storage Space 
Employee Working Space 
Witness and Juror Space 

VOLUME OF PAPEmVORK/ 
HEAVY CASELDADS 

LACK OF UNIFORM AND 
STREAMLINED PROCEDURES 

Need for Uniformity 
Recordkeeping Requirements 
Uniform Local Court Rules 
Uniform Procedures and 

Cost Schedules 
Poor Guidelines from 

State Auditor 

I CONTINUANCES 

INADEgUATE EQUIPMENT 

TIME CONSTRAINTS 
Meeting Legal Time Requirmnts 
Public Contact 
Explaining Sam1l Claims 
Processing Partial Payment 

of Fines 
Time Spent on Prosecutor's 

Requests 

I COLLECTING FINES & COSTS 

LACK OF RESPONSE FROM 
BUREAU OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

COMPUTING COURT COSTS 

DUPLICATION IN PAPERWORK 
AND RECORDS 

General 
Docket Books & Indexes 
Civil Journal 
Too Many Forms 

I LACK OF TRAINING FOR I CLERICAL EMPLOYEES 

I 

! 

I 
! 
f 

Response 

30 
17 

1 
48 

24 

10 
1 
1 

1 

1 
14 

13 

10 

4 
3 
1 

1 

1 
10 

9 

6 

6 

2 
1 
1 
1 
5" 

3 

INDICATED MAJOR PROBLEMS iResponse 

T~SERVED WARRANTS & 
. BENCH WARRANTS 

Lack of cooperation from police 

RULE & LEGISLATIVE 
REQUIREMENTS OF COURTS 

UNDERSTAFFED 

TOO ~~UESTIONNAIRES 

LACK OF COMMUNICATION 

LACK OF EMPLOYEE MOTIVATION 

ABSENTEEISH 

I LOW SALARIES 
. 

" LACK OF PRIVACY FOR STAFF I 

OFFICE IN 2 SEPARATE BUILDINGS 

ELECTED CLERK 

PROTECT CLERK'S OFFICE 
FROM ERRORS 

I 
24-HOUR DUTY FOR BONDING 

JURY DEMANC8 ! 
SLOW RESPONSE FROM PROBATION 
OFFICE IN FIRST OFFENDER 
ADHINISTRATIOl'£ 1 

1 
I , 

MASS CIVIL FILING BY ATTO&~EYS 1 I REPRESENTING COLLECTION AG~~CIESI 
! INCORRECT PLEADINGS FROM I OUT-OF-TOWN ATTORNEYS 

I REPORTING COURT ACTIVITIES 

! I PROBLE}! WI'l'H HAVING II PART-TIME PROSECUTOR 

" 

NECESSITY OF 30-DAY REPORTS TO 
SL~REME COURT OF DOCKET STATUS 
IN DUPLICATE FOR I-JUDGE COURT 

ATTORNEY'S FAILURE TO FOLLOW-UP 
ON CASES WITH DEFALUT JUDGEMENT 

i 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CHART 3.4a - INDICATED MAJOR PROBLEMS 
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INDICATED NEEDED CHANGES INDICATED NEEDED CHANGES 

NORE SPACE IMPROVE FACILITIES 
Record Storage Space 8 INCREASE SALARIES 
Employee Working Space 22 i 

INCREASE STAFF 
RECORDS 
--Computerize Recordkeeping 6 TRAINING 

Automatic Filing Systems 3 I 

Reduce 26-Yr Requirement I BMV GUIDELINES 

I 
(O.R.C. 1901.41) 5 Clarify What Should be , Reported 

EgUIPMENT 
Hold-Button on Phone 1 FORMS & PROCEDURES 
Microfilming Equipment 3 Simplify and Standardize I 
Electric Cash Register 2 Eliminate Journal I Computer 1 Eliminate Duplication 
Power Files 1 Clarify Expungement I 

Memory Bank Typewriter 1 Simplify Docketing I 
Bookkeeping Machine 1 

UNIFORMITY 
! LEGISLATION Combine Reports from the 
I Eliminate Journal 1 Beginning of Each Case to 
! 
I Serving All Summons, Including Avoid a lot of Typing and I 

I FED and Replevin, by Certi- Repitition 
ficate of Mailing 2 

! NOTIFICATION OF ALL LEGISLATION 
Hfu~DBOOKS I 

Condensed to be used by Police 
i CHANGES TO THE COURTS 2 and Courts (State-wide) ! 
I CHANGE METHODS OF FUNDING FROM 

re: procedures, filing, 

.. MUNICIPAL TO STATE LEVEL 1 
complaints 

I RULES OF SUPERINTENDENCE, STATE COhSULTANTS FOR I (AMENDNENTS 2 DELETIONS) 1 PROCEDURES 

CLERK I S OFFICE FINANCING 
I Eliminate Obsolete Salary Laws 1 Generally and for Equipment I 

Change Position from Elected 
to Appointed 1 SMALL CLAIMS 

Member of Commission on Law Keep Attorneys Out 
or Rule Changes 1 

CITATION IMPROVEHENTS Protect from Mal-, Non-
and Misfeasance 2 REDUCE CONTINUANCES 

! JURIES 
! Time to Counsel 1 ELIHINATE SUPREME COURT RECOR]) 

Eliminate Week for Cancellatns. 1 SIMPLIFY LAWS 

CHART 3.4b - INDICATED NEEDED CHANGES 
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Sixty courts are presently keeping separate small claims dockets, and thirty
two of the courts responding keep less than a complete journal book or no 
journal book at all. ' 

The charts in this section deal with reference activity and filing system 
characteristics. Chart 3.5 shows the responses to the question "which 
record is most frequently referenced for case information?" Chart 3.6 gives 
information regarding the color coding and type of civil, small claims, 
criminal and traffic file folders. Chart 3.7 presents data on filing 
equipment. 

3.3.2 ARCHIVAL RECORDS MANAGEMENT 

One of the most s~vere problems facing municipal courts is the record stor
age problem. According to the survey responses nearly 32% of total court 
space is utilized for archival record storage. Chart 3.8 gives data on 
the space utilized by individual courts. 

Microfilming is presently being used by 17 courts to help solve their rec
ord accumulation problems. Charts 3.9 and 3.10 document the microfilm pro
grams of these courts. 

3.4 MECHANIZATION 

The amount of mechanization is one of the areas inquired about in the ques
tionnaire. iliart 3.11 gives informat~ . on overall mechanization of muni
cipal courts in Ohio. Charts 3.12-3'4 ~resents speciri~ equipment data 
by individual courts. 
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Akron 
Ashland 
Athens 
Barberton 
Bedford 
Bellefontaine 
Bellevue 
Berea 
Bowling Green 
Bryan 
Cambridge 

I Canton 
. Celina , 

I
,· Circleville 

Cleveland Hts 
, Conneaut 
I Coshocton 

Cuyahoga Falls 
Dayton 

~ Defiance 

I
I Delaware 

East Cleveland 
East Liverpool 
Eaton 
Elyria 
Euclid 
Fairborn 
Fairfield 

I Findlav 
Fostoria 

I Franklin 
Fremont I Gallipolis 

i Garfield Hts I Girard 
Hamilton 

I Hillsboro , 
I Huron I Kenton 
.. Kettering 
! i Lakewood 
' Lancaster 

Lebanon 
Licking County 

iLima 

Docket 

x 

I x 
I , 
I x 

I 
x f 
x 

, x 
x 

i 
€ x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
;,..: 

x 

! 
I 

! ! 

) x I 

I ; x ; I , 
! x ! 

I ! 
1 x 

I j x 
x I 

I I J 

I x 
r 
~ ~ x 

I x 
I 
I 
I 
j 

Case 
File 

x 
x 

x 
x 

i~ 

x 
. x 

x 

;,~ 

.. 
:x: 

:< 
jo: 

x 

x 
X 

x 

~! 

X 

x 
x 
x 

p'ournal 

I , 

! 

I 

I x 
I 
j 

I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
• , 
j 

I 

I 

C OUR T 

Lorain 
Lyndhurst 
Mansfield 
Marietta 
Marion 
}1'arysville 
Nason 
Medina 
Mentor 

I Miami 
Niddletown ! Mount Vernon 

I Napoleon I Newton Falls 
f Non-lalk 

I ! Oberlin 
! I Oregon II Painesville 
i I Port Clinton 

i Portage Countv 
I • 
i Portage County 
I Portsmouth 
I Rocky River 
!Sandusky 
',. Shaker Hts 
Shelby 

I I Sidney 
i South Euclid , I Springfield 

, 
i 
i , S'':::ruthers 
! Tiffin 
) 

Toledo 
Upper Sandusky 
Urbana 
Van Wert County 

! Vandalia 

I I Warren 
Washington CH f 

(K) 
(R) 

, 
Wayne County (0) 

I Wayne County 0.;) 
Willoughby 

I , Wilmington , 
I 'Xenia 
I 
I TOTAL (88 Courts) I 

I 
I • 

I 

I 

Docket 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x: 
x 

x 
x 
x 

'it: 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
X 

x 
x 
x 

60 

I 
~ , 

Case 
File 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
X 

x 

x 
x 

x 

43 

CHART 3.5 - }fC:,T FREQr~NTLY REFERENCED RECORD 

-3.9-

JournaJ 

I 
I 

I 
x 

• 

, , 

I 
I 
I 

I 
j 

! 
j 

I 

3 



~ ~I 

k. 
11- ~. 

-~ 

• • 
II III 

Akron 
Ashland 
Athens 
Barberton 
B(::Jford 

i Bdlefontaine 
Bellevue I 
Berea 
Bowling Green I 

' Bryan 
Cambridge I 
Canton 
Celina 
Circleville 

x 

Cleveland Rts i 
Conneaut II 

Coshocton 

I Cuyahoga Falls' x 
Dayton 
Defiance 
Delaware l 
l':ast Cleveland 
East Liverpool 
Eaton 

x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
:x: 

x 

x 
x 

I: 
I 

x 

x 
x 

:x: 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 

:x: 

x 
x 

Lima 
Lorain 
Lyndhurst 
Hansfield 
¥.arietta 
Marion 
Marysville 
Mason 
Hec1ina 
}fentor 
}fiam! 
Hicldletow'U 
Mount Vernon 
Napoleon 

II Newton Falls 
, Norwal~ 
I Oberlin 

I I Oregon 
II Painesville 

I Portage Co. (K) 
Portage Co. (R) 
Port Clinton 
Portstlouth 

, ! Rocky River 
I ; 
I I ~~~~~~kirts 
I ' 1 I I She by 
i ; Sidney 

,i South Eucli,] 

I
, Springfidd 

Struthers 
Tiffin 

x 
x x 

x 

I 1 
I i I I x, 

! I x 

! I x I 
I x I 
. I 
I I x I 

I 
I x t 

'

1 ~ 
! 

