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Chairman Mendelson and Members of the Committee on the Judiciary, thank you for this 
opportunity to provide written testimony on the District of Columbia’s Bill 19-255.  As you may 
know, Ohio was the first state declared by the Department of Justice’s SMART Office to have 
substantially implemented the Adam Walsh Act’s Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act 
(SORNA). 
 
I understand that at a recent hearing of the Committee on the Judiciary, a witness stated that 
Ohio expended a mere $400,000 to implement SORNA.  That figure, which unfortunately has 
been touted by the SMART Office, is a gross understatement of the true costs experienced by 
the State of Ohio in its efforts to comply with SORNA.  It may be impossible to provide a 
definitive total of Ohio’s implementation cost, but a better estimate—one that factors in the 
costs to local sheriffs, prosecutors, and courts—would easily be in excess of ten million dollars. 
 
The $400,000 figure represents only the costs incurred by a single entity, the Office of the Ohio 
Attorney General, and only the initial costs to that agency.  I have attached a copy of testimony 
delivered by the Ohio Attorney General’s office to the Ohio House Criminal Justice Committee, 
when that committee was considering Ohio’s SORNA-implementation legislation.  The 
testimony outlines the AG’s projected start-up and ongoing costs to implement SORNA and, as 
you will see, the office projected start-up costs at $474,145 and ongoing costs at $85,000 
annually. 
 
Had the Ohio Attorney General’s office been the only government agency affected by Ohio’s 
implementation of SORNA, the witness’ report to you of Ohio’s costs may have been close to 
accurate.  But hundreds of state- and county-level agencies have been mired in Ohio’s SORNA 
law since its implementation in 2007. 
 
Ohio has 88 counties, each of which runs its own court system, sheriff’s office, prosecutor’s 
office, and public defender office and/or appointed counsel system.  Each of those agencies, in 

Office of the Ohio Public Defender 
250 East Broad Street - Suite 1400 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 www.opd.ohio.gov 

 (614) 466-5394 
TIMOTHY YOUNG Fax (614) 644-9972 
State Public Defender  



each of Ohio’s 88 counties, played a role in implementing Ohio’s SORNA legislation.  
Additionally, at the state level, the Office of the Ohio Public Defender, the Department of 
Rehabilitation and Correction, and the Department of Youth Services were greatly involved in 
SORNA implementation.  Each of these state offices, and the law enforcement and court 
systems in each Ohio county, incurred SORNA-implementation costs that are not included in 
the Ohio Attorney General Office’s cost calculation, and which likely far exceed the costs 
incurred by the AG. 
 
Because Ohio is largely a county-run, decentralized state, it is virtually impossible to accurately 
calculate the system-wide cost of a project like the implementation of SORNA.  But we do have 
some numbers that highlight just how far off the mark the $400,000 figure is. 
 
In November 2007, the Ohio Attorney General mailed letters to thousands of registered sex 
offenders, informing them that their classification status and registration duties were changing 
under the new law.  The cost of creating and mailing those letters is included in the AG’s cost 
calculation. 
 
Once those reclassification letters were mailed, more than 7,000 petitions were filed in Ohio’s 
county common pleas and juvenile courts by registrants who wished to challenge the law’s 
retroactive application.1  Each of those 7,000 petitions was accepted by a court clerk and 
assigned to a judge’s courtroom.  The respective county prosecutor was notified of each 
petition.  In many counties, a public defender or court-appointed counsel was provided to the 
petitioner. 
 
Ohio’s courts reacted to this flood of petitions in several ways.  Some courts held dozens of 
individual hearings, other courts held just a few hearings and dispensed with several petitions 
at once, and still other courts issued blanket orders staying enforcement of the new law until 
the Ohio Supreme Court decided on the law’s constitutionality. 
 
Ohio’s law enforcement agencies were equally swamped by the new law:  the Buckeye State 
Sheriffs’ Association estimated that the new law increased sheriffs’ workloads by 60 percent.2 
 
Many petitioners who were unsuccessful challenging their reclassification in trial courts 
appealed their cases.  Ohio’s courts of appeals have decided in excess of 150 cases.  A county 
prosecutor represented the state on each of those cases, and public defenders and court-
appointed counsel represented the vast majority of the petitioners.  Appellate court judges, 
clerks, and other staff—all state and county employees—handled each of these cases. 
 
In November 2009, the Ohio Supreme Court heard four cases challenging the constitutionality 
of the retroactive application of Ohio’s SORNA law.  The Court decided two of these cases in 
June 2010, finding that the retroactive application of Ohio’s SORNA law violated separation of 

                                                 
1
 See http://www.opd.ohio.gov/AWA_Attorney_Forms/AWA__Attorney_Forms.htm  

2
 Cleveland Plain Dealer, “Ohio's tougher sex offender law being met with lawsuits, confusion,” Jan. 21, 2008. 
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powers.  Since then, the Ohio Supreme Court has heard several additional cases challenging the 
constitutionality of various aspects of Ohio’s SORNA law, and dozens more cases have been 
accepted by the Court and held for decisions in these cases. 
 
Since the June 2010 decision was issued, Ohio has had to undo much of the reclassification that 
took place in November 2007.  This has involved untold hours of work at the Ohio Attorney 
General’s office, county courts, county sheriff offices, county prosecutor offices, and the state 
and county public defender offices.  And the state now has the ongoing costs of maintaining 
essentially two registry systems:  one registry for those convicted before Ohio’s SORNA law, and 
another for those convicted after Ohio’s SORNA law went into effect.  The duration of 
registration, frequency of verification, and amount of information required varies between the 
two registries. 
 
Additional litigation has ensued since the June 2010 Supreme Court decision, largely focused on 
those affected by Ohio’s SORNA retroactively, who were prosecuted for failing to register under 
the SORNA law.  Because these people failed to register under a law later found to be 
unconstitutional, the Ohio Supreme Court ruled in April that their convictions must be 
overturned.  This has added additional court expenses and significant incarceration costs to the 
monetary tally. 
 
The $400,000 figure may encompass the costs the State of Ohio incurred during the first five 
months of SORNA enactment, but now, nearly four years later, Ohio’s registration system is still 
in flux and dozens of lawsuits are still outstanding.  The costs incurred by Ohio’s courts, law 
enforcement agencies, and incarcerating entities since that first five months of implementation 
have undoubtedly reached several millions of dollars.  While the exact cost may never be 
known, I can assure you that the $400,000 cost to the Ohio Attorney General’s office represents 
only an exceedingly small fraction of the total cost borne by the State of Ohio. 
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