
MINUTES 
OF 

THE OHIO ELECTIONS COMMISSION 
Meeting of February 10, 2022 

 
The Ohio Elections Commission came to order at 10:00 A.M. on Thursday, February 10, 2022, in Room 
1932 on the nineteenth floor of the Riffe Center, located at 77 South High St., Columbus, Ohio and all 
members of the Commission were present. 

 
 MEMBERS PRESENT   STAFF PRESENT 
 Otto Beatty, Chair    Philip C. Richter, Staff Attorney 
 Natasha Kaufman, Vice Chair  Christopher Hughes, Administrative Assistant 

Dennis B. Brommer 
D. Michael Crites   
Catherine A. Cunningham 
Ernest C. Knight 
Charleta B. Tavares 

 
Before Chair Beatty called the meeting to order, the newly appointed member of the Commission, 
Ernest C. Knight was introduced.  Chair Beatty presented the Oath of Office to Mr. Knight who was 
sworn in as the newest member of the Ohio Elections Commission.  After a roll call, all members of 
the Commission were present.  Mr. Crites then moved approval of the minutes of the meeting of 
January 27, 2022.  Mr. Brommer seconded the motion.  The motion passed 6 – 0. 
 
PRELIMINARY REVIEW  
 
McFarlin v. Garry, et al.  (Case No. 2021D-027).  Mr. Richter introduced the case to the 
Commission and stated that he had circulated all materials to the Commission including a 
supplemental affidavit that counsel to the complainant had provided the day before the meeting.  
Mr. Richter introduced the respective counsel for the parties, Derek Clinger for the complainant 
and Curt Hartman for the respondent.  Mr. Hartman immediately offered an objection to the 
recently filed affidavit, offering extensive argument in support of his motion.  Mr. Clinger 
responded to the statements from Mr. Hartman.  Commission members offered comment on the 
case and asked questions of Mr. Richter.  Mr. Richter clarified the manner in which the 
Commission historically acted upon receipt of such documents that are submitted to the 
Commission and indicated that it was appropriate for the Commission to consider the affidavit.  
Mr. Hartman offered a response to Mr. Richter’s comments and chastised the Commission on 
their approach to such documents and asserted Constitutional arguments in support of his 
position. 
 
Commission members commented on the status of the case, stated their opinions on how the 
Commission should proceed and heard additional comments from Mr. Clinger and Mr. Hartman.  
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission set the matter for hearing after which additional 
arguments from counsel were offered and Commission members made additional statements.  At 
the conclusion of the comment period, Mr. Crites moved to continue the Commission’s 
Preliminary Review to a date to be determined in consultation with counsel.  Mr. Knight seconded 
the motion.  After a roll call vote, the motion passed 5 – 2 (Ms. Cunningham and Ms. Kaufman 
voted no). 
 
Pfaff v. Miller (Case No. 2021D-030).  Mr. Richter introduced the case to the Commission.  He 
outlined the allegations contained in the complaint and the statements provided by the 
respondent.  Mr. Richter indicated that neither party was present before the Commission and 
stated his recommendation to find that there was a violation but for good cause not to impose a 
fine or refer the matter for further prosecution. Ms. Kaufman then moved to accept Mr. Richter’s 
recommendation to find a violation but for good cause not to impose a fine or refer the matter for 
further prosecution.  Ms. Tavares seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 



OHIO ELECTIONS COMMISSION             Minutes of February 10, 2022              Page 2 
 