I ~ I 'I 
Toledo I I 
Upper Sandusky 1 I I 

I I 
Urbana I I x x x I x 
Van r,.:ert Co. ' "I 

I i Vandalia ! x I ' 

------- -----~ 
,- ._,f.:-c: 

x 

x 
x 

i I Warren I x x ! }: I 

\

' XX I XX I Washington C.H., I I ~~.·Il ,I I 
I
' 1-,Tayne Co. (0) I I 

1,1 I Wayne Co. (W) I , ! 
: f ' ! I' I 

X I I I WilloughDY '", l, I ! 
I " 

,', Wilmington ! I x,' , i i, 

x I I ! x i X i I". I x
l

l ~ __________ ~-L __ L-~_·~i __ ~r __ ~I! __ LILii_x_en_1_·a __________ LI~lL-~i __ ~, __ ~' __ LI __ L\, __ J 

Elyria 
Euclid 
Fairborn 
Fairfield 
Findlay 
Fostoria 
Franklin 
Fremont 
Gallipolis 
Garfield Hts 
Girard 
Hamilton 
Hillsboro 
Huron 
Kenton 
Kettfring 
Lake\ ood 
Lancaster 
Lebanon 
Licking Co. 
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CASE TYPE: 

SMALL CLAI?-1<j 

C 0 U R T 

Akron 
.Ashland 
Athens I Barberton • j 

Bedfol: .... I 
Bellefontaine ! Bell ("!vue 
Berea I 

I BovJlin&; Green 

I Bryan 
Cambr:[J.gt~ t 

! 
Canton, 

I Celina 
Circleville I 

IChvc];md Hts i.' 

Conneaut 1 

( Coshocton I 
! Cu,.'-q'Mo~a F-' ~, 0::; ~ .i' •• l:) U -- ..... _, 

1 n.a~~~on I 
4 L-~i;,~:": l.an~ t 

i Delm"'i,re 
~ t'~,~>-o .. t (:_V~:\...!.:::~v 

i Euc lid 
~~ 

f Fa:i r'bCTti 

Fairf.: dd 
I~indld 
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Fr,inklin 
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GaTiidd Hts 
• Girard 
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!:lil:,-,bo~:G 

Color Coded 

t::oo '00 
~Q) Q) ~ 
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;3:Cf.) Cf.) 
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x 

x 
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I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
: 

I ~ x 

I I 
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I i 

I 
i 

j x 

File Type 
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Q) 
Q) 

'"0(1) ""0 

]! 
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rct au 0 ~ t::r..- t::r.. :::: ~~ 

I I 
x I :-i: i I I , 

! i ;;: i ~ 
! I ;- I i I j, I , 

I " I J. 1 f: , 
! ! x I 

! 

I X! .1 

xl 
I 

I ! I xl i i 
, 

I I 
, 

X I 
1 I j ',' I I .o. j 

i i : 1 

CASE TYPE: 

SMALL CLAIHS 

C ::> U R 

Lima 
Lorain , 

1 Lyndh1Jrs~ 
~ Mansfield 
; Marietta 
I Marion 
i Y..arysv~ lle i V<'''C' ",u::::. .... ,' .. 

I Hedina 
: Mentor 
; Miami 
; }fiddl e tv •. ·::. 

! Mount Vern::ri 
Napoleon 

\ J.. :'~rw~~l i~ 
Oterlin 
\.~!ref~("In 

Paine;"'/ I:' 
Po-rtag", Co. 
~)crtat~,,,,~ Co. 
Pert CL::-.t;Jn 
Po:" :;; sr..ou.ti. 
Rocky Ri, ".!r 

Sa~"Jusky 
Shaker Hts 
Shelby 
Sidul,;!Y 
South Euclid 
Springfield 

'; Struthers 
Tiffin 
Tclecio 

T 

R) 

l;pper Sandusky 

Color Coded . tl7~: 
~ to 00 ~':t)~ Po Q) 

... ~ Q) ~ 
>..-i Xl ~m~ ~ g: 

.j,J ~ ~~ ~QJ ..-t Gil..... CJ rj 

~~ OJ >< o-., . ..J/:: !'> J...4 
Cf.) ~ ~r;.x. p :::: 
=" " . -

I l 
j 

! ,. I , 
" I i I x I I 

I X I 

I i 

I ! }~ i I ( 

! I ! )~ 
" t , I , , I I 
, 

\ X I I ~ 

I I 
j , , 

i x I 
I I 

~I i I I ! I I I \ I i 
, 

I ! :1<: I x Jot i I I I 

I I t ; X i I t i 
, 

l I I xl I i I I I I x I i x ! ! , i : I 
i . 

I ! 
, 

i i 
i x 
j x 

x i 
j }t. 

I ! X 
~ i 

I >. 

x 
x I i<. 

X I x , 
! , 

I x 
! 
! x j I 

I 

I 
I >. 
! 

I x ! 

I 
x 
x x 

r 
l 
I 

I 
I x 
I 
j x 
I , 

x 

! ~. , 
! .. • 

x I I 
! Ix l' Ix 

Ix I ! 
t "'''' 

f 
1 ~, 

! 
I • !x ! , I I , 
! I X 

1 
" 1 , ,. ! 

, 
1 : 

fV 
f ~ ... , 

I I x I 
I x 

Xl x I 

i 1 
X 

, 
i 

x I 
x I 

j 

x ! 

x 

I [ 
x 
x I ! 

I 

.1 x , , 
x 

CHAi:~T 3,61:; - FILE (.:lIAHAtTERlSTICS: S:-1..\LL CLAH1S 
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j 
, 
i 
j , 
I 
I 

> ' 



CASE TYPE: Color Coded 

CRIMINAL 

C 0 U R 1 

Akron 
Ashland 
Athens 
Barberton 
Bedford 
Bellefontaine 
Bellevue 

I Berea 
Bowling Green 

I Bryan 
Cambridge 
Canton 
Celina x 
Circleville 1/ 

Cleveland Rts 
Conneaut 
Coshocton 

I Cuyahog:l Falls x 
" Dayton 

I Defianc,a 
Delaware 
East Clt?ve:land 
i::a:?tt Liverpool 
Eaton 

f Elyria I Euclid 
I Fairborn 

Fairfield 
Findlay 
FOBtoria 
Franklin 
Fremont 
Gallipolis 
Garfield Bts 
Girard 

f 

Hamilton 
Hillsboro 

. Huron 
I KeI)ten I ~e.ttering 
! ;..,,:"'1i.,-ewood 
I L.ucJ::lter 

Lebanon 
LicK.:!.r.g Co. 
-.---

I 
! 
I 
! 
! 

I 

x 

1. I .~. 
I 

X

X 

X 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x x 

File Type CASE TYPE: 

x 
x 

x I x 

CRIMINAL 

C 0 U R T 

Lima 
1.orain 
Lyndh,.l.l:s t 

I Y.tansfield 
II Harietta 

Marion 
Marysville 

I x Medina 
I x I }fason 

x I 'I Mentor 
x I Miami 

1 x ! Middletown 
x i II Mount Vernall I ! I Napoleon 

I I , ! I Newton Falls I X! 1 Norwalk 
I,· I I \' Oberlin 
; I Oregon 
! I Painesville 
I, x Portage Co. (K) 

x Portage Co. (R) I I:: I II Port Clinton 
! ! xii Ports!:louth 
1 x i I I II Rocky River 

I ' x I . Sandusky 

! x I Shaker Rts 
I x I Shelby 
I I x I I Sidney 

South Euclid 

I I II Springfield 

x 
Struthers 

I ! Tiffin 
! Toledo 
I Upper Sandusky 
I Urbana 

j I Vnn i:ert Co. 
I . V ilr:~ali<1 
! l 
I "~Jarren 

,';Jshington C.R. 
I Wayne Co. (0) 
i • Wa:T.e Co. (\\) 

Willoughby 
Wilmington 
Zenia 

CHART 3. be - FILE CHARL\cTERISTICS: CRIMINAL 
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i 

Color Coded File Type 

x 
x 

x 

x 

! 
:lfl 

I 

I 
I I 

x I x I 
I 

I 
I 

x 

x 

x I~ 
I 

x I 
IX 
Ix 
t 

X I 
Ix 

Ix 
lX 
I 

Ix 
! 



-----------------------

CASE TYPE: Color Coded 

TRAFFIC 

C 0 U R T 

Akron 
Ashland 
Athens 
Barberton 
Bedford 
Bellefontaine 
Bellevue 
Berea 
BOYlling Green 
Bryan 
Cambridge 
Canton 
Celina x 

Circleville 
Cleveland Rts I 
Conneaut 
Coshocton 
Cuyahoga Falls x 
Dayton 
Defiance 
Delaware 
East Cleveland 
East Liverpool 
Eaton 
Elyria x 
Euclid 
Fairborn 
Fairfield 
Firtdlay 
Fostoria 
Franklin 
Fremont 
Gallipolis I 
Garfield Hts I 
GirarD. 
Hamilton 
Hillsboro 

I Huron 
Kenton 
Kettering 
Lak.ewood 
Lancaster 
Lebanon 
Lick:.mg Co. 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x I 

x 
x 

x 

x 

File Type 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 
xl 
x' 

x 

x 

CASE TYPE: 

TRAFFIC 

C 0 U R T 

Lima 
Lorain 
Lyndhurst 
Mansfield 
Marietta 

I Marion 

I 
Marysville 
Mason 
Medina 
Nentor 
Hlami 
Hiddletown 
Mount Vernon 
Napoleon 

I Newton Falls 
I Norwalk 
I i Oberlin 

I, Oregon 
1 ( Painesville 

Portage Co. (K) 
Portage Co. (R) 
Port Clinton 
Portsmouth 
Rocky River 
Sandusky 
Shak.er Hts 

! Shelby 
Sidney 
South Euclid 
Springfield 
Struthers 
Tiffin 
Toledo 
Upper Sandusky 
Urbana 

I, Van Wert Co. 
I I Vandalia 
j ! 
I ! 
I 
I 

Warren 
Washington C.H. 
Wayne Co. (0) 
Wayne Co. (W) 
Willoughby 
Wilmington 
Xenia 

Color Coded File Type 

I 

! 
\ 
t 

x 
x 

r x 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

x 
x 
x x 

I 
.1 x I x 

I x I x 

I I I 
! I I 
I x. x I 

\ 

CHART 3. 6d - FILE CHARACTERISTICS: TRAFFIC 
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--. 

11- :. 

IL , ,. 

