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II. Introduction 

This report aims to synthesize the historic costs of the death penalty detailed in literature evaluating 

Kansas and other jurisdictions, as well as to provide new analysis on the costs of the death penalty for 

recent years in Wyandotte County, Kansas specifically.  

The key takeaway from the literature, based on every state examined thus far, is that the death penalty 

is more costly than alternative forms of criminal punishment, across multiple stages of a case.1 This finding 

has also been historically true in the State of Kansas, as shown in the 2003 report by the Legislative 

Division of Post Audit covering cases from 1994 to 2003 (attached as Appendix B), the 2014 Judicial 

Council report covering cases filed from 1994 to 2011 (attached as Appendix C), and the Baumgartner 

and Cook 2023 report updating the years between 2014 and 2018 (attached as Appendix D). My additional 

findings from the report below are consistent with the findings detailed in the overall literature and 

previous reports for the State of Kansas, and likewise demonstrate consistent trends in Wyandotte County. 

Namely, in Wyandotte County, initial trial costs alone are approximately $226,000 more per case when 

the death penalty is sought than when it is not sought.  Those additional costs include $146,531 in 

additional defense costs per case, an estimated $74,040 in additional prosecution costs per case, and 

$5,167 in additional district court costs per case. As summarized below and as discussed throughout the 

 
1 For example, see California Commission on the Fair Administration of Justice 2008 (California), Minsker 2009 (California), 

Alarcon and Mitchell 2011 (California), Marceau and Whitson 2013 (Colorado), Gould and Greenman 2010 (Federal), Palm 

Beach Post Capital Bureau 2000 (Florida), Office of Performance Evaluations 2014 (Idaho), Indiana Legislative Services 

Agency 2015 (Indiana), Legislative Division of Post Audit 2003 (Kansas), Judicial Council 2014 (Kansas), Baumgartner and 

Cook 2023, Cohen et al 2019 (Louisiana), Roman et al. 2008 (Maryland), Dieter 2009 (National Survey), Goss, Strain and 

Blalock 2016 (Nebraska), Niethe 2012 (Nevada), Forsberg 2005 (New Jersey), Cook and Slawson 1993 (North Carolina) Cook 

2009 (North Carolina), Collins et al. 2017 (Oklahoma) Dieter 2010 (Pennsylvania), Morgan 2004 (Tennessee), Washington 

State Bar Association 2006 (Washington), Collings et al. 2015 (Washington).  
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report, these costs are only a subset of costs incurred when the death penalty is sought, and present a lower 

bound for several reasons.2  

Throughout this report, I will give a summary of the current death penalty laws in Kansas, the statistics 

on usage of the death penalty in Kansas and Wyandotte County specifically, and a breakdown of costs 

associated with the death penalty, along with the definitions, data, and methodology used to perform that 

analysis. I will also summarize the three reports on the costs of the death penalty for the State of Kansas 

that preceded this report, referenced above, and refer to them throughout this report in an effort to make 

the relevant information self-contained in this report, and to succinctly draw comparisons between my 

analysis and the prior reports.  

While this report will summarize costs of the death penalty with a specific emphasis on cases generated 

in Wyandotte County, the overall costs of the death penalty are even more dramatic when considering that 

(i) local and state governments carry their own costs in maintaining this method of punishment, and (ii) 

there has been similarly extensive costs borne by cases in other counties across Kansas in which the death 

penalty is sought and imposed, as will be described throughout the report. For instance, historically, local 

governments have borne the majority of investigation costs (85%) and prosecution costs (75%), while the 

state government has been responsible for all capital defense and 97% of appeal related costs.3 Although 

the report will focus on costs based on the caseload in Wyandotte County, residents in Wyandotte County 

are impacted by the burgeoning costs of the death penalty statewide. For instance, the costs the State has 

 
2 Dollar figures are in 2014 dollars for consistency with past cost reports and in reporting dollars over the 30-year period. These 

costs are much higher (32%) in 2024 dollars when considering inflation and applying the annual Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

adjustments published by the Minneapolis Federal Reserve Bank. Costs are limited to defense, prosecution, and district court 

costs for the initial trial only. Costs incurred before the trial (e.g., investigation costs) and post-conviction (e.g., appeals) are 

not included.  
3 See Table I-2 on page 12 of the 2003 Legislative Post Audit Report (attached as Appendix B).  
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incurred for capital cases seeking the death penalty in other counties are in part paid by residents of 

Wyandotte County through state-imposed taxes. 

III. Background and summary of the literature 

The death penalty was reinstated in Kansas in 1994 for intentional and premediated killing in 7 

possible circumstances by an adult with one or more aggravating circumstances.4 Prosecutors have 

discretion in charging capital cases and in seeking the death penalty, but must file a death notice indicating 

their intention to seek the death penalty within 7 days after arraignment.5 Capital cases resulting in a guilty 

conviction where the prosecutor is seeking the death penalty undergo a separate sentencing phase by which 

the jury must unanimously agree that one or more aggravating circumstances are present and not 

outweighed by mitigating circumstances beyond a reasonable doubt to administer a death sentence; 

otherwise, the defendant is sentenced to life without parole.6 The court can modify the sentence to life 

without parole if it determines that a death sentence is not supported by the evidence at the sentencing 

phase.7 A death sentence is automatically subject to a review by, and appeal to, the Kansas Supreme Court, 

and entitled to an appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court, per federal and state law.8 

Since 1994, there have been over 3,700 homicides in Kansas, with 129 cases capitally charged, 75 

cases in which a death notice was filed, and 15 cases in which defendants were sentenced to death as of 

February 25, 2022.9 Among the 15 people sentenced to death in the State of Kansas, 4 people have had 

 
4 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617. 
5 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617. 
6 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617. 
7 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617. 
8 Kan. Stat. Ann. §21-6619. 
9 See Appendix E.  The Baumgartner Report, Homicides, Capital Prosecutions, and Death Sentences in Kansas 1994 to 2021, 

use homicides recorded by the CDC from 1994-2004 and the FBI from 2005-2019 in Table 2 of that report. Table 3 of that 

report shows data on capital prosecutions since the death penalty was reinstated through February 25, 2022.  
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their sentences changed to life without parole, two people have died from natural causes while in prison, 

and zero people have been executed to date.  

While Sedgwick County has had the highest number of homicides from 1994 to 2019, Wyandotte 

County has had the highest number of capital charges filed as of February 25, 2022. Specifically, Sedgwick 

County has had 664 homicides and 25 capital charges filed, while Wyandotte County has had 364 

homicides and 27 capital charges filed.10 The historic literature indicates that both counties have each 

issued 18 death notices since 1994, with Sedgwick accounting for 6 death sentences since 1994 and 

Wyandotte accounting for 0 death sentences since 1994.11  

Despite the rare use of the death penalty in Kansas (< 1% of homicide cases), there have been 

significant additional costs statewide since its reinstatement in 1994; this is true in Wyandotte County as 

well, despite not imposing a death sentence to date.  Additional costs occur at every stage of a case when 

a death sentence is sought or imposed, in part because of the multiple procedural safeguards available to 

criminal defendants to account for the United States Supreme Court’s 1976 ruling that “death is 

different.”12 The Baumgartner and Cook 2023 report (attached as Appendix D, pages 18-22) summarizes 

some of the key ways capital case proceedings generate additional costs arising from representation, 

motion practice, jury selection, trial, sentencing, direct appeals to the Kansas Supreme Court, post-

conviction proceedings, and retrial and sentencing. The below flow chart also describes the layered level 

of review for death penalty cases:  

 
10 See Appendix Table A-1 in the Baumgartner 2023 report (attached as Appendix E). 
11 See Appendix Table A-1 in the Baumgartner 2023 report (attached as Appendix E).  As detailed below, see infra Section IV, 

more recent analysis indicates that there have been 19 cases capitally charged and death noticed in Wyandotte County, Kansas 

since 1994. 
12 See Gregg v. Georgia, 428 U.S. 153, 187 (1976) (“When a defendant's life is at stake, the Court has been particularly sensitive 

to insure that every safeguard is observed.”); Woodson v. North Carolina, 428 U.S. 280, 305 (1976) (“[T]he penalty of death is 

qualitatively different from a sentence of imprisonment, however long. . . . Because of that qualitative difference, there is a 

corresponding difference in the need for reliability in the determination that death is the appropriate punishment in a specific 

case.”). 
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Source: Page 6 of the 2003 Legislative Post Audit Report (attached as Appendix B). 

 

Nationwide literature 

The Baumgartner and Cook 2023 report (attached as Appendix D), which is summarized further below, 

surveys nationwide literature on the costs of the death penalty.  In particular, it highlights the costs of the 

death penalty based on 25 different studies of the death penalty, across 18 states and spanning the years 

of 1973 to 2016. Across all states and studies, the death penalty is calculated to cost more in all three of 
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the scenarios considered: death penalty versus non-death penalty trials, death penalty versus life without 

parole sentences, and the comprehensive scenario where death penalty is the maximum sentences 

compared to life without parole. This is true for the overall costs (Baumgartner and Cook 2023 report, 

Table 1), the various costs during the trial phase (Baumgartner and Cook 2023 report, Table 2), and the 

post-conviction phase (Baumgartner and Cook 2023 report, Table 3). The largest cost difference is 

between the scenario where the maximum sentence is the death penalty versus life without parole due to 

the additional costs at both the trial stage and post-sentencing. That is, costs accrue by having the death 

penalty option even if the death penalty is never imposed as a sentence or leads to an execution.  

2003 Legislative Post Audit Report 

The Legislative Post Audit report, “Costs Incurred for Death Penalty Cases: A K-Goal Audit of the 

Department of Corrections” (attached as Appendix B), covered a total of 22 cases that went to trial in the 

State of Kansas from 1994 to 2003. Of the 22 cases considered, there were 7 death penalty cases in which 

a death sentence was given, 7 death penalty cases in which a lesser sentence was given, and 8 first-degree 

murder cases in which the death penalty was not sought.  

This report received case-level cost information across the lifecycle of a capital case: investigation, 

trial, appeals, and incarceration/execution. The report covered both realized and projected costs, but 

because the realized cost data since 2003 was limited beyond the initial investigation and trial costs, it is 

difficult to offer complete updates for these specific cases. Nonetheless, the estimates serve as a credible 

estimate to be used in assessing current cases and are summarized below.  

Median investigation costs for the death penalty sentence cases were estimated to be 2.2 times larger 

than the median investigation costs for the cases where the death penalty was sought and not imposed, 

and 3 times larger than the first-degree murder cases where the death penalty was not sought. Median trial 



8 

 

costs for the death penalty sentence cases were 2.7 times more costly than cases where death penalty was 

sought and not imposed, and 15.9 times more costly than cases where it was not sought. Median trial costs 

can be separated by defense, prosecution, and district court costs.  

The typical case where the death penalty was imposed was estimated to have $401,000 in appeal-

related costs, which was over 20 times the costs of cases where the death penalty was not imposed, 

regardless of whether it was initially sought or not.13 This difference is likely due to the right for anyone 

receiving a death sentence to directly appeal to the Kansas Supreme Court to review both the trial and 

sentence.   

The projected costs of carrying out the sentence were estimated to be less when the death penalty is 

imposed. However, these estimates relied on the assumption that pre-execution incarceration would last 

11 years, which has proven to be inaccurate, and projected the cost of execution itself. For example, the 

2003 report projected that Gary Kleypas, who was initially sentenced to death in 1998, would be re-

sentenced to death in 2004 and executed in 2015. However, Mr. Kleypas was resentenced to death in 2008 

and has yet to be executed as of August 2024. Moreover, three of the seven individuals sentenced to death 

as of the 2003 report were resentenced to life in prison. Thus, the projected cost savings from incarceration 

are likely not borne out in reality due to the lengthy prison term and additional costs of administrative 

segregation while incarcerated prior to execution or resentencing. The report projected the costs for 

carrying out an execution, including transportation costs, additional perimeter security, and personnel 

costs. Unfortunately, the specifics are not included in the report appendices. As a separate reference, the 

estimated cost for training and execution of four recently executed people in Missouri averaged over 

$25,000 per person based on invoices paid by the Missouri Department of Corrections for a subset of costs 

 
13 The typical cost for cases where the death penalty was sought and not imposed are estimated to be $18,000 and the costs 

when the death penalty was not sought are estimated to be $19,000. 
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(attached as Appendix F).14 In Tennessee, the cost for the lethal drugs alone was $182,436 from October 

2017 through December 2020, with only two executions by lethal injection during this time period 

(attached as Appendix G).15  

2014 Judicial Council Report  

The Judicial Council Report (attached as Appendix C) was commissioned by the Death Penalty 

Advisory Committed to update prior reports in 2004 and 2009 at the request of Representative Steven 

Becker. The 2014 report covers and updates the cases in the prior two Judicial Council reports. In total, 

this report includes the 21cases used in the 2003 report and 34 capital eligible murder cases filed between 

2004 and 2011, of which 16 went to trial and 18 entered a guilty plea.16 

For the cases from 2004 to 2011, the average Kansas State Board of Indigents’ Defense Services 

(BIDS) defense costs for trial cases in which the death penalty was sought were 4 times more than such 

costs in the trial cases in which the death penalty was not sought ($395,762/case vs. $98,963/case).17 

Similarly, on average, defense costs for plea deal cases in which the death penalty was sought were 2 times 

more than such costs in plea deal cases in which the death penalty was not sought ($130,595/case vs. 

$64,711/case). The average district court costs were twice as much in plea deal cases in which the death 

penalty was sought, as compared to plea deal cases in which the death penalty was not sought 

($16,263/case vs. $7,384/case), and were three times as much for trial cases in which the death penalty 

 
14 The individuals executed in Missouri are Walter Barton (5/19/2020), Russell Bucklew (10/1/2019), Marcellus Williams 

(9/24/2024) and Mark Christian (1/30/2017). It is unclear what costs were paid in these invoices, but they relate only to 

confidential execution team member receipts. The costs represent a subset of overall costs paid per execution in Missouri.  
15 Over this time period, a total of 7 people were executed, including Billy Ray Irick (8/9/2018), Edmund Zagorski (11/1/2018), 

David Miller (12/6/2018), Donnie Johnson (5/16/2019), Stephen West (8/15/2019), Lee Hall (12/5/2019), Nicholas Sutton 

(2/20/2020). Only Billy Ray Irick and Donnie Johnson died by lethal injection. Following Billy Ray Irick’s execution, the lethal 

injection process in Tennessee was challenged in Tennessee’s Supreme Court. 
16 The 2014 report considered 21 or the original 22 cases in the 2003 report. The case that is not included has a minor 
defendant, Sakone Donesay, at the time of the trial and was not seeking the death penalty. 
17 For information on the individual cases contributing to these averages, see Appendix A: Bids Defense Costs in Cases Filed 

from FY 2004 to FY 2011 from the 2014 Judicial Council report.  
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was sought compared to trial cases in which the death penalty was not sought ($72,530/case vs. 

$21,554/case).18  

The report also documented additional costs since January 1, 2004 for the 21 cases included in the 

2003 report. The cases that had sought the death penalty incurred, on average, an additional $137,658 in 

BIDS defense costs and an additional $2,885 in district court costs.19  

Beyond these monetary differences, another way to empirically document differences in costs is 

to consider the number of days expended in the district court. Across all 55 cases reviewed, there were 37 

trial cases and 18 plea cases. The district court spent an average of 40.13 court days on trial cases where 

the death penalty was sought compared to an average of 16.79 court days where it was not. For plea cases, 

the average was 13.5 court days when the death penalty was sought and 8.83 court days when it was not.  

The report did not have information on direct costs incurred by the Kansas Supreme Court. 

However, justices did provide estimated time costs for a death penalty appeal relative to a non-death 

penalty case. Specifically, justices estimated that they each spent 5 times more hours on death penalty 

appeals, and 20 times more hours if they authored an opinion. There are likely additional costs not 

accounted for in terms of the court’s research staff as well. 

2023 Baumgartner and Cook report 

The Baumgartner and Cook report (attached as Appendix D) was conducted at the request of the 

defense team for Kyle Young,20 and followed the same methodology as the Judicial Council report. Their 

report did not have access to case-level costs. Instead, they obtained information on annual costs and were 

 
18 For information on the individual cases contributing to these averages, see Appendix B: District Court Costs in Cases Filed 

from FY 2004 to FY 2011 from the 2014 Judicial Council Report. 
19 For information on the individual cases contributing to these averages, see Appendix C: Additional Bids Defense Costs since 

January 1, 2004 in Pre-2003 Cases Previously Reviewed by Post Audit from the 2014 Judicial Council report. 
20 See State of Kansas v. Kyle D. Young, Case No. 2020-CR-879 (18th Jud. Dist. Ct., Sedgwick Cnty., KS). 
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able to attribute costs based on budget categories and relative cost estimates from the 2003 and 2014 

reports. They study the period between 2014 and 2018, in which there were 2 newly filed and several 

ongoing cases.   

The Baumgartner and Cook report estimates roughly $2.1 million per year in extra costs to state 

and local agencies. These costs are largely due to the additional defense costs of capital cases and 

subsequent representation of the defendants amounting to $8,980,100 in additional costs. The authors did 

not have access to information directly on prosecution costs, but estimated them to be roughly 1/5 of the 

defense costs based on the 2003 Legislative Post Audit report. Beyond that estimate, they also estimated 

an additional $1,162,500 in additional prosecution costs. Finally, there was an estimated $425,000 in 

district court costs based on the relative differences from the 2014 Judicial Council report. 

In total, the report estimates an additional $10,567,600 in costs for death penalty cases over the 

four-year period (~$2.1 million/year). The overall estimate does not include additional costs from the 

investigation phase, holding death-sentenced inmates in administrative segregation, or the Kansas 

Supreme Court processing death penalty appeals.  

IV. New analysis  

Throughout the report, “costs” refer to state and local costs, not personal, private, or federal costs. For 

example, some defendants may hire a private defense attorney, which would not contribute to the costs 

considered in this report, but which add an additional layer of expense for the death penalty overall. 

Additionally, some of the cases have been appealed to or heard by the U.S. Supreme Court, which incur 

costs at the federal level and are not included in this report. When considering costs, only costs that have 

accrued will be considered, which is consistent with the 2014 Judicial Council report and the 2023 

Baumgartner and Cook report, and in contrast to the 2003 report, which incorporated realized and 
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projected costs. For example, only costs from appeals that have occurred are counted, and not the 

possibility or expected costs from future appeals. It also does not account the costs of incarceration and 

expected number of years or the costs of execution. This methodology is more informative, accurate, and 

straightforward, as it avoids certain shortcomings that arise with projecting costs in complex cases. For 

instance, the 2003 report included projection for a single case, Gary Kleypas, that has proven to be an 

underestimate in the 20 years since then. Specifically, it was projected that Mr. Kleypas would be re-

sentenced to death in 2004 and executed in 2015; however, as of 2024, Kleypas has not been executed. 

Additionally, three out of the seven death-sentenced individuals, as of 2003, have had their sentences 

changed to a life sentence following an appeal in the last 20 years.21 All cases receiving a death sentence, 

have filed between one and five appeals with the state supreme court to date, again making it difficult to 

project future costs.22 Thus, this report will only account for realized costs.  

As described in Appendix J, in support of this report, cost data was requested from the Kansas State 

Board of Indigents’ Defense Services (BIDS), the Kansas Attorney General’s Office, the Wyandotte 

County District Attorney’s office, Office of Judicial Administration, Kansas Bureau of Investigation, 

Kansas City, Kansas Police Department, Wyandotte County Sheriff’s Office, Edwardsville Police 

Department, Bonner Springs Police Department, Lake Quivira Police Department police departments, and 

the Unified Government of Wyandotte County and Kansas City, Kansas. Cost information was requested 

at the finest level of detail available, (e.g., at the case level) for the years from 2014 to present. The intent 

was to obtain detailed case-level information to update the 2014 report, which is the most recent report 

with case-level cost data. Subject to the data available at these entities, the nature of these information 

requests was revised and adapted in order to develop the most comprehensive publicly available 

 
21 Michael March (sentenced in 1998), Gavin Scott (sentenced in 1998) and Stanley Elms (sentenced 2000) were initially 

sentenced to death and exited death row in 2009, 2010, and 2004, respectively.  
22 Frazier Glenn Cross was sentenced on 11/10/2015 and died while in prison on 5/15/2021.  
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information on the costs associated with capital and capital eligible cases in Wyandotte County from 2014 

to the present.  

Data on caseload and outcomes in Wyandotte County since 1994, along with costs paid for 

materials, witnesses, and experts in Wyandotte murder and homicide cases since 2014, was provided by 

BIDS. BIDS also provided detailed annual budgets and narratives, including the overall state capital 

defense budget. The District Attorney’s Office and Kansas City, KS Police Department provided overall 

payroll information from 2014-2023 for prosecuting attorneys and detectives. The other agencies were not 

able to provide meaningful cost information.  

These data come with two main limitations. First, much of the reported data is aggregated at the 

state level, making specific county-level analysis infeasible. For example, BIDS annual budgets are 

allocated to provide defense for capital cases across all counties within the State of Kansas. Second, the 

data is often aggregated across all cases handled by an agency, masking any differences between costs for 

capital versus non-capital cases. For example, the total payroll for the Wyandotte County District 

Attorney’s Office and Kansas City, Kansas police department was provided from 2014-2023. However, 

as noted in the provided documents, “…the information is not indicative of the amount of time spent on 

any particular case, case type or homicide cases in general or even hours worked during this time period.” 

Nonetheless, the information and cost differences documented in past reports can be applied to the 

caseload and case outcomes in Wyandotte County to calculate estimated additional costs accrued from 

capital cases seeking the death penalty.    

Since the death penalty was reinstated in 1994, there has been a total of 19 cases that have been 

capitally charged and death noticed in Wyandotte County, Kansas, with an additional 34 cases that could 
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have been capitally charged and death noticed.23 In the last 10 years, there has been a total of two capitally 

charged and death noticed cases and 20 capital eligible cases where the death penalty was not sought. 

There has not been a capital case where the death penalty was sought and sentenced in Wyandotte County 

to date. The cases that sought the death penalty all ended in a non-death penalty sentence. Despite the 

decision to not seek the death penalty in all capital eligible cases and the disposition not ending in a death 

sentence, Wyandotte County still accrued additional costs due to the death penalty. Specifically, 

Wyandotte County experienced significant additional costs from seeking the death penalty during the trial 

phase. 

For the analysis, I will rely heavily on the 2003 Legislative Post Audit and 2014 Judicial Council 

report since these reports contain case-specific cost information. These reports often separately report 

cases that sought the death penalty and received a death sentence and those that sought the death penalty 

and did not receive a death sentence. Cases that ultimately impose a death sentence on average cost more 

during the trial phase than those that sought the death penalty and did not receive a death sentence, 

signaling that the cases that ultimately lead to a death sentence must have been more complex to generate 

the additional costs. However, it is unclear that these cases should be treated separately because the defense 

or prosecution may or may not alter their behavior during the trial phase. It is only after conviction that 

the jury must unanimously decide whether or not the aggravating, net of the mitigating, factors meet the 

requirement to impose a death sentence. I will present both calculations throughout the report separately 

in an effort to provide a lower bound for the additional costs. It is logical to separate the cases for post-

conviction costs because the appeal process is fundamentally different depending on whether a death 

sentence was imposed or not.  

 
23 For case specific information, see Appendix K, provided by MCNL.  The cases provided by BIDS are coded as either seeking 

the death penalty or not based on whether a death notice is filed. 
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 Finally, I will report the nominal dollars found in the original reports for consistency and ease of 

reference. However, I will also adjust the dollar amounts to 2014 dollars using the Consumer Price Index 

(CPI) for consistency with previous reports and make accurate conclusions in light of rising inflation over 

the 30-year period since the death penalty was initially reinstated.24 Most costs information is collected 

over two time periods: 1994-2003 and 2004-2014. I consider cost estimates from the 2003 report to be in 

2003 dollars and the cost estimates from 2014 to be in 2014 dollars, which will underestimate cost 

differences in dollar terms.  

The following sections provide analysis that is consistent with the analyses from the 2003 

Legislative Post Audit report and the 2014 Judicial Council report for the State of Kansas and Wyandotte 

County separately. Specifically, I aggregate the case-level information contained in each of the reports to 

present the additional costs incurred from cases statewide and those from Wyandotte County. I also include 

updated information on cases filed since the 2014 report. The intent of these exercises is two-fold: 1) show 

statewide patterns extend to Wyandotte County, and 2) show past patterns extend to more recent cases in 

Wyandotte County. I conclude with an estimate of the additional cost per case in Wyandotte County and 

an estimate under an alternative scenario where a death sentence was actually imposed.  

Additional investigation costs and trial costs 

 The 2003 Legislative Post Audit contains case-level information on estimated investigation and 

trial costs for cases seeking the death penalty with a death sentence imposed, cases seeking the death 

penalty with a lesser sentence imposed, and murder cases that did not seek the death penalty.25 Reported 

costs included investigation, defense, prosecution, and district court costs. The cases are aggregated to 

 
24 For example, $1 in 1994 is equivalent to $2.12 in 2024 in terms of purchasing power based on the Consumer Price Index.  
25 See Appendix D in the 2003 Legislative Post Audit Report (page 38).  
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Table 1 to show the total cost and average cost per case for cases overall in Kansas and in Wyandotte 

County.  

Table 1: Investigation and Initial Trial Costs for Cases (Statewide and Wyandotte, 1994-2003) 

Case Type Total cost 

for Kansas 

Average Cost 

for Kansas 

Total cost for 

Wyandotte Co 

Average cost for 

Wyandotte Co 

Cases seeking the 

death penalty with a 

death sentence 

imposed 

$5,204,761 

(N=7) 

$743,537 

(N=7) 

 

(N=0) 

 

(N=0) 

Cases seeking the 

death penalty with a 

lesser sentence 

imposed 

$2,034,350 

(N=7) 

$290,621 

(N=7) 

$530,547 

(N=3) 

$176,849 

(N=3) 

Cases not seeking the 

death penalty 

$878,188 

(N=8) 

$109,774 

(N=8) 

$95,658 

(N=2) 

$47,829 

(N=2) 

Notes: Calculations are based on individual cases reported in Appendix D of the 2003 Legislative Post 

Audit Report (page 38). 

 

Overall, cases in Kansas in which the death penalty is sought but not imposed cost 2.6 times more 

(~$180,848 per case) than cases that do not seek the death penalty on average. By comparison, cases in 

Wyandotte County in which the death penalty is sought are 3.7 times more expensive, with an average 

additional cost of $129,000 per case ($165,947 per case in 2014 dollars). The average difference across 

cases is remarkably similar for cases handled in Wyandotte County relative to all cases handled in Kansas, 

despite level differences in the costs. In other words, even though costs of seeking the death penalty are 

comparatively lower in Wyandotte County per case than the rest of the state, the additional costs generated 

from seeking the death penalty are quite similar. The raw additional cost is high in Kansas overall, but the 

relative additional cost is actually higher in Wyandotte County.  Stated differently, the relative cost of 

litigating the death penalty rather than not litigating the death penalty is more significant in Wyandotte 

County than it is statewide. 
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 The length of cases is another factor that empirically documents the costs of the death penalty. 

While days do not have an inherent cost structure, they are indicative of additional costs borne by the 

investigation, defense, prosecution, and district courts. In Table 2, I aggregate the case-level information 

on days from case filing through sentencing from the 2014 Judicial report, which covers cases from 1994 

through 2011. Cases in Kansas in which the death sentence was sought but a lesser sentence was imposed 

were twice as long (~12 days longer) than those cases in which the death penalty was not sought. Similarly, 

in Wyandotte County, the difference in case length was nearly double (1.9 times or 9 days longer), 

demonstrating once again the comparatively concentrated costs of seeking the death penalty in Wyandotte 

County specifically. Notably, this is likely an underestimate since some of the cases that initially sought 

the death penalty withdrew prior to trial (4 out of the 21 cases in Kansas and 2 out of the 6 cases in 

Wyandotte County).  

Table 2: Days in Court from Case Filing to Sentencing 

(Statewide and Wyandotte County, 1994-2011) 
 

Case Type Total days 

for Kansas 

Average days 

for Kansas 

Total days for 

Wyandotte Co. 

Average days for 

Wyandotte Co. 

Cases seeking the 

death penalty with a 

death sentence 

imposed 

580 

(N=12) 

48.33 

(N=12) 

 

(N=0) 

 

(N=0) 

Cases seeking the 

death penalty with a 

lesser sentence 

imposed 

506 

(N=21) 

24.1 

(N=21) 

116 

(N=6) 

19.3 

(N=6) 

Cases not seeking the 

death penalty 

260 

(N=22) 

11.82 

(N=22) 

30 

(N=3) 

10 

(N=3) 

 

Notes: Calculations based on individual cases reported in Appendix D of the 2014 Judicial Council Report. 

The sample includes cases in the 2003 Legislative Post Audit report and the cases filed between 2004 and 

2011 included in the 2014 Judicial Council Report. Cases include those that went to trial or had a plea 

agreement. Cases that sought the death penalty and withdrew before trial are still considered seeking the 

death penalty with a lesser sentence imposed.  
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I extend this analysis in Table 3 to cases that were filed after 2014. Since 2014, there have been 

two capital eligible cases seeking the death penalty in Wyandotte County. While the cases are not yet 

resolved, the duration from offense date until September 1, 2024, is already an average of 2,031 days. The 

average number of days for capital eligible cases that did not seek the death penalty was 1,033 days. Again, 

for non-resolved cases (2 of the 20 cases), I use the number of days from the date of offense until 

September 1, 2024. In the last ten years, capital eligible cases that sought the death penalty were nearly 

double the length of capital eligible cases that did not seek the death penalty.  

Table 3: Length of Case in Days from Offense Date through Sentence Date 

(Wyandotte County, 2014-Present) 
 

Case Type Total days 

2014-present 

Average days 

2014-present 

Capital-eligible cases 

seeking the death 

penalty 

4,062 

(N=2) 

2,031 

(N=2) 

Capital-eligible cases 

not seeking the death 

penalty 

20,668 

(N=20) 

1,033 

(N=20) 

 

Notes: Calculations are based on data of offense until date of disposition. Cases that are not yet resolved 

are assigned September 1, 2024. The universe of cases is listed in Appendix K. 

 

There are two major differences to note related to the length of cases in Table 2 and 3. Table 2 is 

aggregating the number of court days from the date of filing through sentencing. Table 3 reports the 

duration of the case in terms of total days between the offense date through sentence date.  Nonetheless, 

cases seeking the death penalty in Wyandotte County are consistently about twice as long, in terms of days 

in court and duration of case, than cases that do not seek the death penalty.  
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Components of Trial Costs: Defense 

The costs of the death penalty are likewise demonstrated when examining the specific types of 

trial costs, starting with defense costs. Because of the Sixth Amendment rights at stake in criminal defense 

and the procedural safeguards necessary to litigate death penalty cases in particular, the American Bar 

Association (ABA) offers extensive guidelines and minimum standards to help ensure constitutionally 

effective defense counsel is provided across all stages in death penalty cases.26  Thus, providing defense 

counsel in cases seeking the death penalty is uniquely costly relative to cases that do not seek the death 

penalty. One way to summarize the additional defense costs of the death penalty is to compare the overall 

budget allocated specifically for capital defense in the State of Kansas. The budget has risen dramatically 

over the past 10 years, increasing by over 6 million dollars or 4.5 million dollars once accounting for 

inflation (Table 4).27 This increase in the budget and justification for its 2024 budget relates to the 

additional costs per case seeking the death penalty during the trial phase and the additional costs post-

conviction from cases already sentenced to death. Since the capital defense offices are funded by the state 

government, the increasing costs resulting from cases throughout the state are in part shared with 

Wyandotte County.  

The agency describes the need for the increased budget in their most recent budget narrative: 

FY 2024: “The agency requests $700,000 SGF to address casework expenses related to capital cases. 

These expenditures include all expenses that accompany the handling of a case, including those for 

attorneys, expert witnesses, evidentiary hearings, and forensic work. The agency has noticed a steady 

 
26 See, e.g., ABA Guidelines for the Appointment and Performance of Defense Counsel in Death Penalty Cases (Rev. Ed., Feb. 

2023); ABA Criminal Justice Standards for the Defense Function (4th Ed. 2017); Suppl. Guidelines for the Mitigation Function 

of Defense Teams in Death Penalty Cases (2008). 
27 Dollar amounts are translated into 2014 dollars based on annual Consumer Price Index (CPI) adjustments published by the 

Minneapolis Federal Reserve Bank here: https://www.minneapolisfed.org/about-us/monetary-policy/inflation-

calculator/consumer-price-index-1913-. 
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increase in capital casework expenditures over the past five years and has indicated that this is due in 

part to a recognition of updated national standards and expectations for capital case work in general, as 

well as the increased use of experts for more extensive hearings on mitigation and analysis of forensic 

work in evidentiary hearings. The agency has seen an increase in the number of capital cases charged by 

prosecutors across the state, and current cases continue to move through the network of trials, appeals, 

and now capital habeas proceedings. Historically, the agency has been able to cover expenses in past 

years with reappropriated funds or by using its operating funds to cover its capital expenditures, but the 

agency indicates that this is no longer a sustainable solution. The agency notes that since January 2020, 

its Death Penalty Defense Unit has been appointed to 11 new capital cases across Kansas while still 

having capital cases that originated in the late 1990s and early 2000s currently cycling through its capital 

habeas office.” 

Table 4: Fiscal Year Budget for Kansas Capital Defense (2014-2024) 

FY Nominal dollar amount Real dollar amount 

(2014 dollars) 

Increase relative to 2014 

budget in real dollars 

2014 $1,185,400 (actual) $1,185,400.00 -- 

2015 $1,523,538 (actual) $1,521,609.47 128% 

2016 $1,662,162 (actual) $1,639,307.27 138% 

2017 $1,943,271 (actual) $1,876,671.75 158% 

2018 $2,430,626 (actual) $2,291,235.26 193% 

2019 $2,966,671 (actual) $2,746,230.06 232% 

2020 $2,919,218 (actual) $2,669,933.93 225% 

2021 $2,923,268 (actual) $2,553,275.04 215% 

2022 $3,517,845 (actual) $2,844,803.25 240% 

2023 $4,053,237 (approved) $3,148,674.76 266% 

2024 $7,562,693 (requested by 

agency) 

$5,693,668.68 480% 

Notes: Budget totals are sourced from the Kansas Legislative Research Department, Budget Analysis 

Report FY16-24, Board of Indigent Defense Services. 
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 I calculate the additional defense costs accrued in Wyandotte County specifically using the average 

difference in defense costs reported in the 2014 Judicial Council report based on the individual cases from 

Wyandotte County. Table 5 aggregates the defense costs reported by BIDS for individual cases filed 

between 2004 and 2011 for the initial trial. I consider cases that initially sought the death penalty but 

withdrew prior to trial to be cases that sought the death penalty but had a lesser sentence imposed. This 

decision is due to the fact that additional costs are accumulated in the lead up to the trial since a death 

notice was filed, although the additional costs during trial had the death sentence not been withdrawn are 

not captured. The average difference in defense costs between cases in which the death penalty was sought 

but not imposed, and cases in which the death penalty was not sought, was $134,468 in Kansas and 

$146,531 Wyandotte County, respectively. Again, as with the average total trial costs, the average defense 

cost per death penalty case is higher in Kansas, but the relative difference in defense costs between death 

penalty and non-death penalty cases is larger in Wyandotte County. Ultimately, the difference between the 

statewide patterns and Wyandotte County is quite similar.  

Table 5: Defense Costs during the Initial Trial Phase (2004-2011) 

Case Type Total cost 

for Kansas 

Average Cost 

for Kansas 

Total cost for 

Wyandotte Co 

Average cost for 

Wyandotte Co 

Cases seeking the death 

penalty with a death 

sentence imposed 

$1,215,551 

(N=5) 

$243,110 

(N=5) 

--- 

(N=0) 

--- 

(N=0) 

Cases seeking the death 

penalty with a lesser 

sentence imposed 

$2,649,879 

(N=14) 

$189,277 

(N=14) 

$470,992 

(N=3) 

$156,997 

(N=3) 

Cases not seeking the 

death penalty 

$712,518 

(N=13) 

$54,809 

(N=13) 

$10,460 

(N=1) 

$10,460 

(N=1) 

Notes: Calculations based on individual case costs reported in Appendix A of the 2014 Judicial Council 

report. The sample includes cases filed from 2004-2011.28  

 
28 There are two cases missing trial costs in the State of Kansas that did not seek the death penalty and are not included in the 

averages for the first two columns for a total of 13 of the original 15 cases. If these two cases were included as zero in the 

average, the reported difference would be overstated.  
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Another empirical measure focuses on one specific type of defense cost during the trial phase: 

costs paid by the defense attorney. Costs paid by the defense attorney is the only measure that is case 

specific since the 2014 Judicial Council report, allowing a comparison between capital eligible cases that 

seek the death penalty and those that do not. The costs cover services paid by defense attorneys in 

Wyandotte county, such as copies of evidence, generic or expert witnesses, forensic testing, medical 

records, and psych services to name only a few.29  

The costs are aggregated across capital eligible cases filed in 2014 or later by whether or not a 

death notice was filed in the case in Table 6. In total, defense attorneys have paid $505,515 since 2014 

defending two clients in capital cases in which the death penalty is being sought.30 By comparison, the 

total cost for 16 out of the 20 capital-eligible cases not seeking the death penalty with case-specific cost 

information available is $187,927 over the same time period. On average, capital cases in which the death 

penalty is being sought in Wyandotte County have cost an additional $241,012 per case ($181,449 in 2014 

dollars) more than capital-eligible cases in which the death penalty was not sought over the last ten years 

on trial materials for defense attorneys alone. Mitigation services drive the largest single share of the 

additional costs, although the additional costs are still $138,728 higher per case even without these costs.  

 

 

 

 

 
29 See Appendices B and C for costs disaggregated by each category and costs disaggregated by each case since 2014.  
30 Note this is the only recent case-specific cost information and has not been adjusted by the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
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Table 6: Costs Paid by Defense (2014-Present) 

Case Type Total dollars 

2014-present 

Average dollars 

2014-present 

Capital-eligible cases 

seeking the death penalty 

$505,515  

(N=2) 

$252,757 

(N=2) 

Capital-eligible cases not 

seeking the death penalty 

$187,927  

(N=16) 

$11,745 

(N=16) 

 

Notes: Calculations are based on “Wyandotte Murder/Homicide Case Attorneys and Experts Paid After 

1/1/2014” report provided by BIDS. The universe of cases is listed in Appendix K.31 

 

These additional costs are considerably larger than other estimates. The difference in additional 

costs estimates could be from changes in the defense of capital cases seeking the death penalty over time 

or reflect something unique about the cases included in the expert cost report relative to other cases. For 

example, the overall additional costs from earlier cases may not have had as many paid expenses. 