GROUP CONSIDERATIONS 
 
David A. Douglas, et al. (Case No. 2021R-258).  Mr. Richter introduced the case to the Commission and 
stated that his recommendation was to dismiss the case upon request of the Board of Elections.  He 
explained the e-mail contact he a with staff at the Board and contact he had with the respondent.  Mr. 
Crites moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation to dismiss the matter upon request of the Board 
of Elections.  Ms. Cunningham seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Randolph David Greenwald, et al. (Case No. 2021R-127).  Mr. Richter introduced the case to the 
Commission and stated that his recommendation was to dismiss the case as the committee had been 
declared terminated in the prior case.  Mr. Richter directed the Commission to review the Prior Cases on 
the Individual Consideration Worksheet.  At the conclusion of the explanation, Mr. Brommer moved to 
accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation to dismiss the matter as the committee had been declared 
terminated in the prior case.  Ms. Tavares seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Committee for Shaker Schools, et al. (Case No. 2021R-202).  Mr. Richter introduced the case to the 
Commission and stated that his recommendation was to consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-
470, that the Commission had decided at the previous meeting, and to restate the imposition of the fine 
of $1500.  He explained the circumstance that he had discussed at the prior meeting and indicated that 
he would have recommended consolidation at the last meeting were he aware of this pending case.  Ms. 
Kaufman moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation to consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-
470 that the Commission had decided at the previous meeting and to restate the imposition of the fine of 
$1500.  Mr. Brommer seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 

 
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-114, 2021R-208, 
2021R-219 and 2021R-221 but for good cause not impose a fine or refer the matter for further 
prosecution.  Mr. Richter explained the basis for his recommendation.  Mr. Crites moved to accept Mr. 
Richter’s recommendation.  Ms. Cunningham seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-075, 2021R-076 
and 2021R-218 and impose a fine of $50.  Mr. Richter explained the basis for his recommendation.  
Ms. Tavares moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Knight seconded the motion.  The 
motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-173 and 2021R-
186 and impose a fine of $100.  Mr. Brommer moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. 
Crites seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-056, 2021R-066 
and 2021R-157 and impose a fine of $150.  Mr. Richter explained the basis for his recommendation.  
Mr. Crites moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Ms. Cunningham seconded the motion.  
The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
David W. Anderson, et al. (Case No. 2021R-083).  Mr. Richter introduced the case to the Commission 
and stated that his recommendation was to find a violation and impose a fine of $300.  Mr. Richter 
stated that he had a conversation with Mr. Anderson on the day before the meeting and explained his 
recommendation to the respondent.  Mr. Anderson accepted the recommendation and expressed his 
appreciation for Mr. Richter’s consideration.  Ms. Kaufman moved to find a violation and impose a fine 
of $300. Ms. Tavares seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-086, 2021R-109 
and 2021R-193 and impose a fine of $25 per day commencing on the date the reports were due and 
continuing until such time as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the 
Commission may reconsider a matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office and 
properly notarized affidavit is received by the Commission within 30 days of notification of the 
disposition. Mr. Brommer moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Crites seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
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Che’Aliya Gadison, et al. (Case Nos. 2021R-042 and 2021R-124).  Mr. Richter outlined the case and 
recommended to the Commission that they consolidate these two cases, find a violation and impose 
a fine of $25 per day commencing on the date the reports were due and continuing until such time as 
the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a matter 
if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office and a properly notarized affidavit is received by 
the Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Mr. Brommer moved to accept Mr. 
Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Crites seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0 
 
Robert Slattery, et al. (Case Nos. 2021R-046 and 2021R-156).  Mr. Richter outlined the case and 
recommended to the Commission that they consolidate these two cases, find a violation and impose 
a fine of $25 per day commencing on the date the reports were due and continuing until such time as 
the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a matter 
if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office and a properly notarized affidavit is received by 
the Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Mr. Brommer moved to accept Mr. 
Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Crites seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0 
 