C 0 U R T 

Akron 
Ashland 
Athens 
Barberton 
Bedford 
Bellefantaine 
Bellevue 
Berea 
Bowling Green 
Bryan 
Cambridge 
Cantan 
Celina 
Circleville 
Cleveland Rts 
Conneaut 
Coshocton 
CuyajlOga Falls 
Dayton 
Defiance 
Delaware 
East Cleveland 
East LiverpOOl 
Eaton 
Elyria 
Euclid 
Fairborn I 
Fairfield 
Findla:y 
Fostoria 

I Franklin 
Fremont 
Gallipolis 
Garfield Rts 
Girard 
Hamilton 
Hillsbare 
Huron 
Kenton 
Kettering 
Lakewood 
Lancaster 
Lebanon 
Licking Co. 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

(f) 
(]) 

x 
o 
~ 

x 

x 

x x x 

I ~ 
I x 
i x 

X 
i 
I X 

I x 
I x 

! ~ 
I 
! x 
r 

x \ x 

I ~ 
I x 

x I x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

X I 

x x 

, 

x i 
I 

I 
! 
I 
i 
i 

I 
I 
I 

x x 

x' 

x x 
i x 

I ~ 
! x 

x j x 
x 

:1 x 

x 

x i 
xl , 

! 

Other 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

~ 
~ 

C 0 U R T 

(\. t~~~rst t Hans field 
Marietta 

Mentor 
Miami 
Middletown 
Maunt ve-rnon 
Napalean 
Newton Falls 
Narwalk 
Obe:din 
Oregen I 
Painesville I 
Pert Clinten _ 
Partage Co. (K) I 
Portage Co.(R)i 
Portsmauth I 
Rocky River I 
Sandusky 1\ 

Shaker Hts 
Shelby 'I 
Sidney 
Sauth Euclid 
Spr ingfield 
Struthers 
Tiffin 
Taledo 
Upper Sandusky 
Urbana 
Van \Alert Ca. 
Vand:;l.1ia 
Warren 
Washington CH 
Wayne Ca. (0) 
Wayne Ca. (W) 
Willoughby 
Wilmington 
Xenia 

CHART 3.7 - FILIKG EQ~lPME~~ 
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x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

Ix 
Ix 

x 
x 

x I 
x ! 

x [' 

I
' x 

~I 
xl 

I ~ I 

x I x 
i 

i 
I 
\ 

.1 

I 
xl 
I 

xl 

x' 

r 
! 
! 
I 

I 

~f 
~ . Other 
~ 

x 

I 
I 

xl 

xl 
x 
x 

f 

I 

I 
I 

1 

x 

x 

:x. 

x 

x 

I I x I 
'~_x, 



C 0 U R T C 0 U R T 

(Akron 12,144 6,000 Lima 1,977 417 
I Ashland 1,801 454 Lorain 2,360 342 
Athens 612 N/ A Lyndhurst 52 144 
Barberton 2,300 6,000 Mansfield 2,240 1,200 
Bedford 450 100 Marietta N/A N/A 
Bellefontaine 637 240 Marion 700 750 
Bellevue 156 30 Marysville 4,500 500 
Berea 800 300 I Mas or. ! N/ A N/ A 
Bowling Green 605 171 Medina 725 150 
Bryan 454 100 1 Ment,jr 700 120 I 

II ,-
Cambridge 1,792 2,000 Miami 2~400 1,200 

I 
Canton N/A N/A 646 Middletown 1,800 250 
Celina 1,000 24 Mount Vernon 600 500 
Circleville 400 300 Napoleon N/A N/A I 
Cleveland Hts 655 N/A Newton Falls 567 N/A I 
Conneaut 380 84 Norwalk 423 N/A 
Coshocton 500 25 Oberlin 540 180 

~ ... Cuyahoga Falls N/ A N/ A Ore-gon 320 336 
Dayton 17,000 4,000 'jPaineSville 300 1,200 
Defiance 401 160 I Port Clinton N/ A N/A 

- ... .-.. 
II!" 

-..... 

Delaware 620 270 ' I P rt C K N/ A N/! .. 
East Cleveland 866 150 • p~rt::: C~:=R II N/ A N! A 
~cst Liveppool 858 144 Portsmouth 700 36 
Eaton 297 180 1 Rocky River 450 400 

I Elyria 15,000 300 I Sandusky 1,144 168 
Euclid 400 ! 200 Shaker Hts N/A N/A 
Fairborn I °196°81 200 13he1by N/ A N/A 
Fairfield N/A Sidney N/A I 120 
Findlay I 838 120 South Euclid 288 N/A 
Fr;ar:oria I 536 I st. Springfield 2,221 1,600 
Franklin ! N/A IN/AI 400 Struthers N/A N/A 

I Fremont 1,000 I N/A Tiffin 1,035 2,500 
, Gallipolis 700 ' N/ A 'Toledo 5,940 10,000 
! Garfield Rts 90 168 Upper Sandusky 520 25 
I Girard N / A N/ A Urbana 336 60 ! 

--,... 

--,:-' 

I Hamilton N/A N/A VanWert Co. N/A N/A j 

i,1 ~~~~;:or~ ~~t ~~~'I :::. ~;:~;~::on CH ~~~ i~~ 'II,. 

Kettering 1,500 600 Wayne Co.-O 169 N/A I 
I Lakewood 2,625 1,3441 Wayne Co .-W N/ A N/A I Lancaster 1,140 100 I Willoughby 1,500 250 ,I II 

~~_~_~_~~_~~~~C_O_' __ 4:li _____ ~_j_!~ _____ ~_~!_+11 __ 2_'_10_0 __ ~iI~_~_!~_~_;_n_g_t_on ____ ~_1_,_~_~_g __ ~ ___ 2~_g--41 I,' 

I ! UAVERAGE 1,618 745 I L ______ .J.I ____ ..L ___ -:-L! ____ !l..-______ -l-___ --". _____ .I _____ ~ 

CHJLRT 3.8 - ACTIVITIES/RECORDS STORAGE SPACE (SgUAREFEET) 
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I .. • , ~ I .~ I 

-, 

J' J. 1, I' 1I ~, ~ ;, J " 
, • II .' J-

I 1 --
" 

J I 1 • J'J"j •• J.~ ~ L·-~ 

I 
W 

f-1 
0\ 
I 

,,-, .--- ----- . , i -}frcrOTrrril:fn~i-- ·_--'---·'lv'Ilen-

C 0 U R T I IU,'J, t1RDS_ ,~!lCltlI:FI.L!{H} _ 1-. Do~e Hic~of~lme __ d-?----ii---
I Internal I Outside Pendin' I Closed 

'-::HL;;'"=~--cr;~~':':~h-~af-;-i~'~::":e~~~ j~=;-' beg~~~~~':=~~~~~---- -, }( 1----
time's available. ' 

I-u ----+------.- -------- -------.--.-... -.-.- .. -+1 __ 

Yes I No 

x x 

BARBERTON Original documents in old cases. x* : 
- .- 1---------- ---.. ------- .... -.----,-,- .------------i 

~EQ..~. __ ~. ~ v!~t{.~~ im~_' nal/ smal L_~_~Ei_l!l~ :_._~.___ _. ' . __ .. __ . ___ ~~ ____ _+__-~----+-.-. ----ilf----'-X,----If----=-=--i 
BEREA Civil I criminal entries and pleadings. x, x ----t- _-I-____ x_-I-__ _ 
f)EFIANGE Al1 jo\rrnai-ent'iI7ts:---:_=~-_-====-==-==-" -_. ~x--~=-- =.==--
PELAWARE crimin<~}jtraff'fEJC~~~l_-,,/~~~J,_--_Cl.-~il!l-,~--_.~a,S~-fi-~e_:~ .. -. x : -9= I' x 
EAST CLhVE CrimindY files only. x: x 
FAIRBORN< ~l _£ri.minal!trafrT~IcTvTi7s;~ff·~Ji~o~~ -=-~-=~~ _~~~~==~.-- ------ x I _ 

~ND~,·:~_i ~;~~~7~:~m!~~~.;:i~~:~~~~;:i~~g:-~~-O~der-s---- ,'---- -=-.- ---" .--i------
LU!A Traffic civil/c.riminal journals; final 01 x X 

--___ . _lJe<;l.!lY docketsLLear~x.Jr:de~_. _____ ~ ____ . __ ... __ ._-l_,~ 0_ • __ ._. ___ - ----+-------f----t--
LORUN Original papers of finished criminal/c1vU/ I . x ! 

traffic/sI".311 cl,·dr·· l~ustC\J:-:;; dvil/crindnal/ . I 
HANS FIELD ._~~..fL.:t.£%_Jocket .~nt_~~...:.-.-.~--.-~----.---.-,,_J'--.-*---r--==t.-.--. . 

''11EIJINACiJ.""I--l:ora-1-record; c-ivH/small chim-s/tru8t-I------l--~! I· 'x x 

r--sMmu"SKY-oi iff~!~t£~!:l~~:! '-[U- the-p~;~ess ·0rbeing--~··-t_-~- ' --+-----.. -~-__t 