However, the capital defense unit may have adjusted their practices over time as they gained more 

experience with the initial trials and appeals process causing an increase in defense costs, or they may 

have experienced changes to their caseload. Alternatively, the higher additional costs for more recent cases 

could reflect a difference in the composition of cases, which could also lead to difference in costs. For 

example, two of the three cases that sought the death penalty had withdrawn prior to trial leading to 

significantly lower costs in those two cases, although still substantially more than if the death penalty had 

not been sought initially. Ultimately, I will use the smaller calculated costs from the 2014 Judicial Council 

report to summarize the additional costs in Wyandotte County, producing a lower bound of the additional 

costs under conservative assumptions.  

 
31 Four capital cases not seeking the death penalty are not observed in the report provided by BIDS, namely Carta Ramon, 

Dai’leon Henderson, Demetri Irvin and Ismael Vasquez. It is unclear why BIDS has no such data; it could be that these cases 

did not have expert costs during the time period selected or the expert costs were not paid by BIDS (e.g., paid by the defendant). 

The average for capital cases not seeking the death penalty can either be calculated without these four cases ($11,745) or with 

the four cases assuming costs zero costs for each case ($9,396). The Table 6 reports the average without the four cases not 

observed in the BIDS report in an effort to underestimate the relative cost difference between cases seeking the death penalty 

and those not seeking the death penalty.   
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Wyandotte County has not generated additional post-conviction costs for cases with a death 

penalty imposed because no Wyandotte case has resulted in the death penalty in the county to date. 

However, it is reasonable to expect that if the death penalty is imposed in a case in Wyandotte County, 

that would lead to appeals and post-conviction proceedings that entail additional significant defense costs. 

For reference, the 2014 Judicial Council report documented an additional $137,658/case in realized 

defense costs from additional trials and appeals for the 14 death penalty cases originally included in the 

2003 report through 2011.32 The same report had already documented an average of $168,811 costs to 

BIDS in appeals for cases with a death sentence filed after 2004 relative to an average of $15,123 and 

$13,353 for cases that had sought the death penalty but did not receive a death sentence and did not seek 

the death penalty, respectively; these costs are underestimates since the data is capped in 2011 prior to the 

resolution of the cases and several of these cases have had appeals to the Kansas Supreme Court since 

2011. A summary of appeal decisions for cases where the death penalty was imposed is summarized in 

Appendix I. These additional costs are not currently considered when summarizing the incurred costs from 

using the death penalty in Wyandotte County. 

Components of Trial Costs: Prosecution 

In response to defense counsel’s requests, the District Attorney did not provide information on 

prosecution costs at either the state or local level. However, the budget documents they provided did list 

a special fund for criminal appeals approved by the 2014 Kansas Legislature. The only empirical 

information received that sheds light on prosecutorial costs relate to the length of each case from offense 

date to disposition. As outlined under overall trial costs, cases seeking the death penalty are approximately 

in court twice as many days and the case is open close to twice as long.  

 
32 For information on the individual cases contributing to these averages, see Appendix C: Additional Bids Defense Costs since 

January 1, 2004 in Pre-2003 Cases Previously Reviewed by Post Audit from the 2014 Judicial Council report. 



25 

 

Prosecution costs for individual cases were also not included in the 2014 Judicial Council Report. 

Instead, I use the information in Appendix E of the 2003 Legislative Post Audit report on the relative cost 

differences during the initial trial phase. The average cost of prosecuting a case in which the death penalty 

was sought but a death sentence was not imposed is $57,555 more ($74,040 in 2014 dollars) than 

prosecuting a case that did not seek the death penalty (~1.3 times more).33 Cases that received a death 

sentence are $354,183 (~3 times) more ($455,626 in 2014 dollars) than cases in which the death penalty 

was not sought. As mentioned earlier, it is unclear that the prosecution knows whether or not a death 

sentence will be imposed at the time of the trial since there is a separate sentencing phase, which is perhaps 

indicative of Wyandotte County seeking the death penalty in 19 cases and not imposing it to date. It would 

be reasonable to compare the average among all cases that seek the death penalty regardless of whether 

or not a death sentence was ultimately imposed, which is considerably higher for the state overall but do 

not have estimates for Wyandotte specifically.  

 

Components of Trial Costs: District Court 

The average difference in court costs for cases filed from 2004 and 2011 in which the death penalty 

was sought but not imposed, relative to cases that did not seek the death penalty, is $23,171 in Kansas (4.3 

times the cost). The comparable difference in court costs for Wyandotte County is $5,167 (4.8 times the 

cost). Again, as with the total costs and defense costs, the court costs are larger for the State of Kansas 

than in Wyandotte County, yet the relative costs are higher in Wyandotte County. These costs likewise 

underestimate the initial trial costs because two of the three cases that sought the death penalty in 

Wyandotte County during this period withdrew the death notice prior to the start of the trial.  

 
33 Prosecution estimates for cases in which a death penalty sentence is received, cases in which the death penalty is sought but 

a lesser sentence is received, and cases in which the death penalty was not sought were $523,373, $226,745, and $169,190, 

respectively. 
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Table 7: District Court Costs during the Initial Trial Phase (2004-2011) 

Case Type Total cost 

for Kansas 

Average Cost 

for Kansas 

Total cost for 

Wyandotte Co 

Average cost for 

Wyandotte Co 

Cases seeking the 

death penalty with a 

death sentence 

imposed 

$363,988 

(N=5) 

$72,798 

(N=5) 

--- 

(N=0) 

--- 

(N=0) 

Cases seeking the 

death penalty with a 

lesser sentence 

imposed 

$362,335 

(N=12) 

$30,195 

(N=12) 

$19,565 

(N=3) 

$6,522 

(N=3) 

Cases not seeking the 

death penalty 

$70,235 

(N=10) 

$7,023.5 

(N=10) 

$1,355 

(N=1) 

$1,355 

(N=1) 

Notes: Calculations based on individual case costs reported in Appendix B of the 2014 Judicial Council 

report. The sample includes cases filed from 2004-2011.34 

 

Additional Supreme Court costs 

Wyandotte County has not generated a case that has accrued post-conviction costs since their past 

cases have not resulted in a death sentence. As seen in the national literature and in Kansas, the post-

conviction costs create large additional costs from the appeal process and have not created cost savings in 

the form of reduced incarceration time. The additional trial costs experienced by Wyandotte discussed 

above are lower than they would be if any of the cases seeking the death penalty had received a death 

sentence due to the costs of additional trials.  

 

Summary: 

Below I provide a summary of some of the additional incurred costs for cases that have sought the 

death penalty that did not receive a death sentence, relative to cases that did not seek the death penalty, as 

 
34 There is one of the original 13 cases that sought the death penalty and received a lesser sentence that is missing information 

on trial costs and 5 of the original 15 cases that did not seek the death penalty missing trial costs. Averages are taken among 

the cases with available information.  
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defined in Appendix K. The reported per case estimates use the case-specific information from the 2003 

Judicial Council report and the 2014 Judicial Council report discussed throughout this report. The itemized 

costs below represent additional costs from the initial trial phase alone and do not include investigation 

costs or, more importantly, post-conviction costs. The estimates should be thought of as a lower-bound 

since they are based on the observed difference in costs in Wyandotte County cases where two of the three 

cases had initially sought the death penalty but withdrew it prior to the start of the trial. The estimates also 

rely on cases that did not impose a death sentence and, based on statewide estimates, would be 

considerably higher even for just the initial trial phase. Finally, the below estimates are in 2014 dollars, 

and are higher in present day dollars.35  

 

Additional costs for capital cases seeking the death penalty in Wyandotte County: 1994 - present 

Additional district court costs ($5,167/case) X (19 cases)              $98,173  

Additional BIDs trial costs ($146,531/case) X (19 cases)              $2,784,089 

Additional prosecution trial costs ($74,040 /case) X (19 cases)                   $1,406,760 

              $4,289,022 

 

Additional costs for capital cases seeking the death penalty in Wyandotte County per case: 

Additional district court costs                                    $5,167 

Additional BIDs trial costs              $146,531 

Additional prosecution trial costs                 $74,040 

              $225,738 

 

 

 
35 The additional costs during the initial trial phase from 1994 to present were $5,696,952, or $299,840 per case, in 2024 dollars.  
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Since Wyandotte County has not yet imposed a death sentence, state and local governments have saved 

additional post-conviction costs of $165,571 per case in trial and appeal costs generated by additional 

defense costs, prosecution costs, and district court costs.36 The capital cases seeking a death penalty in 

Wyandotte County alone could generate an additional $3,145,849 in post-conviction costs had they 

imposed a death sentence. The additional post-conviction costs are a lower bound since the estimates are 

based on a short follow-up period (~10 years), are limited to the costs borne by the defense, prosecution, 

and district court, and did not include any cases going through state habeas corpus.37 The 2003 Legislative 

Post Audit report projected an additional $401,000 dollars in post-conviction costs per case ($515,851 in 

2014 dollars), translating to an additional $9,801,181 had the 19 cases that sought the death penalty 

actually imposed a death sentence.38   

 

        Submitted,  

 

Brittany R. Street 

  

 
36 Post conviction defense, prosecution, and court costs of $137,658, $25,028.73, and $2,885 per case, respectively. Post-

conviction costs are based on the 2014 Judicial Council report covering a ten-year period. The prosecution costs are based on 

the 5.5:1 ratio of defense costs to prosecution costs from the 2003 Legislative Post Audit report.  
37 The State habeas office was established in FY 2015 to handle cases making it to the next post-conviction phase (See BIDS 

budget narrative for FY2024, page 102). 
38 Post conviction costs are larger in present dollars (i.e., 2024) estimated at $4,178,517 during a ten-year follow-up window 

based on the 2014 Judicial Council report and projected costs of $13,018,552 based on the 2003 Legislative Post Audit report. 
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Self-Employment, Loan Access, and Criminal Justice Records (with Keith Finlay, Kylie Hwang, and 
Michael Mueller-Smith) draft pending disclosure 

 
The Vicious Circle of Blackouts and Revenue Collection in Developing Economies: Evidence from 
Ghana (with James Dzansi, Steve Puller, and Belinda Yebuah-Dwamena) 
 

Works in Progress 
 

Children’s Indirect Exposure to the U.S. Justice System: Changes over Time and Evolution in 
Household Structure (with Keith Finlay and Michael Mueller-Smith)  

 
Second Chance for the Second Generation: The Intergenerational Impacts of Felony 
Diversion (with Michael Mueller-Smith and Kevin Schnepel) 
 
The Effect of Access to Subsidized Housing in the United States (with Emily Leslie) 
 
The Economic Impacts of Substance Abuse Rehabilitation: Evidence from U.S. Drug Courts (with 
Garrett Anstreicher)  
 

Conferences, Seminars, and Visiting Positions (*scheduled) 
 

2024: University of Nebraska, ViCE, Duke University-DuPRI, Society of Labor Economists, OIGI Fellow at 
the Minneapolis Federal Reserve, Russell Sage Foundation conference, Cornell University, 
Association for Public Policy & Management*, Southern Economic Association* 

2023: CeMENT (mentee), TxECW (discussant), London School of Economics, U.S. Census Bureau, 
University of Texas, Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, Society of Labor Economists, Helsinki Crime 
Workshop (participant), NBER SI (participant), University of California—Merced, Center for Health 
Economics & Policy Studies at San Diego State University, CJARS training workshop (speaker), 
Transatlantic Workshop on the Economics of Crime (participant) 

2022: American University, Association for Public Policy & Management, England-Clark Public and Labor 
Workshop, Society of Labor Economists, IRP SRW Institute for Research on Poverty, Western Economic 
Association International Conference, 11th Annual Risky Behaviors Conference, NBER (Children’s and 
Crime), American Law and Economics Association, University of Pennsylvania, Southern Illinois 
University Carbondale, Harvard Opportunity Insight’s Mobility Conference, Federal Committee on 
Statistical Methodology Research & Policy Conference, Rutgers University, American Society of 
Criminology, SEA Southern Economic Association, NBER Mobility Conference 

2021: University of Florida, Southern Economic Association, Association for Public Policy & Management 
(moved to 2022), Tulane University, West Virginia University, NBER Gender in the Economy, Institute 
for Research on Poverty (IRP) SRW (participant), MEA-SOLE 

2020: AL CAPONE 11th Annual Conference (cancelled), SEA Southern Economic 
Association, Notre Dame University, NBER Gender in the Economy, ALEA American Law and 
Economics Association (cancelled), Purdue University (cancelled), MEA-SOLE (cancelled), Public 
Choice Conference (cancelled), Endogenous Rules, Risk, and Legal Institutions Workshop, AEA 
American Economic Association  

2019: SOLE Society of Labor Economists, APEE Association of Private Enterprise 
Education, TxECW Texas Economics of Crime Workshop (participant), AEA American Economic 
Association, Louisiana State University 

2018: APPAM Association for Public Policy & Management, SEA Southern 
Economic Association, STATA TX Empirical Microeconomics Conference  

2017: SEA Southern Economic Association, APPAM Association for Public Policy &  
Management (poster), WEAI Western Economic Association International, SAAER Symposium  



 

 
 

 
Instructor of Record 
 

University of Missouri 
Adv. Empirical Methods II, Topics in Policy Analysis (ECONOM 9447)   

SP2021:14 students, overall rating 4.83/5 
SP2022: 8 students, overall rating 4.71/5 
SP2023: 4 students, overall rating 4.94/5 
 

Intermediate Microeconomics (ECONOM 4351/7351)    
SP2021: 85 students, overall rating 4.57/5 
SP2022: 140 students, overall rating 4.47/5 
SP2023: 101 students, 4.39/5 
 

Texas A&M University 
Intermediate Microeconomics (ECON 323)                                 

SP2018: 228 students, overall instructor rating 4.8/5 

Grants, Contracts, and Awards 
 

Arnold Ventures Planning Grant, 2024, $68,460 Co-PI with Emily Leslie 
University of Michigan, Children and the US Justice System, 2023, $21,000, PI 
Russell Sage Foundation Pipeline Grant, 2023, $30,000, Co-PI with Emily Leslie 
University of Michigan, Children and the US Justice System, 2022, $21,000, PI 
Missouri Attorney General’s Vehicle Stops Report Contract. 2023-2024 $25,000, Co-PI with Jeffrey Milyo 
Missouri Attorney General’s Vehicle Stops Report Contract. 2022-2023 $25,000, Co-PI with Jeffrey Milyo 
Missouri Attorney General’s Vehicle Stops Report Contract. 2021-2022 $20,000, Co-PI with Jeffrey Milyo 
Missouri Attorney General’s Vehicle Stops Report Contract. 2020-2021 $15,000, Co-PI with Jeffrey Milyo 
NBER’s Gender in the Economy Study, The Determinants and Aftermath of Victimization in U.S. households 
and the Implications of Covid-19, 2020-2021, $19,930, PI 
University of Michigan, Mobility from Poverty Center and National Criminal Justice Data Expansion, 2020, 
$59,857, PI 
 
Mizzou Faculty International Travel and Arts & Humanities Domestic Travel funding (2023)  
Alumni Leaders Board Faculty Fellowship Award (2023)  
Murray Faculty Fellowship (2021) 
Best Graduate Instructor Award (2018) 
Gail Frey Monson Memorial Scholarship (2018-2019)  
Private Enterprise Research Center Graduate Fellow (2016-2018) 
Summer Time Advancement in Research (STAR) Award (2017) 
First place 4th-year graduate departmental presentations (2018) 
First place 3rd-year graduate departmental presentations (2017) 
Diversity Fellowship (2014-2017) 
APPAM First Place Poster Presentation (2017) 
SAAER Top Paper Award (2017) 

 

Related Service 
 
Referee: American Economic Journal: Applied; Canadian Journal of Economics; Contemporary Economic Policy; 
Economics of Education Review; Economic Inquiry; European Journal of Law and Economics; Journal of Policy 



 

 
 

Analysis and Management; Industrial Relations; Journal of Health Economics; Journal of Human Capital; Journal 
of Human Resources; Journal of Labor Economics; Journal of Law, Economics and Organization; Journal of 
Public Economics; Justice Quarterly; Law and Social Inquiry; Review of Economics and Statistics; Resources 
Policy; Science Advances; Quarterly Journal of Economics;  
 
Student Advising: Brendan Cirillo (PhD co-advisor), Tabitha Juneau (PhD committee member), Jeonghyun Kim 
(PhD committee member), Sungjin Lee (PhD committee member), Youngbin Lee (PhD committee member), 
Jorge Martinez (PhD committee member), Savannah McAuley (MA student), Emma Gould (MA student), Dili 
Maduabum (undergraduate student), Samantha Mackley (undergraduate student and MizzouForward fellow), 
John Martin (undergraduate student and McNair fellow), Peter Schaefer (undergraduate student), Guthrie Scoblic 
(PhD advisor), Duan Zhang (PhD Committee Member) 
 
Policy work: Vehicle Stops Report for the Attorney General of Missouri (2020, 2021, 2022, 2023),  QSIDE 
subject matter expert on breaking the cycle of incarceration, Vehicle Stops Report for Lawrence Police 
Department in Kansas  
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THE LEGISLATIVE POST Audit Committee and
its audit agency, the Legislative Division of Post
Audit, are the audit arm of Kansas government.
The programs and activities of State government
now cost about $9 billion a year.  As legislators
and administrators try increasingly to allocate tax
dollars effectively and make government work
more efficiently, they need information to evalu-
ate the work of governmental agencies.  The
audit work performed by Legislative Post Audit
helps provide that information.

We conduct our audit work in accor-
dance with applicable government auditing stan-
dards set forth by the U.S. General Accounting
Office.  These standards pertain to the auditor’s
professional qualifications, the quality of the au-
dit work, and the characteristics of professional
and meaningful reports.  The standards also
have been endorsed by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants and adopted by
the Legislative Post Audit Committee.

The Legislative Post Audit Committee
is a bipartisan committee comprising five sena-
tors and five representatives.  Of the Senate
members, three are appointed by the President
of the Senate and two are appointed by the Sen-
ate Minority Leader.  Of the Representatives,
three are appointed by the Speaker of the House
and two are appointed by the Minority Leader.

Audits are performed at the direction of
the Legislative Post Audit Committee.  Legisla-

tors or committees should make their requests
for performance audits through the Chairman or
any other member of the Committee.  Copies of
all completed performance audits are available
from the Division’s office.

The Legislative Division of Post Audit supports full access to the services of State government for all
citizens.  Upon request, Legislative Post Audit can provide its audit reports in large print, audio, or other
appropriate alternative format to accommodate persons with visual impairments.  Persons with hearing
or speech disabilities may reach us through the Kansas Relay Center at 1-800-766-3777.  Our office
hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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To: Members, Legislative Post Audit Committee

Representative John Edmonds, Chair Senator Derek Schmidt, Vice-Chair
Representative Tom Burroughs Senator Bill Bunten
Representative Bill McCreary Senator Anthony Hensley
Representative Frank Miller Senator Dave Kerr
Representative Dan Thimesch Senator Chris Steineger

This report contains the findings, conclusions, and recommendations from our
completed performance audit, Costs Incurred For Death Penalty Cases: A K-GOAL
Audit of the Department of Corrections.

The report also contains appendices showing detailed information about the
death penalty cases in Kansas and our sample of other 1st degree murder cases,
including time lines, current status and detailed cost estimates.

This report includes a recommendation for the House and Senate Judiciary
Committees to seek input from the Judicial Council in considering the cost saving ideas
presented in the report.  It also recommends that the State Board of Indigents’ Defense
Services continue pursing the resources it needs to handle all death penalty cases in
Kansas.

We would be happy to discuss the findings or recommendations presented in
this report with any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State officials.
These findings are supported by a wealth of data, not all of which could be included in
this report because of space considerations.  These data may allow us to answer
additional questions about the audit findings or to further clarify the issues raised in the
report.

Barbara J. Hinton
Legislative Post Auditor
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Kansas has had a death penalty law 3 times, but hasn’t executed
anyone since 1965.  Kansas is one of 38 states that currently have the
death penalty.  The U.S. Supreme Court struck down the death penalty
laws in 40 states, including Kansas, in 1972.  After several previous
attempts, the 1994 Legislature enacted a new death penalty law, which
then-Governor Joan Finney allowed to become law without her signature.

Kansas doesn’t have a separate “death row.”  The 7 inmates currently
sentenced to death are housed in the maximum security prison in El
Dorado, along with other prisoners who are in administrative segregation.

Not every murder qualifies for the death penalty.  To seek the
death penalty for a crime, several things have to occur:

! the circumstances of the crime have to fit the criteria set out in State
law

! the prosecutor’s office must file formal capital murder charges
! the prosecutor’s office must file formal declaration to seek the death

penalty within 5 days of the preliminary hearing.

Not all capital-eligible crimes are charged capital, and not all capital
charges result in the prosecutor seeking the death penalty.

The U.S. Supreme Court has stated that “death is different,”
which leads to more review and a lengthier process for those cases
in which the death penalty is sought.  Death penalty cases are
subjected to higher or “super” due process standards.  These include:

! Jurors for death penalty cases have to be “death penalty qualified.”
This means jurors go through extensive questioning by both the
prosecution and defense to make sure their beliefs about capital
punishment wouldn’t substantially impair or prevent their performance
as jurors.

! There’s a two-phase trial process.  A jury determines the defendant’s
innocence or guilt in the first trial.  In a second, separate trial, usually
the same jury decides whether to recommend the death penalty.

! The jury must consider aggravating and mitigating circumstances in
the sentencing phase.  This can be extensive and make the
sentencing phase quite lengthy.

! State and federal laws require an automatic review of death penalty
cases by the State Supreme Court.  For most other sentences, the

Overview of Costs Incurred for Death Penalty Cases:
A K-GOAL Audit of the Department of Corrections
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Kansas Supreme Court would have the option of deciding whether to
consider an appeal.

Costs for death penalty cases are incurred at both the State and
local levels.  The State Board of Indigents’ Defense Services usually
bears the cost of defending capital murder cases.  Prosecution costs will
be borne by either the counties or the State, depending on who assumes
the responsibility for the case.  In jurisdictions where local prosecutors
don’t have staff with the expertise to prosecute a death penalty case, the
Kansas Attorney General’s Office is called in.

Actual cost figures for death penalty and non-death penalty cases in
Kansas don’t exist.  Some information presented here is based on
estimates because judges, attorneys, court staff, and local law
enforcement officers don’t keep case-by-case time records and
projections.  Other costs had to be projected because most death penalty
cases in Kansas are in the early stages of the process, and there’s no way
to know how many appeals these cases will have.

During this audit, we obtained and compared estimated cost
information for 22 cases.  This included:
! 7 cases where the death penalty was sought and given
! 7 cases where the death penalty was sought and not given
! 8 first degree murder cases where the death penalty was not sought

All 22 cases had gone to trial and resulted in a conviction.

Cases in which the death penalty was sought and imposed could
cost about 70% more than cases in which the death penalty wasn’t
sought.  The estimated median cost of a case in which the death sentence
was given was $1.2 million, compared to the same estimated costs for a
non-death penalty case of about $740,000.

The State will bear about 85% of the total estimated and projected
costs for the 14 cases in which the death penalty was sought.

Death penalty cases tend to have higher costs at the trial and
appeal stages.  The median trial cost for cases in which the death penalty
was imposed was more than $500,000, compared to about $33,000 for the
median non-death penalty cases we reviewed.  At just over $400,000, the
projected appeal-related costs for the death penalty cases in our sample
was more than 20 times the projected cost for cases in which the death
penalty wasn’t sought.  Numerous factors can make death penalty cases
more expensive, such as lengthier proceedings, more experts, and more
issues to litigate.

Question 1:  How Does the Cost of Death Penalty Cases in Kansas
Compare With the Costs of Cases Involving Non-Death Sentences?

................. page 8

............... page 10
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............... page 11
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Much of the process is mandated by the U.S. Supreme Court.  As
such, basic core processes related to the trial, sentencing, and other
aspects of death penalty cases were essentially the same between
Kansas and the comparison states of Florida, Texas, and North Carolina.

Some aspects of the way Kansas has implemented the death
penalty actually save money.  Areas where Kansas was different from
one or more of the other states are summarized below:
! Kansas doesn’t require a grand jury indictment
! Kansas generally doesn’t sequester juries
! The Kansas Supreme Court doesn’t conduct proportionality reviews

(comparing the death sentence in the case before them to the
sentences given in other cases involving similar crimes)

Certain changes to Kansas law potentially could reduce costs
associated with the death penalty.  Having a true life sentence without
the possibility of parole could reduce costs in 2 ways.  First, prosecutors
might not be inclined to seek the death penalty in as many cases if they
know a conviction will result in the defendant being locked away forever.
Second, juries might be more likely to impose a life sentence rather than
death, which could reduce appeal costs.  Also, deleting statutory
provisions that authorize the Supreme Court to look for trial errors beyond
those raised on appeal could further reduce costs.

Implementing cost control measures used in other states or
suggested by local officials also could reduce costs.  These include:
! Some sort of screening mechanism could be used to determine which

cases merit seeking the death penalty, such as having all cases
screened by the Attorney General.

! Having State-employed specialists, such as psychological and
forensic experts, also could help control some costs by avoiding the
need to contract with private-sector specialists.

! Other states have implemented limits on fees paid to contracted
attorneys, but Kansas officials have conflicting guidance in this area.
The Kansas Attorney General recently issued an opinion stating that
the Board of Indigents’ Defense can consider State resources in
adopting regulations for defense of indigent clients.  Yet, recent
American Bar Association guidelines clearly state that payment limits
are improper in death penalty cases.

Ensuring the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services can handle
most death penalty cases could save costs.   The Death Penalty
Defense Unit within the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services was
established to provide representation to indigent defendants charged with
capital crimes.  However, sometimes the Death Penalty Defense Unit
can’t provide the defense services because of conflicts of interest or
excessive caseloads.

Question 2: Are There Steps Kansas Could Take To Reduce Overall
Costs in a Capital Punishment Case?

............... page 20
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This audit was conducted by Chris Clarke, Carol Porter, and Ivan Williams.  Leo Hafner was the audit
manager.  If you need any additional information about the audit’s findings, please contact Ms.
Clarke at the Division’s offices.  Our address is: Legislative Division of Post Audit, 800 SW Jackson
Street, Suite 1200, Topeka, Kansas 66612.  You also may call us at (785) 296-3792, or contact us
via the Internet at LPA@lpa.state.ks.us.

When the Board contracts with private counsel, the cost is usually
$100 per hour.  A rough estimate of an hourly rate for in-house Death
Penalty Defense Unit counsel is about $32 per hour (based on an average
attorney salary of $55,000 plus fringe benefits, but not including overhead
or support staff).  The Board currently is pursuing the idea of setting up a
conflicts office in Wichita to help avoid the need to contract with private
attorneys.

Conclusion

Recommendations

APPENDIX A:  Scope Statement

APPENDIX B:  Methodology

APPENDIX C: Case Details

APPENDIX D: Cost Summary

APPENDIX E: State vs. Local Costs

APPENDIX F: Significant Dates and Current
Status of Sample Cases

APPENDIX G: Agency Responses

............... page 29
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The Kansas Governmental Operations Accountability Law (K-GOAL) requires
Legislative Post Audit to conduct a performance audit of specified State agencies
each year.  K-GOAL audits can help determine the necessity, propriety, and
legality of the operations we review and evaluate, and can identify inefficient or
ineffective operations.  Through this process, the Legislature can, in the words of
the Act, “retain and maintain appropriate and effective governmental operations,
remediate defective governmental operations, and terminate inappropriate or
obsolete governmental operations.”  The Legislative Post Audit Committee chose
to focus this K-GOAL audit on costs incurred for death penalty cases.

Since 1994, when the death penalty was re-instituted in Kansas, fewer than 20
death penalty cases have been tried in Kansas.  The State Board of Indigents’
Defense Services has spent about $4.7 million on defense costs alone for these
capital punishment cases.  Nearly $2 million was spent on just 3 cases.

In addition to defense costs, State and local agencies bear the costs of
investigating and prosecuting such cases, and the court system bears the cost of
adjudicating them.  Further, the Department of Corrections incurs costs for
incarcerating and executing individuals sentenced under the death penalty.

Legislators have expressed an interest in knowing what a capital punishment case
costs both the State and local units of government, and whether there are less
costly ways to pursue it, or whether alternative sentences could be imposed for less
cost.  This audit answers the following questions:

1. What are the total State and local costs of cases involving the death
penalty?

2. Are there steps Kansas could take to reduce overall costs in capital
punishment cases?

3. Are alternative sentences to the death penalty less costly to
governmental entities?

To answer these questions, we first reviewed literature and studies related to the
cost of death penalty cases, and talked to judges, attorneys, and others familiar
with these cases to help ensure we captured all costs that were relevant and likely
to be significant.  We then developed a data collection document and asked local
law enforcement officials, local courts and prosecutors, State courts, the Kansas
Attorney General’s Office, the Kansas Bureau of Investigation, the Board of
Indigents’ Defense Services, Legal Services for Prisoners, and the Department of
Corrections to provide information about the costs they incurred for all cases that
have been tried seeking the death penalty.

For comparison purposes, we asked those entities to provide the same types of
cost information for a sample of 1st degree murder cases that weren’t tried as death

Costs Incurred for Death Penalty Cases:
A K-GOAL Audit of the Department of Corrections
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penalty cases, but the defendant received a long prison sentence.  Because
none of the death penalty cases in Kansas have gone through the entire appeals
process and because there haven’t yet been any executions, we had to develop
methods for estimating those costs.  We didn’t attempt to capture and
apportion overhead costs, such as building costs and utilities, to the individual
cases in our sample because of the limited time available for this audit, the
difficulty in identifying such costs, and the fact that these costs are likely to be
relatively small in relation to other costs.  Facility overhead costs are factored
into estimated and projected incarceration costs.

We also contacted several other states and officials from the federal
government to gather information about their respective death penalty
procedures and sentencing options.  We compared that information to the
procedures outlined in Kansas statutes to identify potential ways to streamline
the process for death penalty cases.

In conducting this audit we followed all applicable government auditing
standards.   However, a number of cautions need to be noted.

1. Most agencies and individuals involved don’t have records of time spent on
particular cases, so the vast majority of figures reported are estimates.

2. Except for some records maintained by the Board of Indigents’ Defense
Services and the Kansas Bureau of Investigation, generally there was
nothing we could look at to verify the accuracy of any of the data
assembled for this report.  It was all self-reported by the agencies and
individuals involved in the cases.

3. The number of death penalty cases available to be studied in Kansas (14)
generally is too small to draw reliable conclusions about average costs.
With such a small group, 1 or 2 very costly cases can significantly affect
averages.

4. None of the death penalty cases has gone through the execution stage, and
only 2 have been through even the 1st appeal stage.  Thus, we had to use
cost estimates developed by other state studies for certain portions of the
death penalty process in Kansas.  Further, for direct appeals to the Kansas
Supreme Court, we had to apply average costs for 2 Kansas cases that
have gone through this process to other cases which hadn’t progressed as
far.  Actual expenses for these phases of the trials and appeals could be
significantly higher or lower than the estimates we had to apply.

5. We can’t tell how far the estimated individual case costs and projected
future costs shown in this report may vary from the true costs that ultimately
will be incurred.

For reporting purposes, we’ve combined questions 1 and 3 from the original
scope statement approved by the Legislative Post Audit Committee (see
Appendix A) into a single question.  Our findings begin on page 10, following
an overview of the death penalty in Kansas.
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Overview of the Death Penalty

Kansas is one of 38 states that currently has the death penalty.  Its first
death penalty law was adopted at statehood and abolished in 1907,
then re-enacted in 1935.  Between 1935 and 1965, 14 people were
executed by hanging.  The last executions took place in 1965.

In 1972 in Furman v. Georgia, the U.S. Supreme Court struck down
the death penalty, stating that the conditions under which it was being
carried out at the time amounted to cruel and unusual punishment.  The
Justices disagreed on how, or even if, the death penalty could be carried
out fairly and humanely.  That case voided death penalty laws in 40
states, including Kansas, and changed the sentences of 629 people on
death rows to life in prison.

In its 1976 Gregg v. Georgia ruling, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled the
death penalty itself was not unconstitutional and allowed states to
reinstate capital punishment if they followed certain procedural reforms,
including a 2-phase trial and automatic appeals.

After several previous attempts to re-enact a death penalty, the 1994
Kansas Legislature enacted a new death penalty law which then-
Governor Joan Finney allowed to become law without her signature.
No one has been executed under the current law, but the Department of
Corrections currently is housing 7 inmates who have been sentenced to
death.

Kansas doesn’t have a separate “death row.”  Inmates sentenced to
death are housed in the maximum security prison in El Dorado with
other prisoners who are in administrative segregation.  Administrative
segregation means they are separated from the general prison
population and allowed out of their cells one at a time for one hour per
day.

To seek the death penalty for a crime, several things have to occur:

� the circumstances of the crime have to fit the criteria set out in State
law, as shown in our “Death Penalty at a Glance” box.

� the prosecutor’s office must file formal capital murder charges.  The
prosecutor doesn’t have to file capital charges for every crime that fits
the criteria outlined in the statute.

� if the prosecutor is going to seek the death penalty, a formal
declaration to that effect has to be filed within 5 days of the
defendant’s arraignment on capital charges.

Kansas Has Had a Death
Penalty Law 3 Times,
But Hasn’t Executed
Anyone Since 1965

Not Every Murder
Qualifies for the
Death Penalty
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Death Penalty at a Glance

Date Death Penalty Re-enacted in Kansas - July 1, 1994

Crimes Eligible for the Death Penalty in Kansas -

Capital Murder–intentional and premeditated killing of a person with one or more of the following
qualifying circumstances:
• Kidnaping or aggravated kidnaping for ransom
• Contract murder
• Murder committed by an inmate in a correctional facility
• Murder of a rape or sodomy victim
• Murder of a law enforcement officer
• Murders of more than one person during the same act
• Murder of a child under 14 with the intent to kidnap or commit sex offenses

Execution of defendants who are juveniles, insane, or mentally retarded is prohibited.

Kansas Capital Murder Cases as of June 30, 2003

Location of Death Penalty Cases in Kansas

Cases since 1994 that potentially fit the statutory criteria for
seeking the death penalty

79

Cases Tried Seeking the Death Penalty 14

Defendant Convicted and Death Penalty Imposed 7

Defendant Convicted and Prison Sentence Imposed 7

Defendant Acquitted 0

Executions to date 0

Clay

Sedgwick
Crawford

Johnson
Dickinson

Wyandotte
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Since its 1976 ruling that allowed the death penalty to be reinstated, the
Court has developed a vast framework of federal constitutional rules that
govern the trial, sentencing, and direct appeal of capital cases.   The Supreme
Court has said “death is different,” both because of its severity and its finality.
Therefore, these cases are subjected to higher or “super” due process
standards.  When Kansas re-enacted the death penalty in 1994, the
Legislature incorporated many of the Supreme Court’s rulings into Kansas
law.  Items that make death penalty cases different are discussed below:

� Jurors for death penalty cases have to be “death penalty qualified.”
This means jurors go through extensive questioning by both the prosecution
and defense to make sure their beliefs about capital punishment wouldn’t
substantially impair or prevent their performance as jurors.  As a result,
more potential jurors are called because of the likelihood that many will be
excused during questioning.  Because of the extensive questioning, it also
takes longer to choose a jury.

� There’s a two-phase trial process.  This process is often referred to as a
bifurcated trial. In the first trial, a jury determines the defendant’s innocence
or guilt.  In a second, separate sentencing trial, usually the same jury
decides whether to recommend the death penalty.

� The jury must consider aggravating and mitigating circumstances in
the sentencing phase.  Under Kansas law, jurors have to consider a
number of aggravating and mitigating circumstances in deciding whether to
recommend the death penalty, as shown in Table OV-1.

The U.S. Supreme Court
Has Stated That
“Death Is Different,”
Which Leads To
More Review and a
Lengthier Process for
Those Cases in Which the
Death Penalty Is Sought

Table OV-1
Aggravating and Mitigating Factors Considered by the Jury

Aggravating circumstances are defined as: Mitigating circumstances are defined as:

! the defendant was previously convicted of a felony
in which the defendant inflicted great bodily harm,
disfigurement, dismemberment, or death on
another

! the defendant has no significant history of prior
criminal activity

! the defendant knowingly or purposely killed or
created a great risk of death to more than one
person

! the crime was committed under the influence of
extreme mental or emotional disturbances

! the defendant committed the crime for the
defendant’s self or another for the purpose of
receiving money or any other thing of monetary
value

! the victim was a participant in, or consented to,
the defendant’s conduct

! the defendant authorized or employed another
person to commit the crime

! the defendant was an accomplice, with minor
participation in the crime which was committed by
another person

! the defendant committed the crime in order to
avoid or prevent a lawful arrest or prosecution

! the defendant acted under extreme distress or
under the substantial domination of another
person

! the defendant committed the crime in an
especially heinous, atrocious, or cruel manner

! the capacity of the defendant to appreciate the
criminality of the conduct was substantially
impaired

! the defendant committed the crime while serving a
sentence of imprisonment for conviction of a
felony

! the age of the defendant at the time of the crime

! the victim was killed because of the victim’s
performance or prospective performance as a
witness in a criminal proceeding

! at the time of the crime, the defendant was
suffering from post-traumatic stress syndrome
caused by violence or abuse by the victim
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Witnesses and evidence may be presented by both sides on these factors,
which can make the sentencing phase of the trial fairly lengthy.  Jurors
must weigh these circumstances, and can recommend the death penalty
only if they unanimously decide—beyond a reasonable doubt—that the
aggravating circumstances outweigh the mitigating circumstances.

If the jury can’t reach a unanimous determination that death is the
appropriate sentence, the judge then determines whether the defendant
gets life with parole eligibility in 25 years or 50 years—again based on a
weighing of aggravating and mitigating circumstances.  If the jury
unanimously concludes that death is the appropriate sentence, the trial
judge may, but is not required to, impose a death sentence.

� State and federal laws require an automatic review of death penalty
cases by the State Supreme Court.  Currently, this requirement also
applies to defendants sentenced to a Hard 50 sentence (a life sentence
with parole eligibility after 50 years).  For all other sentences, the Kansas
Supreme Court would have the option of deciding whether to consider any
appeal.

Initial Trial and Appeal State Post-Conviction Processes Federal Processes

Initial trial in
State district court

for determination of guilt
and sentence

State habeas motions filed in
State district court

(also called post-conviction
motions) to raise issues such
as ineffective assistance of
counsel or other issues not

viewed as errors made during
the trial

Appeal to the 
Kansas Supreme Court
to review the decision of

the district court regarding
the issues raised in the

habeas motions

Federal habeas motions
filed in U.S. District Court
to raise federal
constitutional issues, such
as challenging the
constitutionality of the
death penalty

Appeal U.S. District Court
decision to 

U.S. Court of Appeals

. . . to review decision of the
Kansas Supreme Court

. . . to review decision of
U.S. Court of Appeals

Death Penalty Cases Have Several Levels of Review

U.S. Supreme Court rulings have given defendants in death penalty cases access to various levels of review, as
shown below.

Petition for the 
U.S. Supreme Court. . . 