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-069, 2021R-090, 
2021R-123 and 2021R-228 and impose a fine of $25 per day commencing on the date the reports 
were due and continuing until such time as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended 
that the Commission may reconsider a matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office, a 
properly notarized affidavit and a payment of $250 is received by the Commission within 30 days of 
notification of the disposition.  Ms. Tavares moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Ms. 
Kaufman seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Patricia Robinson, et al. (Case Nos. 2021R-234).  Mr. Richter outlined the case and recommended to 
the Commission that they consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-443, find a violation and impose 
a fine of $25 per day commencing on the date the reports were due and continuing until such time as 
the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a matter 
if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office, a properly notarized affidavit and a payment of 
$250 are received by the Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Mr. Brommer 
moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Crites seconded.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
William M. Grace, et al. (Case No. 2021R-073).  Mr. Richter outlined the case and recommended to 
the Commission that they find a violation and impose a fine of $25 per day commencing on the date 
the reports were due and continuing until such time as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further 
recommended that the Commission may reconsider a matter if the reports are filed with the 
appropriate filing office, properly notarized affidavit and a payment of $750 are received by the 
Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Ms. Tavares moved to accept Mr. 
Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Crites seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0.                                                                              
Restore, Respect and Responsibility, et al. (Case Nos. 2021R-213).  Mr. Richter outlined the case 
and recommended to the Commission that they consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-467, find 
a violation and impose a fine of $25 per day commencing on the date the reports were due and 
continuing until such time as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the 
Commission may reconsider a matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office, a 
properly notarized affidavit and a payment of $1000 are received by the Commission within 30 days 
of notification of the disposition.  Ms. Cunningham moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  
Mr. Crites seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0.  
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-087, 2021R-096 
and 2021R-151 and impose a fine of $9375 plus $25 per day commencing on February 10, 2022, and 
continuing until such time as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the 
Commission may reconsider a matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office and a 
properly notarized affidavit is received by the Commission within 30 days of notification of the 
disposition.  Mr. Crites moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Brommer seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
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Christopher McMonagle, et al. (Case Nos. 2021R-146).  Mr. Richter outlined the case and 
recommended to the Commission that they consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-400, find a 
violation and impose a fine of $9375 plus $25 per day commencing on February 10, 2022, and 
continuing until such time as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the 
Commission may reconsider a matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office and a 
properly notarized affidavit are received by the Commission within 30 days of notification of the 
disposition.  Mr. Brommer moved to accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Knight seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Citizens for Change, et al. (Case Nos. 2021R-111 and 2021R-181).  Mr. Richter outlined the case and 
recommended to the Commission that they consolidate these two cases, find a violation and impose 
a fine of $13,175 plus $25 per day commencing on February 10, 2022, and continuing until such time 
as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a 
matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office and a properly notarized affidavit is 
received by the Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Mr. Crites moved to 
accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Ms. Tavares seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0 
 
Mr. Richter recommended that the Commission find a violation in Case Nos. 2021R-133, 2021R-136, 
2021R-138, 2021R-143, 2021R-149, 2021R-195, 2021R-224 and 2021R-233 and impose a fine of 
$37,500 plus $100 per day commencing on February 10, 2022, and continuing until such time as the 
reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a matter if 
the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office and a properly notarized affidavit is received by 
the Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Ms. Tavares moved to accept Mr. 
Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Knight seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Heights Conservative PAC, et al. (Case No. 2021R-206).  Mr. Richter recommended to the 
Commission that they consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-458, find a violation and impose a 
fine of $37,500 plus $100 per day commencing on February 10, 2022, and continuing until such time 
as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a 
matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office, and properly notarized affidavit are 
received by the Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Ms. Tavares moved to 
accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Knight seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Residents for a Quality Community, et al. (Case No. 2021R-212).  Mr. Richter recommended to the 
Commission that they consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-456, find a violation and impose a 
fine of $37,500 plus $100 per day commencing on February 10, 2022, and continuing until such time 
as the reports are filed.  Mr. Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a 
matter if the reports are filed with the appropriate filing office, and properly notarized affidavit are 
received by the Commission within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Ms. Tavares moved to 
accept Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Mr. Knight seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Kevin R. Eff, et al. (Case No. 2021R-229).  Mr. Richter recommended to the Commission that they 
consolidate this case with Case No. 2020R-429, and impose a fine of $37,500 plus $100 per day 
commencing on February 10, 2022, and continuing until such time as the reports are filed.  Mr. 
Richter further recommended that the Commission may reconsider a matter if the reports are filed 
with the appropriate filing office, and properly notarized affidavit are received by the Commission 
within 30 days of notification of the disposition.  Ms. Tavares moved to accept Mr. Richter’s 
recommendation.  Mr. Knight seconded the motion.  The motion passed 7 – 0. 
 
Chair Beatty continued Case Nos. 2021R-232 and 2021R-259. 
 