I . ~ 
'X 

x~* I x 

x -
x 

x 
X 

x-n** 

X 

x x 

x 

x 

x 

x x 
," __ = __ .__._micE.~ f i lme~ • 

~~~~ --~i-t;~b~~I~~' Dei;·t-.--{nes-0niY;LEAA-grantfO~ld- x x x ----+-------1 
x x x 

criminal/traffic indexes and journals. 
t=wA~ _ CriminaT7'trd.ffic; just started borne civ:il::. ___ ._t_~_.~~ _____ , __ 

WILLOUGHBY Complete recordfl of felony 7misde~leanor I I)i: ! ; 
f-___ ~_._I.._t;;;.r;;;"a;;:.f;;,.r;;..~J.;;;.;.· (:....~ffenses. . --.--------.--t------. __ -L.----~----+------i 

I ! I I Notes: ***But the records may be disposed after 26 years. 1 
, **After approval by City Records COrlmission. I ! L ___ " ____ ~:~_ the p'roces8 of aC(~Uiring ~\~~~:~PR~~___'_. ____ . __ l._. _____ .. ____ I _______ ' ______ .l ___ ~. 

x x 
x x 

CH·~Ri 3.9 - COURTS t:SING NICROFIDf 

" 

I 

I 

I 

'1 

r 
Ij 
\ 

II 
i , 



"""'"""""" ~ .". 
f 

~".....! 

'·""''-'1 
~ 
.~ .. 
I 



---- ---. 

•• 

.'. 
• ,--. .,. 
-

Ie 0 1; R T .. r~~=w~:;PMENT -, Tn:; u~~·-··-
! I , =·11C;HOFI.L~·1 
1,'~:::1:l?""'~.' t ,,:,,~/>;';=.:=-~.~ tt::7'5 ~ ...... ~-:::r::: ~-.~~-~ --.::....-~~ 

-,-- /, ! 

i Ashland I 3D Model 3400 Cartridge I Roll Microfilm . 
I I Microfilm Camera; 3M Modell 
, 500 Pnge Search Reader- I 
j Printer 
r Barber-ton 3M Model 400 Rtaader- ,Rc Nicto "I 
, I Printer ! . , --.';.....;;;~~;:;..;:-~~-------.---,.,,-----•. -.-.---.--.. -.. ---'.'~ 
j-Bedfo;cr~ -; 3M Printer-R.~clat2~ I Rc:::~ :hcro::l'L!,: 
!-Bere~ , Reporter Rea~~er:?riirter;'--'I{(;lC~licr~o 

SR-IV Reader; Jar:k.:.,t 
L __ . '. __ ' ___ , Reader 2 Bell & JloweE -"-~.--o--___ ._. __ , ___ ._.,,_ .. 

i DefianCE! ! Kodak Camera Reader- Roll }~icr(ifjlt, 
;_.,-:--::-_. _______ ... fi--'P:-:r~i_':n;;..:t~t?:_7. r • ___ J_ ... ,,,-__ ~. __ . __ ._,,_., '._._ 

Delc;:t"ar~ 311 3400 Camera 2 Reader- Roll ~.uc:-odlr! 
J Printer 

I E'-a-5-'t-C-J,.-'-:?-v-e-l-a-r:-,a-1-' ~i:'1ermo-fax Hiero Reade-r- -t-Rc:fl:ii.-:~::~i"T:;: _M' 

I Printer #100 ! ~ -,."....--,-----_._-_-.1.-;-.;.....;....:;:.;:..:;;.;:...-,;....:;..;;..:.,- •• _____ / __ ,-______ ... _ ...... '-_ .. 

Fairborn 1:'1<::11 & hm-lell Cnt'1erl1 1;\7-':',0' j,,:ol ~l !iic:-"j"; .. ':. ,-:::-:--:-'::-.....;.-------+--::--- -, . __ .. 
Findlay R8(;ordalr Camera CP-~G; i Roll :'-1icr,Jii1:il 

,----~ 

. Lirf<. .. l. 

Lorai~. 

t_""'_ • .." ___ ... ,_,, .... _ 

f ~ledina County 

A,:to. Retider Nodel B . I. .. 
Reccrdak C.:ll11era~ ReGde;.:,.,........-!:~(;fI !1ic;'oT~]-~--" 
Printer; 3~f .lode}. 400 __ . ____ ._ .. _._ .... 
3::'1 500 Reader-Printer; ~{o11 l'::'cro fil i., 
so~~: i-licr,)w·pesign Re~'".d~£· 

Eastman 'i{t:;:cordak; Recol-dak; 
:;-·tarmatic }:odel P,\l:-l, I 

~round Glass Reflex 

.':ic: " .. 1 f i.e £1(> 
r~oll Nicl"ofllr::, 

, i\(7J~td~.,,'" 
'--:,·;andusky'-----' pD""'l!;;'lt.!';;'-·':"i~a-r-y-Ati"to. '1~x. I:C-n- . __ ,'" _h~"'_,",,_ 

i{oll ::: .... .. 'i., 1: .l.l:·.~ 
trol; Diazo PrinteT~ 

. !'roct?~;sOl'<;; ElectrDs~~~.':u:~( 
~eli & Howell 1600 
?ilcr; Roll Film ~or;o!'-

Microfil~ Jscket 
Hie ro f:i.e ht; 

'h . 12!::;d Reader . : 
TTr;::;;,~--'-'~"----~Recu' rdak S"'t " r""F>t'·; ~ ~'~"u'l~:~:-:iF\"" :;, V-i' ~;-l:-:::f ;-~-'".--'-'''''. 

, "'&"_.L_.~ , t. c.;.. j,~""" ..... "- .. ,' .............. 1.'1 ,-_.L ... ,.. \... n~ _..:..~. 

j---_ ... 
~ \-i'nr ren 

---- -Willoughby 

Easerrl.d.t Ie lleader; Fc-c(;,r
t::l:!k ~1agn.rif LC~l~_~"\t:~~.:i(~r ¥_ 
Rerr1"i.l"lgton-l~and C3!::i:~r ... 1; 

___ -->_:_ .. ~~ t~~a.d{~r-P~~'f~_ .... ,_ .. ___ -'-_" ___ . ___ , . __ ._ .. _c ......... ~ 
j,}1 ~:o,ciel 2000 I)r0C(:~~~Gl" :1,1icrofil!11t:: 
(am~ra; 3M DC?r-;ri~L~:; 
3~Yr ~·'!cldeJ. SQOYi l";l,'~ader-

l'>ri!"'&.~f.!r t..: /;;\}!f:.t' t"urt: Ca:rdb 
~~ri ~lcrofic~e Carrier 
~y ;:~otarv C(irtridL"E' 

..I ".~J 

':,\;imcr~; j::! ~00 

Aperture;: CuxJ:-

Cartridgt:'~ 

- ___ , _____ ...L. ~;ear(:h i.{ead(;i:'-Pnx,t",r 
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~ 

I 
W 

...... 
00 
I 

."; ~ 

I II, ,. 1 , 1 , I ! .-. , 
1 
I'" I ."' 

I 
, r.··.i} .. ';~ ~. j • II ~ : ~ ~ 'I ~ J. I . I 

---.,,----------.. ~., .,,-,- ·-·~---..........----·-'--·"--r'~·· .~~ . c:: 
r-I c:: I to .jJ 

0 
r-I~ Cll () 4-l 0 QJ 

.jJ :?: .w ('j 
:>...-1 r-I c:: ..-1 0..-1 QJ to J.-I J.-I 

E QUI P MEN T 
..-1 r-I '..-l '..-l 4-l .jJ .w p.. c:: 0 o Cll J.-I .jJ 

:> ('j Cll S 4-l 'U ;:I to..-1 QJ J.-I p..p. ;:I () 
-r1 sr-I '..-l 

('j 'rl () ;:I,.c: ~~ <ll <ll I-) QJ 
u H H to ~ H r-I tnu H <tl QJ ~ QJ 

U H X H p.., tn »l .. 
"~ .'" ~b.J.m<.; ~~" ' .. ,'If ,~~,,_ .,"~.:;n:. ..... ~ 

"'~~ "~ ~ ~ ',. . t~-":;r ... -k..'"'"~~ ,'~) •• " 

Automatic Court Seal 4 3 4 4 2 3 2 1 2 
1--' --~-

5 2 4 4 2 Automatic Files - 1 - -
Automatic Letter Openers 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 - -
Automatic Hail-Addresfdng 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - -

Equipment 
Automatic Time Clock 25 26 29 24 20 19 15 9 5 

" Check Protector 5 5 5 5 4 4 2 1 2 
Copiers/DuJ21icators 35 35 35 34 27 27 18 29 23 
Electronic Accounting- N~chine 7 7 6 6 4 6 2 4 1 

~l~ctronic Cash R~gISter . .i 4 7 8 _. 2 2 1 1 1 :.-.. 1-':---
~s:J~~}ca} Cash R~1l!is t~r_ 8 __ I 8 10 6 4 4 2 .... 1._ 

Mylar Hachine. - - - 1 - - - - -
1[3--'19 11 .-~'--' '-13 P3~t~$.e Machines 21 19 18 18 14 _ ... ____ .t-_ ... 

~=~,a~:j_.£.~.?.le!2erv~ ('e~J_ 5 4 7 7 - 1 - 8 -

CF~RT 3.11 - ELECTRONIC SuPPORT E~I~MENr 
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~: 
PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 

I C 0 U R T 
EQUIPMENT Small Aid o-f Trustee Rent Keport Jury 

TYPE Civil Claims Criminal Traffic Executn ships Escrow Prepara. Select. _ .. . .. 
Dayton Art Electraseal x x x 
Elyri.a Art Electraseal x x x x x 
Findlay Art Electraseal 
Licking County Not Indicated x x x x x x x x 

Lima Art Electraseal 
Vandalia Art E1ectraseal x x x x x x x x x 

I 

. 

CHART 3.12 - MECHANIZATION - AUTOMATIC COURT SEAL 
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IKeceipt, 
Disbura. Other 
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C 0 U R T 
EQUIPHEN'1' 

TYPE 

Canton Diebold 
Kettering Diebold 
Lima Diebold 
Lorain Diebold 7300 
Warren . Diebold 

. 

< 

ffi ' 

,I •. , 
, 

~ 

Civil 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

; 

I I 

1 ! ~ I .1 ~ 
, I I l' J . I 

;1 ~,i 

- J ' ~ ~ . II· II' ~. . ~. ~ ~ 
r ~ ~ • 

~ ~ ~ I 
.-

PROGESS(ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 
small Aid of Trustee Rent Keport Jury IReceipt, 

Claims Criminal Traffic Executn ships Escrow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

x x x 
x x x 
x x x x 

x x x 

, 

. 

I 

--~-

CHART 3.13 - HECHANIZATION - AUTOBATIC FILES -
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C 0 U R T 
EQUIPNENT 

! Civil TYPE 

Dayton Speed-a-Print 
Findlay Pitney-Bowes 
Lima Pitney-Bowes x 
Shaker Hts Not Indicated x 

. 

J 

Small 
Claims 

x 
x 

, I ~ ,I ,I I . 
it 

~ : 

J . j ~ . I • • ~ '~~ ~ ~ . ! f 

I ". ,...-...... ---
-

PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 
Aid of Trustee Rent ! Report Jury Rece~pt, 

Criminal Traffic Executn ships EJcrow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

x 

x x x x x 
x x x x x x x X 

I . 

CHART 3.14 - MECHANIZATION - AUTO~~TIC LETT~R OPE~~RS .--
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PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 

C 0 U R T 
EQUIPt-ffiNT Small Aia of Trustee Rent Keport Jury 

TYPE Civil Claims Criminal Traffic Executn ships Escrmv Prepara. Select. 

Lima P1tney-Bowes x x x x x x x 

i 

i - . 
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CHART 3.15 - HECHANIZATION - AUTOHAT Ie }1AIL ADDRESS ING EQeIP!·H:::~rr 
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Receipt, 
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PROCESS (E5) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 

C 0 U R T 
EQUlPt-ffu"iT Small . r Aid of T~'ugtee Rent "Report Jury IReceipt, 

TYPE Civil Claims Criminal Traffic r:Xf~cutn ships Escrow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

Akron Not Indicated x x x 
Ashland AJAX x x x x x x x x x x 

Barberton Not Indicated x x x x x x x 
Bedford Cincinnati Time 

Recorder 
Belle-.fontaine Simplex x x x x x x x 

Bellevue Rapidprint x x x x x x x x 

Bryan Simplex x x x x x x x x x x 

Cambridge Not Indicated 
Circleville Simplex x x x x x x 

Cuyahoga Falls Simplex x x x x x x x x x x 

Dayton Simplex x x x x 
Defiance Rapidprint x x x x x x x x 

DeL.ware Rapidprint 
East Cleveland Rapidprint x x x x x x x 
Elyria Simplex x x x x x 
Euclid Not Indicated x x 
Fairborn Cincinnati x x x x 
Findlay Rapidprint 
Fostoria SiJlplex x x x x x X x x x x . 
Franklin Cincinnati x x x 
Fremont Rapidprint 
Hamilton Not Indicated x x 

I Kettering Cincinnati x x x x x x x -
Lebanon Rapidprint 
Lima Simplex/ h x x X x x x x 

Rapidprint 
Lorain Simplex/ 

Cincinnati 
Mansfield Not Indicated x x x x x x x x 

Hedina County Simplex/Latham x x x 
Mentor Simplex 
Middle toy.'U Stromberg x x x x ~., -, 'x 

Norwalk Not Indicated x x x x x x 

Oberlin Not Indicated x x x x x x 

Sandusky !~ot Indicated 
Springfield Not Indicated x x 
Tiffin Simplex x x x 
Toledo Not Indicated 

'--. i 

CHART 3.l6a - MECHANIZATION - AUTm-IATIC TIME CLOCK 
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--' - PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPNENT IS USED 

C 0 U R T 
EQUIPMENT Small Aid of Trustee Rent Report Jury Receipt, 

TYPE Civil Claims Criminal Tr~ffic Executn ships E3crow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

Vandalia Cincinnati x x x x x x x .x x x 

Wayne Co. (0) Lathem PRT x x x x x x x x x 
Wayne Co. (W) Not Indicated x x x x x x x 
Willoughby SiJTIplex x x x x x x x x x x 

I . . 
, 

I 

CHART 3.l6b - MECHANIZATION - AUTOHATIC TINE CLOCK 
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EQUIPMENT 
TYPE 

Barberton Not Indicated 
East Cleveland Burroughs 7830 
Elyria Hedman Sign-

a-Meter 
Fostoria Burroughs T8407 
Lir;18 F & E 
Loic~in Speedwrite 
