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Table 1 in Appendix A shows the total numbers and categories of all reversals by year.
Please note that given the small numbers of decisions resulting in reversals, these
categories are not just related to sentencing but are comprehensive to give the reader an
overall picture of appellate review of delinquency for the last ten years. Subsequent tables
and charts drill down into more specific categories of reversals.

Figures 1 and 2 show the total reversals by year for the most common assignments

of errors: confinement credit/jail-time credit, evidence, sex offender registration/
classification, discretionary bindover and mandatory bindover. Reading the chart from
left to right by year, the lightest color is 2015, and the darkest is 2024. While the relatively
small numbers of cases make it difficult to show a statistical difference, it is clear from
these charts that reversals pertaining to confinement credit/jail-time credit,' evidence
and sex offender registration/classification are trending down. Discretionary bindover
remains static, while mandatory bindover is trending upwards.

Figure 1. Total Reversals by Year (2015-2024)
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Figure 2. Total Reversals by Year (2015-2024)
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Figure 3 shows the total numbers of reversals but through the lens of each district. Note
that First District (Hamilton) and the 8th District (Cuyahoga) are outliers for number of
reversals. Hamilton County’s 2025 population is estimated at 831,732, while Cuyahoga’s
is 1,225,089. Interestingly, although the 10th District (Franklin) is one of the lowest in
terms of reversals, Franklin County’s population is comparable to Cuyahoga County, at
1,334,729. More information and analysis are needed to determine the reasons behind
this difference.

Figure 3. Total Reversals by District, All Years (2015-2024)

80 76
70

60

53
50
40
30
20
20 16
. SA R .11
3
, n B 0 o = N
6th

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 7th  8th 9th 10th 11th 12th



Juvenile Appellate Project

Figures 4-8 show the five most common categories of reversals. Although sex offender
registration and classification reversals seem to have been an issue in the Fifth District,
one trend to note is the consistently high numbers of reversals of the First and Eighth

Districts.

Figure 4. Confinement/Jail-Time Credit Reversals by District,
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Figure 5. Evidence Reversals by District, All Years (2015-2024)
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Figure 6. Sex Offender Registration/Classification Reversals by District,
All Years (2015-2024)
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Figure 7. Discretionary Bindover Reversals by District,
All Years (2015-2024)
7
6
6
5
4
4
3
3
2
1 1 1 1
1 I 1 11
0
1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th



Juvenile Appellate Project

Figure 8. Mandatory Bindover Reversals by District,
All Years (2015-2024)
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Finally, Table 2 in Appendix B shows the percentage of each reversed appeal category by
district. Darker values of green in the table shows higher percentages of reversals.

2015 Cases

The following pages provide more details and citations for reversals in a narrative version
for each year. In 2015, 22 out of 61 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (36%).
The 22 cases were spread across the 1Ist, 2nd, 4th, 7th, 8th, 11th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error was sufficiency of evidence, with 8 of them being
overturned. Specifically, these cases involved insufficient evidence of theft,? escape,’
breaking and entering,’ falsification of concealed carry,® traffic infractions,® secure
facilities,” the admissibility of statements by victims to children and family services,® and
gross sexual imposition.’

Other assignments of error were restitution,'” Miranda Rights," jurisdiction,'* hearing
issues," discretionary bindover,"* merger,'® appointment of guardian ad litem,'® and
confinement/jail-time credit."”

2016 Cases

In 2016, 27 out of 72 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (38%). The 27 cases
were spread across the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 8th, 10th, 11th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error was sex offender registration/classification, with 8
cases being overturned. Specifically, these cases involved the implementation of the Adam
Walsh Act,'® statutory factors for classifying the juvenile as a sex offender," the age of the
juvenile,® constitutionality of R.C. 2512.83(A),* jurisdiction over the juvenile,* secure or
non-secure facilities,”® and sufficiency of evidence.**

Other assignments of error were confinement/jail time credit,” sufficiency of evidence,*
Juv. R. 40 (D) (4) (d),” escape from a secured facility,” mandatory terms® Juv. R. 29 (D),*
merger,” hearing issues,™ restitution,” and mandatory bindover.**

9
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2017 Cases

In 2017, 32 out of 81 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (40%). The 32 cases were
spread across the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 5th, 6th, 7th ,8th, and 11th Districts.

The most common assignment of error was sex offender registration/classification, with
6 cases being overturned. Specifically, these cases involved the age of the offender,*
jurisdiction,? jail-time credit,” polygraph admission,*® and accepting guilty pleas.*’

Other assignments of error were confinement/jail-time credit,’” mandatory
bindover,"sufficiency of evidence,* imposing State v. Hand,* record sealing,** nunc pro
tunc/clerical errors,” mandatory terms,* firearm specification,”” Juv. R. 29 (D),*® Juv. R.
29 (F) (1),* Juv. R. 22 (F),” jurisdiction,” and imposing a single term instead of multiple
terms.”

2018 Cases

In 2018, 21 out of 67 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (31%). The 21 cases were
spread across the 1st, 2nd, 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 8th, 11th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error was sex offender registration/classification, with 6
cases being overturned. Specifically, these cases involved secure and nonsecure facilities,”
the application of R.C. 2952.86,°* incorrectly requiring registration with the county
sheriff,” jurisdiction due to age of child,”® and the authority of the court to enforce its
prior no-contact order.””