. . . to review decision of the
Kansas Supreme Court

Case may be
sent back for 

re-trial or
re- sentencing

Case may be
sent back for 

re-trial or
re- sentencing

If sent back for re-trial or re-sentencing as a result of any of
the 3 appeals, the re-trial or resentencing is handled by the

district court. 

As a general rule, the levels of appeal are sequential: the defendant must appeal to the Kansas Supreme Court
and the U.S. Supreme Court before filing post-conviction motions in district court, and State appeals must be
exhausted before filing any appeals with the U.S. District Court.

Automatic direct appeal to
Kansas Supreme Court
to review  guilt, sentence,

and errors at trial
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In cases where the defendant is sentenced to death, the Kansas
Supreme Court must not only review specific issues raised on appeal
by the defendant’s attorney, but by statute is also “authorized to
notice unassigned errors appearing of record if the ends of justice
would be served.”  The justices have interpreted this to mean that, not
only do they need to review the issues raised by the parties, but they
also are required to “scour the record” for any other potential errors
that may have been made during the guilt or sentencing phases of the
trial.  This extra review is unique to Kansas.

In addition to the automatic appeal to the Kansas Supreme Court,
defendants sentenced to death have multiple avenues of appeal,
which are summarized in the box to the left.

While these levels of review also are available to non-capital
defendants, defendants sentenced to death are more often granted
permission to use them.

According to the literature, because of these “super” due process
requirements, appeals and collateral proceedings are more likely to
be successful in capital cases, which result in more reversals and
remands (sending the case back to re-do all or part of it), and
multiple trips through the system.  Lower courts have to rehear the
case until all options are exhausted.

According to the national average, it takes about 11 years from the
time a death penalty sentence is given until the actual execution.
The profile box  below describes a defendant from Florida whose
death sentence was overturned after 20 appeals.  Timelines for each
of the defendants sentenced to death in Kansas and their status at
the time of this report can be found in Appendix F.

20 Appeals Finally Lead to a Reduced Sentence

One defendant was sentenced to death in Florida in 1975, and his case was
affirmed by the Florida Supreme Court.  In 1976, the U.S. Supreme Court
heard his case and upheld the death penalty process in Florida.   Over the
course of the next 14 years, this defendant’s case was reviewed (or refused to
be reviewed) as follows:

Court # of times appealed

Florida Circuit Court 4
Florida Supreme Court 5
U.S. District Court 3
11th Circuit Court of Appeals 3
U.S. Supreme Court 5

Twice, the Florida Supreme Court called the defendant’s appeals “legally
frivolous” and dismissed them.  On his last appeal, however, the Florida
Supreme Court reduced his sentence to 25 years without parole.
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The decision to pursue the death penalty in any case is up to the local
prosecutor’s discretion (unless that person delegates the decision to the
State Attorney General).  However, the costs associated with prosecuting
a death penalty case are incurred at both the State and local level.  Table
OV-2 summarizes some of the more common costs for different phases.

Table OV-2
Examples of Common Costs Incurred in Death Penalty Cases

Examples of Common Costs State Involvement Local Involvement

Investigations Costs
! Securing the crime scene
! Gathering evidence
! Conducting lab tests on evidence
! Interviewing witnesses
! Cleaning up the crime scene

Kansas Bureau of Investigation Police/Sheriff

Confinement Costs Through the
Trial none Local jail

Prosecution Costs 
! Salaries of prosecuting attorneys
! Prosecution witness fees
! Travel costs to interview witnesses,

take depositions, etc.
! Experts and other services

Kansas Attorney General County/District Attorney

Defense Costs
! Salaries of Board of Indigents’

Defense Service attorneys
! Costs of any contracted attorneys
! Expert witness fees
! Travel costs to interview witnesses,

take depositions, etc.

Board of Indigents’ Defense
Services

none

Court Personnel Costs
! Judge’s time for trial, motions,

research
!  Salary costs for bailiff, court reporter,

etc.
! Support staff costs for clerks, etc.

Judges and court staff 
(most paid by the State)

Bailiff and security staff
(paid by the counties)

Jury Costs
! Notification of jurors
! Printing, administration, and analysis

of juror questionnaires
! Per diem paid for serving on jury
! Housing and meals if sequestered

none Paid by county

Incarceration After Sentencing Department of Corrections none

Appeal to Supreme Court
Supreme Court Staff,

Attorney General,
Board of Indigents’ Defense

Services

none

Additional Appeals
Attorney General,

Board of Indigents’ Defense
Services,

Supreme Court Staff

none

Execution
! Salary cost for executioner and staff
! Special security costs at the

institution
! Perimeter security

Department of Corrections Local police/sheriff for security

Source: LPA survey of the parties involved in these cases.

Costs for Death Penalty
Cases Are Incurred
At Both the State and
Local Levels
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Table OV-3
Board of Indigents' Defense Services

FTE Positions by Program 
(Approved FY 03)

Administrative Services 11

Appellate Defender Office 29

Trial Level Public Defender
Offices

111

Death Penalty Defense Unit 15

Total 166

The State Board of Indigents’ Defense Services usually bears the
cost of defending capital murder cases.  People accused of capital
murder usually don’t have the resources to hire their own defense
attorneys.   In those cases, the Board provides defense counsel.  To
carry out its mission of  providing, supervising, and coordinating
constitutionally and statutorily required counsel and related services, the
Board oversees a Statewide system of public defender offices and
assigned counsel.

In response to the death penalty’s re-enactment in 1994, the Board
established what has come to be known as the Death Penalty Defense
Unit.  These attorneys represent people charged with capital murder at
the trial level.  The Board also has capital appellate defenders to
represent them at the appeal levels.  Table OV-3  shows the Board’s
staff breakdown:

The Board has had to contract with private counsel in several death
penalty cases because of conflicts of interest.  For example, one death
penalty case involved 2 defendants who jointly committed the crimes.
The Death Penalty Defense Unit represented one defendant, but
because there was a chance he would testify against the other, the Unit
was prohibited from representing the second defendant.   Question 2,
beginning on page 20, has more detail about this case and the most
expensive death penalty case to date, which involved the Board
contracting with private attorneys.

Prosecution costs will be borne by either the counties or the
State, depending on who assumes responsibility for the case.  In
jurisdictions where local prosecutors don’t have staff with the expertise
to prosecute a death penalty case, the Kansas Attorney General’s Office
is called in.

The Attorney General’s Criminal Litigation Division advises and assists
county and district attorneys and local law enforcement officials in
investigating and prosecuting criminal cases.  In many instances,
attorneys in the Criminal Litigation Division handle the direct prosecution
of cases at the request of local prosecutors throughout the State.
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Actual cost figures for death penalty and non-death penalty cases in
Kansas don’t exist.  Based on cost estimates we were able to gather, it
appears the median death penalty case tried to-date would cost an
estimated $1.2 million through execution, or about 70% more than the
estimated cost of the median non-death penalty case through the end of
incarceration.  Most of those costs will be borne by the State.  Trial and
appeal costs account for the largest cost differences between the death-
penalty and non-death-penalty cases.  Trial costs differ because of lengthier
and more complicated trials.  Appeal costs are higher because more
appeals are likely, given that the defendant’s life is at stake.  These and
other findings are discussed in the sections that follow.

Our comparisons focused on 3 types of cases filed since the death penalty
was re-enacted in 1994.  We chose only cases that had been through a full
trial and sentencing procedure.  Our sample is described below.

� 7 cases where the death penalty was sought and given.  This group
includes all the cases where the defendant was convicted at trial and
received a death sentence.

� 7 cases where the death penalty was sought but not given.  This
group includes all the cases where the defendant was convicted at trial
but did not receive a death sentence.

� 8 cases where the death penalty was not sought.  These were 1st

degree murder cases in which the defendant was convicted at trial and
received a long prison sentence.  We used these cases for comparison
purposes because the crimes would have been similar to the cases in
which the death penalty was sought, but these cases went through the
regular trial process, rather than the death penalty process.

As described in the Introduction and in Appendix B, it’s important for the
reader to be aware that the information and cost estimates we were able to
gather or develop for death penalty cases have numerous limitations.  For
example:

� judges, attorneys, court staff, and local law enforcement officers don’t
keep case-specific time records.  We had to rely on their memories and
best estimates of how much time they spent on these cases, many of
which occurred several years ago.

� most death penalty cases in Kansas still are at the early stages of the
appeal cycle, and it’s difficult to reliably predict how many appeals these
cases may have, or what those appeals will cost.  As mentioned in the
profile on page 7, some cases can go through as many as 20 appeals.

Question 1:  How Does the Cost of Death Penalty Cases in Kansas Compare
With The Cost of Cases Involving Non-Death Sentences?

During This Audit,
We Obtained and
Compared Estimated
Cost Information for
22 Cases
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We had to rely on some relatively sparse data from other states to
estimate the number and costs of future appeals.

� The number of death penalty cases in Kansas is small, and 1 or 2
expensive or inexpensive cases could significantly affect average
estimated costs.  Because it is not affected by extreme values,
throughout this report we present information based on the median for
each group of cases.

� The Kansas Supreme Court did not provide estimates for the time the
justices spent on the 2 death cases that have had their direct appeal to
the Supreme Court, and on other cases they have heard.  The Office of
Judicial Administration declined to provide information about how long
the justices spent on these cases because of “concern about invading
the justices’ decision-making process.”   Of  the entities we surveyed in
this audit, they were the only ones who didn’t estimate their time.  As a
result, we had to rely on sparse comparative data from North Carolina
to estimate this.

As a result of these limitations, the figures we present in this report should
be viewed only as estimates of total costs, not as actual cost figures.
Actual experiences in each of these cases could vary significantly from the
estimates we received or developed.  Also, many officials who worked
on these cases worked uncompensated overtime hours.  Because these
hours aren’t paid, we didn’t assign a value to this time.

Table I-1 shows the total costs for the 22 cases in our sample, as well as
information about the most- and least-expensive cases and the median
cost for a case, by type of case.  These figures include estimates of all
State and local costs incurred to-date, as well as projected costs for
things that haven’t yet occurred—such as appeals, incarceration, and
executions.

Detailed information about our processes for estimating and gathering
costs can be found in Appendix B.   Detailed cost estimates for all 22
cases included in this audit can be found in Appendix D.

Cases in Which the
Death Penalty Was
Sought and Imposed
Could Cost About 70%
More Than Cases in
Which the Death Penalty
Wasn’t Sought

Table I-1
Total Estimated and Projected Costs, by Case Type

Death
Sentence
(7 cases)

Death Penalty Sought
- Sentenced To Prison

(7 cases)

Death Penalty 
Not Sought
(8 cases)

Total Costs for Group $10.6 million $6.3 million $6.3 million

Most-Expensive Case $2.4 million $1.1 million $1.0 million

Least-Expensive Case $1.1 million $0.7 million $0.6 million

Median Cost for a Case $1.2 million $0.9 million $0.7 million

Source: LPA survey of the parties involved in each type of case, and calculated projections.
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Several interesting points from the table on the previous page:

� the estimated median cost of a case in which the death
sentence was given was about 70% more than the median
cost of a non-death penalty murder case.  That figure was $1.2
million compared to about $740,000.

� there was a lot of variability for the 7 cases in which the
death sentence was given.  Their estimated costs ranged from
$2.4 million (State v. Robinson) to $1.1 million (State v. Scott).

� death penalty cases weren’t always more expensive than
non-death penalty cases.  As the table shows, the most expensive
non-death penalty case in our sample was estimated to cost $1.0
million, compared with about $700,000 for the least expensive case
where the death penalty was sought but not given.  Overall, 5 non-
death penalty cases in our sample had estimated costs higher than
$700,000, in large part because the defendants were young and
received long prison sentences, thereby increasing their projected
incarceration costs.

The State bears most of the costs of death penalty cases.  Table
I-2 summarizes total estimated costs for all 14 cases in which death
penalty trials have been held in Kansas.  The table breaks those costs
down into 4 primary phases, and by the entity that bore the cost.

                                            

Table I-2
Estimated and Projected Costs for 14 Cases in Which the 

Death Penalty Was Sought
Broken Down by State and Local Costs

Cost Category State Local Total

Investigation $281,320 $1,581,770 $1,863,090

Trial

Prosecution $191,314 $558,804 $750,118

Defense $3,959,044 $0 $3,959,044

District Courts $440,725 $226,136 $666,861

Appeal Related                 $3,115,568                  $99,667                       $3,215,235

Incarceration/
Execution

$6,479,930 $32,627 $6,512,557

Total $14,467,901 $2,499,004 $16,966,905

% of Total 85% 15% 100%

Source: LPA survey of the parties involved in each type of case, and calculated projections.
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Death Penalty Cases
Tend To Have Higher
Costs at the Trial and
Appeal Stages

The table shows that the State will bear about 85% of the total
estimated and projected costs for these cases.  Local governments tend
to bear the majority of the costs for investigating and prosecuting these
cases, whereas the State bears most of the defense, appeal, and
incarceration costs.

Chart I-1 shows the median estimated and projected costs for 4
phases—investigation, trial, appeals, and incarceration and/or
execution—for each of the 3 types of cases included in this audit.
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Chart I-1
Median Estimated  Case Costs By Phase

Source: LPA survey of the parties involved in each case, and calculated projections.
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Table I-3
Factors That May Make Death Penalty Cases Unique or More Expensive:

Investigation Phase

Factors That Can Increase Costs What We Saw in Kansas:

More extensive investigations requiring more
hours, and more forensic testing.  The hypothesis is
that there will be more intensive investigation with more
hours worked and more lab/forensic testing in cases
involving the death penalty. 

Reported costs for local police/sheriff and KBI
generally were higher for the death penalty cases.   It
should be noted that cases where prosecutors seek
the death penalty are usually the worst-of-the-worst
crimes.  However, the second highest investigation
cost case was a non-death penalty case.  This
highlights the fact that additional investigation and
forensic costs may be due to the nature or location of
the crime, not to the fact that the defendant was facing
the death penalty. 

Source: National Center for State Courts Research Model for Determining Death Penalty Costs, and LPA survey of the parties
involved in each type of case.

As the chart on the previous page shows, death penalty cases are
estimated to be much more costly during the trial and appeals phases,
while non-death penalty cases are more costly in the incarceration and/
or execution phase.  That’s because non-death-penalty cases result in
long prison terms, whereas in death-penalty cases, we projected that
each accused eventually would be executed.

The following sections discuss some of the factors that studies have
suggested result in higher costs for death penalty cases, or that make
death penalty cases unique, and what we found when we looked at our
sample of cases in Kansas.

Factors that can impact investigation costs

This includes work conducted by the local police, county sheriff, or the
KBI for investigating the crime scene, interviewing witnesses/leads,
doing forensic lab work, and housing the defendant in jail.  The factors
involved are summarized in Table I-3.

Factors that can impact trial costs

This phase includes prosecution, defense, and court costs.  Costs are
based on attorney and judge time for pre-trial and trial proceedings.
These costs also include expert witness expenses, juror costs, travel
costs, costs of other court staff and other prosecution and defense staff,
and fees for copying documents, etc.  The factors involved are
summarized in Table I-4 to the right.
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Table I-4
Factors That May Make Death Penalty Cases Unique or More Expensive:

Trial and Pre-Trial Phases

             Factors that Can Increase Costs What We Saw in Kansas:

The number of defense and prosecuting attorneys
assigned.  Because of the complexity and number of motions
and issues in death penalty cases, 2 attorneys typically are
assigned for the defense and the prosecution.

8 different attorneys have been involved in the trial and
appellate defense of Gary Kleypas.

Motion filings and hearings.   More issues are raised in
motion filings and may be raised in separate motions in order to
be thorough.

Although we don’t have precise data on all cases, more than
200 motions were filed in the Kleypas case.  This reportedly
required the judge to hold motion hearings on evenings and
weekends.

Change of venue surveys and travel costs.  When pre-trial
publicity could prejudice potential jurors, the defense may file a
motion to have the judge move the trial to another city.  Before a
decision is made, a change of venue survey may be conducted
to assess the level of bias among potential jurors. That can cost
as much as $30,000.  When the trial is moved to another city,
travel costs will also be incurred for the judge, court staff, and
attorneys of the originating county. 

Change of venue survey costs were reported for 9 of the 14
death penalty cases and none of the 8 non-death penalty cases
we reviewed.  These costs ranged between $6,150 and $39,915
per case.

Jury selection.  Jurors go through extensive questioning by
both the prosecution and defense. 

Death penalty cases we reviewed averaged 230 jurors at the
start of jury selection compared to 89 jurors at the same point in
non-death penalty cases.  There were 600 potential jurors at the
start of jury selection in the Robinson case.

Length of the trial, interrogations, and  deliberations. 
Because capital cases include more than one crime, and
sometimes more than one defendant, there often are more
witnesses to question.  And, because the defendant could be
put to death, more care is taken in questioning and jury
deliberations. 

Death penalty cases we reviewed averaged 28 days from the
start of jury selection to the end of the trial, compared with 9
days in non-death penalty cases.

Expert witnesses.   DNA and forensic testing are typical, 
and may be used by the defense or prosecution. 

Defense expert witness costs were reported for 11 of the 14
death penalty cases we reviewed and 3 of the 8 non-death
penalty cases.  These costs ranged between $400 and
$38,540 per case.

Separate sentencing trial.  Only in capital cases where the
defendant has been found guilty is a separate trial conducted to
determine whether the defendant should be put to death.  That
decision is based on weighing aggravating and mitigating
factors. 

On average the separate sentencing trial added an average of 6
days to the length of Death Penalty trials for the cases we
reviewed.  

Extensive investigations for mitigating evidence.  If the
defendant is found guilty and there is a second sentencing trial,
the defense is allowed to put on any evidence about the
defendant’s background to convince the jury the defendant
should not be put to death. This information is derived from an
extensive investigation conducted by the defense.  Because the
U.S. Supreme Court has ruled a state may not restrict the type
or amount of evidence presented as mitigating circumstances,
this process involves additional costs for investigations, expert
witnesses, and court time.  

Contract mitigation specialist costs were reported for 5 of the 14
death penalty cases and none of the 8 non-death penalty cases
we reviewed.  These costs ranged between $4,000 and $52,261
per case.

Psychiatric and medical evaluations. Evaluations are
conducted to determine the defendant’s sanity and to determine
if any medical reasons exist that may explain the criminal
behavior. 

Defense psychiatric costs were reported for all 14 death penalty
cases and 2 of the 8 non-death penalty cases we reviewed. 
These costs ranged between $910 and $71,540 per case.

Source: National Center for State Courts Research Model for Determining Death Penalty Costs, Death Penalty Information Center, and LPA survey
of the parties involved in each type of case.
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Kansas’ First Capital Case Since 1994
Is Remanded for Re-Sentencing

Gary Kleypas was convicted of capital murder, attempted rape, and
aggravated burglary in connection with the1996 death of Carrie Williams, a
fellow Pittsburg State University student.  The trial had a change of venue
from Crawford County to Wyandotte County.  Kleypas was sentenced to
death on March 11, 1998. Jurors had found that all 3 aggravating
circumstances that prosecutors said could warrant the death penalty
applied in this case - a previous conviction for a felony with great bodily
harm; the crime was committed to avoid arrest or prosecution; and the
crime was committed in an atrocious or cruel manner.

On direct appeal, the Kansas Supreme Court affirmed the capital murder
conviction of Kleypas, but vacated his death sentence and remanded the
case back to Crawford County for re-sentencing before a newly empaneled
jury.  The Court upheld the constitutionality of the Kansas death penalty
statute, but ruled that the law prescribing how a jury is to weigh aggravating
and mitigating circumstances in arriving at its sentence violated the Eighth
Amendment as applied in this case.

The Court held it was improper for the jury to be instructed as the statute
requires, that if aggravating circumstances were found but “not outweighed
by any mitigating circumstances, the defendant shall be sentenced to
death.”  This has the effect of requiring the death penalty even when the
aggravating and mitigating circumstances are found by the jury to be in
equal balance.  Thus, the majority held, the so-called “weighing equation”
which in essence allows a “tie” to go to the state violates the federal
constitutional prohibitions against cruel and unusual punishment and the
guarantee of due process.  The Court ruled that “fundamental fairness”
requires that a tie goes to the defendant when life or death is at issue.  In
reaching its decision, the Court reasoned that the Kansas Legislature
intended to enact a constitutional death penalty scheme and concluded
that the statute is not void on its face, but only in its application.

Kleypas must now be re-sentenced by a newly impaneled jury that will be
instructed that a defendant must be sentenced to death if the aggravating
circumstances found to exist outweigh the mitigating circumstances, as
opposed to an instruction that the death penalty be imposed if the
mitigating circumstances don’t outweigh the aggravating circumstances.
The first trial cost the State about $836,000. Crawford County officials
estimate that it will cost the county around $140,000 to conduct the re-
sentencing trial, which includes transporting Kleypas to and from court
every day, and providing security in and around the courtroom.  It is
anticipated that the re-sentencing will begin in Spring 2004.

According to Supreme Court staff, the next 3 cases that will come before
the Court on direct review have the same erroneous jury instruction that the
Kleypas case did.  If the Supreme Court holds to its prior ruling in Kleypas,
it’s very likely that the next 3 cases all will be sent back as well, at least
for re-sentencing.
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Table I-5
Factors That May Make Death Penalty Cases Unique or More Expensive:

Appeals Phase

            Factors that Can Increase Costs What We Saw in Kansas:

More appealable issues from guilt and sentencing
trials.  Because more issues are objected to at trial
and a separate sentencing trial is held, more issues
can be raised on appeal.

In his direct appeal, Mr. Kleypas filed a 3-volume brief
totaling almost 600 pages and raising 51 issues.  The
normal page limit on briefs is usually 50 pages.

Cases being reversed or remanded  back to the
trial court for retrial or re-sentencing.  On average,
68% of death sentences are reversed on appeal and
have to be retried, re-sentenced, or both.  Additional
errors made during the retrial can produce further
appealable issues.

To date, one death penalty defendant has had his case
completely reviewed by the Kansas Supreme Court,
and the Court sent the case back to district court for re-
sentencing.  This means the original district court will
have to select another “death qualified” jury, and the
parties again will present aggravating and mitigating
evidence. 

Another death penalty case was heard before the
Supreme Court on direct appeal in September, but the
Court has yet to issue its opinion.  This case and 3
others have the same issue that caused the Supreme
Court to remand Kleypas back for re-sentencing.

Source: National Center for State Courts Research Model for Determining Death Penalty Costs, Death Penalty Information
Center, and LPA survey of the parties involved in each type of case.

Factors that can impact appeal costs

This phase includes prosecution, defense, the Kansas Supreme Court,
and the State’s district courts.  Costs included are related to the time
spent by attorneys, judges, and justices, as well as support staff.  We
also calculated projections for any re-trials or re-sentencing
proceedings, and for future State or federal post-conviction
proceedings, such as writs of habeas corpus and requests for review
by the U.S. Supreme Court.  The factors involved are summarized in
Table I-5.  The profile box on page 16 details the re-sentencing process
for Kansas’ first death penalty case.

Factors that can impact incarceration/execution costs

This phase includes the Kansas Department of Corrections and local
law enforcement.  The costs include incarceration costs for all
defendants– those sentenced to death up until the time of execution, and
other defendants for the duration of their sentences, or until they reach
the age of average life expectancy.  Costs also include actual execution
costs and site security.  The factors involved are summarized in
Table I-6.
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In addition, the “super due process” required for death penalty cases means
that, in general, those cases are going to take longer to resolve.  Chart I-2
provides some general information about differences in trial and appeal times
for our sample of cases.  More detailed time lines for both the death penalty
and non-death penalty cases in our sample can be found in Appendix F.

Table I-6
Factors That May Make Death Penalty Cases Unique:

Incarceration / Execution Phases

               Factors that Can Increase Costs What We Saw in Kansas:

Sentence not carried out for an average of 11
years.  Defendants sentenced to death incur
incarceration costs during the time they are
incarcerated.

None of the Kansas cases involving the death penalty
have been through all the avenues of appeal available
to the defendants.  Mr. Kleypas (the first death penalty
case) was originally sentenced to death in 1998, but in
December 2001 his case was remanded for re-
sentencing.  If he is re-sentenced to death in Spring
2004, we projected the execution would happen in
2015, 11 years after the latest sentence was imposed.

Less than 10% of executions are carried out.  The
Death Penalty Information Center states, most
defendants sentenced to death incur all of the trial and
appeals costs, yet end up spending the rest of their
lives in prison instead of being executed.

Unknown at this point; no death penalty cases have
been through the entire process. 

More requests for clemency.  All defendants
sentenced to death likely apply for clemency when the
execution appears imminent, while defendants
sentenced to life in prison may not file for clemency.

Unknown at this point; no death penalty cases have
been through the entire process. 

Execution costs.  In Kansas, these costs will include
transporting the inmate from El Dorado to the Lansing
Correctional Facility, security around the prison in
Lansing, and the personnel to carry out the execution.

Unknown at this point; no death penalty cases have
been through the entire process. 

Source: National Center for State Courts Research Model for Determining Death Penalty Costs, Death Penalty Information
Center, and LPA survey of the parties involved in each type of case.
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Chart I-2
Time Differences by Case Type

Sentencing
To Appeal

Arrest to Jury
Selection

# Days for

Jury    Guilt Sentencing
Case Type Selection Trial Trial

Death Penalty 12 16 6

Death Penalty
sought, not given 4 14                 5

Non-Death
Penalty   1.4               7.4  0

Jury Selection
Through
Sentencing
(see right)

Death Penalty

Death Penalty
sought, not given

Non-Death Penalty

Source: LPA survey of entities involved in these cases.
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Officials We Spoke With and Literature Suggest
Both Costs and Benefits

Which We Couldn’t Quantify in This Audit

During this audit, we spoke with a number of knowledgeable officials and reviewed literature related to
death penalty costs and systems.  From these sources, we learned a number of costs and benefits that
may exist as a result of having a death penalty, but that are hard to quantify.  Some of those mentioned were:

Examples of costs:
! Creates a sense of brutality in society by sanctioning the taking of a life
! Cost to the system - other cases being neglected because of resources being shifted to capital cases
! Possible execution of innocent persons

Examples of benefits:
! A sense of justice
! Cost savings from trials avoided because the possibility of a death sentence caused a defendant to

plead guilty to a lesser charge
! Cost savings from crimes that aren’t committed because of a deterrent effect of the death penalty

This audit was not designed to quantify these types of costs or benefits or to render an opinion on whether
the costs or benefits from having a death penalty outweighed the other.  This audit simply looks at how the
direct costs of the various phases of death penalty cases compare with those same types of costs for non-
death penalty cases.
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The basic core processes followed by other states we looked at and the
federal government are essentially the same as in Kansas.  That’s
because requirements for things like death-penalty-qualified juries,
bifurcated trials, and automatic reviews by state supreme courts are
either imposed by law or required by the U.S. Supreme Court.  Kansas
already may be reducing costs in the cases it has pursued by not using
certain non-required processes such as grand juries, or the sequestering
of jurors during trial.  Changes to State law, such as offering a true life
sentence with no possibility for parole, possibly could reduce overall
costs in Kansas.   Having State-employed specialists also could help
control some costs.  These and other ideas are discussed in the sections
that follow.

In this audit, we compared the process Kansas follows for pursuing the
death penalty with processes in Florida, Texas, North Carolina, and the
federal government. We chose Florida and Texas because those states
have had numerous death penalty trials and executions.  North Carolina
was selected because one of the most frequently cited studies of death
penalty costs came from that state.  We also spoke with Kansas
officials who have been involved in the prosecution and defense of
death penalty cases to solicit ideas for making the process less costly.

In comparing the basic core processes related to the trial, sentencing,
and other aspects of death penalty cases, we found them to be basically
the same.  That’s because most of the process has been prescribed by
the U.S. Supreme Court.   Areas we noted that were different are
discussed in the sections that follow.

These items are explained below.

� Kansas doesn’t require a grand jury indictment—Grand juries are
panels of citizens assembled to listen to the evidence to decide
whether someone should be charged with a crime.  Grand juries are
required in the federal system and in a number of other states in order
to bring indictments in death penalty cases.  In Kansas, prosecutors
have the option of convening a grand jury, but haven’t yet done so.

� Kansas generally doesn’t sequester juries during trials—Sometimes
in sensitive or high-profile cases jurors aren’t allowed to go home
during the trial to avoid the possibility they’ll be prejudiced by news

Question 2:  Are There Steps Kansas Could Take To Reduce
Overall Costs in Capital Punishment Cases?

Much of the Process Is
Mandated By the U.S.
Supreme Court

Some Aspects of the
Way Kansas Has
Implemented the
Death Penalty
Actually Save Money
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reports about the case or by people they may talk to.  When juries
are sequestered, the government has to pick up the cost of feeding
and housing them.   Although Kansas judges have the authority to
order jurors sequestered during the trial or deliberations, our data
showed juries have been sequestered in only one death penalty case,
and then only during deliberations.

� The Kansas Supreme Court doesn’t conduct proportionality reviews—
These reviews involve the states’ Supreme Court justices comparing
the death sentence in the case before them to the sentences given in
other cases involving similar crimes, to make certain the death
sentence isn’t excessive.  Of the 38 states that currently have the
death penalty, 21 states authorize the state Supreme Court to
compare sentences.  Kansas doesn’t.

We identified several actions requiring statutory changes that potentially
could help contain the costs related to the death penalty—having a true
life sentence without the possibility of parole, and removing or clarifying
a statutory provision that makes the Supreme Court responsible for
“extra” review.  Each is described below:

Having a true life sentence without the possibility of parole could
potentially reduce costs in 2 ways.   Current Kansas law sets the
punishment for those convicted of capital murder at either death, or
prison with eligibility for parole set at either 25 or 50 years.

The literature we reviewed suggests that prosecutors and juries are
most concerned about ensuring that those who commit capital murder
can no longer be a threat to the public safety.  Having the option of
imposing life in prison without parole could reduce costs in 2 ways.

� Prosecutors might not be inclined to seek the death penalty in as
many cases if they know a conviction will result in the defendant
being locked away forever.  That means all the costs associated with
the bifurcated trial, screening jurors for biases related to the death
penalty, automatic appeals to the State Supreme Court, and other
associated costs could be avoided.

� Jurors might be more likely to impose a life sentence rather than
death, which could reduce appeal costs.  Even though Kansas’ law
provides for long-term incarceration if the death penalty isn’t imposed,
the literature suggests that if jurors think there’s even a possibility the
offender will be released from prison, they are more likely to impose
the death penalty than a prison sentence. That’s because jurors don’t
want some defendants to be released no matter what their age may
be at the time of release.  Our review also showed that defendants
with non-death sentences have fewer issues on appeal, which would
save appellate costs.

Certain Changes to
Kansas Law Could
Potentially Reduce Costs
Associated With the
Death Penalty
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Opponents of life without parole say a “Hard 50" sentence is basically a
life sentence because most offenders won’t be eligible for parole until
after they have died in prison.  However, of the 38 states that have the
death penalty, 35 also offer a life without parole option.  Of the 12
states that don’t have the death penalty, 11 have life without parole as
the mandatory sentence for 1st degree murder, and 1 allows the judge to
set the number of years.

Deleting statutory provisions that authorize the Supreme Court
to look  for trial errors beyond those raised on appeal could
further reduce appeal costs.  State law (K.S.A. 21-4627) says:

“The supreme court of Kansas shall consider the question of sentence as
well as any errors asserted in the review and appeal and shall be authorized
to notice unassigned errors appearing of record if the ends of justice would
be served thereby.” (underscoring added)

The Supreme Court’s research attorney told us this provision requires
him to review the entire record for trial errors that may have occurred,
whether or not those issues were raised in the appeal briefs filed by the
defense attorneys.  Court records in death penalty cases can be very
voluminous.  For example, in the Kleypas appeal the record consisted
of more than 10,000 pages of documents, which the Supreme Court’s
research attorney had to review and digest for the Court.  In all, he
estimated he spent about 2,500 hours preparing that case for the Court
to review.  We can’t say how much time this statutory provision added,
but it’s likely to be significant.

Clearly, this provision provides a safeguard to help ensure that errors
aren’t overlooked that could result in an innocent person being
convicted.  But neither the federal government nor any of the other 3
states we reviewed had such a provision.

Because Kansas already imposes the death penalty for fewer
crimes than other states we looked at, we didn’t see opportunity
for savings there.  In Kansas, the death penalty can be sought only in
cases of pre-meditated intentional killing of another person in which at
least 1 of 7 qualifying circumstances also is present.

As noted earlier, about 80 crimes committed in Kansas since July 1994
have involved one or more of these qualifying factors.  Only 53 of those
cases were actually charged with capital murder.  Table II-1 shows
summarized information for those cases.
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As the table shows, the death-penalty-eligible crimes that have occurred
most frequently in Kansas were multiple murders and murders involving rape
or sodomy.

In theory, further reducing the categories of murder that qualify for the death
penalty could save costs, but Kansas already is fairly restrictive in the types
of crimes that qualify for the death penalty.  Compared to Florida, Texas,
and North Carolina, Kansas has the most limited group of crimes in which
the death penalty could be sought.  Table II-2 shows some examples of
additional crimes that qualify for the death penalty in those 3 other states.

Table II-1
Types of Capital Crimes Charged From 1994 To Date

Aggravating factors that make murders eligible for the
death penalty under Kansas law

Number of cases
charged under this factor

Kidnaping or Aggravated Kidnaping for Ransom                                          1

Contracted Murder 3

Murder Committed by an Inmate at a Correctional Facility 0

Murder of a Rape or Sodomy Victim 14

Murder of a Law Enforcement Officer 3

Murder of More Than One Person During the Same Act 36

Murder of a Child Under 14 With the Intent to Kidnap or
Commit Sex Offenses

0

 Total 57(a)

(a) Note: Totals add to more than 53 cases because some crimes qualified under more than one

factor

Source: State Board of Indigents’ Defense Services

Table II-2
Examples of Additional Capital Crimes In Several Other States

Number of Additional Crimes Eligible for the Death Penalty Texas - 6 North Carolina - 16 Florida - 21

Examples:

murder committed during a robbery � � �

murder committed as a result of arson � � �

murder committed during a burglary � � �

murder while escaping from custody � � �

murder committed during an aircraft hijacking � �

murder during a terrorist act � �

murder by discharging explosives � �

murder during a carjacking �

murder associated with stalking �

murder involving the abuse of children, elderly, or disabled
persons

�

Source: LPA survey of other states
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 These measures—including screening cases for “merit” and having State-
employed specialists—are described below.

Some sort of screening mechanism could be used to determine which
cases merit seeking the death penalty.  In Kansas, local prosecutors
have sole discretion in deciding whether to seek the death penalty.  The only
exception occurs when a local prosecutor asks the Attorney General’s Office
to take over a case, such as when there’s a lack of resources or expertise.
In those cases, the Attorney General makes the decision.

A review process established at the federal level requires cases to be
evaluated by a review committee that meets with the attorneys, and gives the
defense the opportunity to present any arguments against seeking the death
penalty.  The committee then makes a recommendation to the U.S. Attorney
General, who makes the final decision.

The arguments Kansas attorneys, judges, and others offered for and against
implementing this type of screening process in Kansas are summarized
below.

Arguments in favor of such a review
It keeps decisions to seek the death penalty from being based on local
politics
It promotes consistency and fairness across the State
It eliminates making the decision based on economics (whether the county
can afford it)

Arguments against such a review
Local prosecutors are already using some sort of internal review process
It wouldn’t reduce the number of cases or save costs
It wouldn’t streamline the process

Having this type of screening process would reduce costs only if it resulted in
fewer cases being tried seeking the death penalty.  Otherwise the review
process itself would be an additional cost to State or local government.

Having State-employed specialists also could help control some costs.
Some people we talked with during this audit either suggested hiring—or
have hired—specialists to provide a more efficient process and help reduce
costs.

� Oklahoma has state-salaried psychological and forensic experts within
their indigent defense unit.  These employees’ salaries cost the state less
than contracting out for experts on a case-by-case basis to perform
psychological or DNA tests and to testify at trial.

� A panel of specially trained judges could be used for death penalty cases.
The expertise they would acquire possibly could lead to more efficient trials
and cut down on the number of errors made during trial, resulting in fewer

Implementing Cost
Control Measures
Used in Other States or
Suggested by Local
Officials Also Could
Reduce Costs
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issues on appeal and fewer reversals.  Alternatively, some states (like Florida)
require judges to obtain at least some specific training before they are allowed
to sit on the bench for a death penalty case.

� A panel of law clerks with death penalty expertise could be hired to travel to
counties and assist judges who don’t have much experience or training with
death penalty cases.  The experience these clerks would have with the various
legal rulings could assist judges in these cases.

Some other states have employed spending caps or limits on rates paid
to contracted attorneys or experts in death penalty cases, but those
types of limits appear to be contrary to American Bar Association
standards.  Table II-3  shows how Kansas compares with several other states
in terms of the limits placed on contracted attorneys or expert witnesses fees.

As the table shows, Kansas’ $100/hour rate for contract attorneys in death
penalty cases is somewhat higher than the $60 to $85 per hour rates several of
the other states pay.  In addition, some states have placed a cap on the total
amount of attorney fees they will pay.  Currently Kansas has no such statutory
cap, and officials at the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services pointed to some
conflicting guidance in this area as discussed on the following page.

Table II-3
Capital Case Defense Contracted Attorney and Expert Fees

Contracted Attorneys Contracted Experts

Limits on
Hours

Limits on Rates Limits on
Hours

Limits on Rates

Kansas None None.  None None

Florida None Currently the only limit is $5,000 for post-
conviction appeals.  Florida is looking into
other limits.

None None

Texas None $60/hour in court and $40/hour out of court
until death penalty notice is filed.  After that,
$60/hour out of court and $500/day in court.

None None

North
Carolina

None $85/hour None None

Oklahoma None By statute, $20,000 per case for lead
counsel and $5,000 per case for co-counsel. 
May request more at $80/hour for lead
counsel and $60/hour for co-counsel. 
Appeals are not to exceed $15,000.

None None, but Oklahoma
has in-house forensic
and psychiatric experts.

Missouri None $12,000 per attorney up to 2 attorneys, and
can request more if case becomes extended. 
Appeals are limited to $75,000 per case.

None None

Colorado None $65/hour None By Supreme Court
directive, limited to
$150/hour.

Nebraska None None None None

Source: LPA survey of other states.
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� State law says the Board of Indigents’ Defense should not
interfere with defense counsel in carrying out their professional
duties.   K.S.A. 22-4520 states, “the State Board of Indigents’
Defense Service shall not make any decision regarding the
handling of any case nor interfere with the appointed counsel,
contract counsel or public defender, or any member of the staff
thereof, in carrying out their professional duties.”

� Recent American Bar Association guidelines say that payment
limits are improper in death penalty cases.  The February 2003
ABA Guidelines for the Appointment and Performance of Defense
Counsel in Death Penalty Cases state that “Flat fees, caps on
compensation, and lump-sum contracts are improper in death
penalty cases.”   Those standards were referenced in a recent
U.S. Supreme Court case Wiggins v. Smith, Warden et al as
being guides for determining what is reasonable.