Mansfield NCR 
Middletmvn Burroughs 

~ 

I ~ 

Civil 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

~ , 
1 

I . ~ "'~' , I ; , 'I 
I. I, ' 

• J 

" 
~I ~ I . I .' • ~ , ~ ~ , ~ J ' ~ I 

PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 
Small Aid of Trustee Rent Keport Jury :Receipt, 

Claims Criminal Tntffic Executn ships Escrow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

x x x x x x x 

x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x 
x x x x x X 

I . 

+ 
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CHART 3.17 - MECHANIZATION - CHECK PROTECTOR , 
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. EQUIPMENT 
C 0 U R T TYPE . 

Akron Xerox 4000 
Ashland 3M 209 ~ Rex 

Rotary 1000 
Athens Xerox 
Barberton Not Indicated 
Be<;lford Pitney-Bowes 
Bellefontaine Smith-Corona 
Bellevue Xerox 660 
Berea Apeco 
Bowling Green Apeco 
Bryan Xerox 
Celina XerQx 
Circleville A. B. Dick . 
Cleveland Hts Xerox 4000, 9200 
Cuyahoga Falls Savin 200 
Dayton Xerox 4000 
Defiance 3M-209 
Delaware Xerox 3100 
Eaton Savin 220 
Elyria 3M 
Euclid Apeco Gestetner 
Fairborn 3M-209 
Fairfield Xerox 
Findlay 3M-209 
Franklin Xerox 
Fremont IBM -Hamilton Not Indicated 
Hillsboro Apeco-l85 
Lancaster Xerox 660T 
Licking County Xerox 
Lima 3M 
Lorain Savin 200 
Mansfield IBM 
Marietta Not Indicated 
Marysville A. B. Dick 
Mason Walts 
Medina County Apeco-Systemati( 
Mentor Xerox 
Miami Xerox 

~ ~ ~ 
JI 

\1 

~ I 

Civ;i1 
Small. 

Claims 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 
x x 

x x 
x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 

x x 

x x 
x x 
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PROCESS CES) FOR WHICH EQUIPHENT IS USED 
ATC[ of Trustee Rent Keport Jury Receipt, 

Criminal Traffic Executn ships Escrow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

x x 'x 
x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x 
x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x x 
x x x 
x x x x x x x x 
x x x 
x x x x x x x x 
x x 

. x 

x x 
.. 

x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x 

x x x x x x 

x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x x 

CHART 3.l8a - MECHANIZATION - COPIERS/DUPtICATORS 
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C 0 U R T 
EQUIPMENT 

TYPE . 
Newton Falls Not Indicated 
Oberlin A. B. Dick, IBM 
Painesville Xerox 2400 
Port Clinton Pi tney-Bowes 
Portage Co.' (K) Xerox 
Po~tage·Co. (R) Xerox 
Rocky River Not Indicated 
Sandusky Not Indicated 
Shaker Hts f Not Indicated 
Springfield Not Indicated 
Tiffin 3M 
Toledo 3M, 'Xerox 
Upper. Sandusky 3M-209 
Urbana Apeco-Gestetnei 
Van Wert Co. OCC 1260 
Vandalia 3H 
Warren Not Indicated 
Washington CH N0t Indicated 
Wayne Co. (0) SCM 144 
Willoughby Savin 750 
Wilmington Xerox 
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" \! 

Civil 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
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x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
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PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 
Small Aid of Trustee Rent Report Jury IRece1.pt p 

Claims Criminal Traffic Executn ships Escrow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

x x x x x x .x X JC x 
x x x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x x 
x 

x 
x x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x 

x x x x x 
x x X x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x x 
x x x 
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I 
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CHART 3.18b - MECHANIZATION- COPIEPS/DUPLICATORS 
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C 0 U R T 
,., 

Barberton 
Bedford 
Bryan 
Canton 

Findlay 
Garfield Rts 
Lima 
Marion County 
Napoleon 
Shelby 

\. .. 

PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 
EQUIPMENT Small Aid of Trustee Rent Report Jury 

TYPE Civil Claims Criminal Traffic Executn ships Escrow Prepara. Select. 
--

Not Indicated, x x x x x x x .x 

NCR 
R. C. Allen Cary x x x x x x x x 

Burroughs, x x x x 
Remington Rand 

NCR 18-31 , 

NCR x x !C x x x x 

NCR x x x x 
Rockwell 50lP x x x x x 

Not Indicated x x x x x x 
Not Indicated 
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CHART 3.19 - MECHANIZATION - ELECTRONIC ACCOUN1ING MACHINES 
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C 0 U R T 
EQUIP}1ENT 

TYPE 
+ e-z • ~=~ ...... ;::::::e:;:===-~ 

I 
w 
;,.,i 
~ 
II 

Canton 
Cleveland Rts 
Dayton 
Findlay 
Garfield Rts 
Licking' Co . 
Limp. 
Mansfield 
Marion Co. 
Shaker Rts 

Burroughs 
Victor 560 
NCR 250 
NCR 250 
NCR 
NCR 
NCR 250 
NCR 
NCR 
Not Indicate 

---

-

d 

L ,~ , I I ~ , 
" 

; 

I 

J ~ I 'I (I j I~ I I 
-- -

PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIP~mNT IS USED 

Civil 
Small '-~-~r-' Aid~ Trustee Rent Keport 'Jury IReceipt, 

Claims Criminal Traffic Exec~tn ~Q!P.s Escrow Prepara. S~lect. Disburs. Other 
-

x x x x x 
x 

x x 
x x x 
x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x 

x x 
x x x x x 

x x x 

x 

-
" 

. 
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CHART 3.20 - HECHA.."HZATIOl\ - ELECTRONIC CASH REGIS..:g:R, 
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EQUIPMENT • eceI""pt, 
C 0 U R T TYPE Civil Disburs. 
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W 

w 
o 
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Cleveland Rts 
Dayton 
Elyria 
Euclid 
Findlay. 
Hamilton 
Kettering 

Lima 
Hiddletown 
Springfield 
Toledo 

NCR 
NCR 6000 RS 
NCR 
NCR I 
Anken 5811-9 I 
Not Indicated " 
01 ivetti, Singerl 

Remington 
Anken 
NCR 
Not Indicated 
NCR 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
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x 

x 

x 
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CHARTL 21 - :'iECHA~IZATIOt;; - !·1ECHANICAL CASH REGISTER 
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COUR1" 

Findlay 
Lima 

EQUIPMENT 
TYPE 

General Binding 
General Binding 

PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT lS USED 

- ffic -~ [ita~ CrlminaltTra = Civi~ Cl~!-m~1 x 
== I 

I 

p-':Ia-Of-rrru·stee I Rent I-Rep6tt-l·····Jury IReceiPt, 
Executn shtp~ Escrow Prepara. Select. Disburs. Other 

._i-o ____ ....A'___ '"' _=__ - ___ ...I-I-----..l-------I 
CHART 3.22 - MECHANIZATION - }fYU,;;~J:lACH:qiIL 
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PROCESS eES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 

EQUIPMENT 
TYPE 

ISmarr--r=-:~-'~- Aaof-l Trustee 
I- I Civil __ !_Q.1C!!.m~~~~Uli~~~ic Executn ,n shill" C 0 U R T 

Akron 
Bedford 
Bowling Green 
Cleveland Hts 
Dayton 
Delaware 
Eas).: Cleveland 
Eaton 
Elyria 
Fairborn 
Fairfield 
Findlay 
Fremont 
Licking Co. 
Lima 
Lorain 
Lyndhurst 
Marysville 
Mason 
Medina Co. 
Middletown 
Napoleon 
Oberlin 
Painesville 
Portage CO. (K 
Portage Co. (R 
Rocky River -
Sandusky 
Shaker Hts 
Springfield 
Upper Sandusky 
Warren 
Washington CH 
Willoughby 
Wilmington 

Pitney-Bowes 
Friden-Singer 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bm.;res 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Friden 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pi tney-Bowes 
Not Indicated 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Friden 
Pitney-Bowes 
Not Indicated 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Not Indicated 
Pitney-Bowes 
Not Indi<:ated 
Not Indicated 
Not Indicated 
Pitney-Bowes 
Not Indicated 
Not Indicated 
Not Indicated 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
Not Indicated 
Pitney-Bowes 
Pitney-Bowes 
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Rent I Repor~-- (Receipt 9 

Escrow Prepa~a.:. I Select. IDisburs. 
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x x 
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CHART 3.23 - ~C~IZATION - POSTAGE }t~CHINES 
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- PROCESS (ES) FOR WHICH EQUIPMENT IS USED 

EQUIPMENT -Small AIdOf Trustee Rent l{eportJuryRece:Lpt, 
C 0 U R T TYPE CivilClaim~, criminalITra~~i: Execut~Jc sh~~ _EscroY,Prepara. S~t. Disburs. Other 

- ' 

Bellefontaine Not Indicated x x . x 
Coshocton Cott Data Froe. x x x x x 
Franklfn Cot t Data Froe. x x x x 
Fremont Cott Data Froe. 
Lancaster Catt Data Froe. x 
Miami Cott Data Frae. x x x x x 
Middletown Catt Data Froe. x 
Napoleon Not Indicated x 
Portsmouth Cott Data Proe. 
Sandusky Cott Data Proe. I 
Upper Sandusky Cott Data Proe. x 
Wayne Co. (W) Cott Data Froe. x x x x x 
Xenia ott Data Froe. x x x x 

, 

I I 

CHART 3.24 - MECHANIZATION - PURCHASED CO~~UTER SERVICES 
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APPENDIX A 

STUDY METHODOLOGY 
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lbe methodology used for studying municipal courts in Ohio consisted of two 
general phases. The first phase was ,the questionnaire, which was mailed to 
every municipal court in Ohio. The second phase was the on-site survey of 
municipal courts chosen on the basis of questionnaire responses. 

The questionnaire was developed by Court Management Project staff with the 
assistance of the Resource Panel members. The purpose of the questionnaire 
val:> to collect data concerning the recordkeeping practices, archival records 
management practices, mechanization, budget and organization of each court. 

As tJdrt of the questionnaire, courts were asked to supply dat:a as to the approxi
mate percentage of total clerical time spent on each of the following processes: 

o 
o 
o 
I) 

I,;) 

o 
(!) 

o 
o 
o 

Civil case processing 
Small claims case processing 
Criminal case processing 
Traffic case processing 
Proceedings in aid of execution 
Trusteeships 
Rent escrows 
Ohio Supreme Court report preparation 
Jury selection 
Cash receipt and disbursemer.t 

On the basis of employee data» total clerical man-hours per year vJere calculated 