Prior to the Commission taking the next matter up for consideration, the Commission acknowledged 
that Ms. Cunningham had previously recused herself from consideration of the next case due to a 
professional conflict.  After brief discussion, Mr. Crites moved to excuse Ms. Cunningham from the 
remainder of the Commission meeting.  Ms. Tavares seconded the motion.  The motion passed 6 – 0. 
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Mr. Richter then informed the Commission of a discussion that he had with Mr. Knight in advance of 
the meeting and was recommending that he recuse himself from participating in the deliberations in 
the next matter to be considered by the Commission. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF FRIVOLOUS FINDING SANCTION 
 
Hubay v. Bainbridge et al (Case No. 2021G-003).  Mr. Richter re-introduced the case to the 
Commission reminding them that the matter had originally been addressed on June 24, 2021, at 
which time the Commission dismissed the case and determined to consider whether the matter 
was frivolous in a subsequent review.  He then reminded the Commission that they had 
determined that the matter was frivolous in a December meeting and agreed to review all 
submissions to determine the proper sanction for the frivolous finding.  That determination will 
occur at the Commission’s review to be conducted at today’s meeting. 
 
Mr. Brommer then commented on Mr. Richter’s conversation with Mr. Knight.  He stated that it was his 
belief that Mr. Knight should participate in the deliberations on the issue of the appropriate sanction in 
this case.  Mr. Richter repeated the explanation for his recommendation for Mr. Knight to recuse himself 
from consideration of this matter.  Commission members commented on the situation after which Mr. 
Knight stated that he would recuse himself from considering the issues in this case. 
 
Degee Wilhelm, counsel for the complainant offered comment on the case, repeating that she continued 
her objection on behalf of her client that the matter was frivolous.   Throughout the remainder of the 
Commission’s consideration of this matter, Ms. Wilhelm repeated her continuing objection concerning 
the frivolous finding which the Commission continued to acknowledge.  At the conclusion of Ms. 
Wilhelm’s presentation, during which she identified her submission to the Commission and commented 
on Mr. Richter’s memorandum dated February 7, 2022, Mr. Richter indicated that both documents are 
considered a part of the Commission’s record in the case. 
 
The Commission then asked Mr. Richter to introduce and comment on each separate billing that the 
Commission had received in advance of the Commission review.  Mr. Richter then identified for the 
Commission the billing received on behalf of respondent, Deborah Johnson.  Mr. Richter explained his 
basis for recommending that the Commission deny approval of any amount contained in this statement 
as all efforts identified in the billing occurred after the Commission had already dismissed the case.  Ms. 
Wilhelm stated her agreement with Mr. Richter’s recommendation.  Commission members commented 
on this billing and at the conclusion of the discussion, Mr. Crites moved to deny the imposition of any 
sanction for frivolous finding based on the billing of Respondent Deborah Johnson.  Ms. Kaufman 
seconded the motion.  After a roll call vote, the motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. Cunningham and Mr. Knight 
recused). 
 
Next, Mr. Richter introduced and commented on the billing received on behalf of respondent, Nicole 
Walter.  Mr. Richter identified it and informed the Commission that the billing was received from Todd 
Walter, husband of Ms. Walter.  Ms. Wilhelm objected to this billing and stated the bases for her 
objections.  Mr. Richter stated his bases for recommending that the Commission approve an amount in 
reimbursement but he also stated that the amount of hours involved and the total amount included were 
excessive, in his opinion.  Commission members offered comment on the billing, expressed their 
concerns about the lack of specificity included in the billing and asked questions of Ms. Wilhelm and Mr. 
Richter, each of whom offered responses.  At the conclusion of the Commission’s comment period and 
review of the billing, Mr. Brommer moved to deny payment of any sanction for frivolous finding based on 
the billing of Respondent Nicole Walter, primarily due to the lack specific information contained in the 
billing.  Mr. Crites seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. Cunningham 
and Mr. Knight recused). 
 