� A 2003 Attorney General’s Opinion concluded that State law does
allow State resources to be considered in determining
compensation for appointed counsel or for investigative and other
expert services.   In summary, that opinion said  “The
determination regarding whether expert services are necessary to
an adequate defense is a matter left to the sound discretion of the
trial court.  However, the amount of money that may be expended
for such services from State funds is subject to compliance with
the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services’ regulations expressing
standards and guidelines for compensation of appointed counsel
and investigative, expert and other services within the limits of
appropriations.”

Staff from the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services told us that over
the years they have looked to the previously mentioned statute for
guidance.  They told us they interpreted the non-interference
language in the statute as calling for them to be pretty much “hands
off,” and to let the attorneys handle the case as they saw fit.
Nonetheless, they told us they recognized their duty to provide
counsel for indigent defendants in the most efficient and economical
manner possible.  Officials told us they attempt to bargain for lower-
cost experts, deny some expert service requests, and review
expenses and time sheets submitted by contract attorneys.

We saw denials of hours contracted attorneys claimed for lunches
and staff meetings, and the like.  We also saw evidence of extensive
correspondence back and forth between the contract attorneys and
Board staff negotiating expert services and fees.  However, until just
recently, contracts with private attorneys were written in an open-
ended way (with no limit on hours worked), and as long as the
attorneys submitted itemized time records, they were paid.
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Board officials also told us the Attorney General Opinion seems to
indicate they can consider State resources in adopting regulations for
the defense of indigent clients.  Board regulations currently require any
claim for expert services which exceeds $300 to have prior approval
from the Board’s executive director.  Expert witnesses can be called in
by either side to help prove the defendant’s guilt or innocence.
Examples of expert witnesses include DNA experts, psychologists,
blood spatter experts, and the like.  While the regulations have some
dollar limits specified for expert services, the regulations specify that the
director can approve additional amounts.

In addition, Board regulations restrict amounts paid to attorneys who
are assigned or appointed by a judge in non-capital felony cases to $50
an hour.  However, those limits don’t apply to contracted attorneys for
capital cases hired by the Board when the Death Penalty Unit’s
workload is too heavy, or when there is a conflict that prevents them
from taking a case.   The regulation relating to contract counsel states
that compensation shall be at the rate established and set forth in the
contract between the attorney and the Board (currently $100/hr).

In January 2003, the Board wrote its first contract with a limit of hours
for a contracted attorney.  The contract states the attorney shall work
800 hours, at which point the parties will review the work remaining to
be done and agree on any additional hours.  Board staff indicated they
will need to see how this approach plays out.

The Death Penalty Defense Unit within the Board of Indigents’ Defense
Services was established to provide representation to indigent
defendants charged with capital crimes.  The current staff of 5 attorneys
handle death penalty cases, and occasionally handle non-death penalty
cases if their caseload allows it.  However, sometimes the Death Penalty
Defense Unit can’t provide the defense services because of conflicts of
interest or excessive caseloads.  When this happens, the Board of
Indigents’ Defense Services contracts with private attorneys to provide
the representation, usually at $100 per hour.

The Carr brothers’ case in Sedgwick county presents an example of
how costs can differ between in-house Death Penalty Defense Unit
attorney costs and costs for contracting with private counsel.  The
Death Penalty Defense Unit represented one of the brothers, but
because of a potential conflict of interest (one brother may testify
against the other), the Unit couldn’t represent the second brother.  The
Board contracted with a private attorney to provide representation for
the second brother.

Ensuring the
Board of Indigents’
Defense Services Can
Handle Most Death
Penalty Cases Could
Save Costs
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Both brothers were involved in essentially the same crimes, and were
tried at the same time, in one trial proceeding.  However, the defense
costs for each brother came out very differently, as shown in Table II-4,
below.

The normal rate the Board pays contracted private counsel is $100 per
hour.  This compares with a crude estimate of an hourly rate for in-
house Death Penalty Defense Unit counsel at $32 per hour (based on
an average attorney salary of $55,000 plus fringe benefits, but not
including overhead or support staff).  It should be noted that the
contract attorney handled the majority of the litigation relating to media
coverage of the trial, and the Death Penalty Defense Unit counsel had a
lesser role.

Contracted attorneys also were used in the most expensive case to
date– the Robinson case.  This was an extraordinary case involving
multiple victims over several years and several states.  The Death
Penalty Defense Unit originally represented Mr. Robinson, but he hired
his own counsel and in effect “fired” the Death Penalty Defense Unit
attorneys.  Because  the hired attorney wasn’t qualified to handle a
death penalty case, the judge appointed 2 private attorneys to assist
him.  The original attorney subsequently dropped out of the case.  The 2
judge-appointed attorneys entered into a contract with the Board of
Indigents’ Defense for $100 per hour to represent Mr. Robinson.
Further, due to the Carr brothers’ cases consuming both Appellate
Defender Teams, private counsel was contracted to defend the appeal
of Mr. Robinson.

The Board currently is pursuing the idea of setting up a conflicts
office in Wichita to help avoid the need to contract with private
attorneys.  This office would be staffed with death penalty trial
attorneys and would be completely separate from the Topeka office.
This would not only reduce the need to hire private attorneys for
“conflict” cases, but also would provide additional resources for the
Board to handle other death penalty cases.

Table II-4
Difference in Reported Board of Indigents' Defense Costs To-Date for 2 Cases

Name Type of Counsel Trial Costs Direct Appeal Total Costs % difference

Carr, R Contracted Out $597,434 $46,398 $643,832 48% more

Carr, J In-House $427,400 $7,443 $434,843

Source: LPA survey of the parties involved in each type of case.



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
December 2003

29

Conclusion

Recommendations

Because so much of the process for prosecuting a death penalty case is
required by the U.S. Supreme Court to ensure that due process is followed,
there don’t appear to be significant opportunities to change the process to
save money.  That means that other ways to economize will need to be
found within the existing processes.  One way to avoid some of the expense
associated with dealth penalty cases can come from avoidance of trials or
appeals.  Some people have suggested that things like having a true life
sentence without the possibility of parole, or having screening panels to
decide which murder cases warrant seeking the death penalty, could be
useful in this area.  Others have suggested that having judicial specialists hear
death penalty cases could reduce trial errors and associated appeal costs.

Another big area of costs is for the defense of the accused.  Attempts to
severely restrict what can be spent on the defense could likely be met with
court challenges and result in significant retrial costs.  However, there may
be more economical ways to provide an adequate defense, such as ensuring
that the Death Penalty Defense Unit of the Board of Indigents’ Defense
Services has an adequate number of trained and experienced staff, or
possibly establishing a conflicts office, so that cases don’t have to be farmed
out to higher-cost contracted attorneys.  Kansas also could potentially
benefit from looking at whether cost control measures instituted in other
states are resulting in significant legal challenges, and if not, incorporating
those cost control measures into State regulations as appropriate.

1. To ensure that Kansas carries out the law related to the death penalty in
a fair, equitable, and economical manner, the House and Senate
Judiciary Committees should request the Judicial Council to review
potential cost saving measures highlighted in this report, and provide
recommendations as to which of those measures are most appropriate
to consider in Kansas.

2. To help ensure that the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services provides a
fair and adequate defense at a reasonable cost to those facing the death
penalty, the Board should do the following:

a. make sure the Death Penalty Defense Unit has a sufficient number
of qualified and trained staff so that death penalty cases don’t need
to be contracted out because of the workloads of existing staff.

b. continue to look into the feasibility of establishing a conflicts office.

c. look at whether there are cost controls other states have
implemented that won’t jeopardize the defendant’s right to an
adequate defense or conflict with court rulings, and incorporate
those measures into its regulations as appropriate.
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APPENDIX A

Scope Statement

The Legislative Post Audit Committee approved an audit on the death penalty at its June 17,
2003 meeting.  The audit was requested by Senators Hensley and Morris.

Costs Incurred For Death Penalty Cases:
A K-GOAL Audit of the Department of Corrections

In Kansas, capital punishment cases that result in conviction at the trial court are
subject to automatic appeal to the State Supreme Court, and may be appealed to the U.S.
District Court, the U.S. Court of Appeals, and the U.S. Supreme Court.  If, at any level, an
appeals court remands the case back to a lower court, the appeals process can have even
more steps.

The multiple levels of appeal and other factors can make death penalty cases costly.
Between 1994 (when the death penalty was re-enacted in Kansas) and 2002, costs for the
Board of Indigents Defense Services have increased from about $316,000 to more than $2
million annually.  Although about 80 cases in Kansas have been eligible for the death
penalty since it was re-enacted, it has actually been sought in fewer than 20 cases.

In addition to the defense expenses, costs are incurred locally to prosecute such cases,
and the court system bears the cost of adjudicating them.  Also, the Department of Correc-
tions incurs costs for incarcerating and executing individuals sentenced under the death
penalty.  Apparently, no agency tracks court costs or prosecutorial costs related to death
penalty cases, either at the State level or at the county or district-court level.

Legislators have expressed an interest in knowing what a capital punishment case costs
the State of Kansas and local units of government, and whether there are less costly
alternatives to the death penalty.  A performance audit in this area would address the
following questions:

1. What are the total State and local costs of the cases in which the death penalty
was sought?  To answer this question, we would review relevant literature and
interview officials from the Judiciary, State and local law enforcement agencies, local
prosecutors’ offices, and officials at the Board of Indigent’s Defense Services to
identify and understand what aspects of the cases are unique to death penalty cases
and what aspects are common to all felony cases.  We would identify all cases in which
the death penalty has been sought since it was re-imposed in 1994.  We would break
those cases into two groups – those in which a death sentence was imposed, and those
in which a death sentence wasn’t imposed.  For each of those cases, we would
assemble a timeline for the various phases of the case, and try to gather information
about the costs incurred at both the State and local level for all phases including
investigation, prosecution, defense, adjudication, and incarceration. For execution costs,
we would rely on estimates made by Department of Corrections staff.
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(Staff note: There haven’t been any executions in Kansas since the death
penalty has been re-imposed.  Therefore, actual costs incurred to date will
not be complete.  To estimate total costs of these cases, we will need to make
assumptions about the number, length, and cost of appeals and about the
life-expectancy of inmates who receive life sentences rather than the death
penalty.)

2. Are there steps Kansas could take to reduce overall costs in capital
punishment cases?  To answer this question, we would gather information about the
processes for handling death penalty cases in a sample of other states (including
Florida and Texas) and at the federal level.  We would identify any differences
between the processes they follow and the one used in Kansas.  In particular, we
would look for things Kansas requires that the other states or federal government
don’t.  If it appears that some states may have more streamlined processes, we would
explore the pros and cons of adopting some of the things other states might have
done.

3. Are alternative sentences to the death penalty less costly to governmental
entities?  To answer this question, we would select a sample of cases involving
crimes eligible for the death penalty but for which the death penalty wasn’t sought.
We would then develop a timeline and collect costs for those cases to compare with
the costs of death penalty cases determined in Question 1.   In areas where the costs
of these cases varied substantially from the death penalty cases, we would attempt to
determine why.   Also, we would look at what alternative sentences other states are
using for the types of crimes currently eligible for the death penalty in Kansas.  We
would do additional work as needed.

Estimated completion time: 12-14 weeks
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Purpose of the audit: This audit was authorized to assist Kansas legislators in knowing whether death
penalty cases were significantly more expensive than non-death penalty cases, and if so, by how much.  It is
not a study of whether it is more costly for Kansas to have the death penalty than not to have it.   Such a
study would have required a much broader look at, and an attempt to place a value on, all the possible
positive and negative impacts that having a death penalty brings.  Those would include such things as
deterrent effects, effects on families of crime victims, possible cost savings from defendants pleading guilty
to avoid a trial in which the death sentence could be imposed, and the like.

How We Selected the Cases We Reviewed:

From the Kansas Board of Indigents’ Defense Services (BIDS) records, we identified cases since 1994 that
have gone to trial seeking the death penalty.  Of these cases, 7 resulted in a death penalty sentence, and 7
resulted in a prison sentence.

To create a comparison group similar to the Death Penalty group, we used the BIDS records to select cases
in which capital murder charges could have been filed but weren’t.  Those cases had to meet each of the
following criteria:

1.  Death Penalty was not sought
2.  Defendant received a jury trial
3.  Defendant received one or more Hard 40 or Hard 50 sentences

This process yielded 6 cases.  We selected two additional cases from the Kansas Sentencing Commission’s
list of individuals who had received a Hard 40/50 sentence for murder since 1997.  These cases were selected
based on the aforementioned criteria, the type of offense (capital murder or 1st degree murder) and the county
of record – Sedgwick or Wyandotte.  These counties were selected because each had multiple cases eligible
for capital murder charges.  In total, we selected 8 non-death penalty murder cases 7 of which were eligible
for capital murder charges.  We didn’t search for more non-death penalty sample cases because of the audit’s
time constraints.

State and Local Agencies Whose Costs Were Included:

State Local
Kansas Department of Corrections Local Police and Sheriff’s Offices
Kansas Bureau of Investigation District Courts
Kansas Attorney General’s Office County and District Attorneys’ Offices
State Board of Indigents’ Defense Services
Kansas Judicial Branch (Supreme Court
      and Office of Judicial Administration)
Legal Services For Prisoners

Types of costs we included:

Investigation Costs: We included direct salary and fringe benefit costs of law enforcement agencies
involved in investigating the crime, jailing the defendant, and testifying at trial.  We also included
miscellaneous travel and out-of-pocket costs for forensic tests conducted in connection with the
case.

APPENDIX B

Methodology

This appendix contains detail about the methodology used in this audit to generate cost
information for the sample of death penalty and non-death penalty cases to-date, and to project
future costs for these sample cases.
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Prosecution Costs: We included direct salary and fringe benefit costs of attorneys and support
staff who worked on the case.  We also included fees for contracted attorneys, witnesses, as well
as travel, experts, and other costs incurred by the prosecution.

Defense Costs: We included direct salary and fringe benefit costs for attorneys and support staff
employed by the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services, as well as out-of-pocket costs for change
of venue studies, contracted attorneys, witnesses, experts, as well as, travel, transcript fees and
other costs incurred by the defense.

Court Costs: We included direct salary and fringe benefit costs of the judges, court clerks,
bailiffs, court reporters, or any other staff directly involved in the conduct of the trial.  We also
included jury expenses and travel costs.

Appeal Costs: We included the cost of the research attorney and other court staffs’ time, as well
as prosecution and defense attorney time.

Incarceration Costs:  We included local jail costs for the defendant up to the sentencing.  We also
included the total cost of incarceration in Department of Corrections facilities after the sentence is
imposed, including a share of the overhead costs of operating the facility.

Execution Costs: We included such things as the cost of overtime for corrections staff on the day
of execution, the cost of added security at the facility where the execution takes place, and the
cost of conducting the execution and cremating the body.

Historical costs we estimated:

Supreme Court Justices’ time - The Judicial Branch declined to provide an estimate of the
amount of time justices spent on direct appeals to the Supreme Court.  They said:

“As far as estimating the amount of time spent by individual Supreme Court
justices and their respective staffs is concerned, we do not believe any
meaningful figures could be determined.  There has been a great deal of turnover
in justices and staff, and as previously indicated, no contemporaneous time
records were kept.  Further, we have concern about invading the justices’
decision-making process.”

As a result, to estimate the justices time we had to rely on data justices from North
Carolina Supreme Court provided about the amount of time they spent considering
appeals of death penalty cases.  Those hours were reported in a study of costs of the
death penalty in North Carolina, several years ago.

Costs we didn’t include:

Overhead Costs: We generally excluded any share of prosecution, defense and courts’
administrative costs, office rent, utilities, and the like, because they were very likely to be
too small to significantly affect the findings, and too difficult to assemble in the time
available.  However, the Department of Corrections included facility overhead costs in it’s
incarceration cost estimates and projections.

Overtime for Salaried Staff:  Many salaried officials who worked on these cases reported
uncompensated overtime hours.  Because these hours aren’t paid, we didn’t assign a
cost value to this time.
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How We Gathered Cost Information:

We developed surveys with questions about time spent by various types of staff and
specific types of out-of-pocket costs.  Surveys were tailored for District Courts, Local
Prosecutors, Local Police/Sheriff, the State Attorney General’s Office, the Kansas Bureau of
Investigation, the Board of Indigents’ Defense Services, and the State Supreme Court.  We
solicited specific cost information from the Department of Corrections and Legal Services for
Prisoners by phone, e-mail, or fax.

To measure personnel costs we asked about time spent on each case by different personnel.
We also asked for information on current average salaries and fringe benefits for each
category of personnel.  We asked for estimates when actual costs weren’t known.  To assist
them in responding we provided a Case Chronology of important dates, such as the date of
the crime, date of arrest, date the trial started and ended, etc. with each survey.  All of the
cases where the defendant was sentenced to death, and several of the others, remain open
and active on appeal or retrial, so that costs continue to accumulate.

How We Assembled Cost Estimates for Phases That Have Already Happened:

Because the cost of most goods, services, and wages tend to increase over time,  we
converted all costs to 2003 dollars.

Staffing Costs: We asked for current average annual salaries of employees, and applied
current salary figures to time estimates reported.  To calculate Kansas Supreme Court justice
costs, we had to apply hours estimated by North Carolina justices for similar cases to
current Kansas’ justice salaries.

Out of pocket expenses:   For expenses reported from prior years, we inflated the costs
based on the Consumer Price Index.

How We Projected Costs for Phases That Haven’t Yet Occurred:

Historical data on the cost of direct appeals, additional appeals, incarceration, execution or
retrial/re-sentencing in death penalty cases was very limited or non-existent.

To project costs we made some key assumptions:

! All individuals currently awaiting execution will continue to appeal their case until they are
executed.

! Currently available historical cost estimates provide a good estimate of future costs.
! There won’t be major changes in the State’s death penalty statute or relevant case law that

would impact the number, length or cost of appeals.
! The number and cost of appeals in Kansas will be similar to those in North Carolina.  North

Carolina had data on the number and cost of appeals in their state.
! Future rates of inflation will equal the historical average (1913-2003) rate of inflation.
! Future returns on long-term government bonds will approximately equal their historical (1926-

1999) average rate of return.
! Inmates in the study will be incarcerated in Kansas until they are executed or the earliest of the

following happens:
< the end of their mandatory minimum sentence
< they die (estimated based on their current average life expectancy)
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Where possible we used historical data, including estimates, as the basis for our
projections.  When no Kansas data were available (i.e. number of appeals per case) or
was not  provided to us (i.e. Supreme Court Justice time) we used comparable data from
Missouri or North Carolina.  For example, we used Missouri data to project how many
of our sample cases where the defendant was sentenced to death would proceed
through each step.  That gave us the number of projected appeals.  We used North
Carolina data to estimate the time spent on cases by Supreme Court justices, and to
project the length and cost of appeals.

To calculate the present value of future incarceration costs we inflated the current
annual cost based on the historical average rate of inflation.  We converted those costs
into 2003 dollars  based on the estimated return they could earn if invested in long-term
government bonds.  The estimated return is the average return on long-term
government bonds between 1926 and 1999.

Significant Limitations of the Study:

! Because death penalty cases usually involve the worst-of-the-worst crimes, it’s difficult to
find comparison cases.  We assume some differences in costs between cases can be
attributed to differences in the crimes committed.  Unfortunately, how much of a difference
in cost should be attributed to the nature of the crime(s) involved is unknown.

! In some cases agencies reported actual amounts from invoices or other records, but most
costs were based on unverifiable estimates of time spent.

! With many cases open on appeal, complete estimated cost information is only available for
the trial stage.  The primary cost information available is limited to estimates of costs during
the trial phase.

! Our use of the CPI provided only a rough measure of the impact of inflation on the current
cost of out-of-pocket expenditures.

! We don’t know how accurately the agencies involved reported their costs to us.  Some
cases date back many years, and agency officials had to provide time and cost estimates.

! We based the cost of direct appeals, additional appeals, incarceration, and execution on
projections that are naturally limited by the accuracy of our assumptions.  For example:
< death penalty convictions may be overturned
< trial, appeal, and prison costs may increase slower or faster than the rate of inflation
< inmates may die or be executed much sooner or later than predicted
< non-death penalty sentenced inmates may die before the end of their minimum

sentence or be denied parole after having served their minimum sentence
! Some small unidentified costs may not have been included on our surveys.
! Survey respondents may not have reported all the hours or costs they incurred.
! A prisoner can refuse to continue appealing his/her sentence or may die during the process.

When or if this will happen is impossible to predict.
! If a case is remanded on appeal, and the individual is re-convicted or re-sentenced a second

direct appeal could result.
! The cost of incarceration until release or execution is difficult to predict and is subject to

change drastically if one or more inmates is released, dies, or is executed much
sooner or later than expected.
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ESTIMATED TRIAL PHASE COSTS

Sentenced to Death

BIDS

55%

Investigation

27%

Local Prosecutor 

& AG

10%

District Courts

8%

Total = $5.2 MillionSource:  LPA Survey of Costs

Death Penalty Sought - Received Lesser Sentence

BIDS

54%

Investigation

22%

Local Prosecutor 

& AG

11%

District Courts

13%

Total = $2.0 Million
Source:  LPA Survey of Costs

Death Penalty Not Sought

BIDS

15%

Investigation

57% Local Prosecutor 

& AG

19%

District Courts

9%

Total = $0.9 Million Source:  LPA Survey of Costs
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COSTS BY PHASE

Death Penalty Conviction

Pre-Trial and 

Trial

49%

Incarceration/ 

Execution

22%

Appeal Related

29%

Total = $10.6 MillionSource:  LPA Survey of Costs and Calculated Projections

Death Penalty Sought - Received Lesser Sentence

Pre-Trial and 

Trial

32%

Appeal Related

2%

Incarceration/ 

Execution

66%

Total = $6.3 MillionSource:  LPA Survey of Costs and Calculated Projections

Death Penalty Not Sought

Pre-Trial and 

Trial

14%

Appeal Related

4%

Incarceration/ 

Execution

82%

Total = $6.3 MillionSource:  LPA Survey of Costs and Calculated Projections
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APPENDIX E
State vs. Local Costs

This appendix contains summarized estimated cost information for the 22 cases examined in this
audit.  The information presented is broken down by case type, by agency or participant, and by State or
Local cost.   For each group, the locals have significant estimated costs, but the State bears the brunt of the
estimated total costs.

Comparison of State and Local Costs for Sample Cases
7 - Death Penalty Conviction Cases

State Local Total

Investigation $132,029 $1,274,641 $1,406,670

Prosecution $62,722 $460,651 $523,373

Defense $2,863,989 -- $2,863,989

District Court $264,761 $145,969 $410,730

Appeal Related $2,968,164 $99,667 $3,067,831

Incarceration/Execution $2,313,097 $32,627 $2,345,724

Total $8,604,762 $2,013,555 $10,618,317

7 - Death Penalty - Received Lesser Sentence Cases

State Local Total

Investigation $149,291 $307,129 $456,420

Prosecution $128,592 $98,153 $226,745

Defense $1,095,055 -- $1,095,055

District Court $175,964 $80,167 $256,130

Appeal Related $147,404 -- $147,404

Incarceration/Execution $4,166,833 -- $4,166,833

Total $5,863,139 $485,449 $6,348,587

8 - Non-Death Penalty Cases

State Local Total

Investigation $1,392 $498,253 $499,645

Prosecution $0.00 $169,190 $169,190

Defense $133,000 -- $133,000

District Court $53,611 $22,742 $76,353

Appeal Related $160,999 $66,366 $227,365

Incarceration/Execution $5,167,131 -- $5,167,131

Total $5,516,133 $756,551 $6,272,684

Source: LPA survey of the parties involved in each type of case, and calculated projections.
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APPENDIX F
Significant Dates and Current Status of Sample Cases

This appendix contains detail about the 22 cases examined in this audit.  The information pre-
sented includes dates of the crime, trial dates, sentence date and current status as of October, 2003.
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APPENDIX G

Agency Responses

On October 31st, we provided copies of the draft report to the State Board of
Indigents’ Defense Services, the Kansas Attorney General, the Office of Judicial
Administration, the Kansas Bureau of Investigation and the Kansas Department of
Corrections.  The Department of Corrections, the Office of Judicial Administration and
the State Board of Indigents’ Defense Services provided written responses, which are
included in this Appendix.   We made some minor corrections and clarifications to the
draft report which didn’t affect any of our findings or conclusions.
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COST OF THE DEATH PENALTY IN KANSAS 

 

Philip J. Cook and Frank R. Baumgartner 

 

January 4, 2023 

 

I. Qualifications.   
 

Philip J. Cook. 
 

I am the Terry Sanford Professor Emeritus of Public Policy and Professor Emeritus of 

Economics at Duke University.  My curriculum vitae is attached as Appendix A.  

 

I received my PH.D. in Economics from the University of California Berkeley in 1973.  In that 

year I accepted a faculty position at Duke University in public policy and economics.  I was 

promoted through the ranks from assistant professor to full professor with tenure, and ultimately 

awarded a distinguished professorship in 1996.  

 

I am the former Senior Associate Dean for Faculty at the Sanford School of Public Policy.  I 

served as director of the School’s predecessor, the Sanford Institute of Public Policy, for a total 

of seven (7) years.  I have held visiting positions at Harvard University, the University of 

Maryland, the Russell Sage Foundation, and the Collegio Carlo Alberto, among others.    

 

I was appointed Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research in 1991.  I 

have been honored by election as Fellow of the American Society of Experimental Criminology, 

Fellow of the American Society of Criminology, and Member of the National Academy of 

Medicine.  I have received a number of awards for my research, including, in 2020, the 

Stockholm Prize in Criminology. 

 

I have published over 100 articles in peer reviewed journals.  My research has been published in 

the leading journals in economics, public policy, medicine, law, and criminology, including the 

American Economic Review, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Economic Journal, Journal of 

Policy Analysis and Management, Journal of the American Medical Association, American 

Journal of Public Health, Law & Contemporary Problems, UCLA Law Review, Criminology, 

Journal of Public Economies, Journal of Law and Contemporary Problems, and the Journal of 

Quantitative Criminology.  I am also author or editor of several books, including Gun Violence: 

The Real Costs (Oxford University Press) and Lessons from the Economics of Crime: What 

Reduces Offending? (MIT Press). 

 

I have served as a member of nine expert panels convened by the National Academy of Sciences, 

Engineering, and Medicine.  These panels produced and published consensus reports on a variety 

of topics including injury prevention, violence prevention, and alcohol control.  Most relevant to 

my current testimony is that I served on the expert panel that produced the report titled 

Deterrence and the Death Penalty (National Academy Press 2012).   

 

I have completed two studies of the costs of the death penalty in North Carolina based on my 

extensive data collection and analysis.  The more recent of these was published in the American 
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Law and Economics Review in 2009.  While I have served as an expert witness several times, I 

have not previously provided testimony in conjunction with a lawsuit challenging the death 

penalty.   

 

Frank R. Baumgartner. 

 

I currently hold the Richard J. Richardson Distinguished Professorship in Political Science at the 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.  I received my BA, MA, and PhD degrees in 

political science at the University of Michigan (1980, 1983, 1986).  I have been a faculty 

member since 1986 and have taught at the University of Iowa, Texas A&M University, Penn 

State University, and UNC-Chapel Hill, where I moved in 2009.  I taught at Penn State from 

1999 through 2009 and served as Head of the Political Science Department there from 1999 

through 2004.  I regularly teach courses at all levels, many involving significant instruction in 

research methodology.  My curriculum vitae is attached as Appendix B.  

 

My research generally involves statistical analyses of public policy problems, often based on 

originally collected data or administrative databases.  I have published over a dozen books and 

more than 80 articles in peer-reviewed journals.  I have been fortunate to receive a number of 

awards for my work, including six (6) book awards, awards for database construction, and so on.  

I am a fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, an honorary society dating back to 

1780.  I am a co-author of two books about the death penalty.  The first, The Decline of the 

Death Penalty and the Discovery of Innocence (Cambridge University Press, 2008), focused on 

public opinion toward capital punishment and the impact of the “innocence” argument.  My co-

authors and I were awarded the Gladys M. Kammerer Award for the best publication in the field 

of US national policy from the American Political Science Association for this book in 2008.  

The second book, Deadly Justice: A Statistical Portrait of the Death Penalty (Oxford University 

Press, 2018), provides a statistical overview of a broad range of questions relating to the 

“modern” (post-Furman) application of the death penalty: demographic characteristics of the 

offenders and victims, rates of use, comparison to homicide numbers, geographical patterns, 

eligible crimes in different states, cost, deterrence, and so on.  The book derives from, and is the 

main text in, a course I teach about the death penalty that regularly enrolls over 400 students at 

UNC-Chapel Hill. Deadly Justice includes a chapter entitled “Why Does the Death Penalty Cost 

So Much?”, co-authored with Mr. Justin Cole, currently a student at Yale Law School.  That 

chapter was based on a comprehensive review of studies of the cost of the death penalty. 

 

I have also published a number of death penalty-related studies in law reviews and peer-reviewed 

academic journals.  Many of these articles relate to race- and gender-based disparities in the 

application of the death penalty.  I am the co-author of another book, Suspect Citizens: What 20 

Million Traffic Stops Tell Us about Policing and Race (Cambridge University Press, 2018; 

winner of the C. Herman Pritchett Best Book Award from the Law and Courts Section of the 

American Political Science Association in 2019).  This book, and numerous related articles 

published in peer review journals, also delves deeply into the analysis of race- and gender-based 

disparities in criminal justice outcomes.  
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II. Introduction.  

 

Analysis of studies across the nation on the cost of the death penalty are clear: administration of 

the death penalty is more costly than not.  Additional costs are incurred at every stage of 

litigation, from investigation to post-conviction.  

 

This is also true in Kansas.  The modern death penalty was re-instituted in Kansas in 1994 but 

has been rarely used.  Since its adoption, there have been over 3,500 criminal homicides in 

Kansas,1 but no executions.  There are currently nine (9) people imprisoned in Kansas with a 

death sentence,2 the most recent of whom was sentenced in 2016.3  Two (2) other individuals 

who were sentenced to death since 1994 died of natural causes while incarcerated, and four (4) 

individuals have been resentenced to life without the possibility of parole (“LWOP”).  But, 

despite the fact that death sentences are rare, the cost of maintaining the death penalty in Kansas 

amounts to millions of dollars each year.   

 

This report explains why the death penalty is costly and seeks to quantify the cost by reviewing 

literature on the cost of the death penalty, discussing available estimates from two previous cost 

studies performed in Kansas, and building off the previous Kansas studies with an examination 

of additional data gathered in the years since the conclusion of the last study.   

 

In 2003, the state of Kansas released the Legislative Post Audit report (“2003 Report”) which 

compared costs in 22 cases, some death penalty and some first-degree murder cases.4  In 2014, 

the Judicial Council Death Penalty Advisory Committee reviewed additional costs incurred in 

the death penalty cases analyzed by the 2003 Report as well as in all capital-eligible cases filed 

between fiscal years 2004 and 2011 (“2014 Report”).5  The new analysis in our report builds off 

of the State’s 2003 and 2014 studies and focuses on the five-year period between 2014 and 2018.  

During that time the State incurred costs associated with ongoing appeals of previous death 

sentences, as well as active capital cases defined as those that were ongoing, charged, or in a 

 
1 Between 1994 and 2019, the National Vital Statistics System recorded 3,469 homicides in 

Kansas (WISQARS.CDC.gov).  The Kansas Bureau of Investigation reports 193 murders in 

2020. 
2 Death Penalty Information Center, State and Federal Info Kansas, see 

https://deathpenaltyinfo.org/state-and-federal-info/state-by-state/kansas. 
3 Steve Fry, Kyle Flack, who killed 3 adults and a toddler, sentenced to the death penalty in 

Kansas capital murder case, The Topeka Capital Journal (May 18, 2016), 

https://www.cjonline.com/story/news/politics/state/2016/05/18/kyle-flack-who-killed-3-adults-

and-toddler-sentenced-death-penalty-kansas-capital/16587105007/ ; see also 

https://www.doc.ks.gov/newsroom/capital.  
4 Leg. Post Audit Comm., Performance Audit Report: Costs Incurred for Death Penalty Cases: 

A K-GOAL Audit of the Department of Corrections (Dec. 2003), 

https://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/Documents/cj/KS_2003_CostsReport33956.pdf (“2003 Report”).   
5 Judicial Council Death Penalty Advisory Comm., Report of the Judicial Council Death Penalty 

Advisory Committee (Feb. 13, 2014), 

https://kansasjudicialcouncil.org/Documents/Studies%20and%20Reports/2015%20Reports/death

%20penalty%20cost%20report%20final.pdf (“2014 Report”).  
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retrial posture during this time period.  The Counties that had one or more active capital cases 

between 2014 and 2018 include: Barton, Chautauqua, Franklin, Geary, Harvey, Johnson, 

Labette, Pratt, Riley, Saline, Sedgwick, Shawnee, and Wyandotte.  Within these counties, all 

investigation, prosecution, and adjudication costs were requested for all active capital and non-

capital first degree homicide cases.6   

 

Cost data were requested from the following entities: 1) county attorney offices; 2) county clerk 

offices; 3) county accounting departments; 4) district courts; 5) police departments; 6) sheriff 

departments; 7) the Kansas Department of Corrections; 8) the Kansas State Board of Indigents’ 

Defense Services (BIDS); 9) the Kansas Supreme Court; 10) the Attorney General’s office; 11) 

the Kansas Bureau of Investigation; and 12) the Kansas Court of Appeals. These requests sought 

to capture costs from the initial investigation into a capital or non-capital homicide case, through 

any trial, incarceration, and appeals.  The general responsiveness and level of detail provided 

differed greatly among these entities.  The results of these requests are briefly summarized in the 

attorney declaration attached as Appendix C.   

 

This data collection spanned more entities than the previous studies, but faced similar challenges, 

including non-centralized databases, inconsistent record keeping, and a failure to track costs by 

case.  The results of the previous studies and this supplemental study make clear one thing: no 

one can provide a comprehensive accounting of the full cost of the death penalty to the State of 

Kansas.  However, the data available demonstrate that maintaining the death penalty in Kansas is 

significantly more costly then pursuing other forms of punishment and costs the State and its 

taxpayers millions of dollars each year.  

 

III. Analysis  

 

1. Conclusions of Cost Studies Across the Country 

 

In the following section, we first explain how we identified the studies used and then review 

their estimates of overall cost, breaking down these estimates where possible to show which 

parts of the process seem to be generating most of the cost or savings.  This section is based on a 

chapter in Professor Baumgartner’s 2018 book, Deadly Justice: A Statistical Portrait of the 

Death Penalty, and is co-written with Justin Cole, currently a student at Yale Law School and 

co-author of the original book chapter, which this section updates. 

 

In order to find studies on the cost of the death penalty, we first referred to a page on the Death 

Penalty Information Center (“DPIC”) website that focuses specifically on cost.7  We started with 

all the articles listed in the main sections on this page: “State Studies on Monetary Costs,” “State 

Studies on Time Costs,” “DPIC Reports on Costs,” and “DPIC Testimony and Presentations on 

Costs.”  We then conducted Google Scholar searches for relevant terms such as “death penalty 

 
6 Additional costs were sought both in the two years leading up to 2014 and through January 1, 

2020, in order to identify any other costs that were not otherwise captured in the period of 2014 

to 2018. 
7 See Costs, DEATH PENALTY INFO. CTR., deathpenaltyinfo.org/policy-issues/costs (last visited 

Feb. 11, 2022).  
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costs,” “cost of capital punishment,” and “price of capital punishment.”  Because the DPIC site is 

relatively complete, these searches yielded few additional hits.  We identified 25 published 

studies, most of which focus on a single state.  The vast majority of the studies were published in 

academic journals or law reviews, but a few were published in highly professional and 

systematic journalistic or legislative reviews.  We did not include any studies that focused on 

individual cases or that were of relatively small empirical scope.  All the studies reviewed focus 

on comparisons of the cost of capital cases with non-capital murder trials.  Some provide overall 

cost estimates, and many of them break down the source of the costs by the different phases of 

the trial or postconviction appeals.  In the following sections, we provide a tabular summary of 

the studies, their time and geographical scopes, the number of cases reviewed, and their cost 

estimates. 

 

a. Overall Cost Estimates.  

Of the 25 studies we reviewed, 15 provide some estimate of the overall cost of a death sentence, 

an execution, or the entire death penalty system as compared with a first-degree murder trial or a 

system where capital punishment is not considered or available as an option.  All of the studies 

are in states where the death penalty is legally available, so the comparison is across cases where 

the State seeks the death penalty to otherwise similar cases where the death penalty is not sought. 

The studies use slightly different definitions of cost, as we describe below.  Table 1 summarizes 

these results.  Where it is possible to give a precise dollar amount, we do so.  Where there is only 

an indication of “more” spending in the capital case, we indicate this with a plus sign (+).  We 

use a minus sign (–) in the rare cases where there are savings.8  

 
8 See FRANK R. BAUMGARTNER, MARTY DAVIDSON, KANEESHA R. JOHNSON, ARVIND 

KRISHNAMURTHY & COLIN P. WILSON, DEADLY JUSTICE: A STATISTICAL PORTRAIT OF THE 

DEATH PENALTY app. E (2018), http://fbaum.unc.edu/books/DeadlyJustice/AppE-Cost.pdf 

(replicating the three tables in this report with footnotes explaining each cost estimate). 
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Table 1. Overall Cost Estimates 
Basic Characteristics of Cost Studies Comparative Costs 

Author and Year 
Geographic 

Scope 

Time Period 

Examined 
Cases Sampled 

Death Penalty Trials as 

Compared to Non-

Death Penalty Trials 

Death Sentence as 

Compared to a Sentence of 

Life without Parole 

Death Penalty as 

Compared to a Scenario 

Where the Maximum 

Punishment Is Life 

without Parole 

California 

Commission on 

the Fair 

Administration of 

Justice (2008) 

California 1978–2007 1,644 + + +$125,500,000 per year 

Minsker (2009) California 1996–2006 338 + +  

Alarcón and 

Mitchell (2011) 
California 1978–2010 1,940 +$1,000,000 per case + 

+$4,000,000,000 over 31 

years (+$129,000,000 per 

year) 

Marceau and 

Whitson (2013) 
Colorado 1999–2010 154 +123.5 days per case   

Gould and 

Greenman (2010) 
Federal 1998–2004 214 +$308,376 per case   

Palm Beach Post 

Capital Bureau 

(2000) 

Florida 1979–1999  +  +$51,000,000 per year 

Office of 

Performance 

Evaluations 

(2014) 

Idaho 1998–2013 251 +3.1 months per case   

Indiana 

Legislative 

Services Agency 

(2015) 

Indiana 1995–2013 124 +$342,940 per case    

Legislative 

Division of Post 

Audit (2003) 

Kansas 1994–2003 22 +$316,000 per case + + 

Judicial Council 

(2014) 
Kansas 1994–2011 63 +17.1 days per case   

Cohen et al. 

(2019) 
Louisiana 2007–2016    

+$750,000–$4,000,000 per 

case 
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Roman et al. 