for each court. This figure was then multiplied by the percentage attributed to 
each specific process. The resulting hours per process figure was then divided 
by the process caseload to arrive at an efficiency figure. This efficiency fig
ure theoretically represents the total clerical hou~s needed to completely process 
a single case of each category. Charts A.I through A.IO list in alphabetical 
order the ten courts which appeared most efficient in each process category. 
Only thODe courts which adequately responded to the necessary po~tions of the 
questionnaire were c~nsidered in evaluating process efficiency. 

On the basis of the efficiency rankings ann ;1 subjective evaluation of other por
tions of the questionnaire, five courts we~e selected for on-site surveys. 
The courts selected were: 

o Girard Municipal Court 
G Lima Hunicipal Court 
o Marion Municipal Court 
o Portsmouth Municipal Court 
o Springfield Municipal Court 

The on-site surveys consisted of interviews with court personnel, forms collection 
and the study of each clerical process through the Clerk's Office from initial 
filing until disposition. The report recommendations were then developed by Court 
Management Project staff and Resource Panel members on the basis of all of the 
collected data. 

-A.l-
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Fairborn Muntcipal Court 

Fairfield }111ni..::~pal (burt 

Huron Murdcipal Court 

Lima Nunicipal Court 

Harion Nunicipal Court 

Middletown Municipal Court 

Non .. alk Municipal Court 

Springfield Munic1paJ. Court 

Toledo Municipal Court 

Urbana Nunicipal Court 

CHART A.I - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING TO BE 
MOST EFFICIENT IN CIVIL CASE PROCESSING ON THE 
BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.2-
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Conneaut Hunicipal Court 

Dayton Hunicipal Court 

De2.:n.;are Municipal Court 

Fairborn Municipal Court 

Lebanon ~'Iunicipal Court 

MarysviJle :-funicipal Court 

Oregon Hunicipal Court 

Portsmouth Hunicipal (';jurt 

Springfield J:.1unicipal Court 

Wilm'i.ngton ':'lunicipal Court 

CltaRT A.2 - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING 

" i 

IL """;0.;--'" 

TO BE MOST EFFICIENT IN SMALL CLAIMS CASE 
PROCES~ON THE BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.3-
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Ashland Hunicipal Court 

Lima Municipal Court 

Lorain Municipal Court 

Marion Nunicipal Court 

Oregon Municipal Court 

Portsmouth Municipal Court 

Sidney Municipal Court 

Upper Sandusky Municipal Court 

Urbana Hunicipal Court 

Wilmington Municipal Court 

CHART A.3 - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING 
TO BE MOST EFFICIENT IN CRIMINAL CASE PROCESSING 
ON THE BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.4-
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Cleveland Heights Municipal Court 

East Liverpool Hunicipal Court 

Fairfield Nunicipal Court 

Girard Hunicipal Court 

Lima Hunicipal Court 

Lyndhurst Hunicipal Court 

Marion Hunicipal Court 

Shaker Heights Hunicipal Court 

Sidney Nuni-:::ipal (burt 

Wilmington Nunicipal Court 

CHART A.4 - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING 
TO BE MOST EFFICIENT IN TRAFFIC CASE PROCESSING 
ON THE BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.S-
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Cantc-1 Hunicipal Court 

Cleveland Heights Municipal Court 

Euclid Municipal Court 

Fostoria Municipal Court 

Lima Hunicipal Court 

Lorain Municipal Court 

Painesville Municipal Court 

Shaker Heights Municipal Court 

Springfield Municipal Court 

Toledo Hunicipal Court 

aaART A.S - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING TO BE 
MOST EFFICIENT IN PROCEEDINGS IN AID OF EXECUTION 
(GARNISHMENTS) ON THE BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.6-
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Ashland Municipal Court 

Bellefontaine Municipal Court 

Defiance Municipal Court 

Franklin Municipal Court 

Lebanon Municipal Court 

Marysville Municipal Court 

Norwalk Municipal Court 

Oregon Hunicipal Court 

Urbana 'Hunicipal Court 
• 

Toledo Municipal Court 

CHART A.6 - ALPHABETICAL LIS'l'ING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING 
TO BE MOST EFFICIENT IN TRUSTEESHIPS ON THE 
BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.7-
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Bedford Municipal Court 

Canton Nunicipal Court 

Cleveland Heights Nunicipal Court 

Dayton Municipal Court 

Delaware Municipal Court 

Fostoria Municipal Court 

Lorain Municipal Court 

Lyndhurst Municipal Court 

Painesville Municipal Court 

Struthers Hunicipal Court 

CHART A.7 - ,ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING 
TO BE MOST EFFICIENT IN RENT ESCROWS ON THE 
BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.8-
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Bellefontaine Hunicipal Court 

Bryan }1unicipal Court 

Cleveland Heights Municipal Court 

East Cleveland Hunicipal Court 

Dayton Nunicipal Court 

Fairborn Municipal Court 

Lyndhurst Municipal Court 

Oregon Nunicipal Court 

Painesville Nunicipal Court 

Xenia Municipal Court 

CHART A.8 - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING 
TO BE HOST EFFICIENT IN OHIO SUPREME COURT REPORT 
PREPARATION ON THE EASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.9-
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Athens Munj.cipal Court 

Bryan Hunicipal Court 

DefJance Municipal Court 

Elyria Hunicipal Court 

Fairfield Municipal Court 

Hillsboro Municipal Court 

Kettering Y.unicipal Court 

Sidney Hunicipal Court 

Springfield Municipal Court 

Upper Sandusky Nunicipal Court 

CHART A.9 - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING 
TO BE NOST EFFICIENT IN JURY SELECTION ON THE 
BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A.lO-



Dayton Municipal Court 

Girard Hunicipal Court 

Fostoria Municipal Court 

Lancaster Municipal Court 

Lyndhurst Municipal Court 

Marion Municipal Court 

Marysville Municipal Court 

Mentor Municipal Court 

Portsmouth Municipal Court 

Ore gull Municipal Court 

CHART A.lO - ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF TEN COURTS APPEARING TO BE 
MOST EFFICIENT IN CASH RECEIPT AND DISBURSEMENT 
ON THE BASIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

-A. 11-
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Municipal Court 

INSTRUCTIONS 

MUNICIP AL COURTS OPERATING PROCEDURES STUDY 

9 U EST ION N A IRE 

please answer the following questions regarding the recordkeeping and operating proce
dures of your court to the best of your ability. If additional space is required to 
complete any answer, please use the blank sheets attached at the end of this question-
naire. 

Please return the completed questionnaire by March 26, 1976 to: 

THE COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
200 Mall Building 
118 St. Clair Avenue, NE 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 

If you have any questions regarding the completion of the survey form, please contact 
Christopher W. Vasil, Project Coordinator, at (216) 694-3781. 

I. R E COR D S 

A. DOCKETS 

1. How many separate Docket Books does your court keep? 

o Civil o Small Claims 0 Criminal 

o Traffic o Other (please specify) 

2. If civil, small claims, criminal or traffic cases are not docketed 
in separate books, please indicate what types of cases are combined 
into a single docket book (e.g.~ small claims cases are docketed in 
a single Civil Docket Book). 

3. Is any docket prepared in other than book form? 

If yes, please specify. 

4. Approximately how many man-hours per week are spent in maintain
ing each Docket Book? 

hrs Civil Docket 

hrs - Small Claims Docket 

hrs - Criminal Docket 

hrs - Traffic Docket 

hrs - Other Docket(s) (please specify) 

No 
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B. 

r 

5. Ho~ are Docket Books prepared? 

o Typed o -Handwritten 

o Rubber Stamps o Other (please specify) 

INDEXES 

L How many separate Index Books are kept? 

0 Index to Civil Cases 

0 Index to Small Claims Cases 

0 Index to Criminal Cases 

0 Index to Traffic Cases 

0 Other (please specify) 

2. If civil~ small claims, criminal and traffic cases are not 
indexed with separate Index Books, please indicate what types 
of cases are combined in one Index (e.g., small claims cases 
are indexed in a single Civil Case Index). 

IF-''-' ----------------------~-------::::::.-----=----------~---
(I,. . 3. Is any Index prepared in other than book form? 0 Yes 0 No 

~--
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4. 

If yes, please specify. 

Approximately how many man-hours per week are spent in maintain
ing each Index? 

hrs Civil Index 

hrs - Small Claims Index 

hrs - Criminal Index 

hrs - Traffic Index 

hrs - Other Index(es) (please specify) 
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1. How many separate Journal Books are kept? 

o Civil o Small Claims o Criminal 

o Traffic o Other (please specify) 

2. If civil, small claims, criminal and traffic cases are not jour
nalized in separate books, please indicate what types of cases are 
combined into a single Journal Book (e.g., small claims cases are 
journalized in a single Civil Journal). 

3. What is journalized? 

0 Every order signed by the judge in every case. 

0 Every final judgment entry in every case. 

0 Other (please specify). 

4. Are journals kept in other than book form? o Yes o No 

If yes, please specify. 

5. How are Journal Books prepared? 

o Typed o Photostat Copies 

o Handwritten o Other (please specify) 
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: 6. Approximately r.ow many man-hours per week are spent in maintain-
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ing each Journal? 

D. CASE FILES 