Other assignments of error were sufficiency of evidence involving self-defense,*® juvenile
traffic offender,” Miranda Rights,* sexual act and force or restraint,” rape,’ merger,*
knowing, intelligent, and voluntary plea,® restitution,* SYO,* mandatory bindover,*” Juv.
R. 29 (D), the court’s mistaken belief that DYS could reduce a sentence,” discretionary
bindover,” and confinement/jail-time credit.”

2019 Cases

In 2019, 27 out of 65 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (42%). The 27 cases were
spread across the 1st, 2nd, 4th, 5th, 6th, 8th, 9th, 10th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error was sex offender registration and classification,
with 6 cases being overturned. Specifically, these cases involved the court not having
the authority to hold a hearing,” timing of classification,” statutory factors not included
on record,” and secure facilities.”” Other common assignments of error were bindovers
involving discretionary bindover and amenability,” reverse bindover,”” and mandatory
bindover R.C. 2152 procedures.™

Other assignments of error were abuse of discretion,” nunc pro tunc,* evidence,* Terry
stop,* confinement credit,* Juv. R. 29 (D),* record sealing,* jurisdiction of out-of-state
acts,® conceded error by the state in placing a child in an adult facility,*” and restitution.®

10
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2020 Cases

In 2020, 16 out of 56 delinquency cases were reversed/overturned (29%). The 16 cases
were spread across the 1st, 2nd, 6th, 8th, 11th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignments of error was sufficiency of evidence that involved
burglary,® SYO,” and sex offender classification.”

Other assignments of error were sex offender registration and classification,
confinement/jail-time credit,” discretionary bindover,”* mandatory bindover,” firearm
specification,”® speedy trial grounds,”” Miranda Rights,” and nunc pro tunc/clerical

99
€errors.

2021 Cases

In 2021, 17 out of 50 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (34%). The 17 cases were
spread across the Ist, 2nd, 4th, 5th, 8th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error was sex offender registration and classification,
with 4 cases being overturned. Specifically, these cases involved the timing of
classification'”’ and hearing issues.'"!

Other assignments of error were discretionary bindover,'”” mandatory bindover,'"?
evidence,'”* merger,'* nunc pro tunc/clerical errors,'” probation,'’” pleas,'”® and life
imprisonment.'”

2022 Cases

In 2022, 17 out of 44 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (39%). The 17 cases were
spread across the 1st, 2nd, 7th, 8th, 10th, 11th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error involved bindover, with 7 cases being overturned.
Specifically, these cases involved discretionary bindover and amenability,""” mandatory
bindover and jurisdiction,'" discretionary bindover and right to council,"* mandatory
bindover and right to council,'”* and reverse bindover and jurisdiction."*

Other assignments of error were evidence,'” Miranda Rights,""® inconsistent language
with R.C. 2929.02 (B),"” consecutive terms,'® the age of the offender,'” sex offender
registration and classification,'*” and SYO issues related to speedy trial grounds'* and the
adult portion of the requirements not being met.'??

2023 Cases

In 2023, 25 out of 55 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (45%). The 25 cases
were spread across the 1Ist, 3rd, 8th, 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error involved bindover, with 8 cases being overturned.
Specifically, these cases involved mandatory bindover and evidence,'® discretionary
bindover and amenability,'* mandatory bindover and reverse bindover jurisdiction,'*®
discretionary bindover and timing of dispositions.'*°

and

Other assignments of error that were overturned related to sufficiency of evidence,'?’

record sealing,'®® sex offender registration and classification,'*® Terry Stop,"*” Miranda
Rights,"”! consecutive terms,”* SYO,**and Juv. R. 29 (D)."**

11
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2024 Cases

In 2024, 19 out of 54 delinquency cases were reversed/remanded (35%). The 19 cases were
spread across the Ist, 2nd, 8th, 10th, and 12th Districts.

The most common assignment of error involved bindover, with 8 cases being overturned.
Specifically, these cases involved mandatory bindover and evidence,'”® discretionary
bindover and amenability,”*® discretionary bindover and nunc pro tunc,”” and mandatory
bindover and second evaluations.'*

Other assignments of error that were overturned related to sufficiency of evidence,"?
confinement/jail-time credit,'* restitution,'*' record sealing,'** hearing issues,'* subject
matter jurisdiction/jurisdiction,'** and the constitutionality of the weapons-under-
disability statute.'*

12



Appendix A

Table 1. Reversal Type by Year
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Appeal Type
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Appendix B
Table 2. Appeal Type by District, in Percentages

Confinement/Jail-Time Credit 188% | 00% | 63% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 00% | 56.3% | 00% | 00% | 63% | 12.5%
Discretionary Bindover 15.8% | 21.1% @ 53% | 0.0% | 00% | 53% | 10.5% | 31.6% | 00% | 53% | 53% | 0.0%
Evidence 359% | 5.1% | 0.0% | 2.6% | 26% | 26% | 51% | 30.8% @ 0.0% | 0.0% | 12.8% | 2.6%
Mandatory Bindover 16.7% | 83% | 0.0% | 42% | 00% | 42% | 00% | 458% | 42% | 83% | 42% | 42%
Sex Offender Registration/ 19.4%  2.8% | 56% | 83% | 27.8% 56% | 00% | 19.4% | 28% | 2.8% | 56% | 0.0%
Classification

This table illustrates the percentage of each reversed appeal type by district. The percentages are by the total row value.

For example, 56.3% of all “Confinement/Jail-Time Credit” reversals come from the 8th district.
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