Mr. Richter identified a billing received from Angela Lanctot.  Ms. Lanctot’s billing reflected that it was 
provided on her own behalf as well as that of her client, Ali Carine.  Mr. Richter informed the 
Commission that the billing included amounts for the period of time prior to the Commission’s June 24, 
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2021 review of the complaint, as well as for the time prior to the Commission’s hearing on December 2, 
2021 when it determined that the matter was frivolous.  Ms. Wilhelm acknowledged some aspects of this 
billing but objected to other portions of the billing.  Mr. Richter pointed out Ms. Wilhelm’s submission that 
generally expressed objections to any amount in a billing provided to the Commission for services 
rendered after June 24, 2021.  Mr. Richter commented that this was a subject appropriate for debate 
among the Commission members.  He pointed out that the Commission’s frivolous finding concerned 
the original complaint and that Ms. Wilhelm’s objection was reasonable.  Mr. Richter informed the 
Commission that his recommendation to approve some of Ms. Lanctot’s billing included an allowance for 
the inclusion of some time that reflected preparation for the Commission’s December meeting.  Ms. 
Wilhelm offered additional comment and Commission members stated their opinions on this subject as 
well as this specific billing.  Commission members offered comment on the time which they believed 
appropriate to allow for recovery as well as the amount billed.  At the conclusion of the comment period, 
Mr. Crites approved payment of a sanction for frivolous finding based on the billing provided by 
Respondent, Angela Lanctot, that considered what the Commission determined to be a reasonable 
accounting of time in anticipation of the Commission June 24, 2021 meeting in the amount of $1620.  
Ms. Tavares seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. Cunningham and 
Mr. Knight recused). 
 
Mr. Richter then introduced and commented on the billing received on behalf of respondent, Barbara 
Racey.  Mr. Richter identified a minor discrepancy in the amount and informed the Commission that the 
billing was received from attorney James Marlin.  Ms. Wilhelm offered comment on the nature of this 
billing and stated the bases for her objections.  Mr. Richter explained his bases for recommending that 
the Commission approve the total amount included in the billing in an amount of $1695.60.  Mr. Richter 
reviewed what was contained in the file that was submitted by Mr. Marlin on Ms. Racey’s behalf and the 
timing of those documents in consideration of when Mr. Hubay withdrew Ms. Racey’s name from the 
complaint.  Commission members engaged in a lengthy discussion concerning Mr. Marlin’s activities, 
the submissions to the Commission and the amount of hours involved prior to the withdrawal.  
Commission members offered additional comment on the billing and at the conclusion of the 
Commission’s comment period and review of the billing, Mr. Brommer moved to approve payment of a 
sanction for both hourly service and costs as included in the billing submitted on behalf of respondent, 
Barbara Racey  The reasonable amount for hourly service was determined to be $1200 and a cost 
statement, as included in the billing, in the amount of $105.85 was determined to be reasonable, making 
a reasonable total sanction of $1305.85.  Mr. Crites seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the 
motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. Cunningham and Mr. Knight recused). 
 
The billing received on behalf of respondent, Brian Bainbridge was next placed before the Commission 
for consideration.  Mr. Richter identified it and informed the Commission that the billing was received 
from Thomas Bainbridge, father of the respondent.  Ms. Wilhelm objected to this billing and stated the 
bases for her objections.  Mr. Richter described the billing for the benefit of the Commission.  
Commission members offered comment on the billing, expressed their concerns about the lack of 
specificity and remarked that the billing was dated in late December.  At the conclusion of the 
Commission’s comment period and review of the billing, Mr. Crites moved to deny payment of any 
sanction for frivolous finding based on the billing of Respondent Brian Bainbridge.  Ms. Tavares 
seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the motion failed by a vote of  3 – 2 (Chair Beatty and Vice 
Chair Kaufman voted no and Ms. Cunningham and Mr. Knight recused).  Mr. Richter explained that for a  
motion to be passed by the Commission it must be approved by a majority of the Commission, or 4 
votes.  Additional discussion was held concerning the billing.  Commission members discussed the 
information contained in the billing and members expressed their respective concerns that the billing 
contained insufficient detail for the services rendered and the time in which the services were provided.  
Mr. Crites then repeated his motion to deny the imposition of any sanction for frivolous finding based on 
the billing of Respondent Brian Bainbridge, and explained that he was doing so due to the insufficiency 
of more detailed information in the billing.  Ms. Kaufman seconded the motion.  After a roll call vote, the 
motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. Cunningham and Mr. Knight recused). 
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The billing submitted to the Commission on behalf of respondent, Heather Chiles was then introduced.  
Mr. Richter informed the Commission that the billing was received from the law firm of Isaac Wiles and 
reflected the efforts of Donald Brey, an attorney who regularly appears before the Commission.  Mr. 
Richter explained that he used this billing as an example for his recommendations, due to Mr. Brey’s 
expertise in the area and that he believed it was a reasonable example of the necessary time and effort 
to respond to the complaint.  Further, as Mr. Brey did not appear at the December meeting on behalf of 
Ms. Chiles, he stated that he believed that it was a reflection of a specific amount of time to respond to 
the allegations and appear at the June meeting when the Commission took the actual complaint under 
consideration.  Ms. Wilhelm offered comment on the nature of this billing.  Commission members 
discussed the billing and expressed their collective belief that it was a reasonable example of the 
necessary time involved in responding to the complaint.  At the conclusion of the discussion, Mr. Crites 
approved payment of a sanction for frivolous finding based on the billing provided by Respondent, 
Heather Chiles from the law firm of Isaac Wiles in the amount of $1443.15 and deemed the amount 
reasonable.  Ms. Tavares seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. 
Cunningham and Mr. Knight recused). 
 