hrs - Civil .Journal 

hrs - Small Claims Journal 

hrs - Criminal Journal 

hrs - Traffic Journal 

hrs - Other Journal (please specify) 

1. For each of the follow'ing types of cases t please give a brief 
description of the case jackets used (e.g.~ envelope, wrapper, 
file folder with clasps, etc.). 

Civil 
Small Claims ______ __ 

Criminal 

Traffic 

2. In what type filing equipment are Case Files stored? 

o Letter-size Metal File Cabinets 

o Legal-size Metal File Cabinets 

o Open Shelves 

o Automated Files 

o Boxes 

o Other (please specify) 

3. Are any case folders color-coded? o Yes' o No 

If yes, what is the basis for the coding (year, type of case, 
etc.) ? 



.. 

E. MISCELLANEOUS RECORDS 

1. Please list the Trusteeship records which are kept indicating 
the physical characteristics of the record (book, file, etc.). 

2. Please list the separate Cashier records kept by the court. 

3. If any other records relating to civil, criminal, traffic or small 
claims cases are kept separate from the case file, docket, jour
nal and index relating to these types of cases, please list 
below (e.g., separate garnishment records, bond books, etc.), 

... ~"~~==================~~~=======-== .. 
•• •• 

F, MICROFILMING 

1. Indicate below the specific type of records which are micro
filmed • 

2. Is the microfilming done by the court or an outside agency? 

1UII[III;-----------3-.----I-f--t-h-e--c-o-u-r-t-~--oe--s-i-t-s--o-wn----fi-l-m-~-·n-g--:--------------'--------------------------------
IIlIiIII -What type camera(s) is used in the fi~ming? 

.. 

.. 
- How many man-hours per week are spe .. -:.t in the total 

microfilming process? 
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4. Please Hst the number and type of reader and/or reader/printer 
equipment used by the court. 

5. What type of microfilm is used? 

() Roll Microfilm 

() Microfilm Jackets 

() Microfiche 

() Other (please specify) 

6. At what stage in the case are records microfilmed? 

() While case is pending. 

() After case is closed. 

G. DISPOSAL OF COURT RECORDS 

1. If your court microfilms records, are tbe originals disposed 
of after filming? () Yes () No 

If yes, at what point in time after microfilming are the origi
nals disposed of? 

2. Have any court rE:,cords been destroyed without microfilming? 

() Yes o No 

If yes, please specify the type of re~ords which were destroyed, 
indicating the point in time that they were destroyed. 
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II. G ENE R A L 

1. Please list the three (3) most troublesome problems which you see as 
impeding clerical operations of your court or municipal courts in general. 

2. What changes, legal or otherwise, could be made to improve your court's 
clerical operations? 

3. What is the annual operating budget of your court, excluding the 
salaries of judges and personal bailiffs? 

4. What is the approximate total square footage of floor space used for the 
following: 

- Clerical activities 
and active records 

- Archival records storage 

5. What is the number of trusteeships filed in your court in 1975? 

6. What is the number of garnishments filed in your court in 1975? 

7. Approximately how many rent escrow are presently being handled by the 
clerk of your municipal court? 

8. Which of the following records is most frequently referenced for case 
information? 

o Docket 

o Case File 

o Journal 
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9. What is the procedure used for giving notice of pre-trial and trial 
dates? 

() Mailed Notl~e () Telephone Notification 

() Other (please specify) 

10. Do you have any documentation or manuals on court operations which may 
have been prepared by outside consultants or in-house personnel? 

() Yes () No 

11. What is the total number of employees in your court? 

12. Of the total number of employees, how many are part-time? 

13. What is the average number of hours worked per week by part-time 
employees? 

14. What is the total number of clerical employees? 

15. Of the total number of clerical employees, how many are part-time? 

16. Beside each of the following categories of processes, please enter 

---- --, ---

the approximate percentage of total clerical time spent on each process. 

PROCESS % OF TOTAL CLERICAL TIME 

Civil Case Processing 

Small Claims Case Processing 

Criminal Case Processing 

Traffic Case Processing 

Proceedings in Aid of Execution 

Trusteeships 

Rent Es\~rows 

Ohio Supreme Court Report Preparation 
JUry Selection 
Cash Receipt & Disbursement 

Other 
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III. M ~ C HAN I Z A T ION 

Please check the type of electronic support equipment in use in your court and indi
cate the quantity of each type of equipment, the manufacturer's name and model number, 
and check off the process (es) for which the equipment is use. 

E QUI P MEN T 

Electric Typewriters 

Automatic Typewriters 

Computers 

Mini-Computers 

Purchased Computer Services 

Au.tomatic Mail-Inserting 
Equipment 

Automatic Mail-Addressing 
Equipment 

Postage Machines 

Automatic Letter Openers 

Automated Files 

Electronic Accounting Machine 

Electronic Cash Registers 

Mechanical Cash Registers 

Copiers/Duplicators 

Telecopiers 

Automatic Time Clock 

Other 

It 
USED 

MANUFACTURER'S 
NAME & HODEL NO. 

Name 

Title 

Date 
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Eighty-eight (88) courts participated in the Municipal Court Operating rroce
dures Study by completing and return'ing the questionnair~. These courts wet'e 
the following: 

Akron 
Ashland 
Athens 
Barberton 
Bedford 
Bellefontaine 
Bellevue 
Berea 
Bowling Green 
Bryan 
Cambridge 
Canton 
Celina 
Circleville 
Cleveland Heights 
Conneaut 
Coshocton 
Cuyahoga Falls 
Dayton 
Defiance 
Delaware 
East Cleveland 
East Liverpool 
Eaton 
Elyria 
Euclid 
Fairborn 
Fairfield 
Findlay 
Fostoria 
Franklin 
Fremont 
Gallipoli3 
Garfield Heights 
Girard 
Hamilton 
Hillsboro 
Huron 
Kenton 
Kettering 
Lakewood 
Lancaster 
Lebanon 
Licking County 

Lima 
Lorain 
Lyndhurst 
Mansfield 
Marietta 
Marion 
Marysville 
Mason 
Medina 
Mentor 
Miami 
Middleto'tffi 
Mount Vernon 
Napoleon 
Newton Falls 
Norwalk 
Oberlin 
Oregon 
Painesville 
Port Clinton 
Portage County (Kar.t) 
Portage County (Ravenna) 
Portsmouth 
Rocky River 
Sandusky 
Shaker Heights 
Shelby 
Sidney 
South Euclid 
Springfield 
Struthers 
Tiffin 
Toledo 
Upper Sandusky 
Urbana 
Van Wert County 
Vandalia 
Warren 
Washington C. H. 
Wayne County (Orrville) 
Wayne County (Wooster) 
Willoughby 
Wilmington 
Xenia 

-C.I~ 
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In Illinois, which has a single-level trial court system, the Supreme Court has 
mandated the maintenance of the following four types of case records for the 
types of cases generally handled in courts of limited ~urisdictions 

Ii Basic Record ~ Permanent Record 
• Case Number Lists Q Alphabetical Indexes 

Not everyone of the above records is required for every type vi case. For civi.l 
cases, all of the above are required, however. The civil case number li:,,~tt" con
tain, for each case file: case number, consecutively; title of case; <late. of 
filing; and the referer1ce to the perm,Olnent record when made. The case number 
lists serve as a means of assigning C,.1se numbers, provi.de a reference to the micro
filmed permanent record, and supply statistical information for reporting require
ments. The Civil Index contains tLe naT.1e of all parties,./hethel plaintiffs or 
defendants and the case numb~r. 

The Bas::'c Record in a civil case is the original trial court record of a case. 
It corresponds to the civil case file in Ohio. However, besides ,.:.onte-i'rdng 
every paper filed in a case, the basic rt?(·c. _<1 (;(,ntains a. record shef2t which must 
contain the following information: 

() Case number. 
o First-named plaintiff and first-named defendant unly. 
10 Names a::".l addresses of all attorneys und parties 

appearing pro se. 
o The nature of the case (category and sub-category from 

face sheet). 
o liw name of the judge presiding at each hearing. 
o The date an event occurs, a paper is filed, or an or-· 

der is signed or pronounced: 
The action of the judge shall be reflected in 
a signed order or a minute order. A minute or
der is an orally-pronounced or<.i~r shown on. the 
record sheet in brief form sufficient to reccrd 
the action of the judge. When a signed order 
is filed~ that fact ~hal1 be noted on the rec
o1:'d sheet, briefly indicating itg nature. An 
order otherwise appealable shall not be con
sidered non-appealable because it is in minute 
f('rm. 

o Objections by any party to the regularity of the proceed
ings and the rulings thereon, unless otherwise recorded. 

o A 1.otation of the proceedings in each trial or hearing or 
d reference to a memorandum of such proceedings contained 
in the file. 

o Notation of all taxable costs: 
- Clerk's 

Sheriff I s 
- Other 

The permanent record in a civil C';ise is a microfilmed reproduction of the case 
number lists, indexes, and the contents of the basic record, except for the fol
lowing papers: 

Q Affidavit of witness for witness fee. 
@ AffidavitG attach.ed t<l or a par\: of any doct.:ment desig

nated in this list. 
o Correspondence. 

-D.l-
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o Transcript of evi,ience and report of proceedings. 
• Briefs and memoranda of law. 
a Opinion of Appellate or 'Supreme Court. 
Q Prrecipe or request to the clerk to issue citation) 

subpoena, summons, etc. 
() Subpoena. 
o Duplicate of record on appeal. 
o Covenant not to sue. 
o Attorney's notice of hearing, or deposition or 

filing of deposition. 
o Fee bill. 
a Juror's certificate. 
D Jury instructions. 
o Jury verdict and findings (except criminal), 
Q Bonds on probation. 
o Recognizance 
o Discovery and evidence depositions. 
o Record on appeal (certified). 