(2008) 
Maryland 1978–1999 1,136 +640,000 per case 

+$851,000 per death 

sentence 
+$1,491,000 per case 

Dieter (2009) National Survey   + + + 

Goss, Strain, and 

Blalock (2016) 
Nebraska 1973–2014 119  + +$14,600,000 per year 

Miethe (2012) Nevada 2009–2011 138    

Nevada 

Legislative 

Counsel Bureau 

(2014) 

Nevada 2000–2012 28 
+$375,000–$389,000 

per case 

–$5,000 per death 

sentence to +$86,000 per 

death sentence 

$375,000–$475,000 per 

case 

Forsberg (2005) New Jersey 1982–2004  + + 

+$253,300,000 over 24 

years (+$11,000,000 per 

year) 

Cook and 

Slawson (1993) 
North Carolina 1990–1991 77 +$47,793 per case   

Cook (2009) North Carolina 2005–2006 1,034 +  +$11,000,000 per year 

Collins et al. 

(2017) 
Oklahoma 2004–2010 184   +$110,000 per case 

Kaplan (2013) Oregon 1984–2013  + + + 

Dieter (2010) Pennsylvania 1976–2009  + +  

Morgan (2004) Tennessee 1993–2003 240 + + + 

Washington State 

Bar Association 

(2006) 

Washington 1981–2005 254 +   

Collins et al. 

(2015) 
Washington 1997–2014 147 +  +$1,150,000 per case 

 

Key: [+] means an item is more expensive; [-] means an item is less expensive;  [=] means the expenses are equivalent; blank means 

there was no relevant information on the category in the study. 
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The first column of the table lists the author or authors of the study, as well as the date that the 

study was published.  All but one of these studies were published in the twenty-first century, 

indicating that the cost of the death penalty has only begun to attract attention in recent years. 

The second column notes the geographical scope of each cost study.  Most of the studies (23 of 

25) limit their analysis to one state.9  The third column contains the time period that was 

examined by each study. There are two important points to highlight here.  First, most of the 

studies focus on a time period of a decade or more, but a fair number limit their analysis to a 

period of only a few years.  Second, the vast majority of the studies examine the death penalty 

prior to 2012, and the data reported does not always take inflation into account.  We have not 

made adjustments for inflation in the table, but report the dollar values listed in the articles we 

review.  For these reasons, it would be fair to consider the cost estimates as low or conservative 

ones.  Real costs are undoubtedly higher.   

 

The fourth column lists the total number of cases examined in each study.  The number listed is 

the total number of homicide cases.  For the first entry in the table, the study reviewed 1,644 

homicide cases in California between 1978 and 2007.  Only a fraction of these cases were 

prosecuted capitally, and then only a fraction of those led to a death penalty.  The N reported in 

the table is the total number of homicide cases the study reviewed, not the number of death 

sentences.  The fifth column compares the cost of a death penalty trial to the cost of a first-

degree murder trial where the death penalty was not sought.  Of course, not every death penalty 

trial ends in a death sentence, and trials that end in death sentences are more expensive than 

those that do not.  To account for this, a weighted average of trial costs in these two categories 

was compiled and then compared to the costs of first-degree murder trials where the death 

penalty was not sought to get this figure.  Some studies examined both trials and pleas.  When 

pleas were included, they were incorporated through a weighted average into both the costs of 

death penalty trials and the costs of first-degree murder trials where the death penalty was not 

sought. 

 

The sixth column compares the cost of a capital trial that ends without a death sentence with a 

capital trial that ends with a death sentence.  The costs encompassed by this category are 

appellate costs garnered in direct appeals, state postconviction proceedings, and federal 

postconviction proceedings as well as incarceration costs.  This category is especially interesting 

because most people who receive death sentences do not actually end up being executed; thus, 

the death penalty is effectively an expensive form of LWOP, at least in those cases.  The seventh 

column looks at both the trial and the postconviction phases of a death penalty case and 

compares the overall cost of a death sentence, an execution, or the entire death penalty system 

with a first-degree murder trial where capital punishment is not considered.  The entries indicate 

whether the cost estimate is for the entire system, indicating the additional costs of maintaining a 

death penalty system over a system where there is no capital punishment, or if the estimate is per 

case.  Per-case estimates refer to the additional costs of seeking death over seeking a punishment 

of life without parole. 

 

 
9 The study by Gould and Greenman (2010) focuses solely on federal death penalty cases and the 

one by Dieter (2009) is a national survey of police chiefs. 
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Overall costs of the entire system are perhaps the most important indicators: what does it cost a 

state to maintain a capital punishment system, per year?  Reading down the last column and 

looking at those estimates, we see approximately $125-129 million per year in California; $51 

million in Florida; $15 million in Nebraska; $11 million in New Jersey; and $11 million in North 

Carolina.  The per-case estimates are also high, $750,000 to $4 million in Louisiana; $1.5 million 

in Maryland; $375,000 to $475,000 in Nevada; and $110,000 in Oklahoma.  No estimates are 

negative; the death penalty is always more expensive.  How much higher ranges depending on 

the state.  Unsurprisingly, the states with more active death penalty systems show higher costs, as 

California faces costs over $100 million per year, Florida sees over $50 million, and New Jersey 

is lower at $11 million.  New Jersey, however, maintained these costs over a quarter century and 

carried out just one execution; that single execution came at a cumulative estimated cost of a 

quarter-billion dollars.  The similar estimates for California, over a longer time period, include a 

global estimate of more than $4 billion.  As the state has carried out just 13 executions in the 

period since 1976, this amounts to a price tag of over $300 million per execution, similar to the 

New Jersey figure.  And once again, these numbers do not take inflation into account.  Kansas, 

of course, has not carried out a single execution in the modern era, so the costs associated with 

the maintenance of a death penalty are related to no executions at all. 

 

b.  Trial Phase Cost Estimates.   

The 25 studies listed in Table 1 also break down the costs associated with the different phases of 

the trial process. Table 2 summarizes these results. 
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Table 2. Costs Associated with Each Phase of the Death Penalty Trial 
Basic Characteristics of the Studies Costs of the Various Components of Death Penalty Trials 

Author and 

Year 

Geographic 

Scope 

Time Period 

Examined 

Cases 

Sampled 

Death 

Penalty 

Trials as 

Compared to 

Non-Death 

Penalty 

Trials 

Defense Prosecution Experts Court Jury 

California 

Commission 

on the Fair 

Administration 

of Justice 

(2008) 

California 1978–2007 1,644 + +    + 

American 

Civil Liberties 

Union of 

Northern 

California 

(2009) 

California 1996–2006 338 + + + + + + 

Alarcón and 

Mitchell 

(2011) 

California 1978–2010 1,940 
+$1,000,000 

per case 
+ + + + + 

Marceau and 

Whitson 

(2013) 

Colorado 1999–2010 154 
+123.5 days 

per case 
+   + 

+24.5 days 

per case 

Gould and 

Greenman 

(2010) 

Federal 1998–2004 214 
+$308,376 

per case 

+$231,753 

per case 
 

+$77,754 

per case 
 + 

Palm Beach 

Post Capital 

Bureau (2000) 

Florida 1979–1999  + + +    

Idaho 

Legislature 

Office of 

Performance 

Evaluations 

(2014) 

Idaho 1998–2013 251 
+3.1 months 

per case 
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Legislative 

Division of 

Post Audit 

(2003) 

Kansas 1994–2003 22 
+$316,000 

per case 
+ + + + + 

Judicial 

Council 

(2014) 

Kansas 1994–2011 63 
+17.1 days 

per case 
     

Roman et al. 

(2008) 
Maryland 1978–1999 1,136 

+640,000 per 

case 
+ +   + 

Dieter (2009) 
National 

Survey 
  + + + + + + 

Goss, Strain, 

and Blalock 

(2016) 

Nebraska 1973–2014 119  +  + + + 

Miethe (2012) Nevada 2009–2011 138  

+1,166 hours 

per case 

+ $116,600–

$145,750 per 

case 

    

Nevada 

Legislative 

Counsel 

Bureau (2014) 

Nevada 2000–2012 28 

+$375,000–

$389,000 per 

case 

+$176,891–

$225,834 per 

case 

+$7,212–

$10,699 per 

case 

+$49,000–

$61,025 per 

case 

+ + 

Forsberg 

(2005) 
New Jersey 1982–2004  + 

+$2,300,000 

per year 

+$4,600,000–

$7,800,000 

per year 

+ + + 

Cook and 

Slawson 

(1993) 

North 

Carolina 
1990–1991 77 

+$47,793 per 

case 
+ + + + + 

Cook (2009) 
North 

Carolina 
2005–2006 1,034 + 

+$13,180,385 

over 2 years 

+26,680 

hours over 2 

years 

+$3,024,000 

over 2 years 

+691 days 

over 2 years 

$224,640 

over 2 years 

Collins et al. 

(2017) 
Oklahoma 2004–2010 184  

+$32,700 per 

case 

+$17,684 per 

case 
+ +  

Kaplan (2013) Oregon 1984–2013  + + + +   

Dieter (2010) Pennsylvania 1976–2009  + + + +  + 

Morgan 

(2004) 
Tennessee 1993–2003 240 + + + + + + 
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Washington 

State Bar 

Association 

(2006) 

Washington 1981–2005 254 + 
+$246,000 

per case 

+217,000 per 

case 
 

+$46,640–

$69,960 per 

case 

+ 

Collins et al. 

(2015) 
Washington 1997–2014 147 + 

+$493,500 

per case 

+$55,900 per 

case 
+ 

+$80,000 per 

case 
 

Key: [+] means an item is more expensive; [-] means an item is less expensive;  [=] means the expenses are equivalent; blank means 

there was no relevant information on the category in the study. 
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Just as in Table 1, the first four (4) columns of Table 2 provide the basic characteristics of each 

of the studies.  The fifth column is also contained within Table 1.  The remaining columns, 

however, deal specifically with various phases of a death penalty trial as compared with a first-

degree murder trial where capital punishment is not considered. 

 

Eight (8) studies provide some specific numerical estimate of the costs associated with the 

defense, and six (6) studies provide some estimate of the costs associated with the prosecution.  

Each of these shows that attorney costs are substantially higher for capital trials than for first-

degree murder trials where capital punishment is not considered.  Unsurprisingly, among those 

studies that provide a precise cost estimate for the defense, costs range from an additional 

$32,700 per case in Oklahoma to an additional $493,500 per case in Washington.  For those that 

provide information on the prosecution, costs range from an additional $7,212 per case in 

Nevada to an additional $217,000 per case in Washington. 

 

Three (3) studies provide some specific numerical estimates explicitly associated with expert 

testimony, and three (3) studies provide some estimate of court costs, either direct monetary 

costs or costs in terms of time.  Each of these shows that both expert and court costs are 

substantially higher during capital trials than during first-degree murder trials where capital 

punishment is not considered.  Even studies that do not provide specific numerical data provide 

some indication that these components are more expensive in capital trials.  As science has 

improved, the defense has increasingly relied on experts who specialize in everything from 

mental health to hair follicle analysis to bite marks to eyewitness testimony in an attempt to 

avoid the death penalty for their client.  As a result, the prosecution has naturally countered with 

its own array of experts.  Court costs are also higher in capital trials.  More capital trials change 

venues, which is costly.  More importantly, capital trials last much longer, which means not only 

that daily costs of writing transcripts or providing security increase but also that opportunity 

costs arise.  The more time a capital trial takes, the less time there is for other trials in that same 

courtroom or by that judge.  This does not appear as a direct cost in a state budget, but it is 

nonetheless important, particularly as many states are experiencing significant delays in their 

criminal justice system associated with the COVID-19 pandemic.  With this in mind, additional 

expert costs range from $49,000 to $77,754 per case, and additional court costs range from 

$46,640 to $80,000 per case.10 

 

Two (2) studies provide some specific numerical estimate of the costs associated with voir dire, 

or jury selection.  Marceau and Whitson (2013) compared six (6) capital prosecutions with 148 

noncapital cases in Colorado and found that jury selection took 24.5 days longer in the capital 

trials.  Many more potential jurors are required; individuals who are categorically opposed to the 

death penalty and would refuse to consider a death sentence are excused, as are many others due 

to financial hardship, a problem that is far more severe because of the greater length of capital 

trials.  Missing work or childcare responsibilities for a longer time is also more onerous.  Once 

the trial begins, jurors are paid for every day they work, which added up to $224,640 over two 

years in North Carolina. 

 

 
10 “Additional court costs” are those associated with longer trials: court reporters, court staff, 

courtroom security, and so on.  
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It is clear that costs are high and that they stem not from a single easily controlled source but 

from virtually every element of the trial and investigation.  Contrary to popular belief, the costs 

of the death penalty are not limited to the appeals that come after a conviction; rather, the costs 

accumulate from the very instant that a case becomes capital.  

 

c.  Postconviction Cost Estimates.   

We found 19 studies that break down the costs associated with the different phases of the 

postconviction process; these are a subset of those listed in the previous table.  Table 3 

summarizes these results. 
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Table 3. Costs Associated with Each Phase of the Death Penalty Postconviction Process 
Basic Characteristics of the Cost Studies Costs of the Various Phases of the Postconviction Process of the Death Penalty 

Author and 

Year 

Geographic 

Scope 

Time 

Period 

Examined 

Cases 

Sampled 

Death 

Sentence as 

Compared 

to a 

Sentence of 

Life without 

Parole 

Direct 

Appeal 

Postconviction 

at the State 

Level 

Postconviction 

at the Federal 

Level 

Incarceration 

New Death 

Row 

Complex 

California 

Commission 

on the Fair 

Administration 

of Justice 

(2008) 

California 1978–2007 1,644 + + +  

+$90,000 

per inmate 

per year 

+$402.6 

million 

overall 

Minsker (2008) California 1996–2006 338 + + +  

+$90,000 

per inmate 

per year 

+$356 

million 

overall 

          

Alarcón and 

Mitchell 

(2011) 

California 1978–2010 1,940 + + 

+$200,000–

$300,000 per 

death sentence 

$1.11 million 

per death 

sentence 

+$90,000 

per inmate 

per year 

+$402.8 

million 

overall 

Idaho 

Legislature 

Office of 

Performance 

Evaluations 

(2014) 

Idaho 1998–2013 251  

+1.2 years 

per death 

sentence 

+1.4 years per 

death sentence 
 +  

Legislative 

Division of 

Post Audit 

(2003) 

Kansas 1994–2003 22 + +   -  

Judicial 

Council (2014) 
Kansas 1994–2011 63  +   

+$24,690 

per inmate 

per year 

 

Cohen et al. 

(2019) 
Louisiana 2007–2016  +    

+$50,880 

per inmate 

per year 
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Roman et al. 

(2008) 
Maryland 1978–1999 1,136 

+851,000 

per death 

sentence 

+$340,000 

per death 

sentence 

$43,000 per 

death sentence 

+$96,000 per 

death sentence 

+$372,000 

per inmate 

over a 

lifetime 

 

Dieter (2009) 
National 

Survey 
  +` + +  +  

Goss, Strain, 

and Blalock 

(2016) 

Nebraska 1973–2014 119 + + + + 
+$619,000 

per year 
 

Nevada 

Legislative 

Counsel 

Bureau (2014) 

Nevada 2000–2012 28 

–$5,000 per 

death 

sentence to 

+$86,000 

per death 

sentence 

+ + + =  

Forsberg 

(2005) 
New Jersey 1982–2004  + + + + +  

Cook and 

Slawson 

(1993) 

North 

Carolina 
1990–1991 77  

+$13,561 

per death 

sentence 

+ + 

–$17,000 per 

inmate over 

a lifetime 

 

Cook (2009) 
North 

Carolina 
2005–2006 1,034  + + + 

+$169,617 

over the 2-

year time 

period 

 

Kaplan (2013) Oregon 1984–2013  + +  +   

Dieter (2010) Pennsylvania 1976–2009  + + +    

Morgan (2004) Tennessee 1993–2003 240 + + + + =  

Washington 

State Bar 

Association 

(2006) 

Washington 1981–2005 254  

+$118,511 

per death 

sentence 

+    

Collins et al. 

(2015) 
Washington 1997–2014 147  + +  

–$474,000 

per inmate 

over a 

lifetime 

 

Key: [+] means an item is more expensive; [-] means an item is less expensive;  [=] means the expenses are equivalent; blank means 

there was no relevant information on the category in the study.
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Just as in Table 1, the first four columns of Table 3 describe the basic characteristics of all the 

studies.  The fifth column is also contained within Table 1.  The remaining columns, however, 

deal specifically with various phases of the postconviction process when a death sentence was 

handed down as compared with the postconviction process when a sentence of LWOP was 

issued. 

 

Four (4) studies provide some specific numerical estimate of the costs associated with direct 

appeals, three (3) provide some estimate of the costs associated with postconviction proceedings 

at the state level, and two (2) provide some estimate of the costs associated with postconviction 

proceedings in federal courts.  Each of these shows that the various appeals are expensive.  For 

direct appeals, costs range from an additional $13,561 to $340,000 per death sentence; for 

postconviction appeals at the state level, an additional $43,000 to $300,000 per death sentence; 

and for postconviction appeals at the federal level, from $96,000 to $1.1 million per death 

sentence.11 

 

Ten studies provide some specific numerical estimate of the costs associated with incarceration.  

Eight (8) of these indicate that incarceration is more expensive for those who are given the death 

penalty.  Of course, in states such as California, like Pennsylvania, and many other jurisdictions, 

which rarely executes those they condemn, it is clear that costs accumulate but there are few or 

no offsetting savings.  Virginia12 and Texas, which historically have executed a higher 

proportion of their death row inmates, may not have the same high costs associated with 

incarceration rates of prisoners sentenced to death.  However, just two (2) studies out of 19 found 

what many would assume to be true logically: that incarcerating prisoners who had received 

LWOP was more expensive because death row prisoners are executed prior to their natural 

death.  While, theoretically, one might expect to see lower incarceration costs for those 

sentenced to death as opposed to LWOP, several factors make this less likely: few of those 

condemned are executed; death rows are expensive to operate; and many inmates spend decades 

on death row before being executed (or seeing their sentence reversed). 

 

2. Why the Kansas Death Penalty is Costly  

 

As in other states, and consistent with the United States Supreme Court’s ruling that “death is 

different,” capital cases in Kansas are more complex and involve more procedural safeguards 

than otherwise similar murder cases.  As a result, litigating capital cases is more costly to state 

and local governments than if defendants had been prosecuted for murder without the possibility 

of a death sentence.   

 
11 The Maryland study focuses only on “costs to Maryland taxpayers,” JOHN ROMAN, AARON 

CHALFIN, AARON SUNDQUIST, CARLY KNIGHT & ASKAR DARMENOV, THE COST OF THE DEATH 

PENALTY IN MARYLAND 1 (2008), http://www.deathpenaltyinfo.org/CostsDPMaryland.pdf., 

while the California study discusses costs to federal taxpayers, Arthur L. Alarcón & Paula M. 

Mitchell, Executing the Will of the Voters?: A Roadmap to Mend or End the California 

Legislature’s Multi-Billion-Dollar Death Penalty Debacle, 44 LOY. L.A. L. REV. S41, S88-94 

(2011). 
12 In March 2021, the state of Virginia repealed the death penalty statute and converted all 

existing death sentences to life without parole. 
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What cases are capital eligible?   

 

Kansas law, as enacted in 1994, states that the death penalty is reserved for “intentional and 

premeditated killing” in one (1) of seven (7) circumstances.  In addition, it is required that there 

be one or more aggravating circumstances, and that the defendant is an adult.  Prosecutors are 

not required to seek the death penalty in cases that are capital eligible, and must indicate their 

intention to seek the death penalty no later than seven days after the time of arraignment.13    

 

How are capital cases sentenced?  

  

A bifurcated trial is required for cases where the prosecutor seeks the death penalty.  The jurors 

must be death-penalty “qualified” during the jury-selection process, meaning potential jurors 

may be excluded if they would be unable to recommend the death penalty.14  If the jury decides 

the defendant is guilty of capital murder during the first phase, then that same jury is seated for a 

sentencing trial.15  During the sentencing trial, the jury is presented with evidence on both 

aggravating and mitigating circumstances to determine whether the defendant should be put to 

death or be sentenced to life without parole.16  A sentence of death requires a unanimous finding 

that one or more aggravating circumstances exist and that the aggravating circumstances 

outweigh the mitigating circumstances, beyond a reasonable doubt.17  The trial judge may only 

impose the death penalty if the jury so recommends.18  

 

In what specific ways are capital-trial proceedings more costly than if the prosecutor had 

decided to proceed non-capitally?  

 

As the Kansas’s Judicial Council Death Penalty Advisory Committee summarized in a 2009 

Report, “[t]he capital case requires more lawyers on both the prosecution and defense teams, 

more experts on both sides, more pre-trial motions, longer jury selection time, and a longer 

trial.”19  The 2009 Report further describes the post-conviction process as “litigated for years . . .  

difficult, and time consuming.”20 

 

 
13 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617.  
14 See Kan. Stat. Ann. § 22-3410(2)(i) ; 2003 Report, at 5. 
15 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617; see also 2003 Report, at 5 
16 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617(c) and (e); Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6624 (aggravators); Kan. Stat. Ann. 

§ 21-6625 (mitigators); see also 2003 Report, at 5. 
17 Kan. Stat. Ann. §21-6617(e); 2003 Report, at 6. 
18 Kan. Stat. Ann. § 21-6617; Kan. Legislative Research Department, Death Penalty in Kansas, 2 

(Jan. 27, 2021), http://www.kslegresearch.org/KLRD-

web/Publications/JudiciaryCorrectionsJuvJustice/memo_genl_deboer_death_penalty.pdf (“2021 

Report”).  
19 Judicial Council Death Penalty Advisory Comm., Report of the Judicial Council Death 

Penalty Advisory Committee, 9 (Dec. 4, 2009), 

https://kansasjudicialcouncil.org/Documents/Studies%20and%20Reports/2009%20Reports/Deat

h%20Penalty.pdf (“2009 Report”).  
20 Id. 
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A non-exhaustive list of the ways in which capital-trial proceedings differ includes the 

following: 

 

• Representation.  Because capital trials tend to be complex and require specialized 

expertise, two (2) attorneys are typically appointed for the defense through BIDS.  BIDS 

provides these attorneys either through the existing public defender offices or by 

appointing private counsel.21  Public defense in capital cases is conducted at the trial-

level by the capital defender office, on direct appeal by one (1) of two (2) capital 

appellate offices, and in post-conviction by the state habeas office.22  Appointed counsel 

consists of either contract counsel who contract with BIDS to accept cases at rates 

reduced from market value when the public defender has a conflict or is unable to 

otherwise take on the case, or of non-contract assigned counsel who are private attorneys 

who meet established regulatory criteria23 and who voluntarily serve on appointments 

panels in each judicial district.24  Contract counsel typically cost more per case than do 

public defenders.25  Only in rare cases does the defendant retain private counsel for all or 

part of the proceedings.  The trial defense team generally also include—at minimum—a 

fact investigator and a mitigation specialist.26  On the opposing side, the State is also 

typically represented by two (2) or more prosecutors. 

 

• Motion practice.  In every stage of a capital case, defense counsel have a duty to consider 

all legal claims potentially available and, if counsel decides to raise an issue, they must 

“present the claim as forcefully as possible[.]”27  This involves litigating all possible legal 

and factual bases related to the issue, making supplemental presentations, and ensuring a 

complete record of the claim has been made.  “Because of the possibility that the client 

will be sentenced to death, counsel must be significantly more vigilant about litigating all 

potential issues at all levels in a capital case than in any other case.”28  As a member of 

the Death Penalty Advisory Committee put it in the 2004 Report, “[s]ince the law 

regulating the imposition of death is much more expansive it requires several dozen 

motions in, each case… More motion hearings are required and the hearings take longer 

 
21 The Board of Indigents’ Defense Services, A Report on the Status of Public Defense in 

Kansas, 1 (Sept. 2020), http://www.sbids.org/forms/Report%209-30-2020.pdf (“BIDS Report”).  
22 Id. at 9  
23 See Kan. Admin. Regs. § 105-3-2(a)(4). 
24 BIDS Report, at 10 
25 Id. at 23 
26 Am. Bar. Ass’n, American Bar Association Guidelines for the Appointment and Performance 

of Defense Counsel in Death Penalty Cases, 31 Hofstra L. Rev. 913, 1028 (Rev. Ed. 2003), 

Guideline 4.1 commentary (“ABA Guidelines”); see also Judicial Council Death Penalty 

Advisory Comm., Report of the Judicial Council Death Penalty Advisory Committee, 24 (Jan. 

29, 2004), 

https://kansasjudicialcouncil.org/Documents/Studies%20and%20Reports/Previous%20Judicial%

20Council%20Studies/PDF/Death_Penalty_Adv_Comm_Jan04.pdf (“2004 Report”).   
27 ABA Guidelines 10.8(B)(1). 
28 ABA Guidelines 10.8 commentary  
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than in a non-death case.”29  As another committee member and trial judge noted “it is 

certainly not unusual for over 100 motions to be filed in a typical capital case.”30  Based 

on our analysis of data from the 2014 Report, trials in which the death penalty is sought 

were preceded by 15 days of motions, compared with five (5) days for trials in which the 

death penalty was not sought.31 

 

• Jury selection.  Pools of potential jurors are usually larger in capital cases.  Indeed, the 

2003 Report found that capital cases averaged 230 jurors at the start of jury selection, 

compared to 89 jurors at the same point in other first-degree-murder cases.32  The larger 

pool is in part because voir dire of potential capital jurors typically includes questioning 

by the prosecution on willingness to impose a death sentence, which often results in the 

exclusion of jurors who would otherwise be qualified to serve.  Jury selection in capital 

cases in Kansas hence may take longer than it takes to pick a jury in a non-death case.33  

 

• Trial.  Capital trials typically last longer, with more expert witnesses.  The 2003 Report 

estimated that death penalty cases were an average length of 28 days, compared to nine 

(9) days in non-death cases (from the start of jury selection to the end of trial).34   The 

2014 Report provided details for jury trials, showing 16 days for trials in which the death 

penalty was sought, and seven (7) days for murder cases in which the death penalty was 

not sought.35   

 

• Sentencing phase.  If the jury finds a defendant guilty of capital murder, then it continues 

to serve for a second phase of the trial to determine a sentencing recommendation of 

death or life without parole.  The 2003 Report found that a separate sentencing 

proceeding added an average of six (6) days to trials.36  Further, during the penalty phase 

a capital defense team is required both to put forward a mitigation presentation and to 

rebut the prosecution’s case on aggravation.37  This testimony may require witnesses 

familiar with evidence relating to a client’s life and development as well as expert and lay 

witnesses who can provide medical, psychological, or sociological insights relevant to the 

client’s mental health, life history, and culpability, or otherwise support a sentence less 

than death or rebut aggravating evidence.38  A member of the Death Penalty Advisory 

Committee summarized this issue by stating that in “a homicide in which death is not 

being sought as a punishment, I do not necessarily need to know my client’s life history.  

In ‘death’ cases it is essential that the defense team know all aspects of the accused’s 

 
29 2004 Report, at 11. 
30 Id. at 13 
31 2014 Report, Appendix D.  
32 2003 Report, at 15.   
33 2004 Report at 11 
34 2003 Report, at 15.   
35 2014 Report, Appendix D. 
36 2003 Report at 15.  
37 ABA Guidelines 10.11. 
38 Id.  
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family history…school records …work history[.]”39  This same committee member also 

noted that death penalty cases typically require more experts, who are not always local.40  

 

• Direct appeal to the Kansas Supreme Court.  A conviction for capital murder resulting in 

a death sentence entitles a defendant to automatic review by and appeal to the Kansas 

Supreme Court.41  The Kansas Supreme Court is required to consider both the sentence 

and any errors asserted, and is further “authorized to notice unassigned errors appearing 

of record if the ends of justice would be served thereby.”42  In the 2014 Report, the 

Kansas Supreme Court estimated that justices spend five (5) times more hours on capital 

cases then non-capital cases, and that a justice writing the opinion in a capital case spends 

20 times the number of hours than in a non-capital case.43  As retired Kansas Supreme 

Court Justice Six put it “[t]he gargantuan dimensions of a death case, the voluminous trial 

court record, the great number of issues, and the length of the briefs, not only take over 

your professional life but also occupy ‘personal family time’ during resolution of the 

issues on appeal.”44  On the defense side, these appeals are handled by the BIDS’ Capital 

Appeals Office, the Capital Appeals and Conflicts Office, or  appointed counsel.  On the 

state side, these appeals are typically handled by the Attorney General’s Office.  

 

• Post-conviction proceedings.  If the Kansas Supreme Court affirms the death sentence, 

other challenges to the verdict or sentence may be brought through both state and federal 

courts.  On the defense side, state appeals are handled either by the Kansas Capital 

Habeas Office or appointed counsel and on the government side, state appeals are 

typically handled by the Attorney General’s Office.  It should be noted that the Kansas 

Supreme Court did not affirm any death sentence since the death penalty was reinstituted 

in 1994 until 2015 (Robinson). 

 

• Re-trial and re-sentencing.  Since the death penalty was reinstituted in 1994, appeals of 

death sentenced cases have been more successful than appeals of murder convictions that 

resulted in a sentence of life imprisonment.  In this respect the experience in Kansas 

mirrors that of other states.  Indeed, a 2000 study found that there is a nationwide reversal 

rate of over two (2) out of every three (3) capital judgments due to serious error.45  

Sometimes the result is to return the case to the state district court for re-trial or re-

sentencing, which may be as costly, or even exceed the costs of the original trial.   

 

A flow chart outlining the appeals process following a death sentence is attached as Appendix 

D.46   

 
39 2004 Report, at 10-11. 
40 Id. at 11. 
41 Kan. Stat. Ann. §21-6619.   
42 Id.  
43 2014 Report, at 11.  
44 2004 Report, at 10.  
45 See Leibman, et al. “A Broken System, Error Rates in Capital Cases 1973-1995” (Columbia 

University June 2000 research study); see also 2004 Report, at 33. 
46 2003 Report, at 6.   
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Are there additional corrections costs associated with the death penalty?   

 

In the past, Kansas has incarcerated death-sentenced defendants in a maximum-security prison 

with other prisoners who are being held in administrative segregation.  That requirement has now 

been eased, so that administrative segregation is no longer a requirement.47  However, as of the 

writing of this report, the Kansas Department of Corrections website still lists the nine (9)  

prisoners serving death sentences as remaining in “special management,” or segregated 

custody.48  In 2009, the Judicial Council Death Penalty Committee estimated that housing a 

prisoner in administrative segregation costs roughly $1000 more per a year than housing a 

prisoner with the general population.49  

 

Kansas has not executed anyone since 1965, so there has been no attrition of the number of 

people serving death sentences due to execution.  It appears, then, that if the death penalty had 

been abolished in, say, 2014, there would have been some subsequent savings associated with 

moving death-sentenced prisoners out of administrative segregation.  Now if administrative 

segregation is no longer used for death-sentenced prisoners, that potential savings would no 

longer apply in the future.   

 

Is there any way in which the death penalty may reduce the cost of litigating murder cases? 

 

There is no persuasive empirical evidence supporting the conclusion that the death penalty 

reduces the cost of litigating murder cases.   

 

First, some suggest that some number of defendants in capital murder cases may be more likely 

to plead guilty as part of a bargain to avoid the death penalty, which one would think would save 

the state the cost of a trial. However, this potential savings has not been demonstrated.50  

 

Moreover, the costs incurred by a case that is charged capitally begin to incur immediately, given 

the more substantial pre-trial motion practice, investigation, and attorney team size; it is quite 

possible that a case that is prosecuted capitally and ultimately settled through a guilty plea would 

end up being more costly to the state than if it had been prosecuted non-capitally and went to 

trial.  

 

Second, some have argued that the threat of the death penalty has some deterrent value, and in 

particular reduces the number of (premeditated) murders.  If so, in addition to the obvious benefit 

to public safety, the resulting reduction in the number of murders would result in savings that 

should be netted out against the extra costs described above.  But persuasive evidence for this 

deterrent effect is lacking, and there are plausible mechanisms by which abolition of the death 

 
47 Kan. Dep’t. of Corrections, Policy Memorandum 21-01-001 (Jan. 19, 2021), 

https://www.doc.ks.gov/kdoc-policies/AdultIMPP/chapter-12/12-136/view.  
48 https://www.doc.ks.gov/facilities/faq/custody.  
49 2009 Report, at 13.  
50 Kuziemko, I. (2006). “Does the Threat of the Death Penalty Affect Plea-Bargaining in Murder 

Cases? Evidence from New York’s 1995 Reinstatement of Capital Punishment,” 8 American 

Law and Economics Review 116. 
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penalty may actually reduce the murder rate.  For example, if the death penalty were abolished, 

then criminal-justice-system resources currently devoted to capital cases would become available 

to prosecute other cases more intensively with the potential of preventing violent crime.51  In any 

event, the evidence on the net effect of the death penalty on the murder rate is so weak as to be 

irrelevant to reaching a conclusion on this matter.52   

 

Summing up.   

 

In Kansas, as in other states, capital cases are more costly to adjudicate than they would have 

been if the death penalty had not been an option.  These extra “super due process” costs have 

been documented in several earlier studies.53   

 

 3. Analysis of Costs in Kansas  

 

a. The definition of “cost” 

We are interested in estimating the “cost” of the death penalty, but that term requires careful 

definition to be meaningful.  The definition that is used here follows an earlier study of the costs 

of the death penalty in North Carolina,54 and is similar to the definition used in the 2014 Report. 

• State and local.  “Cost” is the expenditures by state and local agencies in Kansas.  

Excluded from the accounting are private expenditures (by the defendant and his family, 

for example) or voluntary contributions by private citizens.  Also excluded are any costs 

to the federal judicial system.   

• Cash accounting.  The accounting method utilized here to assess new costs is “cash 

accounting,” as opposed to “accrual accounting.”55  The difference is largely a matter of 

timing.  Cash accounting records a cost at the time of payment.  Accrual accounting 

records a cost at the time it is obligated, even if payment is in the future.  In the case of 

the death penalty, accrual accounting is speculative.  When a death sentence is imposed, 

it is likely to initiate a costly process in the state and possibly federal courts that may 

continue for decades.  The trajectory of the case following sentencing is highly uncertain, 

and may depend in part on future US Supreme Court rulings and new state laws.  

Documenting actual expenditures for some period of time (cash accounting) entails fewer 

assumptions and is as relevant to understanding the cost burden of the death penalty as 

accrual accounting.   

 
51 See 2003 Report; 2004 Report, 2014 Report, 2021 Report. 
52 Id. 
53 Id. 
54 Philip J. Cook, Potential Savings from Abolition of the Death Penalty in North Carolina, 11 

AM. L. & ECON. REV. 498 (2009). 
55 Jae K. Shim Ph.D., Joel G. Siegel Ph.D. CPA, et al., Barron's Accounting Handbook (Nov 1, 

2014). 
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• Counterfactual.  We seek to estimate the extra cost of processing capital murder cases 

that resulted from the procedural requirements associated with the death penalty.  We 

focus on the 5-year period 2014 to 2018.  One way to understand this accounting is as a 

comparison between actual costs and the costs that would have been incurred if the state 

had abolished the death penalty at the beginning of that period.  In this hypothetical 

scenario, it is necessary to specify the alternative regime in some detail.  In particular, we 

assume that the death sentence is no longer an option for cases that are capital eligible 

under current law.  Conviction for capital murder would then result in LWOP.  For the 

nine (9) individuals currently on death row, the death sentence would be replaced with 

LWOP.   

b. Review of previous cost estimates for Kansas   

Several reports on death penalty costs in Kansas have been issued by state agencies.  The most 

notable studies have been the 2003 Report and the 2014 Report.  Some additional information 

was provided by the Kansas Legislative Research Department in the 2021 Report.  Each of these 

reports provides relevant information.   

2003 Performance Audit Report.  The 2003 Report estimates some costs for 22 murder cases that 

were tried and resulted in convictions between 1994 and 2003.  During this period, there were 79 

cases that met the statutory criteria for capital murder, of which 53 were capitally charged, which 

is to say that the prosecutor filed notice of the intent to seek the death penalty.56  The sample for 

this study included all 14 capitally charged cases that went to trial. Seven (7) of those resulted in 

the death penalty and seven (7) in conviction but a sentence other than death.57  In addition, the 

sample included eight (8) murder cases that were tried non-capitally, convicted, and given a long 

sentence.58  Cases that were settled by guilty plea rather than trial were not included in this 

analysis. 

Cost information was solicited from state and local agencies involved in all phases of the 

investigation and processing of murder cases, including local law enforcement officials, local 

courts and prosecutors, state courts, the Kansas Attorney General’s Office, the Kansas Bureau of 

Investigation, BIDS, Legal Services for Prisoners, and the Department of Corrections.59  For the 

most part, these agencies did not keep records of resources expended on specific cases, and 

instead provided rough estimates of costs incurred.60  

The report uses the accrual accounting perspective and attempts to project the costs of cases 

following conviction.  At the time of the report, none of the death penalty cases had completed 

the entire appeals process and only two (2) had completed the first appeal.61 Although the Report 

 
56 2003 Report, at 4, 22.  
57 Id. at 4.  
58 Id. at 32.  
59 Id. at 1.  
60 As the 2003 Report notes, no agency tracks court costs or prosecutorial costs related to death 

penalty cases.  Id. at 30.  
61 2003 Report at 2.   
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concluded that actual cost figures for death penalty and non-death penalty cases in Kansas are 

impossible to obtain due to limitations such as a failure to keep case-specific time records, 

difficulty predicting future appeals, and a failure of the Kansas Supreme Court to estimate time 

spent on capital cases, it did estimate that the median death penalty case cost the state $1.2 

million through execution, about 70 percent more than the estimated cost of a median non-death 

penalty case.62   

Here is a summary of the actual costs estimated for investigation and trial: 

Table 4: Investigation and Trial costs to state and local government (all figures in thousands) 

 Capital trial  

Conviction 

Death sentence 

N=7 

Capital trial 

Conviction 

Other sentence 

N=7 

Capital trial 

Conviction 

All cases 

N = 14 

Non-capital trial 

Conviction 

Long prison 

sentence 

N=8 

Total $5,205 $2,034 $7,239 $878 

Mean $744 $291 $517 $110 

Median $657 $276 $363 $86 

Source:  2003 Report, at 38. 

The report notes that the samples are necessarily small, and that the costs of investigation and 

trial differ widely depending on the complexity of the case.63  It appears that among the 14 

capital trials, those that ultimately resulted in a death sentence were systematically more complex 

than the others since they were more costly.  Ideally, there would be some way to adjust for the 

complexity of the case before making comparisons, but that was not attempted in the report.  In 

the third column of Table 4 above, the 14 cases are combined.  The combined category 

represents all capital trials in Kansas between 1994, when the death penalty was reinstated, and 

2003.  These 14 cases can be compared to the eight (8) cases that were utilized in this study to 

represent capital-eligible cases that were prosecuted non-capitally and resulted in a conviction at 

trial.  Note that the average cost through conviction of the capitally prosecuted cases was nearly 

five (5) times as high as for the cases that were not prosecuted capitally ($517,000 compared to 

$110,000).  This large difference in average costs is at least in part due to the “super due 

process” requirements that are unique to capital cases, discussed above.   