The issue of Commission fees was then addressed.  Mr. Richter explained to the Commission the efforts 
undertaken by Mr. Hughes to identify reasonable costs that the Commission incurred in placing this 
matter before the Commission for its consideration and stated that he was comfortable with the amount 
listed of $553.35 as stated in the attached Excel worksheet.  Mr. Crites moved approval of the costs of 
the Commission as a reasonable sanction for a frivolous finding in the amount of $553.35.  Ms. Tavares 
seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. Cunningham and Mr. Knight 
recused). 
 
In summation, the Commission declared that there would be no finding of a sanction for the billings 
submitted by respondents, Deborah Johnson, Nicole Walter and Brian Bainbridge.  As to respondents 
Angela Lanctot, Barbara Racey and Heather Chiles and as to Commission fees, the Commission did 
impose a reasonable sanction for a frivolous finding in the following amounts: 
 

Statement from Lanctot Law -   $1,620.00 
Barbara Racey Submission -    $1,305.85 
Isaac Wiles billing Re: Heather Chiles -  $1443.15 
Commission Costs -     $553.35 
    Total -   $4,922.35 

 
 
Ms. Wilhelm then requested that the payment of the frivolous sanction be stayed while the complainant 
assessed whether to appeal the Commission’s decision.  Mr. Richter commented that he believed this to 
be a reasonable request as the timing of such action would not be lengthy as the appeal period for an R. 
C. §119 appeal is very short and if the appeal is taken, it would act to stay the payment of the sanction.  
Mr. Crites then moved to stay the payment of the sanctions until the complainant determines whether to 
appeal the Commission’s imposition of sanctions.  Ms. Kaufman seconded the motion.  After a roll call 
vote, the motion passed 5 – 0 (Ms. Cunningham and Mr. Knight recused). 
 
The Commission concluded it consideration of this case. 
 
Mr. Knight rejoined the meeting at the conclusion of the Commission’s consideration of this matter. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Mr. Richter announced that the next meeting of the Commission will be February 24, 2022. 
 
Mr. Knight then moved to adjourn the meeting.  Ms. Kaufman seconded the motion.  The motion 
passed 7 – 0. 

  



OHIO ELECTIONS COMMISSION             Minutes of February 10, 2022              Page 8 
 
The court reporter for today’s meeting was Sandy Kin of US Court Reporters. 
 
APPROVED: 
 
 
_____________________________  _____________________________ 
Otto Beatty III, Chair    Natasha Kaufman, Vice Chair 
 

 
_____________________________  _____________________________ 
Dennis B. Brommer     D. Michael Crites     
 
 
_____________________________  _____________________________ 
Catherine A. Cunningham    Ernest C Knight    
 
 
_____________________________ 
Charleta B. Taveras     
 
 

           Otto Beatty, III

           D. Michael Crites           Dennis Brommer

           Natasha Kaufman

           Catherine A. Cunningham            Ernest C. Knight

           Charleta B. Tavares