" Exhibits. 
o Affidavit for wage deduction order t non-wage garnish-

ment and interrogatories and &aswers. 
o Jury demand. 
o Oaths or acceptance of office. 
o Report of commissioners in partition and in probate. 

The permanent record is to be made in duplicate within a year of the termination 
of the cas~. 

The retention scheme for civil case records is as follows: 

o The case number lists and indexes are to be retained 
permanently. 

o The basic record may be destroyed five years after the 
case is terminated o 

a The permanent record is to be retained indefinitely. 

For small claims cases, the case number list, t:1e alphabetical index, and the 
basic record are the only records kept. The index, unlike in other civil cases, 
is to contain the date of disposition and the judgment. The bas:!,c record is 
to contain all papers filed. The record sheet, hOWever) is not required. The 
basic record may be destroyed without microfilming three years after th~) termlna
ticn of the case. The index, thus, becomes the permanent record and is retained 
indefinitely. The case number lists for small claims, as well as traffic and 
ordinance violation cases, may be destroyed one year after the most recent filing 
dates on the pages. 

The same three records as kept for small t!laims cases are maintained for traffic 
and ordinance violation cases. The indt'xes for these cases contain the following: 

'" Name of defendant. 
0 Case number. 
0 Date of filing. 
0 Offense chargee. 
() Plea. 
8 Finding of guilty or not guilty. 

-D.2-
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• Judgment. 
• Date of Disposition. 

The basic record for these cases is to be destroyed three years after filing, 
except for driving while intoxicated conviction cases which have a five-year 
retention period. As with small claims cases, the index becomes the permanent 
record after the basic reco=d is destroyed. 

In other criminal cases, the records kept are a case number list (containing 
the case numbers, the name of defendant, the date of filing, the offense 
charged, and reference to the perfament record), the criminal index, and the 
basic record (containing the papers filed and the record sheet described above 
under the civil case record discussion), 

The permanent record in criminal cases is a microfilmed reproduction of the basic 
record except for the exceptions noted above under the discussion of civil case 
records. 

The retention scheme established for criminal records is as follows: 

o Basic record - to be destroyed when tIle permanent record 
is made except that no basic record is to be destroyed 
while the defendant is serving sentence or on probation 
or parole. 

Q Permanent record - to be retained indefinitely. 

The administrative order also provides that whenever a basic record is removed 
from the office of the clerk, a security record consisting of photocopies of the 
record sheet and other specified portions of the case file must be made. 

-D.3-
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SANDUSKY MU1lICIPAL COURT 

HALF SHEET 



SANDUSKY MUNICIPAL COURT 
_______ CASE NUMBER: E~T5FOtA~~18SKY vs. ________ ~ _____ : JOURNAL ENTRY 

DATE COURT ACTION AND OTHER ORDERS 

BOND: 0 Set at $ 0 Surety Property o Cash o Personal 

~ _________ ~B~O~N~D~:~ ______ ~o~C~o~n~t~in~u~ed~ ____________ ~O~R~e=s~et~a~t~$~=============== ________ . 

DEFENDANT: 0 Appeared o Failed to Appear. Bond Forfeited $ ______ , 
o Warrant to Issue. Case Continued 

----------r---------------------------------------------~. 
AFFIDAVIT: 

DEFENDANTS 
RIGHTS 
EXPLAINED: 

Continued To 

Continued To 

Continued To 

PLEA: 

PRELIMINARY 
EXAMINATION: 

o Permitted J\ccused to Read 0 COP'I FUrnished 
o Waived f:.oove O"Walved Above 

o Read and Explain 
o Waived Above 

o Counsel 0 Requested 0 Waived 
o Found Indigent. Attorney Appointed 

o Pleas of Guilty. Not Guilty. No Contest 
o Jury Trial 0 Requested 0 Waived 

• __ .M. 

, __ .M. 

___ • __ .M. 

o Guilty 

[1 Requested 
o Waived 

0 For Plea o Hearing 

0 For Plea Hearing 

0 For Plea o Hearing 

0 Not Guilty 

o Fifteen Day Waived 
o Bound Over to Grand Jury 

o Other 

o Other 

o Other 

o No Contest 

o Bond Set $ 
o Bond Continued 

PRELIMINARY 
EXAMINATION: 0 Held o Bound Over to Grand Jury o Dismissed 

----

HEARING HELD: 0 Found G:Jilty o Found Not Guilty 

SUSPENDED 

o Court 0 Jury 
'-----

ORDER OR SENTENCE: TO BE PAID OR SERVED 
Fine $ ________ _ $_--- $ -------o CITY JNL ___ _ _ DAYS _ ____ DAyS ___ DAYS 

o COUNTY 

o Suspension of Imposition of Sentence. Additional Costs $ __ _ 
o Refer to Probation Dept. 0 Other Total $ 

PROBATION: 0 Granted 0 Denied File Number ------1--.. 

DIiiII 
f~·'" 

--1_ 
- . t' 

t, 

OTHER 0 $ ___ of Fine and/or Days of Jail Sentence Suspended on Condition uf 
ORC'ERS: Future Good Behavior of Defendant for ____ Days/Year . 
o Dismissed at Request of Complainant! Prosecutor:' Other--::--_--:-~-_----
o Costs to Be Paid 0 Costs Suspended 
o Case Referred to Grand Jury Direct. Closed 0 See Other Side 
o 

Attorney for D efendant: __________________ _ 
Prosecutor: _______________________ _ Judge 
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FORM NAME: STAT~~TICAL LOGS -- CIVIL, CRIMINAL, TRAFFIC 

FLOWCHART 
REFERENCE: F2 -- Civil (iLcluding S~all Claims), FJ -

Crimi~al, F4 -- Traffic. 

FORM TYPE: New form. 

FUR?OSt:: Used to maintaia all ~tatistic8 necessary for 
the Ohio Supre~e Co~~t reports. Also used to 
assign new case numbers. 

FILING: 

PLANNED 

Pages are filed in a three-ring binder 
ac~ordin~ to type (the four types of pages are 
shown in the figure). 

IMPLEM:SNTATIG~r: Project I 

GUIDELn;ES FOR DETERlnNING FINAL FORMAT: 

NUMBER OF BINDERS: Three statistical log binderc should 
be maintainej; ena binder each for civil, criminal, and 
traffi~ cases. Gmall claim~ cases should be recorded 
in the civil binder. 

NEW YEt.RoS: Eaeh new year 1 a new three- ring binder 
should be created. Cases that are still open from the 
previous yearls b!njer should be copied onto the first 
pages of the new yearls binder. 

TERMINATIO~ CODES; All pos~ible termination ~ojeG 
should be shown &t the bottom of the terminated cases 
statisti0s log sheet. An explanation should ac
company each one of these codes. 

BINDER ORGANIZATION: The binder should be organized 
with tabs for each of ~he four different types of 
pages. 

COMPUTING MONTH-END TOTALS: At the end of each month, 
a line should be drawn across the page so that totals 
can be accu~ulated down the columns. Each month 
should mark the oeginning of a new page . 

-F.l-
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THE CIVIL STATISTICS LOG CONSISTS OF 
FOUR SEPARATE TYPES OF PAGES AN 
EXAMPLE CASE NUMBER (123) HAS BEEN 
INCLUDED TO SHOW HOW A CASE FLOWS 
FROM PAGE TO PAGE AS iT IS PROCESSED 
THROUGH THE COURT. 

INDIVIDUAL JUDGE 

CAse OATto 
NO. TERMINATE~. 

123 3129/16 

TERMINATED CASES 

- - , CASE TYPE 
'EJ tFi (0) (H) 

5 

TERMINATION CODES iSEE 
5,6,7. B, 9.10, II, 12 

iNDIVIDUAL Jl'DGE NE"'J CASES 
TERMINATED BY 

INDIVIDUAL JUDGE 

CASE 
NO. 

123 

ADMIN. JUDGE 

CASE 
NO 

'2J 

CA"':'~ 

TER"'''''ATEO 

OATE 
FILEO 

3115176 

TRAN:i 
on 

REACT 
.1 _ CA!iE "!' .... PE 

~E} 1F t ,Ui 

TERMINATED CASES 

CASE: TYP't; - - ~_.-

\E::l 'F} jGf 'H) (II 

ADMIN JUOGE NEW CASES 

T;'lAN~. 

CASE OATE OR " CA$~ TVP~ lEF4M 
NO FILED REACT. tE~ ti=} i(;J lHl (i} 

(HI 

TRANSFERRED T'J 
INOIVIDUAL JUDGE 

TERMIf>;A TED BY 
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 

NOTE 1 
123 :),11 116 .; " 

,I 

11 

THE TERMINATION CODES SHOWN ARE THOSE 
ISSUED BY THE JUDiCIAL STATISTICS DEPART. 
MENT OF THE OHIO SUPREME COURT. 

CIVIL CASE STATISTICS LOG 
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The Traffic Statistics Log consists 
of four separate types of pages. An 
example case number (123) has been 
included to show how a case flows 
from page to page as it is processed 
through the court. 

INDIVIDUAL JUDGE TERMINATED CASES 

~ASE DATE --. - - - - CASE TYPE .--
NO TERMINATED fCi lOJ 

'23 4/19176 9 

TERMINATION COOE5 !NOTE 11 

5,6,7.8,9,10, II, 12, 13 

INDIVIDUAL JUDGF. NEW CASES TERMINATED BY 
INDIVIDUAL JUDGE 

TRAN~ 

CASE DATE OR CASe. 'TYPE - ~ ~ TERM 
NO. FILED REt.CT. ICI 101 

ADMIN. JUDGE TER',<INATED CASES 
~----------------r----

CASE CATt 
NO TERMINATEO 

123 4i12nS 

TERMINATION CODES 'NOTE 1) 

5,6,7,8,9,10,11 

ADMIN, JUDGE NEW CASES 

TRANS. 

- ~ CASE TY~E - -~----
Ie; to) 

CASE DATE OR ----CASE TYPES ---- HRM 
NO F'LED REACT IC) 101 

123 4'5·;6 

TRANSFERRED TO 
INDIVIDUAL JUDGE 

TERMINATED BY 
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 

NOTE 1; 
THE TERMINATION CODES SHOWN ARE 
THOSE ISSUED BY THE JUDICIAL STA
TISTICS DEPARTMENT OF THE OHIO 
SUPREME COURT. 

TRAFFIC CASE STATISTICS LOG 

-F.3-
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The Criminal Statistics Log consists 
of four separate types of pages. An 
example case number (123) has been 
included to show how a case flows 
from page to page as it is processed 
through the court. 

INDIVIDUAL JUDGE TE R".lINA TED CASES 

C.\SE 
"0 

123 

DAn: ! 
TERMINATEDI 

4/14,16 

TE~MrnA~T~ON (;ODES 'NGTE 11 
5,6,1,8,9,10,11,12.13 

~----------------------
INDIVIDuAL .UOGE 

CASB 
NO. 

OATE 
FILeD 

123 4/&.'76 

iR;Rr..S! 
REACT! 

NE;'i GASE'" 

ADMIN JliDGF TE Rlv"NA TED CASES 

CASE 
NO 

123 

ilATE I' 
TERM' .... ATF-Q'I 

4:5·76 I 
II 

II 
4 

TERMINATION CODES 'NOTE I 

5,6. 1,8,9, 10, " 

. CASE" TYPE ..... ~ ........ , .... -
181 

a 

TERMINATED BY 
INDIVIDUAL JUDGE 

TRANSFERRE!J TO 
INDIVIDUAL JUDGE 

TERMINATED BY 
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 

NEW CASES ADMIN. JUDG~E __ ~ ____ ~~~~~-;' ____ il 
,I I ~ 

CASE 
NO. 

123 

DATE 
FILED 

3130176 

TRANS 1 d M 
~ CASE TYPE .. _- lInn OR 11-' - IAI IBI 

"'0' I 'II 
II 

CRIMINAL CASE STATISTICS LOG 
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