We are seeking to understand how much those 14 capital trial cases would have cost the state if 

the death penalty had not been an option, but all else were the same.  The sample of eight (8) 

non-capital murder cases serves as a valid basis for estimating the counterfactual if it is similar to 

the group of capitally prosecuted cases with respect to average complexity.  We note that the 

 
62 Id. at 10. 
63 Id. at 10-11.  
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eight (8) cases were capital eligible, at least at the time they were prosecuted, but detailed 

information about these cases is lacking.  If we assume that they are similar to the 14 capital 

cases, then it is possible to compute the extra cost borne by the State as a result of proceeding 

capitally in the 14 capital cases.  The 14 capital cases cost on average $407,000 more than the 

average case that was not prosecuted capitally.  The total extra cost for the period in question, 

1994 – 2003, is then $5,698,000, or about $570,000 per year statewide.  Thus, without the death 

penalty, processing these 14 murder cases through trial and conviction would arguably have been 

much less costly.   

Finally, during that same 10-year period the death penalty imposed additional costs.  The 2003 

Report does not consider the additional costs of capital processing for eligible cases that resulted 

in a plea deal.  In addition, the cost of the direct appeals to the Kansas Supreme Court for the 

seven (7) death-sentenced cases should be included and netted against the average cost of appeal 

for the murder cases that resulted in a lesser sentence.  Those appeals were underway in 2003 but 

only completed for two (2) of these cases.   

2014 Report by the Judicial Council Death Penalty Advisory Committee.  The 2014 Report 

adopts a cash accounting framework for fiscal years 2004-2011 and, unlike the 2003 Report, 

includes all capital-eligible cases filed between 2004-2011.64  During that eight-year period, the 

State incurred costs associated with 41 capital-eligible cases initiated during this period, and 

costs associated with appeals of death sentences and the consequences of those appeals.  The 

2014 Report also includes an accounting of the number of days that capital cases were in the trial 

court for any reason, including pre-trial motions, trial, and initial sentencing.  These “court days” 

tabulations include both the cases included in the 2003 Report, and the “new” cases initiated 

during fiscal years 2004-2011.  

The Committee sent surveys regarding 63 total cases (41 new capital eligible cases and 22 

originally reviewed in the 2003 Report) to the Kansas Supreme Court, Attorney General’s 

Office, BIDS, Kansas Bureau of Investigation, district courts, local prosecutors’ offices, county 

clerks’ offices, and local sheriff and police departments.65  A number of entities, including local 

prosecutors, police departments, and the Attorney General’s Office, either did not respond or 

could not provide the requested information as no case-specific records were kept.66  The 

Committee was able to tabulate data on the number of days each case was in the trial court using 

docket sheets.67  

The following tabulations are based on the data presented in the 2014 Report and its detailed 

appendixes.  

 

 

 
64 2014 Report, at 1; 5.  
65 Id. at 3.  
66 Id. at 3-4.   
67 Id. at 12.   
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Budgetary cost of defense and district trial court work through initial trial phase. 

For the fiscal years 2004-2011, 41 cases that were deemed capital-eligible were initiated in 

Kansas courts.  Of these, five (5) were eventually dismissed, and two (2) involved underage 

defendants, leaving the 34 cases that were the focus of the 2014 Report.68  Prosecutors sought the 

death penalty in 19 of these cases, including 10 that went to trial.69  We designate these cases as 

“capitally prosecuted” or just “capital.”  As discussed above, a capital case requires a more 

extensive defense regardless of whether the case ultimately goes to trial.  For the remaining 15 

cases, six (6) went to trial.   

The Committee grouped the 34 cases according to whether the prosecutor had sought the death 

penalty (“capital cases”) or not (“non-capital cases”).  There were four (4) cases that were 

classified as “non-capital cases” in the 2014 Report even though the prosecutor had initially 

sought the death penalty.  In our judgment those cases should be classified as “capital,” since 

they did generate extra costs for the early phase of the prosecution.  We re-computed the relevant 

statistics accordingly.  In practice, the statistical impact of this reclassification is small.   

The Committee canvassed a number of state and local agencies to obtain cost estimates for these 

cases.  The most comprehensive response was from BIDS.  BIDS provided defense-cost 

estimates for 32 of the 34 cases, only lacking data on two (2) of the non-capital prosecutions.70  

Table 5, below, reports averages for these cases, grouped as in Table 4.  The average defense 

cost for capital cases was $257,000 and for non-capital cases was $59,000 implying a difference 

of $198,000.  Since there were 19 capital cases initiated during the period 2004-2011, the 

implication is that the overall “extra” defense cost was $3,762,000, or $470,000 per year.   

Table 5. Average BIDS Costs at trial phase for capital-eligible cases initiated FY 2004-2011 

(all figures in thousands) 

 

 

Capital 

cases 

Non-Capital 

Cases Difference 

Trial 

$367 

(n=10) 

$97 

(n=5) $271 

Plea 

$135 

(n=9) 

$35 

(n=8) $99 

Overall 

$257 

(n=19) 

$59 

(n=13) $198 

Source:  Computed from data in 2014 Report, Appendix A 

Note: No data are available for 2 of the non-capital cases. 

Table 6, below, shows similar cost data based on responses received from the district courts.  

District courts reported the operating costs associated with court days, including salary 

 
68 Id. at 5. 
69 Id. at Appendix A. 
70 Id. at 1, 7, Appendix A.  
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information.71  Extra costs to the district courts are associated with the extra days in court 

required for a capital prosecution.  By the same computation as before, “extra” district court 

costs averaged $38,000 per capital case.  Since there were 19 capital cases, the total was added 

up to $722,000, or about $90,000 per year.   

Table 6. Average District-Court Costs at trial phase for capital-eligible cases initiated FY 

2004-2011 (all figures in thousands) 

 

  

Capital 

cases 

Non-capital 

cases Difference 

Trial 

$69 

(n=10) 

$17 

(n=4) $52 

Plea 

$16 

(n=7) 

$3 

(n=6) $13 

Overall 

$47 

(n=17) 

$9 

(n=10) $38 

Source:  Computed from data in 2014 Report, Appendix A 

Note: No data are available for 2 of the capital cases and 5 of the non-capital cases. 

Combining defense costs and district court costs implies a combined average “extra” cost of 

$560,000 per year incurred by the state during the 8-year period under consideration. 

These estimates do not include the extra burden on prosecutors when representing the state for 

capital cases.  The prosecutorial time devoted to a case during pre-trial and trial is in part 

indicated by the number of days in court (see below), as well as the time and effort devoted by 

the defense.   

The 2014 Report also provided updated data on the costs of the 22 cases analyzed in the 2003 

Report.72  BIDS reported that the costs of appeals for the seven (7) death-sentenced cases 

amounted to $1,057,000, compared with just $56,000 for the seven (7) cases that were initially 

capitally prosecuted but did not result in a death sentence, and therefore proceeded as a non-

capital case on appeal.73  Even smaller were the costs associated with the cases that were tried 

non-capitally, with a total of $1,000 in representation costs on appeal.  

All seven (7) of the death-sentenced cases incurred new costs in trial court following their direct 

appeals.  In some cases the death penalty was vacated and the case returned for re-sentencing.  

The total cost to BIDS of trial-court representation was $817,000, including resentencing.74  

There were zero costs associated with trial-court proceedings for cases that did not receive the 

death penalty. 

 
71 2014 Report, at 5.  
72 Id. at 9-10.  
73 Id. at Appendix C. 
74 Id. 
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Total defense representation costs for the seven (7) cases sentenced to death prior to 2004 was 

$1,874,000. There were essentially no costs for the murder cases that were convicted following a 

non-capital trial.  The death-penalty-related cost averages to about $234,000 per year for the 

period 2004-2011.  

Days in court.    

The Committee tabulated data on district-court appearances from court dockets for the 34 cases 

that formed the focus of the 2014 Report and the 21 cases that formed the focus of the 2003 

Report (removing 1 juvenile case) for a total sample of 55 cases.  Recall that the 2003 Report’s 

sample of cases is not comprehensive.  It included all capital cases that went to trial but excluded 

those that were settled by plea.  For that reason, the estimate of “extra” court days understates the 

true total.  The case list used in the 2014 Report is comprehensive. 

For each case, the number of days in which there were district court proceedings were tabulated.  

This count included court days for motions, trial, and sentencing.  In Table 7, cases are grouped 

according to whether or not the prosecutor ever sought the death penalty (denoted “capital 

case”), and whether the case went to trial or was settled by a guilty plea.  While the Committee 

classified four (4) cases in which the death penalty was initially sought but eventually withdrawn 

as non-capital, we classified these cases as capital.  Our rationale is that those cases were 

capitally prosecuted for a while, which would have generated extra costs.  

Table 7.  Average number of court days for capital-eligible murder cases initiated between 

1994 - 2011 

 Capital cases Non-Capital cases Difference 

Trial 39.5 

[N=24] 

16.2 

[N=13] 

23.4 

[N=37] 

Plea 15.2 

[N = 9] 

5.6 

[N=9] 

9.7 

[N=18] 

Overall 32.9 

[N = 33] 

11.8 

[N=22] 

21.1 

[N=55] 

Source:  Computed from data in 2014 Report, Appendix D 

Averages are much higher for cases that were prosecuted capitally both for those that went to 

trial and those that were settled by a guilty plea.  In particular, the capitally prosecuted cases that 

went to trial utilized between 17 and 90 days in court with an average of 39.5, whereas the range 

for non-capital trials was from nine (9) to 30 with an average of 16.2 days.75  Processing a capital 

case through trial takes on average over 23 additional days in district court than processing a 

 
75 Id. at Appendix D. 
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non-capital case through trial.76  (That estimate presumes that the sample of capitally prosecuted 

cases is a reliable basis for estimating the number of court days that would have been required if 

they had been prosecuted non-capitally.)  All together, capital prosecutions required 561.6 

“extra” days in district court, or an average of over 31 additional days per year.   

For cases that were settled by plea agreement, the capital cases required 9.7 more court days on 

average than the non-capital cases, adding substantially to the burden on court usage.   

During that period, the trial courts also had proceedings in cases in which a death sentence was 

vacated on appeal, but no data is available on the number of court days for those proceedings.   

Budgetary costs for appeals.  

The 2014 Report also tabulates defense representation costs for appeals following convictions for 

cases initiated during fiscal years 2004-2011.  Five (5) defendants were sentenced to death, and 

they generated almost all of the costs of representation on appeal: a total of $844,000.77  An 

additional five (5) cases were prosecuted capitally but did not result in a death penalty; 

representing them on appeal cost BIDS $72,000, less than 10% of total cost of the death-

sentenced cases.78  The 15 cases that were not prosecuted capitally cost $54,000 in BIDS cost of 

representation on appeal.   

It is clear that for capital-eligible murder cases, the great bulk of representation costs on appeal 

are due to cases that are actually sentenced to death.  If the death penalty had not been available, 

the savings to the state for extra representation costs associated with appeals and subsequent 

trial-court proceedings would have been about $2,718,000, or $340,000 per year during the 

period 2004-2011, as follows: 

• $1,057,000 – BIDS appellate representation of seven (7) sentenced to death before 2003 

• $817,000 – BIDS representation of those seven (7) defendants in subsequent trial-court 

proceedings 

• $844,000 – BIDS appellate representation of five (5) sentenced to death, 2003-2011 

• $2,718,000 – total, representation of all death-sentenced defendants, 2003-2011 

The 2014 Report does not include estimates of the cost of representing the State during appeals 

and subsequent proceedings in trial court, although that cost is clearly substantial.  It does offer 

some information on the Kansas Supreme Court’s burden associated with reviewing appeals.  In 

response to a query, the Court estimated that over the previous three (3) years, the staff had 

devoted 13,600 hours to appeals of death-penalty cases.79  Generally speaking, the Court devotes 

20 times as much time to death-penalty appeals than other murder cases. 

 
76 2014 Report, at 13.  
77 Id. at A-1. 
78 Id. at A-1. 
79 Id. at 11. 
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Summary estimate for the period 2004-2011. 

The 2014 Report provides data to estimate several of the cost elements for the period 2004-2011.  

Gathering the estimates detailed above indicates a total of $7,202,000 for this 8-year period, or 

$900,000 per year: 

• $3,762,000 – Extra costs of defense at trial, capital cases filed 2004-2011 

• $722,000 – Extra district court costs for capital cases filed, 2004-2011 

• $2,718,000 – Representation of all death-sentenced defendants following sentencing 

• $7,202,000 – Total, defense representation and district court costs 

We note again that these costs reflect actual expenditures by state and local government agencies 

during the period in question.  The total omits several important costs for which no information 

was provided in the 2014 Report, including the extra costs of prosecution in capital cases, state 

representation during appeal of death sentences, and the cost to the Kansas Supreme Court of 

appellate review of death penalty cases. If data on these items were available, the annual figure 

would be well over $1 million during that period.  

c. New Kansas Cost Study on Costs During 2014-2018 

Since the 2014 Report, the death penalty has continued to generate extra costs to state and local 

government, both from murder cases in which the prosecutor chose to seek the death penalty, 

and from appeals and other litigation involving defendants who were previously sentenced to 

death.  In this section, we focus on the 5-year period 2014-2018, and seek to estimate the extra 

death-penalty-related cost of processing murder cases.  As explained above, we use a cash-

accounting framework for this period and pose the question of how much money the State would 

have saved on processing murder cases if the death penalty had been abolished before 2014. 

Court activity related to the death penalty, 2014-2018. 

During these five (5) years, 22 capital-eligible murder cases were filed in Kansas district courts.  

In nine (9) of these cases the prosecutor filed notice of seeking the death penalty.  One of the 

defendants was sentenced to death (Cross) and three ended in a plea agreement.  Eleven (11) of 

the 22 filed cases were not resolved during the 5-year window, and in fact five (5) of the 

capitally prosecuted cases are still pending as of 2022.    

Ten other capital-eligible cases were filed before 2014 but were concluded in district court 

during the 5-year window of interest and hence generated costs during that period.  One of these 

cases (Flack) was filed in 2013 and the defendant was convicted and sentenced to death in 2016.    

In sum, there were a total of 17capital murder cases that were resolved or filed during the period 

2014-2018.  Only two (2) of these cases were both filed and resolved during that period. 
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As of January 1, 2014, there were eight (8) death-sentenced prisoners in Kansas whose cases 

were under appeal before the Kansas Supreme Court or otherwise litigated during the 2014-2018 

window. 80   

Extra Costs of Defense. 

To review, the extra cost generated by the death penalty to the State includes, but is not limited 

to, the following items: 

1. The extra cost of defense during the trial phase in capital cases, and representation of 

death-sentenced defendants during direct appeal and subsequent litigation;  

2. The extra cost of prosecution during the trial phase in capital cases, and representation of 

the State during direct appeal and subsequent litigation involving death-sentenced 

defendants; and 

3. The extra cost to the district courts resulting from the greater number of days in court 

(associated with motion practice and longer trials) and Kansas Supreme Court (due to 

death penalty appeals), as well as the likelihood that death-sentenced cases return to 

district court following a successful appeal. 

 

Unfortunately, there is scant data available for quantifying these costs.  The best available 

information is on the costs of indigent defense, which is provided by BIDS.  The annual BIDS 

budgets break out the budget for “Capital Defense.”   

“Capital Defense represents individuals charged with capital cases, administers a system by which  

courts may appoint qualified attorneys to represent indigents charged with capital offenses, serves  

as a resource for attorneys assigned to capital cases, develops training programs and materials for  

persons involved in capital cases, maintains statistical records about the use of capital punishment,  

and provides expert and investigative services to trial counsel in capital cases.  

 

“Expenditures for the unit include costs of in-house defense, contracts with private attorneys in  

conflict cases or because of staff overload, and costs associated with capital cases on appeal.”81  

  
The actual budget for Capital Defense doubled between FY2014 and FY2018 and was still larger 

in FY2019, reaching nearly $3 million in that year.  This increase is associated with the 

increasing costs of death-penalty appeals and other litigation from cases that had first been 

sentenced years before.   

 

 

 

 
80 Kleypas, Robinson, J. Carr, R. Carr, Gleason, Cheever, Thurber, Kahler.  
81 Kansas Legislative Research Department, Budget Analysis Report FY17, Board of Indigent 

Defense Services, 233, http://www.kslegresearch.org/KLRD-

web/Publications/BudgetBookFY17/2017BudgetAnalysisRpts/BIDS.pdf (“FY2017”).  
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Fiscal Year Budget (all figures in thousands) 

2014  1,185.482 

2015  1,523.583 

2016  1,662.284 

2017  1,943.385 

2018  2,430.686 

2019  2,966.787 

 

The Kansas fiscal year begins July 1, while our 5-year window follows the calendar year.  An 

estimate of total BIDS expenditures on capital defense for the five (5) calendar years (2014-

2018) is $9,635,600, which includes half of the FY2014 budget and half of the FY2019 budget.  

Thus the expenditure for indigent defense during this period averaged $1,927,800 annually, or 

close to $2 million.   

 

The BIDS summary budget does not distinguish between defense expenditures during the trial 

phase, and defense expenditures for death-sentenced defendants.  During the trial phase, the 

counterfactual (no death sentence, so no “super due process” requirements) would apply to cases 

in which the prosecutor was seeking the death sentence.  Defense representation would have 

been costly even if the death sentence were not available.  Based on the data from the 2014 

Report, we estimate that the cost of defense of capital-eligible murder cases in which the 

prosecutor did not seek the death penalty averaged $59,000.  An adjustment for general inflation 

implies an increase to over $69,000 (based on Consumer Price Index, which increased 17.6% 

from 2007 to 2016).  That estimate can be applied to the two (2) capital cases that were filed and 

resolved during the window, and a share of these expenses to the 15 cases that were either 

resolved during the window (but filed earlier), or filed during the window (but not resolved).  We 

assume that half the total expense of defense was incurred for those cases.  The 15 partial cases 

are then the equivalent of 7.5 complete cases, for a total of 9.5.  The implied cost (9.5 x $69,000) 

 
82 Kansas Legislative Research Department, Budget Analysis Report FY16, Board of Indigent 

Defense Services, 1206, https://www.kslegresearch.org/KLRD-

web/Publications/BudgetBookFY16/2016BudgetAnalysisRpts/BIDS.pdf.  
83 FY2017, at 233. 
84 Kansas Legislative Research Department, Budget Analysis Report FY18, Board of Indigent 

Defense Services, 942, https://www.kslegresearch.org/KLRD-

web/Publications/BudgetBookFY18/2018BudgetAnalysisRpts/BIDS.pdf (“FY2018”). 
85 Kansas Legislative Research Department, Budget Analysis Report FY19, Board of Indigent 

Defense Services, 240, http://www.kslegresearch.org/KLRD-

web/Publications/BudgetBookFY19/2019BudgetAnalysisRpts/BIDS.pdf (“FY2019”). 
86 Kansas Legislative Research Department, Budget Analysis Report FY20, Board of Indigent 

Defense Services, 1135, http://www.kslegresearch.org/KLRD-

web/Publications/BudgetBookFY20/2020BudgetAnalysisRpts/BIDS.pdf.  
87 Kansas Legislative Research Department, Budget Analysis Report FY21, Board of Indigent 

Defense Services, 1180, https://www.kslegresearch.org/KLRD-

web/Publications/BudgetBookFY21/2021BudgetAnalysisRpts/BIDS.pdf. 
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is $655,500, the cost of defending these cases without possibility of the death penalty.  No such 

deduction is needed for the cost of death-penalty appeals and other litigation following 

sentencing, since the cost of representing LWOP-sentenced defendants on appeal has generally 

been negligible in practice.  

 

Much of the BIDS Capital Defense budgets support representation of death-sentenced defendants 

on appeal.  It is informative in this respect to read some of the notes in the BIDS budget 

justification:   

 

• In the FY2018 budget request, BIDS requested $380,000 as a supplement in FY2017 “in 

order to provide counsel for state capital habeas proceedings in two capital punishment 

cases: the John E. Robinson case ($200,000) and the Scott Cheever case ($180,000).”88  

 

• The 2017 Legislature added $1.1M for FY2018 and $1.4M for FY2019 for state capital 

habeas proceedings, estimated by case as: Robinson ($350,000 in each FY2018 and 

FY2019), Cheever ($200,000 in each FY2018 and FY2019), Gleason ($250,000 in 

FY2018 and FY2019), the Carr brothers ($250,000 in each FY2018 and FY2019), and 

Kleypas ($300,000 in FY2019).89 

 

Additionally, from FY2017 to FY2019, the capital defense unit increased in staff size from 1890 

positions to 27 in-house capital defense positions.  As noted before the increase, “two capital 

habeas unit attorneys oversee seven cases and four death penalty unit attorneys oversee ten 

cases.”91  The capital defense program has been a growing fraction of the overall BIDS budget 

and number of full time employees.  

 

In sum, the BIDS capital defense budget for the 5-year window was $9,635,600.  From this 

amount we deduct an estimate of the cost of defending the capital cases under the counterfactual 

assumption that they had been prosecuted non-capitally, $655,500.  The net amount is then 

$8,980,100.  

 

Extra cost of prosecution and representation of the State. 

 

The Attorney General’s Office is responsible for representing the State of Kansas in appeals 

before state and federal appellate courts, and for providing legal advice, support, and aid to 

Kansas counties and district attorneys  (The 2003 Report found that the bulk of prosecution costs 

in capital cases was incurred by the State as opposed to local jurisdictions).92  Unfortunately the 

Attorney General’s Office has not provided budget information or other information relevant to 

 
88 FY2018, at 946. 
89 FY2018, at 949, 953; FY2019, at 237  
90 FY2019, at 250;  
91 FY2019, at 243; FY2021, at 1089. 
92 2003 Report, at 9-10.  
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cost of representation.93  Local jurisdictions also failed to provide any data on the costs of 

prosecution. 

 

In the absence of any directly relevant data, we can only estimate the extra cost of prosecuting 

capital cases to the State during appeals and post-conviction proceedings for death-sentenced 

defendants.  Some guidance is provided by the 2003 Report, which found that defense 

expenditures were 5.3 times as high as prosecution expenses in capital cases.94  That was for the 

trial phase, and does not necessarily apply to litigation following a death sentence.  Assuming the 

ratio applies to both, and that it is a reasonable approximation during the period under 

consideration, we can estimate the cost of prosecution and representation of the state to have 

been $1,818,000 during 2014-2018.  From that must be deducted the counterfactual cost of 

prosecuting the capital cases non-capitally.  Assuming the cost for a non-capital prosecution is 

similar to the cost of defense in such cases, we use the same deduction of $655,500.  As a result, 

we estimate the extra costs of prosecution due to the death penalty for 2014-18 was $1,162,500.  

 

Extra cost in District Courts. 

 

We can follow a similar strategy to estimate the costs in the District Courts from 2014-2018. 

Based on our analysis of the 2014 Report, we estimated that the extra costs of capital cases to the 

District Courts amounted to $38,000 per case.95  Multiplying this by the 9.5 cases during our 5-

year period, and taking inflation into account, results in a total estimate of $425,000. 

 

Summary estimate of Extra Costs 2014-2018. 

 

We estimate that Kansas state and local agencies incurred the following extra costs between 

2014-2018:  

 

• $8,980,100 –Defense in capital cases and subsequent representation of death-sentenced 

defendants;  

• $1,162,500 –  Prosecution in capital cases and representation of the State for appeal of 

death sentences;  

• $425,000   District courts; and 

• $10,567,600 – Total sum of defense, prosecution, and district court costs.  

 

Our conclusion is that these extra costs amounted to approximately $2.1 million per year to state 

and local agencies.   

 

 
93 See Appendix C.  
94 2003 Report, at 12, Appendix D (showing the prosecution cost for the 14 capital cases totaled 

$750,000, and the defense totaled $3,962,000). 
95 2014 Report, Appendix A.  
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This estimate understates the true total of public costs, since it omits the costs to the Kansas 

Supreme Court of processing death-penalty appeals, and the extra costs of holding death-

sentenced prisoners in administrative segregation, which was required from 2014-2018.  

 

We deliberately excluded any extra costs to private citizens, including defendants and their 

families.  We also excluded the costs to federal courts; for example, the Supreme Court of the 

United States heard several appeals of rulings by the Kansas Supreme Court concerning the 

constitutionality of the death penalty during the period under consideration. 

 

The bottom line is that the death penalty cost government agencies in Kansas over $2 million per 

year during the period 2014-2018.  If the death penalty had been abolished before 2014, that 

amount could have been returned to taxpayers or reallocated to serving other public purposes.   

 

  

_____________________________  

        Philip J. Cook  

 

_____________________________  

    Frank R. Baumgartner  
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2013: 131-154. 

 
  3.  OpEd and Magazine Articles (with Robert Frank) 

USA Today, October 9, 1995, p. 13A 
Washington Post, November 12, 1995 
Washington Monthly, December 1995 
Chronicle of Higher Education, January 5, 1996 

 
 
F.  Education and Other topics 
 

"A 'One Line' Proof of the Slutsky Equation" The American Economic Review, March 
1972, 139. 

 
PJ Cook and Robert H. Frank "The Effect of Unemployment Dispersion on the Rate of 
Wage Inflation" Journal of Monetary Economics 1, 1975, 241-249. 
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PJ Cook and JW Vaupel "What Policy Analysts Do:  Three Research Styles" Journal of 
Policy Analysis and Management, 4 (3) Spring, 1985, 427-8. 
 
PJ Cook and Jens Ludwig "Weighing the Burden of 'Acting White'; Are there Race 
Differences in Attitudes Towards Education?" Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management 16(2), Spring 1997, 256-278.  (Winner of the Vernon Prize for best paper in 
Volume 16) 
 
PJ Cook and Jens Ludwig "The Burden of 'Acting White:' Do Black Adolescents 
Disparage Academic Achievement?" in Christopher Jencks and Meredith Phillips (eds.) 
The Black-White Test Score Gap Brookings Institution Press, Washington DC, 1998: 
375-400.   Reprinted in Minority status, Oppositional Culture and Academic Engagement 
John U. Ogbu, Ed.  New York: RoutledgeFarmer, forthcoming. 
 
PJ Cook, Robert MacCoun, Clara Muschkin, and Jacob 
Starting Middle School in Sixth G Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 
Winter 2008, 104-121.  (winner of the Raymond Vernon Memorial Prize, 2008) 
 

International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 
2nd ed. Gale, 2007. 
 
Robert MacCoun, PJ Cook, Clara Muschkin, and Jacob Vigdor Distinguishing Spurious 
and Real Peer Effects: Evidence from Artificial Societies, Small-Group Experiments, and 
Real Schoolyards   Review of Law and Economics  4(3), 2008: 695-714. 
 
Erin H-W Kim and PJ Cook, The continuing importance of children in relieving elder 
poverty: evidence from Korea Ageing & Society 31(06) August 2011, pp 953-976.  
 
Sorensen, Lucy C., PJ Cook, and Kenneth A. Dodge. "From Parents to Peers: Trajectories 
in Sources of Academic Influence Grades 4 to 8." Educational Evaluation and Policy 
Analysis 39(4) Dec. 2017: 697 711. 
 
PJ Cook, Elizabeth J Gifford, Kenneth A Dodge, Amy B Schulting.  2017. A new 
program to prevent primary school absenteeism: Results of a pilot study in five schools.  
Child and Youth Services Review  82:  262-270. 
 
PJ Cook and Songman Kang.  2020.  Girls to the front: How redshirting and test-score 
gaps are affected by a change in the school-entry cut date.  Economics of Education 
Review.  On-line, February.  Vol. 76, June. 

 
OpEds, Blogs, Magazine articles. 
 

Phyllis W. Jordan and PJ Cook.  2017.  A simple way to confront chronic school 
absences. Charlotte Observer Oct. 19th.   
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Book reviews 
 
Of Jack P. Gibbs, Crime, Punishment, and Deterrence in Contemporary Psychology 21:5, 
1976. 
 
Of Kenneth Dolbeare (ed.) Public Policy Evaluation in Policy Analysis, Fall 1977, 
604-606. 
 
Of David T. Stanley, Prisoners Among Us in Policy Analysis, Winter 1978, 139-141. 
 
Of John Heineke, Economic Models of Criminal Behavior in Southern Economic 
Journal, April 1980, 1255-1257 (with Anne Witte). 
 
Of Laurence Ross, Deterring the Drinking Driver in Journal of Health Politics, Policy, 
and Law, Winter 1983, 958-961; and in Popular Government, Winter 1983, 37-38. 
 
Of Robert H. Frank, Choosing the Right Pond:  Human Behavior and the Quest for Status 
in Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Fall 1986. 
 
Of Michael D. Laurence, John R. Snortum, and Franklin Zimring. eds., Social Control of 
the Drinking Driver, in Science, July 29, 1988. 
 
Of Michael Tonry and Norval Morris, eds., Drugs and Crime in Journal of Policy 
Analysis and Management 10(3), Summer 1991. 
 
Of Mark A.R. Kleiman, Against Excess: Drug Policy for Results; and Franklin E. 
Zimring and Gordon Hawkins, The Search for Rational Drug Control Policy in Journal of 
Policy Analysis and Management 11(4), Fall 1992. 
 
Of H. Laurence Ross, Confronting Drunk Driving: Social Policy for Saving Lives in 
Journal of Health Politics, Policy and Law 18(1) Spring 1993, 235-237. 
 
Of Willard Manning et al, The Costs of Poor Health Habits in Policy Currents 2(4), Nov. 
1992. 
 
Of Gary Kleck, Point Blank: Guns and Violence in America in New England Journal of 
Medicine February 3, 1994. 
 
Of Robert L. Rabin and Stephen D. Sugarman, eds., Smoking Policy: Law Politics and 
Culture in Science 262, December 10, 1993. 
 
Of Trudy Ann Karlson and Stephen W. Hargarten, Reducing Firearm Injury and Death: 
A public health sourcebook on guns in New England Journal of Medicine, February 5, 
1998. 
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Of Tyler Cowen, What Price Fame? in Journal of Economic Literature September 2001, 
933-935. 
 
Of Felix Gutzwiller and Thomas Steffen, Cost-Benefit Analysis of Heroin Maintenance 
Treatment in Addiction 2001, v. 96, 1071-2. 

 
Of Robert J. MacCoun and Peter Reuter Drug War Heresies in Journal of Policy Analysis 
and Management v. 21(2), Spring 2002, 303-306. 
 
Of James B. Jacobs Can Gun Control Work? in Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management  23(1), Winter 2004, 198-201. 
 
Of S. Selvanathan and E.A. Selvanathan The Demand for Alcohol, Tobacco, and 
Marijuana: International Evidence in Addiction 102, 2007:  830. 
 
Of Harold Winter  The Economics of Crime: An introduction to rational crime analysis  
in Journal of Economic Literature  v. 47: Sept. 2009. 
 
Of Craig Whitney Living with Guns in New York Times Dec. 25, 2012. 
 
Of Franklin E. Zimring When Police Kill in Science  355(6326) Feb. 17, 2017  

 
Unpublished monographs 

 
"The Effect of Legitimate Opportunities on the Probability of Parolee Recidivism," 
Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, Duke University, 1973. 
 
"Citizen Cooperation with the Criminal Justice System," Institute of Policy Sciences and 
Public Affairs, Duke University, 1976. 
 
"A Summary of State Legal Codes Governing Juvenile Delinquency Proceedings" (with 
Joseph Austin and Richard Levi), Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, Duke 
University, 1977. 
 
"Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Self Hazardous Behavior" (with James Vaupel), 
Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, Duke University, 1978. 
 
"Regulating Handgun Transfers: Current State and Federal Procedures, and an 
Assessment of the Feasibility and Cost of the Proposed Procedures in the Handgun Crime 
Control Act of 1979" (with James Blose), Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, 
Duke University, 1980. 
 

Public and Invited Lectures 
 

PJ Cook, San Francisco: MacArthur Foundation Group on Juvenile Justice, 28 February 
2003. 
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 PJ Cook, University of Virginia Law School, 11 March 2003. 
 
 PJ Cook, University of Virginia Medical Center, 12 March 2003. 
 
 PJ Cook, University of Pennsylvania Symposium on Gun Policy, 24 April 2003. 
 
 P.J. Cook, Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice, 28 July 2003. 
 

PJ Cook, Washington DC: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Investigator Award 
Conference, 9 October 2003. 
 

 PJ Cook, UNC-CH Public Health School, 20 October 2003. 
 
 P.J.Cook, University of Delaware, 23 October 2003. 
 
 The Social Costs of Gun Ownership, Cambridge, MA, March 26, 2004. 
 
 Effective gun policy, Fordham Law School, April 13, 2004. 
 
 Effective gun policy, Columbia University Law School, April 14, 2004. 
 
 The Homicide Epidemic, Emory University Sociology Department, October 28, 2004. 
 
 Hochbaum Lecture, UNC School of Public Health, Chapel Hill, April 10, 2006. 
 
 European Economic Assn, Vienna, Austria, August 25, 2006. 
 

Symposium honoring Thomas Schelling, University of Maryland, College Park, 
September 29, 2006. 
 

 Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Investigators Award, San Diego, October 6, 2006. 
 

Davis Lectureship, University of Chicago Center for Health Administration Studies, 
December 6, 2006. 
 
2007 Crime & Population Dynamics Summer Workshop, Aspen Wye River Center, June 
04, 2007. 
 
Paying the Tab: The case for higher alcohol taxes, Johns Hopkins University Institute for 
Policy Studies, February 14, 2008. 
 
Alcohol and Tobacco Taxes as Public Health Measures, Washington DC: American 
Medical Assn President's Forum, March 31, 2008. 
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Paying the Tab: The case for raising the alcohol excise tax, Rutgers University School of 
Social Work, April 23, 2008. 
 
Cost-Benefit Analysis of Crime, Washington DC, June 25, 2008. 
 
The New Second Amendment, Virginia Tech Department of Economics, October 13, 
2008. 
 
Paying the Tab: The case for higher alcohol taxes, Bloomberg School of Public Health, 
Johns Hopkins University, December 03, 2008. 
 
Sussmilch Lecture: Estimating the effects of alcohol taxation on mortality, Max Planck 
Institute for Demographic Research, Rostock, Germany, December 16, 2008. 
 
Paying the Tab, University of Maryland, February 13, 2009. 
 
Lessons from Alcohol Control Research, San Diego, California, February 20, 2009. 
 
Paying the Tab, University of Maryland Baltimore County, March 04, 2009. 
 
Benefits of Crime Reduction, National Academy of Sciences, March 05, 2009. 
 
School Crime, University of Maryland, March 09, 2009. 
 
Post-Heller Strategies to Reduce Gun Violence, Villanova University, March 24, 2009. 
 
Gun control after Heller, Emory University Department of Economics, December 04, 
2009. 
 
Private inputs into crime control, Economics Department, University of Virginia, 
February 04, 2010. 
 
Private inputs into public safety, Royal Economic Society Annual Conference, Surrey, 
March 30, 2010. 
 
The case for and against preserving a minimum drinking age of 21, Duke University, 
May 19, 2010. 
 
The Scientific and Intuitive Case for Higher Alcohol Taxes, Helsinki, Finland, September 
22, 2010. 
 
Public safety through private action, Bonn, Germany, October 09, 2010. 
 
Public safety through private action, Harvard Law and Economics Workshop, February 
08, 2011. 
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Public safety through private action, University of Oregon Department of Economics, 
March 05, 2011. 
 
Crime and the Business Cycle, Andrew Young School of Policy Studies, Georgia State 
University, March 10, 2011. 
 
Public safety through private action, Vanderbilt Law and Economics Program, April 25, 
2011. 
 
Alcohol and Violence, Washington DC, April 28, 2011. 
 
Lessons from an (un)controlled experiment, Jerry Lee Symposium on Criminology and 
Public Policy, May 03, 2011. 
 
Economical Crime Control, National Institute of Justice Research for the Real World 
Seminar series  December 06, 2011  
 
The Virtuous Tax, Santiago, Chile Latin American and Caribbean Economics Association 
annual meeting November 11, 2011  
 
Perspectives on Gun Violence, University of Minnesota Law School Robina Institute 
Annual Conference, "Crime and Justice in America, 1975-2025" April 26, 2012  
 
Calibrating effect sizes, University of Maryland 12th Annual Jerry Lee Crime Prevention 
Symposium April 24, 2012  
 
Public safety through private action, Southern Illinois University, Vandeveer Chair 
Public Lecture in Economics April 12, 2012  
 
Private prevention, John Jay College, New York Guggenheim Symposium on Crime 
February 06, 2012  
 
Cost of the Death Penalty in North Carolina, University of Maryland September 27, 
2012  
 
The Virtuous Tax, Cornell University, Department of Policy Analysis and Management 
October 10, 2012    
 
The great American gun war, Georgetown Institute of Public Policy, Dec. 3, 2012 
 
Private action to prevent crime, Vera Institute of Justice, Washington DC, Jan 24, 2013 
 
Birthdays, schooling and crime, UNC Charlotte Economics Department, Feb 1, 2013 
 
Reducing public costs of crime via private action: BIDs,  AAAS Annual Meeting, 
Boston, Feb. 16, 2013 
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The case for using cost-benefit analysis in criminal justice evaluations, Israeli Prison 
Service, Ramla, Israel, May 20, 2013 
 
Private action for crime prevention, Hebrew University Institute of Criminology, May 
21, 2013  
 
The economics of illegal gun markets, Chicago, IL  AAAS Annual Meeting  Panel  
February 16, 2014  
 
The Gun Debate, The Cooper Union for the Advancement of Science and Art   May 08, 
2014  
 
Birthdays, schooling and crime, Columbia Center for Study of Wealth and Inequality   
October 09, 2014   
 
Evaluation of an employment-oriented program for released prisoners, Columbia 
Population Research Center, October 16, 2014  

 
 Birthdays, schooling and crime, Stanford Law School, Law and Economics, October 23, 
2014 
 
The Underground Gun Market Rutgers University Institute for Health, Health Care 
Policy and Aging Research, November 13, 2014 
 
Birthdays, Schooling and Crime, Rutgers Department of Economics, March 27, 2015. 
 
The Underground Gun Market University of Pennsylvania Injury Science Center, April 
13, 2015. 
 
Paying the Tab.  ington, 
DC May 24, 2016. 
 
Reducing access to guns by violent offenders.  Yale CHESS Workshop, October 28, 
2016.   
Keeping guns away from dangerous people.  Rockefeller College, SUNY Albany, April 
26, 2017. 
 
Preventing Alcohol-Related Driving Fatalities by Raising Alcohol Taxes.  Invited 
presentation, National Academy of Sciences Committee on Accelerating Progress to 
Reduce Alcohol-Impaired Driving Fatalities, May 9, 2017. 
 
Keeping guns away from dangerous people.  Invited talk, University of Michigan 
Department of Economics, December 8, 2017. 
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Testing Instrumentality.  Invited talk, University of Pennsylvania Department of 
Criminology, January 17, 2018. 
 
The Underground Gun Market.  Invited talk, HF Guggenheim Symposium, John Jay 
College.  February 16, 2018. 
 
Policing Gun Violence.  Samuel Levin Memorial Lecture, Wayne State University 
Department of Economics.  March 29, 2019. 
 
Medical Costs of Gun Violence.  Conference on Small Arms and Light Weapons. French 
Ministry of Armed Forces, Paris.  May 15, 2019. 
 
Police investigations of shooting assaults and homicides.  NISS Forum on Gun Violence, 
Alexandria VA.  June 26, 2019. 
 
Preventing Gun Violence: Public Health and Public Policy Approaches.  American 
University, October 2, 2019. 
 
3 Pillars of Gun Policy.  University of Iowa, Symposium on Public Policy and Gun 
Violence, October 23, 2019. 
 
 

Selected Research grants 
 

Principal investigator, "Evaluating Policy Options to Increase Citizen Cooperation in 
Urban Law Enforcement," A Durham Observatory Project, 1975. 
 
Principal investigator, "The Processing of Gun Crimes in D.C. District Court," Institute 
of Law and Social Research, 1977. 
 
Principal investigator, "Empirical Studies of Robbery and Handgun Control," U.S. 
Department of Justice. 
 
Principal investigator, "Evaluating Alternative Policy Strategies for Controlling the 
Distribution of Handguns" (with Mark Moore), Ford Foundation, 1977-79. 
 
Principal investigator, "A Review of the Major Gun Regulation Proposals," Center for the 
Study and Prevention of Handgun Violence, 1979-80. 
 
Principal investigator, "A Review of Robbery Literature," National Institute of Justice, 
1981. 
 
Principal investigator, "Robbery Violence," National Institute of Justice, 1983-85. 
 
Principal investigator, "Vice,"  The Chicago Resource Center, 1987 
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Principal investigator, "Costs of the Death Penalty in North Carolina," NC 
Administrative Office of the Courts, 1991-93. 
 
Principal investigator, "Causes and Effects of Youthful Drinking," National Institute on 
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 1992-1994. 
 
Principal investigator, "Markets for Stolen Guns," Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation, 
1993-4. 
 

Joyce Foundation, 1997-99. 
 
Principal investigator, "Community Gun Prevalence and Crime," The Joyce Foundation, 
2000-2003. 
 
Investigator Award In Health Policy Research, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 2003-
4. 
 

evaluations of two programs in Milwaukee designed to reduce 
, 2007-2008. 

 

Foundation, 2007-2008. 
 

n of the Milwaukee Prisoner Re-entry 
-2011. 

 
Co-Investi

Education/IES: 2010  2014. 
 

 Department of Education/IES:  
2012-2015. 
 

Prevention (Arnold Foundation/RAND), 2020-2022. 
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Service and Administrative Activities at Duke University 

 
Director of Undergraduate Studies, Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, 
1974-75, 1992. 
 
Director of Graduate Studies, Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, 1977-79, 
1984, and 1994-95. 
 
Chairman, Graduate Curriculum Committee, Institute of Policy Sciences and Public 
Affairs, 1977-79. 
 
Member, Undergraduate Faculty Council of Arts and Sciences, 1977-78, 1991-93. 
 
Author of an evaluation of undergraduate admission policy, commissioned by the 
Undergraduate Faculty Council, 1978. 
 
Member, Academic Council, Duke University, 1978-79, 1982-84, 1993-95, 1998-2000  
Elected to the Executive Committee of the Academic Council, 1982-83. 
 
Associate Director, Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs, 1979-1985, 2005-. 
 
Pre-Major Advisor, 1981-85. 
 
Member, UFCAS Committee on Admissions, 1984-86. 
 
Member, University Committee on Undergraduate Admissions and Financial Aid, 1986 - 
87. 
 
Author of a special report on predicting yields from undergraduate admissions, 1987. 
 
Member, Dean White's Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate Internships, 1987. 
 
Member, President's Administrative Oversight Committee, 1987-90. 
 
Chairman, Public Policy Studies Committee on Appointments and Promotion, 1990-93. 
 
Chair, Provost's committee to review Dean Earl Dowell for reappointment, 1992. 
 
Member, Arts and Sciences Committee on Planning and Priorities, 1993-95. Chair, 1994-
95. 
 
Member, Dean Search Committee, Fuqua School of Business, 1994. 
 
Chair, PPS Diversity Committee, 1994-95. 
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Member, Executive Committee of the Graduate School, 1995-96 
 
Member, steering committee, Child and Family Policy initiative, 1999 
 
Member, Dean's Search Committee, Duke Law School, 1999 
 
Member, Planning Committee, Institute for Genome Sciences and Policy, 1999 
 
Chair, Arts & Sciences Council Task Force on the Budget, 2001-2 
 
 

Public and Professional Service 
 
Chairman, Weapons and Violent Crime Workshop, NILECJ, LEAA, U.S. Department of 
Justice, February 1978. 
 
Presenter, N.C. Governor's Crime Commission, June and September, 1979. 
 
Panel member, National Research Council Study of Alternative Policies Affecting the  
Prevention of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 1978-1981. 
 
Member, N.C. Governor's Task Force on Drunken Driving, 1982. 
 
Member, Ad Hoc Workshop on the Future of Criminal Justice Research, U.S. 
Department of Justice and National Research Council, March 1982. 
 
Testified on alternative gun-control policies before the U.S. Senate Criminal Law 
Subcommittee, March 4, 1982. 
 
Testified on alcohol tax policy before the Social Security Advisory Council, May 25, 
1982. 
 
Participant, Sixty-Sixth American Assembly (Public Policy on Alcohol Problems), 
Harriman, NY, April 26-29, 1984. 
 
Member, Executive Session on the Juvenile Justice System, Harvard University, 1984-85. 
 
Member, Policy Council of the American Society of Criminology, 1985-86, and 1990-91. 
 
Invited participant, Conference on the Cigarette Excise Tax sponsored by the Harvard 
Institute for the Study of Smoking Behavior, Washington, DC, April 17, 1985. 
 
Member, "Crime and Violence" working group of the NAS Committee on Basic 
Research, 1985.   
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Member, Research Advisory Committee of the U.S. Sentencing Commission, 1986-91 
(Chair, 1986). 
 
Associate, Canadian Institute of Advanced Research, 1986. 
 
Member, Board of Advisors, Public Policy Program, College of William & Mary, 
1987-1992. 
 
Member, National Academy of Sciences Committee on Law and Justice, 1987-1993. 
 
Treasurer, Association of Public Policy Analysis and Management, 1987-1994. 
 
Testified on the use of alcohol taxation as a public-health measure before the U.S. Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, September 27, 1988. 
 
Member, Workshop on Health Economics, National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism, September 1988. 
 
Member, National Research Council's Panel on the Understanding and Control of Violent 
Behavior, 1988-91. 
 
Member, Advisory Board to the Injury Prevention Research Center, University of  North 
Carolina, 1990-. 
 
Witness, "Problems and Prospects for a N.C. Lottery" North Carolina Economic Future 
Commission, December 5, 1990. 
 
Invited participant, CDC's Forum on Youth Violence in Minority Communities, Atlanta, 
December 10-12, 1990. 
 
Member, Advisory Board of the H. John Heinz III School of Public Policy 
and Management, Carnegie Mellon University, 1992-96 and subsequently (including 
2007). 
 
Consultant, Tax Advisory Program, US Department of Treasury, 1994-95. 
 
Steering Committee, National Consortium on Violence Research, 1995-1997. 
 
Member, Center for Gun Policy Research, Johns Hopkins University, 1995-. 
 
Invited participant, White House Leadership Conference on Youth, Drug Use, and 
Violence, March 7, 1996. 
 
Invited speaker, U.S. Senate Democratic Policy Council, Wilmington, DE, April 26, 
1996. 
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Member, National Academy of Sciences (IOM) Committee on Injury Prevention and 
Control, 1997-8.  
 
Member, Advisory Committee to the Harvard Injury Control Research Center, 1998-. 
 
Consultant, US Department of Treasury, Enforcement Division, 1999-2000. 
 
Member, National Academy of Sciences (NRC) Case Studies of School Violence 
Committee, 2001-2002. 
 
Member, Division Committee for the Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, 
National Research Council, 2001-2004. 
 
Member, "Committee to Develop a Strategy to Prevent and Reduce Underage Drinking", 
Institute of Medicine 2002-3. 
 
Member, Panel on Assessing the Feasibility, Accuracy, and Technical Capability of a 
National Ballistics Database, The National Academies 2004-5.  
 
Member, Crime and Justice editorial board, 2007-2010. 
 
Member, National Research Council Workshop on Understanding Crime Trends, 2007-8 
 
Co-Director, NBER Economics of Crime Working Group, 2007- 
 
Vice Chair, National Research Council Committee on Law and Justice, 2006-2010. 
 
Vice President, Association of Public Policy and Management, 2008-2009 (two years). 
 
Panel member, International Benchmarking Review of UK Sociology: 2009-2010.  
http://www.esrcsocietytoday.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/Support/Evaluation/ibr/IBR_Sociolo
gy.aspx 
 
Member, International Scientific Advisory Board,  Netherlands Institute for the Study of 
Crime and Law Enforcement (NSCR), 2010-. 
 
Member, National Research Council Committee on Deterrence and the Death Penalty, 
August 2010  November 2011. 
 
Member, National Research Council Committee on The Illicit Tobacco Market: 
Collection and Analysis of The International Experience, 2013-15. 
 
Member, National Research Council Committee on Proactive Policing, 2015-2017. 
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Refereeing 
 
Associate editor, Law and Contemporary Problems, 1974-78. 
 
Editorial consultant, Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 1982-. 
 
Member, Editorial Board, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 1986- 2002. 
 
Associate Editor, Criminology, 1987-91. 
 
Editorial board, Criminology & Public Policy  2010- 
 
Editorial board, Journal of Quantitative Criminology  2015- 
 
Occasional refereeing: American Economic Review, Journal of Political Economy, 
Journal of Public Economics, Economic Inquiry, Journal of Legal Studies, Journal of 
Law and Economics, New England Journal of Medicine, Journal of the American 
Medical Association, Criminology and other professional journals.  



 

 

APPENDIX B 

































































































 

 

APPENDIX C 



 

I, Olivia Ensign, declare and state the following:  

1. I made this declaration based upon my personal knowledge, as a former Staff Attorney for the 
American Civil Liberties  Capital Punishment Project.   

2. On December 3, 2019, Board of Indigent Defense Services Death Penalty Defense Unit (DPDU) 
attorney Peter Conley sent a KORA request to the Sedgwick County District  office 
requesting homicide data. The Sedgwick County District  Office provided a response 
on February 21, 2020. On April 2, 2020, Mr. Conley sent an additional request to the Sedgwick 
County District Attorney requesting data related to decisions to seek the death penalty, training 
materials for prosecutors, and costs associated with prosecuting capital cases. 

3. On February 5, 2020, Mr. Conley sent KORA requests to the other 104 counties in Kansas. 
These requests went out to County and District Attorney offices. These requests asked for data 
on capital and non-capital homicide prosecutions between July 1, 1994 to the present. The 
requested data included charging materials, training materials, and cost and staffing data. 

4. Mr. Conley also filed a KORA request with the Kansas Department of Corrections for the data 
related to the added cost of housing death row prisoners on August 26, 2020, and received data 
on September 3, 2020.  

5. On April 2, 2020, counsel filed a KORA request with the Kansas Judicial Counsel for the data 
collected during the January 29, 2004, December 4, 2009, and February 13, 2014 reports by the 
Death Penalty Advisory Committee. On August 13, 2020 counsel was granted access to these 
files.  

6. Also on April 2, 2020, counsel filed a KORA request to the Kansas Legislative Division of Post 
Audit for the December 2003 Performance Audit Report on Costs Incurred for Death Penalty 
Cases. On that day, the Kansas Legislative Division of Post Audit responded that they had 
destroyed all records.  

7. On June 22, 2020, at the request of counsel, Mr. Conley provided the Kansas State Board of 
Indigent Defense (BIDS) budgets by fiscal year for the years 2014-2021. On February 16, 2021, 
counsel sent an additional request to BIDS for trial expenses, direct appeal expenses and habeas 
expenses for the Counties that had a capital trial prosecution between 2012 and 2019 to ensure 
the years with an active capital case, 2014 to 2018 were covered. BIDS provided costs for the 
homicides the agency handled since 2012, pulling from vouchers, for attorney costs, expert costs, 
and transcript costs in June 2021.  

8. On October 20, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Kansas Supreme Court. This request 
was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration and denied in part on October 21, 2021. 
On November 1, 2021, November 4, 2021, and November 5, 2021, the Office provided 
documents regarding judicial salary information and annual budgets from 2012-present. 

9. On August 30, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Kansas Attorney  Office. On 
September 9, 2021, counsel received a response stating the Office had received the request. On 
September 27, 2021, October 6, 2021, November 2, 2021, and November 8, 2021, counsel 



 

attempted follow up communications via phone and email but received no reply. On December 
13, 2021, counsel sent the Office a courtesy copy of a complaint set to be filed in Kansas district 
court due to this lack of response. On December 15, 2021, counsel conferred with the Attorney 

 Office via a phone conference. Following this conference, on December 30, 2021, 
counsel received a letter denying the request in part and noting that the Attorney  
Office would continue to collect certain documents. On February 8, 2022, the Office provided a 
list of criminal homicide cases handled by the Office from 2012-2020 and noting that the Office 
would continue to collect certain documents. On February 22, 2022, the Office sent a request for 
clarification which counsel responded to on February 23, 2022.  

10. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Kansas Bureau of Investigation (KBI). 
On September 1, 2021, counsel received a list of questions regarding the request from KBI and 
responded on September 14, 2021. On September 24, 2021, counsel received a letter from KBI 
stating that the KBI website contained a register of all  publicly available digital 
information. On October 15, 2021, KBI sent a letter stating the request did not contain sufficient 
information for the relevant documents to be located. On October 27, 2021, and November 1, 
2021, counsel sent emails intended to clarify the request for KBI. On November 1, 2021, KBI 
again stated the request did not contain sufficient information for the relevant documents to be 
located. On November 15, 2021, counsel again provided an updated request with a focus on 
documents from a single county. On November 18, 2021, KBI again stated the request did not 
contain sufficient information for the relevant documents to be located. On January 3, 2022, 
counsel again provided an updated request. On January 6, 2022, KBI again stated the request did 
not contain sufficient information for the relevant documents to be located. On January 19, 2022, 
counsel again provided an updated request. On January 25, 2022, KBI replied stating that they 
would need until February 21, 2022, to provide an update. On February 21, 2022, KBI sent a 
letter describing the data available for one investigation and requesting additional clarification. 
Counsel responded to this letter on February 24, 2022. 

11. On January 12, 2022, counsel sent a KORA request to the Kansas Court of Appeals. On January 
14, 2022, this request was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. It was denied on 
January 20, 2022.  

12. Beginning in January 2021 extensive follow up efforts were initiated to gather all outstanding 
data from county officials in counties that had one of more active death penalty cases between 
2014 and 2018. These included Barton, Chautauqua, Franklin, Geary, Harvey, Johnson, Labette, 
Pratt, Riley, Saline, Sedgwick, Shawnee, and Wyandotte counties.  

13. Barton: In February 2020, the Barton County attorney issued its initial response to  
February 2020 request. On February 24, 2020, they issued a partial response to the KORA 
request sending itemized budgets from 1998 to 2020, detailing wages, travel, and witness fees, 
but not providing a breakdown by case. On January 12, 2021, counsel reached out to confirm 
that, when public health guidelines allowed, that a team member would be able to review 
physical files for charging documents and individual costs in files. On January 14, 2022 counsel 
reached out to confirm a time to review and, in the alternative, requested a  by statute 

 search. On January 20, 2022, the county  office provided a list of capital and 
first-degree homicide cases from 2012-2020.  



 

14. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Barton County  
Department. On September 29, 2021, the Barton County  Department provided relevant 
budget documents and reported that they handled no relevant cases between January 1, 2012, to 
January 1, 2020 and therefore had no relevant cost documents. 

15. On August 27, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Barton County 
District Court. This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On January 5, 2022, 
counsel submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Barton County District Court for all 
complaint(s); the notice of intent to seek the death penalty; the journal entry of judgement; the 
notice of intent to seek a separate sentencing proceeding; the withdrawal of notice of intent to 
seek the death penalty; all financial affidavits; all orders appointing counsel; the notice of filing 
of charge(s), amended charge(s), or additional charge(s); and any documents that appear to be 
related to expenses/costs for all capital and non-capital homicide cases handled by the court 
between January 1, 2012 to January 1, 2020 (hereinafter, the  requested from the 
District  On January 6, 2022, the District Court provided some of these documents.  

16. Chautauqua: On March 19 2020, the Chautauqua County Attorney issued a partial response to 
counsel's February 2020 request. The only information the County Attorney could provide was 
an estimation of approximately $300 in witness fees for homicide cases prosecuted since January 
2017. The County Attorney also confirmed that she did not maintain time-keeping records. She 
also referred counsel to the Clerk of District Court for any lists of capital and non-capital 
homicide prosecutions, the County Clerk of the Court for any annual budgets, and the Office of 
the Attorney General for any documentation of capital prosecutions originating from the County. 
A renewed KORA request was sent to the Chautauqua County  Office in January 
2021, but no additional information was provided.  

17. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Chautauqua County  
Office. On October 8, 2021, the Chautauqua County  Office provided relevant budget 
documents, documentation for personnel who would have assisted or investigated non-capital 
homicides between January 1, 2012, to January 1, 2020, and reported that they handled no 
relevant capital homicide cases between January 1, 2012, to January 1, 2020 and therefore had 
no relevant cost documents for capital homicide cases.  

18. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Chautauqua County 
District Court. This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On January 6, 2022, 
counsel submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Chautauqua County District Court for 
the documents requested from the District Courts. On January 7, 2022, the District Court 
provided some of these documents. 

19. On August 27, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Chautauqua County  
Office. On September 27, 2021, the Chautauqua County  Office provided relevant budget 
documents and accounts payable, including transcript and jury fees.  

20. Franklin: In February 2020, the Franklin County Attorney provided a partial response to 
counsel  February 2020 request with a list of capital and non-capital homicide cases prosecuted 
since 1994 and associated charging documents as well as non-itemized annual budgets. In 
January 2021, counsel submitted a renewed KORA request to the County Attorney and did not 



 

receive any additional information. In their response to this renewed KORA request, the County 
Attorney noted that prior to his taking over the office in November 2018, the record keeping 

 not  and that no additional responsive information was available.  

21. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Franklin County  Office. 
On October 15, 2021, the Franklin County  Office provided relevant budget documents. 

22. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Franklin County 
District Court. This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On December 13, 
2021, counsel submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Franklin County District Court 
for the documents requested from the District Courts. On December 13, 2021, the District Court 
provided some of these documents. 

23. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Franklin County Accounting 
Department. The County Treasurer forwarded this request to the County Clerk who, on August 
30, 2021, provided the relevant budget documents for the Franklin County Attorney from 
January 1, 2012 to January 1, 2020. Additionally, the Franklin County Clerk provided trial funds 
from 2013-2017 that contain expenses for the only capital homicide as well as county staff hours 
and salary for time attributed to that case.  

24. Geary: On February 10, 2020, the Geary County Attorney requested additional time to respond 
to  February 5, 2020, KORA request. In January 2021, counsel submitted a renewed 
KORA request. In February 2021, the County Attorney responded to this renewed request and 
advised that it would take  less than six  to produce responsive records. On August 
26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Geary County Accounting Department and 
on August 27, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Geary County  Office. The 
County Treasurer and the County Clerk forwarded this request to the Geary County  
Office who on September 14, 2021 provided the relevant budget documents for the Geary 
County Attorney for the years 2014, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, and 2020; attorney salaries for 
2021; and a list of capital and non-capital homicides from 2012-2020. On September 21, 2021, 
the County  Office provided relevant budget documents for the remaining years of 
2012, 2013, and 2015. On October 5, 2021, the County  Office provided vouchers 
associated with the list of capital and non-capital homicide cases.  

25. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Geary County  Office. 
On August 30, 2021, the Geary County  Office provided relevant budget documents. On 
September 21, 2021, the Geary County  Office provided caseloads and salaries for 
employees involved in a case that would classify as capital murder.  

26. On August 27, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Geary County 
District Court. This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On December 16, 
2021, counsel submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Geary County District Court for 
the documents requested from the District Courts. On December 22, 2021, the District Court 
provided a portion of these documents. On February 16, 2022, counsel received complete paper 
documents.  



 

27. Harvey: Counsel submitted a KORA request to the Harvey County Attorney on February 5, 2020 
and a renewed request on January 27, 2021 to the newly elected Harvey County Attorney. 
Counsel did not receive a response to either request. As a result, on February 16, 2021, counsel 
notified Harvey County Attorney Jason Lane that they would be pursuing enforcement actions in 
the District Court and attached a draft courtesy copy of the related complaint. Lane responded 
the next day, citing system issues and transition as the reason behind the lack of response. Lane 
requested additional time to process the request and renewed this request in March 2021. On 
April 6, 2021, Lane provided lists, but not charging documents, for capital and non-capital 
homicide cases in the requested time period and lists of decision makers. Lane referred counsel 
to the Harvey County Office of Administration for annual budgetary information and noted that 
the  County  Office does not segregate costs and time-keeping specific to the 
prosecution of capital homicide cases from general  

28. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Harvey County  Office 
and the Harvey County Accounting Department. The County Treasurer and Sheriff forwarded 
this request to the County Counselor who provided the relevant budget documents for the Harvey 
County  Office and the Harvey County  Office for the years 2013, 2016, and 
2017 on October 11, 2021. On October 22, 2021, the County Counselor provided relevant budget 
documents for both offices for the years 2012, 2014, 2015, 2018, 2019, and 2020. 

29. On August 27, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Harvey County 
District Court and the Harvey County  Office. This was forwarded to the Office of 
Judicial Administration who provided suggestions. On December 16, 2021, counsel submitted an 
updated request to the Clerk of the Harvey County District Court for the documents requested 
from the District Courts. On December 17, 2021, the District Court provided some of these 
documents.  

30. Johnson: On July 31, 2020, the Johnson County District Attorney acknowledged receipt of the 
July 31, 2020, KORA request. In December 2020, the District Attorney stated that review was 
still in progress. In March 2021, the District Attorney provided an update that the review would 
be finalized soon. In May 2021 the District  office responded, directing counsel to the 
Johnson County Budget and Financial Planning Department for any historical budget data and 
employee salary information, and noting that there were no responsive cost documents because 
the  County District  Office does not track billable hours or keep timesheets 
related to specific  

31. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Johnson County  Office. 
On October 14, 2021, the Johnson County  Office provided relevant documents.  

32. On August 27, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Johnson County 
District Court. This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On December 20, 
2021, counsel submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Johnson County District Court for 
the documents requested from the District Courts. On February 8, 2022, the District Court 
provided some of these documents. 

33. Labette: On February 13, 2020, the Labette County Attorney acknowledged receipt of the 
February 5, 2020 request. Later that month, the County Attorney's office requested additional 



 

time to process the request. On January 27, 2021, counsel submitted a renewed KORA request. 
On March 2, 2021 the Labette County Attorney supplied only budget information for 2013 to 
2021. On March 8, 2021 counsel replied, requesting cost estimates for searching individual files 
for cost information. This estimate was not forthcoming despite follow up by counsel in July and 
August. On August 25, 2021 the County Attorney requested a phone call, which took place on 
August 26, 2021. The next day the County Attorney provided in writing a confirmation of the 
information provided on the call including that the Labette County  Office did not 
keep time keeping records and that there were no expert costs expended by the office on 
homicide cases between 2012 and 2019. The County Attorney also referred counsel to the 
Attorney  Office for information about the capital case charged in that period. 

34. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Labette County  Office 
and the Labette County  Office. On September 10, 2021, the Labette County  
Office provided relevant budget documents for the Labette County  Office.  

35. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Labette County 
District Court. This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration who provided 
suggestions. On January 5, 2022, counsel submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the 
Labette County District Court for the documents requested from the District Courts. On January 
6, 2022, the District Court provided some of these documents. 

36. Pratt: On February 5, 2020, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Pratt County Attorney. On 
February 17, 2020, the Pratt County Attorney provided a list of charged homicide cases, all of 
which were referred to and prosecuted by the State Attorney  Office. On costs, the 
County Attorney provided its annual budget and expert witness consulting costs for a single case.  

37. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Pratt County  Office. On 
September 7, 2021, the Pratt County  Office provided relevant budget documents and 
reported that they handled no relevant cases between January 1, 2012, to January 1, 2020 and 
therefore had no relevant cost documents.  

38. On August 27, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Pratt Police Department. On 
August 31, 2021, the Pratt Police Department directed the inquiry to the Pratt Finance Director. 
On September 17, 2021, the Pratt Finance Director provided annual certified budget sheets from 
2012-2020 and budgets for 2012-2020.  

39. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Clerk of the Pratt County District 
Court. This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On December 17, 2021, 
counsel submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Pratt County District Court for 
documents requested from the District Courts. On December 17, 2021, the District Court 
provided some of these documents.  

40. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Pratt County Freedom of 
Information Officer. On August 27, 2021, this request was forwarded to the Pratt County District 
Court Clerk and the Pratt County Attorney. On September 17, 2021, and October 13, 2021, the 
Pratt County Attorney provided relevant cost-related documents for two homicide cases 



 

prosecuted in the county between January 1, 2012, and January 1, 2020, as well as county budget 
documents. 

41. Riley: On February 10, 2020, the Riley County Attorney responded to  February 5, 
2020, KORA request. They produced cost information included budgets going back to 2018, but 
referred counsel to the Riley County  Office for historical budget information prior to that 
date. The County Attorney also provided a cost estimate for additional research into cost 
information. On May 20, 2021 counsel flagged outstanding documents to the County Attorney. 
On September 9, 2021 the County  Office provided additional information on costs, 
however noting that the office did not track hours spent on each case or the  of hours 
spent preparing and or responding to motions and preparing for t  The County Attorney did 
provide   by case, totaling $34,308.26. 

42. On January 12, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Riley County Clerk. The County Clerk 
forwarded this request to the Deputy Riley County Counselor who provided the budget 
information for the Riley County Attorney from January 1, 2012 to January 1, 2020.  

43. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Riley County Police Department. On 
November 22, 2021, the Riley County Police Department provided budget information from 
2012-2020 and the number of hours spent and costs associated with investigating 22 non-capital 
homicides from 2012-2020.  

44. On August 27, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Riley County District Court. Following 
discussions with the Office of Judicial Administration, counsel sent an updated request on 
December 13, 2021, to the Clerk of the Riley County District Court for documents requested 
from the District Courts. The Riley County District Court provided some of these documents on 
December 22, 2021 and January 28, 2022. 

45. Saline: On February 5, 2020, counsel sent a KORA request to the Saline County Attorney. On 
February 11, 2020, the County Attorney responded by email and provided the annual budget for 
the County Attorney from 2001 to 2020. The County Attorney also responded that  such 
documents  relating to prosecuting capital cases and non-capital homicide cases, but did 
provide an  of expenses for homicide  by year, that did not include time 
keeping records and included  costs of photographs, exhibits, witness  Counsel 
submitted an updated KORA request January 12, 2021, identifying a capital case charged in 
2017 and requesting associated costs as well as requesting the underlying documentation for the 
unofficial tab provided in February 2020. An additional request was made by counsel March 17, 
2021, identifying another capital case charged in the requested time period. No additional 
information was provided by the County Attorney who replied I  know the numbers for 
costs or hours handling capital  and referred counsel to the Saline County  
Office and the Clerk of the Court. 

46. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Salina City Police Department. On 
November 17, 2021, and November 19, 2021, the Police Department provided 2012-2020 
budgets, overtime hours submitted by police officers and some civilian support staff, salaries, 
and benefits of identified officers and support staff broken down by homicide. 



 

47. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Saline County  Office. The 
Office provided budget information on August 30, 2021. 

48. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Saline County District Court. This was 
forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On December 12, 2021, counsel submitted an 
updated request to the Clerk of the Saline County District Court for the documents requested 
from the District Courts. The Saline County District Court provided some of these documents on 
January 3, 2022, January 7, 2022, January 26, 2022, and January 27, 2022. 

49. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Saline County Clerk. On August 27, 
2021, this request was forwarded to the Saline County Attorney who responded that none of the 
requested documents were available on October 6, 2021. 

50. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Saline Accounting Department. On 
September 9, 2021, the Department provided payroll information for all employees in the County 
Attorney s Office.  

51. Sedgwick: On April 2, 2020, counsel sent a request to the Sedgwick District Attorney requesting 
data related to decisions to seek the death penalty, training materials for prosecutors, and costs 
associated with prosecuting capital cases. On June 5, 2020 the Office of the District Attorney 
provided a response to the KORA request and on June 19, 2020, the Office of the District 
Attorney provided cost estimates for providing annual budgets and expenses related to criminal 
cases. The District Attorney also stated that they did not maintain records regarding staff time 
spent working on homicide cases and did not have compensation data to determine the salaries of 
staff during the time they worked on specific cases. For the latter they referred counsel to the 
Sedgwick County Division of Finance. On March 30, 2021, the District Attorney provided 
counsel with their budget for years 1994 through 2002 as well as case related payments for 813 
cases where one or more deaths occurred between the dates of July 1, 1994 and August 2, 2020. 

52. On August 30, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Wichita Police Department. On 
October 13, 2021, the Department provided annual budget information.  

53. On August 30, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Sedgwick  Office. On 
September 10, 2021, and October 28, 2021, the  Office provided the following 
information: annual budgets from 2007-2021; annual benefit rates from 2012-2020; excel 
spreadsheet representing all officers who worked on a homicide case from 2012-2020; and excel 
spreadsheet including a list of names and dates corresponding to each officer who worked on 
homicide cases from 2012-2020. 

54. On August 30, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Wichita State University Police 
Department. On December 10, 2021, Wichita State University General  Office 
provided records of the  involvement in one investigation and annual budget 
information. 

55. On August 30, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Sedgwick County District Court. This 
was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On January 25, 2022, counsel submitted 
an updated request to the Clerk of the Sedgwick County District Court for the documents 
requested from the District Courts. The Sedgwick County District Court provided some of these 



 

documents on February 9, 2022, February 10, 2022, February 11, 2022, February 16, 2022, 
February 22, 2022, February 25, 2022, and February 28, 2022. 

56. Shawnee: On February 5, 2020, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Shawnee District 
Attorney. On January 13, 2021, counsel submitted a renewed KORA request to the District 
Attorney requesting all documents on the costs of investigating, charging, or prosecuting of 
capital and non-capital homicides between January 1, 2012 and January 1, 2020. On January 15, 
2021, the District Attorney responded noting that they were unable to provide expert fees or time 
keeping records and referring counsel to the Clerk of the District Court for witness fees. On 
January 26, 2021, the District Attorney submitted an additional response noting that it was not 
possible to determine staff time on a particular case, but offered to provide information on the 
special fund created by the County Commission authorized by the District  Office for 
any special costs related to prosecuting capital cases. Upon submission of payment, the Shawnee 
District  Office provided cost documentation including information on budget line 
items and totals for the Special Account for Capital Murder, fiscal year 2014-15, trial expenses 
for fiscal year 2015-18, and information on employee salaries and benefits.  

57. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Topeka Police Department. On 
September 1, 2021, the Department provided annual budget information for fiscal years 2012-
2020. 

58. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Shawnee County  
Office. On September 9, 2021, and November 18, 2021, the Office provided the following 
information: budgets from 2012-2020; a table of case numbers and types; and a table of hours 
worked during each pay period by the officers assigned to the case while the case was active, 
along with their wages at the time of the respective case and any overtime. 

59. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Shawnee County District Court. 
This was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On December 13, 2021, counsel 
submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Shawnee County District Court for the 
documents requested from the District Courts. The Shawnee County District Court provided 
some of these documents on January 11-14, 2022, and February 4, 2022. 

60. On January 13, 2021, counsel submitted a KORA to the Shawnee County Clerk requesting the 
annual budget of the District At  Office and costs related to the adjudication of capital 
and non-capital homicide costs. The Shawnee County clerk referred this request to the Deputy 
District Attorney who on January 20, 2021, provided the annual budgets for their office for 
2012-2019. On August 26, 2021, counsel submitted another KORA request to the Shawnee 
County  Office and Accounting Department. On August 27, 2021, this request was 
forwarded to the Shawnee County District  Office. On September 17, 2021, the 
District Attorney reported that they had provided all information in their possession. 

61. Wyandotte: On February 5, 2020, counsel submitted a KORA request to the Wyandotte County 
District Attorney. On February 7, 2020, counsel received an email response requiring that a 
request be made through a specific portal; the request was resubmitted through this platform on 
July 31, 2020. On July 31, 2020, Wyandotte County acknowledged receipt of the Request and 
assigned it reference number 20-1541. Wyandotte County did not respond again to Mr.  



request until September 25, 2020.  On this date Wyandotte Public Records division
sent Mr. Conley an unsigned email stating they had reviewed the request and determined none of
these records exist in their office.  The email stated that District Court may have
On January 22, 2021, counsel sent the District office a draft courtesy copy of a
complaint seeking additional information. On January 25, 2021, the District Attorney's Office
responded referring counsel to the District Court for criminal case records and Unified
Government Accounting for records regarding costs. On this same date the District
Office provided three case names. On February 3, 2021, counsel submitted KORA requests to
the District Office and Accounting Department. On February 26, 2021, the
Accounting Department provided amended and actual budgets of the District Attorney between
2011 and 2020 as well as expenditures, not broken down by case, but including, among other
items, witness fees and travel costs. On May 12, 2021 the District Attorney's Office provided a
list of homicide cases between 2012 and 2020.

62. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Kansas City Police Department. On
September 27, 2021, the Department provided their annual budgets from 2012-2020.

63. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Wyandotte County Office.
On September 21, 2021, the Office provided their annual budget documents.

64. On August 26, 2021, counsel sent a KORA request to the Wyandotte County District Court. This
was forwarded to the Office of Judicial Administration. On December 16, 2021, counsel
submitted an updated request to the Clerk of the Shawnee County District Court for the
documents requested from the District Courts. The Wyandotte County District Court provided
certain of these documents on February 11, 2022. On February 16, 2022, counsel followed up for
additional documents. The Wyandotte County District Court provided certain of these documents
on February 17, 2022.

I declare under the penalty of perjury of perjury under the laws of North Carolina that the

foregoing is true and correct and was executed this 4th day of March in Durham, North Carolina.

_____________________________

       Olivia Ensign
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Homicides, Capital Prosecutions, and Death Sentences in Kansas, 

1994 to 2021 
 

Frank R. Baumgartner1 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 

January 28, 2023 

Introduction 

In this report, I review statistical comparisons of homicides and capital prosecutions.  

I use data on homicides from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to assess their characteristics in terms of numbers over time, 

distribution across the counties of the state, and demographic characteristics of the offenders and 

victims. I then compare these with the 129 cases where capital charges have been filed in 

Kansas, the 75 cases where death notices were filed, and the 15 cases where a death sentence 

was imposed.2 This allows a comparison of rates of capital prosecution at three stages from filing 

charges to imposing a sentence of death. My study finds important disparities both with regards 

to the race and gender of the victims of the crime, and in the combined racial characteristics of 

the offender and victim of the crime. It further demonstrates a very low rate of usage of the death 

penalty, no statistical correlation at all between homicides and death sentences over time, and 

very little correlation across counties. I conclude with a discussion of the implications of these 

facts. 

Kansas Death Sentences in the Modern Era 

Kansas has imposed 15 death sentences in the period since the current death penalty law 

took effect in 1994. Table 1 lays out summary demographic factors associated with these cases. 

 
1 My qualifications are set forth in my report entitled Media Coverage of Sedgwick County Capital Prosecutions, 

dated January 28, 2023. 

 
2 These data on capital prosecutions in Kansas cover the entire modern period through to February 25, 2022. 
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All of those sentenced to death were male; 11 were white and four were black; two have passed 

away while under sentence of death, four had their death sentences reversed on appeal, and nine 

remain on death row today. The 15 offenders were sentenced for crimes involving 37 victims.3 

These victims had the following demographic characteristics: 24 female and 13 male; 33 white, 

two black and two Hispanic; 20 white females, 13 white males, two black females, two Hispanic 

females, and no black or Hispanic males. Every offender but one (Scott Cheever) had at least one 

female victim, and 11 of the 15 offenders had at least one white female victim. Looking at the 

combined races and genders of the offenders and the victims, and remembering that all the 

offenders are male, we see ten cases involving a white offender with at least one white victim; 

three cases with a black offender and at least one white victim (of which two included a white 

female victim); one case with a black offender and two black female victims; and one case with a 

white offender and Hispanic victim. No cases of a white offender killing a black victim led to a 

sentence of death and no cases with a black male victim led to a sentence of death. Table 1 

summarizes the demographics and dates associated with the 15 modern death sentences in 

Kansas.4 

 
3 Note that Jonathan and Reginald Carr were each convicted of the same crime, involving 5 victims; these victims 

are counted twice in the present analysis. Including them only once leads to a total of 32 victims. 

 
4 The CDC, census, and police reports ask about Hispanic ethnicity separately from race, asking whether individuals 

are “White/Hispanic” or “White/Non-Hispanic.” Generally, the FBI and CDC data does not consistently record the 

Hispanic ethnicity category. In the Kansas murder data set of capitally charged cases, two female victims have 

Hispanic surnames, but only one of these victims was identified in the police reports as “White/Hispanic.” As noted 

below, because of the lack of reliable CDC homicide data by ethnicity I am not able to calculate reliable CDC or 

FBI percentage rates.  For this reason, I have not calculated rates of capital charging, death noticing, or death 

sentencing for Hispanic victims in the analysis below. Similarly, there are few Asian victims and I have not 

calculated rates. However, where possible I have included Hispanic and Asian victims in the tables below. For these 

reasons, most of my analysis is limited to the black-white comparison.  
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Table 1. Death Sentences in Kansas since 1994 

Name County Status Sex Race Birth Crime Sentence Exit Victims 

Michael Marsh Sedgwick Resentenced to Life 

with possibility of 

parole (Hard 40) 

M W 8/12/1975 6/17/1996 4/16/1998 4/3/2009 2WF 

Gavin Scott Sedgwick Resentenced to Life 

with possibility of 

parole (Hard 40)  

M W 3/4/1978 9/13/1996 8/21/1998 3/24/2010 1WM; 1WF 

Stanley Elms Sedgwick Resentenced to Life 

with possibility of 

parole (Hard 40) 

M W 8/19/1976 5/4/1998 2/10/2000 11/19/2004 1WF 

Johnathan Daniel 

Carr 

Sedgwick Currently On Death 

Row 

M B 3/30/1980 12/11/2000 11/15/2002   3WM; 2WF 

Reginald Dexter 

Carr 

Sedgwick Currently On Death 

Row 

M B 11/14/1977 12/11/2000 11/15/2002   3WM; 2WF 

John Edward 

Robinson Sr.  

Johnson Currently On Death 

Row 

M W 12/27/1943 6/3/2000 1/21/2003   3WF 

Douglas Stephen 

Belt 

Sedgwick Natural Death M W 11/19/1961 6/24/2002 11/17/2004 4/13/2016 1HF 

Phillip Cheatham Shawnee Resentenced to Life 

with possibility of 

parole (Hard 25)  

M B 1/6/1973 12/13/2003 10/28/2005 3/20/2010 2BF 

Sidney John 

Gleason 

Barton Currently On Death 

Row 

M B 4/22/1979 2/21/2004 8/28/2006   1WM; 1 HF 

Scott Denver 

Cheever 

Greenwood Currently On Death 

Row 

M W 8/19/1981 1/19/2005 1/23/2008   1WM 

Gary Wayne 

Kleypas 

Crawford Currently On Death 

Row 

M W 10/8/1955 3/30/1996 12/3/2008   1WF 

Justin Eugene 

Thurber 

Cowley Currently On Death 

Row 

M W 3/14/1983 1/5/2007 3/20/2009   1WF 

James Kraig 

Kahler 

Osage Currently On Death 

Row 

M W 1/15/1963 11/28/2009 10/11/2011   4WF 

Glenn Cross 

Frazier 

Johnson Natural Death M W 11/23/1940 4/13/2014 11/10/2015  5/15/2021 2WM; 1WF 

Kyle Trevor Flack Franklin Currently On Death 

Row 

M W 6/18/1985 4/20/2013 5/18/2016   2 WM; 2WF  
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Homicides 

How do Kansas death sentences compare to homicides? We can use FBI statistics to note 

the general characteristics of homicides in Kansas. While Kansas reinstated the death penalty in 

1994, it did not report homicide statistics to the FBI Supplemental Homicide Reports system 

during the years of 1994 through 2004.  

In order to estimate whether the lack of reporting from 1994 through 2004 affects any 

conclusion, I also summarize homicide reports from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), 

which uses death certificates for all US deaths to compile a list which includes the cause of 

death. Homicide is listed as a specific cause of death and this data is available for the period of 

1959 through 2004. I have compiled a list of all Kansas homicides from the CDC reports from 

1994 through 2004. Note that the CDC and FBI numbers differ in certain important ways. The 

CDC data relate to the state and county of residence of the decedent, where the FBI numbers 

refer to where the crime occurred. The CDC data have information about the victim but include 

no information about the offender. The CDC data captures slightly more cases than the FBI data, 

as the FBI data relate only to those homicides that are known to the police, whereas the CDC 

data are derived from death certificates, which are nearly universal. In spite of these differences, 

the two data sources tend to produce very similar numbers when aggregated on a yearly basis or 

by county (particularly for larger counties). In particular, as the following analysis demonstrates, 

the proportions of victims of a given demographic group tend to be very similar. 

Table 2 shows the number of homicides across different demographic groups. Both CDC 

and FBI homicide numbers are reported, with the CDC numbers referring to the period of 1994 

to 2004 and the FBI numbers relating to the period of 2005 to 2019. Table 2 also shows the 

numbers of death sentences, using the same information as in Table 1 above for white and black 
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victims. This allows the calculation of a rate of death sentencing per 100 homicides of each type, 

and these rates are presented in the final two columns, separately for the CDC and FBI 

comparisons.  

Table 2. Kansas Homicides and Death Sentences Compared. 

Label CDC FBI 

Death 

Sentences 

Rate 

per 

100 

Rate per 

100 

 N % N % N % (CDC) (FBI) 

Total by Victims 1,572 100.0 2,137 100.0 37 100.0 2.35 1.73 

By Victim Gender         
Male  1,145 72.8 1,577 73.9 13 35.1 1.14 0.82 

Female  427 27.2 558 26.1 24 64.9 5.62 4.30 

N for analysis 1,572 100.0 2,135 100.0 37 100.0   

Missing, other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0   

By Victim Race         
Black  643 41.9 739 37.0 2 5.4 0.31 0.27 

White  892 58.1 1,260 63.0 33 89.2 3.70 2.62 

Hispanic     2 5.4   

N for analysis 1,535 100.0 1,999 100.0 37 100.0   

Missing, other 37 2.4 138 6.5 0 0.0   

By Victim Race and Gender 

Black Male 528 34.4 618 30.9 0 0.0 0.00 0.00 

White Male 595 38.8 848 42.4 13 35.1 2.18 1.53 

Black Female 115 7.5 121 6.1 2 5.4 1.74 1.65 

White Female 297 19.3 412 20.6 20 54.1 6.73 4.85 

Hispanic Male     0 0.0   

Hispanic Female     2 5.4   

N for analysis 1,535 100.0 1,999 100.0 37 100.0   

 Missing, other 37 2.4 138 6.5 0 0.0   
 

Total by Offenders   2,014 100.0 15 100.0  0.74 

By Offender 

Gender         
Male   1,535 87.9 15 100.0  0.98 

Female   211 12.1 0 0.0  0.00 

N for analysis   1,746 100.0 15 100.0   

 Missing, other   268 13.3 0 0.0   

By Offender Race         
Black   675 40.4 4 26.7  0.59 

White   996 59.6 11 73.3  1.10 

N for analysis   1,671 100.0 15 100.0   
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 Missing, other   343 17.0 0 0.0   

By Offender-Victim Race Combinations 

White kills Black   103 6.5 0 0.0  0.00 

Black kills Black   447 28.0 1 6.7  0.22 

White kills White   842 52.8 10 66.6  1.19 

Black kills White   202 12.7 3 20.0  1.49 

White kills 

Hispanic     1 6.7   

(Black male kills 

White female)   (66) (4.1) (2) (13.3)  3.03 

N for analysis   1,594 100.0 15 100.0   

 Missing, other   420 20.9 0 0.0   
Note: CDC data cover the period of 1994 through 2004. FBI data cover the period of 2005 through 2019. Homicide 

data not shown for Hispanics, as these are not consistently recorded in the FBI and CDC databases. Percentages by 

race, gender, and by offender-victim combination exclude those with missing information and therefore sum to 

100.0 within each group. (See the “N for analysis” for the base on which these percentages are calculated.) The 

“Missing, other” rows indicate the number and percentage of the total observations where gender or race is missing 

or other. Rates are calculated as the number of death sentences per 100 homicides. CDC homicide data relate to the 

victim only, as the CDC collects no information about offenders. Values in the row corresponding to “Black male 

kills White female” appear in parentheses because these values are also included in the “Black kills White” 

category; the N for analysis and the percentages summing to 100.0 do not count these values as doing so would 

count them twice.  

 

Although the FBI data is missing for some years of interest, the data above demonstrates 

that the demographic characteristics of the homicides in the missing years would likely have 

been similar to the years that the FBI reported, so we can rely on the FBI reports. I reach this 

conclusion by comparing the shares of homicides with different types of victims in the CDC and 

the FBI reports, knowing that these cover different time periods. We can see these comparisons 

by looking at the first few rows of Table 2. Looking first at the rows labeled “Male” and 

“Female,” the CDC reports 72.8 percent of all homicide victims in Kansas are male, and the FBI 

reports 73.9 percent. Looking at the rows indicating the race of the victims (which exclude a 

small number of victims of other races), the CDC reports 41.9 percent black victims, where the 

FBI reports 37.0 percent black victims. Black males are 34.4 percent of all victims in the CDC 

data, and 30.9 percent in the FBI reports. White females constitute 19.3 percent of all victims in 
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the CDC dataset, and 20.6 percent in the FBI reports. Without reviewing each individual cell in 

the table, the point is that there is a high correspondence between the two data sources. 

I focus here on the FBI dataset because it contains something the CDC dataset does not 

have: information about the offender. My focus will be on rates of death sentencing per 100 

homicides. Recall that the FBI dataset covers only the period from 2005 to 2019, so it excludes 

homicides in the relevant years of 1994 to 2004, as well as 2020 and 2021, when data were not 

yet reported. Thus, the rate per 100 homicides that I report is likely to be higher than the actual 

rate that I would report if the FBI dataset covered all relevant years. The conclusions I will draw 

in this report, however, do not depend on this overall rate. Rather, the relevant inquiry is the 

comparison of how the rates differ from one another. (That is, if the rate of death sentencing per 

100 homicides with male victims is x, and the rate of death sentencing per 100 homicides with 

female victims is y, how do these two rates, x and y, compare?). I am therefore confident, given 

the close correspondence between the FBI statistics and the CDC statistics discussed above, that 

this is a valid methodology. 

Figure 1 presents a graphical summary of the numbers shown in the last column of Table 

2. That is, it presents a graphical illustration of the most important elements of Table 2. For the 

actual numbers underlying Figure 1, the reader can therefore refer to the cell entries in Table 2. 

(See the appendix, Figure A-1 for a similar figure using the CDC numbers, drawing from the 

CDC rates shown in Table 2.)  To be clear, if rates of death sentencing had nothing to do with the 

demographics of offenders and victims, then all the rows in Figure 1 would be of the same 

length. Of course, one might expect some random fluctuation around the overall mean, based on 

normal random statistical fluctuations. The Figure does not show such a pattern; rather, it shows 

stark and consistent differences. 
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Figure 1. Death Sentences per 100 Homicides, by Demographics of Victim and Offender. 

 
Figure 1 first shows that 1.73 percent of all homicide victims in Kansas were associated 

with a crime leading to a death sentence.5 Looking across victim gender, this rate was 0.82 for 

male victims and 4.30 for female victims; clearly, very different rates of use. Looking next at the 

comparison by victim race, homicides with white victims have a death-sentencing rate of 2.62, 

which is almost 10 times that of homicides with black victims, 0.27. Although 618 black males 

were the victim of homicide according to the FBI in the period of 2005 to 2019, and an 

additional 528 were reported by the CDC in the period of 1994 through 2004, not a single 

homicide with a black male victim has led to a death sentence. By contrast, 1.43 percent of those 

 
5 Note that if we add the CDC homicides from the earlier period to the FBI homicides listed, the rate is much lower, 

approximately 0.4 percent. However, the main interest here is how the rates compare across different race- and 

gender-based categories. 
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with white male victims, 1.65 percent of those with black female victims, and 4.85 percent of 

those with white female victims have led to a death sentence.  

Looking at offenders in the bottom half of Figure 1, the overall rate of death sentencing is 

0.74. (There are fewer offenders than victims, which explains why the rate is higher when 

looking at victims as compared to when comparing by offenders.) This rate is zero for female 

homicide offenders, and 0.98 for male offenders; Table 2 shows that the FBI reports 211 female 

homicide offenders since 2005. Looking next at the race of the offenders, white offenders have a 

higher rate of death sentencing than black offenders, 1.10 compared to 0.59. This may be related 

to the fact that most homicides occur among the same racial group, and there has been no death 

sentence in Kansas for a crime involving a black male victim, as discussed in the previous 

paragraph. Looking at the offender-victim combinations shows that crimes with white offenders 

and black victims have a death sentencing rate of zero and crimes with black offenders and black 

victims have a rate of 0.22. White-on-white crimes, by contrast, have a rate of 1.19, and crimes 

with a black offender and a white victim have a rate of 1.49 percent. In the special and 

historically significant subset of cases where a black male offender has a white female victim, 

the rate is 3.03 percent.  Table 2 and Figure 1 clearly show very substantial differences in the 

rates of use of the death penalty depending on the demographics of those involved, particularly 

the victims. 

Capital Charging, Death Notices, and Death Sentences Compared 

The data reported in the section above relate to death sentences actually imposed. The 

state has seen 129 cases charged with capital murder in the period since 1994, and prosecutors 
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have filed death notices in 75 of these cases.6 Therefore, we can perform a similar analysis to 

that above with regard to which types of cases lead to capital charges, death notices, and death 

sentences. This allows us to assess whether the differences in rates of use of the death penalty 

relate to the first stage (which cases are deemed capital-eligible); the second stage (whether a 

death notice is served); or the third stage assessed above (whether a death sentence is imposed). 

Table 3 shows data similar to Table 2 above but shows the numbers of homicides as well as the 

numbers of cases charged capitally, where death notices were served, and death sentences 

imposed. It then shows the rates of each of these three outcomes per 100 homicides. Note that 

the homicide and death sentencing data shown here are identical to that reported in Table 2. 

Table 3 simply adds the other two stages of the death-sentencing process. For clarity of 

presentation, it omits the CDC homicide data. Also note that because the FBI homicide values 

for Hispanics are not comparable to the capital charging information, these numbers are not 

reported. 

 

 
6 Fifty-two capital-charged individuals saw no death notice, and decisions regarding whether to file a death notice 

are pending in two additional cases. In the following sections, I analyze the numbers of capital charges, death 

notices, and death sentences. Data for capital charges is complete, but two cases are missing with regard to whether 

the state plans to file a death notice, and these are categorized as no death notice having yet been filed. Similarly, six 

cases have a death notice but are pending, with no sentence yet having been imposed. They are treated as cases 

without a death sentence.  
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Table 3. Homicides, Capital Charges, Death Notices, and Death Sentences in Kansas. 

  Capital Death Death Rate per 100 Homicides 

Label Homicides Charges Notices Sentences Charges Notices Sentences 

Total by Victims 2,137 258 164 37 12.07 7.67 1.73 

By Victim Gender        
Male  1,577 110 65 13 6.98 4.12 0.82 

Female  558 144 98 24 25.81 17.56 4.30 

N for analysis 2,135 254 163 37    

Missing, other 2 4 1 0    

By Victim Race        
Black  739 55 38 2 7.44 5.14 0.27 

White  1,260 156 105 33 12.38 8.33 2.62 

Hispanic  39 16 2    

Asian  3 3 0    

N for analysis 1,999 253 162 37    

Missing, other 138 5 2 0    

By Victim Race and Gender        
Black Male 618 21 12 0 3.40 1.94 - 

White Male 848 65 42 13 7.67 4.95 1.53 

Black Female 121 34 26 2 28.10 21.49 1.65 

White Female 412 91 63 20 22.09 15.29 4.85 

Hispanic Male  23 10 0    

Hispanic Female  16 6 2    

Asian Male  1 1 0    

Asian Female  2 2 0    

N for analysis 1,999 253 162 37    

Missing, other 138 5 2 0    

         
Total by Offenders 2,014 129 75 15 6.41 3.72 0.74 

By Offender Gender        
Female 211 6 2 0 2.84 0.95 - 

Male 1,535 123 73 15 8.01 4.76 0.98 

N for analysis 1,746 129 75 15    
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Missing, other 268 0 0 0    

By Offender Race        
Black 675 49 33 4 7.26 4.89 0.59 

White 996 63 35 11 6.33 3.51 1.10 

Hispanic  15 6 0    

Asian  2 1 0    

N for analysis 1,671 129 75 15    

Missing, other 343 0 0 0    

By Offender-Victim Race Combinations       
White kills Black 103 1 0 0 0.97 - - 

Black kills Black 447 22 14 1 4.92 3.13 0.22 

White kills White 842 60 34 10 7.13 4.04 1.19 

Black kills White 202 26 19 3 12.87 9.41 1.49 

(Black male kills White female) (66) (21) (17) (2) 31.82 25.76 3.03 

N for analysis 1,594 109 67 14    

Missing, other 420 20 8 1    
Note: Homicides data from the FBI; see Table 2. As noted above, reliable homicides rate data is not available for Hispanic victims. For each group, the N for 

analysis shows the number of cases with relevant information.  “Missing, other” shows the difference between the total number of observations (e.g., victims or 

offenders) and the N for analysis.  Values in the row corresponding to “Black male kills White female” appear in parentheses because these values are also 

included in the “Black kills White” category; the N for analysis and the percentages summing to 100.0 do not count these values as doing so would count them 

twice.
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Each of the stages laid out in the columns in Table 3 is a subset of the previous one; in 

order for a capital charge to occur, there must first be a homicide; for a death notice to be served, 

there must first be a capital charge, and in order for a death sentence to be imposed, there must 

first be a death notice. Looking at rates per 100 victims, capital charges follow in 12.07 percent 

of all homicides; death notices are served in 7.67 percent of the cases; and death sentences are 

imposed in 1.73 percent of the cases. Looking at the rates per offender, these numbers are 6.41, 

3.72, and 0.74 percent, respectively. Table 3 then shows these rates for each of the categories 

shown, just as in Table 2. Figure 2 summarizes the information in Table 3.
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Figure 2. Rates of Capital Charges, Death Notices, and Death Sentences. 
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Figure 2 makes clear that there are great similarities across the three stages of the capital 

prosecution process. Looking first at victim gender, crimes with female victims are much more 

likely to lead to capital charges, death notices, and death sentences: rounding to the nearest 

whole number, they show rates of 26, 18, and four percent respectively whereas crimes with 

male victims show rates of seven, four, and one percent. Similarly, crimes with white victims 

show higher rates at all three stages: 12, eight, and three, as compared to seven, five, and 0.3 

when the victims are black. Crimes with male offenders show a similar pattern compared to 

those with female offenders: eight, five, and one percent of homicides with male offenders, 

compared to three, one, and zero percent of those with female offenders. By offender race, we 

see a more complicated story, but this could be because only four black and 11 white people 

have been sentenced to death. Three of the four black offenders had white victims, and two had 

white female victims. Such crimes among black offenders, are relatively rare. Of the 675 black 

offenders listed in Table 3, 447 (or 66 percent) had black victims. In this group, 0.2 percent 

received a death sentence (a single person). Whites constituted 30 percent of the victims of black 

offenders (202 cases), and three of these offenders were sentenced to death, a rate of 1.5 percent. 

Finally, within that last group, two of the offenders sentenced to death had a white female victim, 

though there were just 66 such victims state-wide (white female victims constitute 66 of 675 

killed by black offenders). The death-sentencing rate there is three percent. 

When we look at the race-gender combinations of the victims of homicide, Figure 2 

shows very stark differences in all cases: crimes with male victims, especially black male 

victims, are much less likely to lead to capital charges, death notices, or death sentences. Crimes 

with female victims have much higher rates. Crimes with black female victims lead to high rates 

of capital charges and death notices, but not to death sentences. Crimes with white female 
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victims have rates of capital charging and death noticing similar or even slightly lower than those 

with black female victims. They are much more likely to lead to a death sentence, however. Note 

for example that Table 3 shows rates of 28.1 and 21.5 percent of charges and notices for black 

female victim cases compared to 22.1 and 15.3 percent for white female cases. Looking at the 

last stage, however, the imposition of a death sentence, just two cases had black female victims 

(a rate of 1.7 percent), whereas 20 cases had white female victims, 4.9 percent. 

Finally, looking at the combined offender-victim races and genders, as shown in the 

bottom panels of Table 3 and Figure 2, a very consistent pattern emerges. Rounding to the 

nearest whole number, black offenders with black victims have rates of five percent capital 

charges, three percent death noticed, and 0.2 percent death sentenced, whereas black male 

offenders with white female victims have rates of 32, 26, and three percent, respectively. Note 

that Kansas homicide statistics show 103 cases where a white offender killed a black victim, but 

just one of these cases was deemed capital-eligible by prosecutors. The case was never death 

noticed, however, and the state has not condemned a single white offender for the crime of 

killing a black victim. The rate of capital eligibility in this category, just one out of 103 (0.97 

percent), compares to 4.9 percent of cases with a black-black combination, 7.1 percent of white-

white homicides, 12.8 percent of black-white cases, and 31.8 percent of black male–white female 

homicides. 

Odds Ratios or “Risk Factors” 

It is common to calculate “odds ratios” (sometimes referred to in the literature as 

“incident rate ratios,” “hazard ratios,” or “risk factors”) to summarize the impact of a given 

characteristic on the change in odds of a given outcome. For example, how much does obesity 

increase the odds of a heart attack? If, for example, one group has a rate of heart attacks of 3 
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percent, and another has a rate of 12 percent, then the ratio of those two rates is 12 / 3 = 4.0. One 

group has four times the risk of the event of the other. Such ratios are widely used throughout the 

social sciences, in epidemiology, and in medicine. 

Table 4 uses the data on death sentencing rates from Table 3 and shows relevant odds 

ratios. In each case it shows the baseline group, the comparisons group, the corresponding rates, 

and finally the odds-ratio. Part A looks at Capital Charges; Part B, Death Notices; and Part C, 

Death Sentences. Note that the rates are taken from Table 3. Table 4 adds the odds ratios. 

Table 4. Odds Ratios Compared. 

A. Capital Charges 

Baseline  Comparison  

Baseline 

Rate 

Comparison 

Rate 

Odds 

Ratio 

Male victim Female victim 6.98 25.81 3.70 

Black victim White victim 7.44 12.38 1.66 

Black male victim White male victim 3.40 7.67 2.26 

Black male victim Black female victim 3.40 28.10 8.27 

Black male victim White female victim 3.40 22.09 6.50 

Female offender Male offender 2.84 8.01 2.82 

Black offender White offender 7.26 6.33 0.87 

Black kills black White kills black 4.92 0.97 0.20 

Black kills black White kills white 4.92 7.13 1.45 

Black kills black Black kills white 4.92 12.87 2.62 

Black kills black 

Black male kills white 

female 4.92 31.82 6.46 
Source: Calculated from values in Table 3. 

 

B. Death Notices 

Baseline  Comparison  

Baseline 

Rate 

Comparison 

Rate 

Odds 

Ratio 

Male victim Female victim 4.12 17.56 4.26 

Black victim White victim 5.14 8.33 1.62 

Black male victim White male victim 1.94 4.95 2.55 

Black male victim Black female victim 1.94 21.49 11.07 

Black male victim White female victim 1.94 15.29 7.88 

Female offender Male offender 0.95 4.76 5.02 

Black offender White offender 4.89 3.51 0.72 

Black kills black White kills black 3.13 0.00 0.00 

Black kills black White kills white 3.13 4.04 1.29 

Black kills black Black kills white 3.13 9.41 3.00 
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Black kills black 

Black male kills white 

female 3.13 25.76 8.22 
Source: Calculated from values in Table 3. 

 

C. Death Sentences 

Baseline  Comparison  

Baseline 

Rate 

Comparison 

Rate 

Odds 

Ratio 

Male victim Female victim 0.82 4.30 5.22 

Black victim White victim 0.27 2.62 9.68 

Black male victim White male victim 0.00 1.53 ∞ 

Black male victim Black female victim 0.00 1.65 ∞ 

Black male victim White female victim 0.00 4.85 ∞ 

Female offender Male offender 0.00 0.98 ∞ 

Black offender White offender 0.59 1.10 1.86 

Black kills black White kills black 0.22 0.00 0.00 

Black kills black White kills white 0.22 1.19 5.31 

Black kills black Black kills white 0.22 1.49 6.64 

Black kills black 

Black male kills white 

female 0.22 3.03 13.55 
Source: Calculated from values in Table 3. Note: ∞ = infinity. Some of the odds ratios differ slightly from what 

would be calculated by dividing the comparison rate because of rounding. The odds ratios are calculated based on 

the exact rates, not rounded ones. No substantive difference in results comes from this rounding. 

 

Many of the odds-ratios in Table 4 are very high: Considering just Part C of the Table, 

focusing on Death Sentences, for female victims compared to male victims, it is 5.22; for white 

victims compared to black, it is 9.68. Because there are no black male victim cases that went to a 

sentence of death, all the ratios calculated with that group as the baseline are infinite. In looking 

at odds ratios, the question of interest is how far do they differ from 1.00, which represents 

equity (that is, the baseline group and the comparison group showing the same rates). Values far 

below 1.00, particularly those of zero, are just as revealing as high values; these mean that the 

comparison group has a lower rate of the outcome than the baseline group. We see this with 

respect to “white kills black” compared to “black kills black.” While the baseline is already very 

low (just 0.22 percent of such crimes led to a death sentence), the comparison rate is actually 

zero. No white kills black crimes have led to a death sentence in Kansas. Looking at black kills 

white crimes, 1.49 percent have led to a death sentence, a ratio of 6.64 compared to the baseline. 
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To be clear, this means that a black offender with a white victim is more than six times as likely 

to receive a sentence of death compared to a black offender with a black victim. And if that black 

offender wished to avoid the death penalty completely, the rate for killing a black male victim is 

actually zero (see Table 3). Overall, none of the values shown in Part C are close to equity, and 

they follow a consistent pattern. Crimes with black victims, and male victims, are much less 

likely to see a death sentence than crimes with white or female victims. Parts A and B of the 

Table also show similar results, with many odds ratios being quite far from 1.00. 

Comparison of percentages 

We can visualize the patterns apparent in Table 3 in another way. The following section 

shows a series of simple pie charts. These charts convey visually the relative make-up of 

different groups of cases: homicides cases, capitally charged cases, cases with death notices, and 

cases with a death sentence. In each pie chart, the share of cases sums to 100 percent, so it 

illustrates the relative composition of each subset. Gender data is available for almost all cases, 

and a small number of cases are excluded here that involve individuals of races other than white 

or black. So the race comparisons can be considered as the share, summing to 100 percent, of all 

cases with white or black offender and/or victims. This is the vast majority of cases in the state 

of Kansas. The data are the same as those reported in Table 3. Figure 3 shows victim gender. 
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Figure 3. Homicides and Capital Cases Compared: Victim Gender. 

 
Source: Table 3. 

 

The top row of Figure 3 shows that women constitute roughly a quarter of homicide 

victims in Kansas (CDC and FBI). In the bottom row, we see that they constitute a much larger 

share of cases with capital charges, death notices, or death sentences.  

Figure 4 shows the equivalent comparison by race; note it includes only black and white 

victims, excluding victims of other races. 
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Figure 4. Homicides and Capital Cases Compared: Victim Race. 

 
Source: Table 3. 

 

Black victims represent roughly 40 percent of all homicide victims in Kansas, but many 

fewer in those cases that proceed capitally, and a tiny share of those where a death sentence is 

imposed. 

Figure 5 shows combined race-gender statistics in the same format. 
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Figure 5. Homicides and Capital Cases Compared: Victim Race and Gender. 

 
Source: Table 3. 

 

Black men completely disappear from the graph at the bottom-right, reflecting the fact 

that no death sentence has been imposed on an offender with a black male victim. Black men 

represent approximately a third of all homicide victims, shown in the upper row, but only small 

shares of those with capital charges and death notices. White female cases, on the other hand, 

move from a relatively small share of homicides (shown in the upper row; roughly 20 percent) to 

a plurality of those with capital charges and death sentences, and a majority of the death-

sentenced cases. White male victims are the single largest group in the homicides charts at the 

top; they constitute smaller shares of the capital charges and death notices, but return to 

approximately their original share of homicides when considering death sentences actually 

imposed. Thus, for white male victims, we see a roughly equal share of death sentenced cases as 

homicides in general, and similarly for black female victims. White female victims are 

dramatically over-represented in the death sentenced cases compared to homicides, and black 
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males, who represent the second-largest share of all homicide victims, completely disappear 

from the cases where death sentences are imposed. These are dramatic and important differences. 

Homicides and Death Sentences over Time 

The 15 death sentences imposed by the State of Kansas are listed in Table 1. Figure 6 

compares the timing of these with the numbers of homicide victims by year, starting with the 

Furman decision in 1972. It uses the CDC homicide figures through 2004 and the FBI totals for 

the period after 2004. 

Figure 6. Homicide Victims and Death Sentences over Time. 

 
The red circles at the bottom of Figure 6 represent the 14 years during which no death 

sentences were imposed across the state of Kansas. During those years, the state saw an average 

of 124 homicide victims per year. A single death sentence was imposed in nine years, 
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represented in Figure 6 with the red circles corresponding to 1 death sentence (on the right-hand 

axis); in these nine years there was an average of 117 homicide victims. Three years saw the 

imposition of two death sentences each (indicated by the red circles at the top of the graph, 

corresponding to two on the right-hand axis), and these years saw an average of 130 homicide 

victims. Overall, the correlation between homicides and death sentences is almost exactly zero (-

.0008), meaning that there is no tendency for homicides to be higher or lower depending on the 

number of death sentences. The complete lack of connection between homicides and death 

sentences suggests no causal relation between the two. 

Homicides, Capital Prosecutions, and Death Sentences by County 

Just as there is little connection between homicides and death sentences across time, there 

is little connection from place to place either. Table 1 made clear that Sedgwick County has seen 

six death sentences; Johnson, two; several others have seen just one; and the vast majority of the 

105 counties in Kansas have seen none. Figure 7 shows how these numbers correlate with the 

number of homicide offenders in each of these counties. 
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Figure 7. Homicide Victims and Death Sentences by County.

 
Note: Many Kansas counties have very few homicides, and zero or just one death sentence across the entire time 

period from 1994 through 2021. Each is represented by a dot in the figure, but many of these dots overlap; these 

appear in the lower-left area of the Figure. Table A-1 in the Appendix provides the exact numbers for all Kansas 

counties. 

 

Sedgwick County has the greatest number of homicide offenders and is the outlier with 

regards to death sentences, with six imposed since 1994. Wyandotte County is the second highest 

with regards to homicides, but it has seen no death sentences at all. Shawnee, Johnson, and 

Saline counties are next with regards to homicides, but there is no correlation with death 

sentences, as they have one, two, and no death sentences, respectively.  

Table 5 shows the homicide values described above as well as the numbers and rates of 

capital charges, death notices, and death sentences for the largest counties in the state. The data 

are the same used in previous sections but presented here separately for each of the top 

homicides counties in the state. 
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Table 5. Homicides, Capital Charges, Death Notices, and Death Sentences by County, Selected 

Counties.  

County Victims Offenders 

Capital 

Charges 

Death 

Notices 

Death 

Sentences 

Charge 

Rate 

Notice 

Rate 

Sentence 

Rate 

Wyandotte 364 341 27 18 0 7.9 5.3 - 

Sedgwick 664 658 25 18 6 3.8 2.7 0.9 

Johnson 138 128 11 8 2 8.6 6.3 1.6 

Shawnee 287 266 9 3 1 3.4 1.1 0.4 

Saline 57 52 5 2 0 9.6 3.8 - 

All Others 624 566 52 26 6 9.2 4.6 1.1 
Note: See Appendix Table A-1 for a complete version of this Table, showing all 105 counties in the state.  

 

Table 5 shows that the patterns, or lack thereof, shown in Figure 7 are the result of 

complex processes associated with prosecutorial decision-making. Wyandotte County has more 

capital charges than Sedgwick; 27 compared to 25. It has the same number of death notices (18). 

It has zero death sentences, however, whereas Sedgwick has six. The column labeled Charge 

Rate shows the number of capital charges per 100 homicide offenders; these rates vary quite 

substantially, from 3.4 percent in Shawnee County to 9.6 percent in Saline. Death Notice Rates 

also vary widely, with Shawnee County having a rate of just 1.1 and Johnson County having a 

rate of 6.3. Finally, Sentence Rates are quite variable as well, with many counties having rates of 

zero but Johnson County having a rate of 1.6 and Sedgwick 0.9. Table A-1 lays out the full data 

for all 105 counties in the state, making clear that there is significant variability across the 

geographic units of the state. Of course, because so many counties have seen very few homicides 

across the period of study, some of the numbers may be affected by random fluctuations. Table 

5, with its focus on the larger counties, provides a more substantive demonstration of the wide 

variability in application of the death penalty across the counties of Kansas. While Sedgwick 

County does have the highest number of homicide offenders and the highest number of death 

sentences, it is not the highest user of the death penalty by other metrics. Wyandotte has the 

greatest number of capital charges; Saline has the highest rate of capital charges per 100 
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homicide offenders; Johnson has the highest rate of death notices and death sentences per 100 

homicide offenders. In sum, the patterns are inconsistent. 

Not only are the patterns laid out in Table 5 inconsistent, but they also show substantively 

wide variability. Whether we look at capital charging rates, death notice rates, or death 

sentencing rates per 100 homicide offenders, there is little consistency across the counties of the 

state. These differences are greater at the death sentencing stage than at the capital charging 

stage, but even there, some counties have charging rates equal to 8 percent or more of all 

homicides occurring in the county, whereas other counties have rates below 4 percent. The fact 

that Table 5 is limited the largest counties in the state, but nonetheless shows differences of this 

magnitude, suggests that there is substantively very wide variability in the use of the death 

penalty across the geographic units of the state, rather than equal application with some small 

residual random variability. 

Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate the extremely low use of the death penalty across Kansas 

counties and the lack of connection between homicides and its use. Figure 8 shows the number 

of death sentences, generally zero. Figure 9 shows the number of homicides, which is 

considerably more variable. And Figure 10 shows the rate of death sentences per 100 homicide 

offenders (see Table A-1 for the raw numbers). In each Figure, these comparisons make clear 

that there is little connection between homicides and the use of the death penalty. 
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Figure 8. Death Sentences. 

 
 

Figure 9. Homicide Offenders. 

 
 

Figure 10. Death Sentences per 100 Homicide Offenders. 
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Conclusions 

In completing this analysis, I have identified three important issues with respect to use of 

the death penalty in Kansas: general lack of use; capricious or random and arbitrary selection of 

cases for death sentencing; and racial and gender biases affecting the process. 

First, capital punishment is extremely rare. Table 1 showed that there have been 15 death 

sentences in the state since 1994, but Table 2 showed that there have been 3,709 homicides 

(1,572 as reported by the CDC during the period of 1994 through 2004 and an additional 2,137 

reported by the FBI from 2005 through 2019). Of course, none of those death sentences has led 

to an execution, so the rate of executions is zero, and the rate of sentencing is 0.4 percent: fewer 

than one-half of one percent of homicides have led to a death sentence. 7 

Second, I have reviewed correlations among homicides and death penalty usage numbers 

(capital charging, death noticing, and death sentencing) across time as well as across the 

geographical units of the state, counties.  There is virtually no correlation between homicides and 

death sentencing behavior, when considered over time. Figure 6 showed that correlation to be 

almost exactly zero: -0.0008 to be exact. Figure 7 showed what appears to be a correlation 

between homicides and death sentencing, but further analysis showed that that was driven by just 

a single county: Sedgwick County has the most homicides as well as the most death sentences, 

by far. But when we consider the different stages of the process and consider all the counties of 

the state, or even only the largest five counties, this apparent correlation falls apart. Further, the 

variability of death sentencing across even the largest counties is not a matter of small random 

fluctuation around some consistent rate, as might be expected in any naturally occurring variable. 

Rather, the random component is very high. Rates of charging, noticing, and sentencing, when 

 
7 15 death sentences / 3,709 homicides = 0.00404, or 0.404 percent. 
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considered per 100 homicide offenders, differ widely. These substantively large variations in 

rates of death penalty use, even controlling for the number of homicides, suggest a system that is 

substantially driven by random chance. 

Finally, what factors seem to be driving these differences, other than randomness? 

Unfortunately, here we see something like what the US Supreme Court saw in the Furman v. 

Georgia decision that caused the Court to invalidate all existing US death penalty laws. As here, 

rates were very low; the justices were concerned about a small number of offenders being 

selected from a large number of homicide offenders as if they were “struck by lightning.” 

Moreover, like at the time of Furman, very significant racial and gender biases are apparent. Not 

a single one of the 15 individuals selected by the State of Kansas for the death penalty killed a 

black male victim, yet black male victims are present in over 30 percent of all homicides in the 

state.8 By contrast, crimes with white female victims were by far the most likely to lead to a 

death sentence. My analysis above showed strong race effects, gender effects, and race-gender 

effects with regard to the characteristics of the victims. These effects were also apparent when 

considered alongside the race and gender of the offender, a significant factor since most crimes 

have offenders and victims of the same race. 

The Kansas death penalty system has never led to a single execution in the almost 30 

years it has been in operation. Only a miniscule proportion of homicides have led to a death 

sentence (0.4 percent). There is strong reason to believe that the distinguishing features that 

separate the death-sentenced cases from those not leading to a death sentence are the racial and 

gender characteristics of the victims in the crime, as well as the combined race and gender of the 

offender and victim, considered together. A system used extremely rarely, and that appears to be 

 
8 See Table 2, showing 34.4 percent of all homicides with known race and gender of the victims being black males 

during the CDC reporting period, and 30.9 percent during the FBI reporting period. 
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statistically disconnected from patterns of homicides, but potentially has much to do with race 

and gender, is far from the “evenhanded, rational, and consistent imposition of death sentences 

under law,” imagined by the Supreme Court when it upheld reinstatement of the death penalty in 

Jurek v. Texas. 

 

 

 Submitted, 

 

Frank R. Baumgartner  
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Appendix 

Figure A-1. Homicides and Death Sentences Compared, CDC Homicide data. 

 
Note: Data from Table 2. See Figure 1 for the corresponding figure based on FBI homicides data. 

Note that the CDC does not have information about offenders, so this Figure refers only to 

victims. 
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Table A-1. Homicides, Charges, Death Notices, and Death Sentences by County. 

County Victims Offenders Charges Notices Sentences 

 Charge 

Rate 

Notice 

Rate 

Sentence 

Rate 

Sedgwick 664 658 25 18 6 3.8 2.7 0.9 

Wyandotte 364 341 27 18 0 7.9 5.3 - 

Shawnee 287 266 9 3 1 3.4 1.1 0.4 

Johnson 138 128 11 8 2 8.6 6.3 1.6 

Saline 57 52 5 2 0 9.6 3.8 - 

Ford 41 38 0 0 0 - - - 

Riley 38 37 1 1 0 2.7 2.7 - 

Montgomery 38 30 3 2 0 10.0 6.7 - 

Leavenworth 32 30 3 1 0 10.0 3.3 - 

Reno 30 29 4 1 0 13.8 3.4 - 

Geary 28 28 3 0 0 10.7 - - 

Douglas 29 23 1 1 0 4.3 4.3 - 

Crawford 24 23 2 2 1 8.7 8.7 4.3 

Finney 22 22 0 0 0 - - - 

Seward 23 19 1 1 0 5.3 5.3 - 

Barton 21 18 6 2 1 33.3 11.1 5.6 

Cherokee 17 17 4 1 0 23.5 5.9 - 

Butler 17 17 1 0 0 5.9 - - 

Cowley 14 14 1 1 1 7.1 7.1 7.1 

Sumner 13 12 0 0 0 - - - 

Lyon 11 11 0 0 0 - - - 

Miami 11 11 1 0 0 9.1 - - 

Ellis 10 10 0 0 0 - - - 

Harvey 19 10 4 2 0 40.0 20.0 - 

McPherson 10 9 1 0 0 11.1 - - 

Labette 12 9 1 1 0 11.1 11.1 - 

Franklin 12 9 1 1 1 11.1 11.1 11.1 

Greenwood 9 8 1 1 1 12.5 12.5 12.5 

Grant 8 7 1 0 0 14.3 - - 

Jackson 7 7 0 0 0 - - - 

Pottawatomie 6 6 1 1 0 16.7 16.7 - 

Neosho 6 6 0 0 0 - - - 

Jefferson 6 5 0 0 0 - - - 

Osage 10 5 1 1 1 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Allen 6 5 0 0 0 - - - 

Atchison 5 5 1 0 0 20.0 - - 

Bourbon 5 4 1 1 0 25.0 25.0 - 

Dickinson 4 4 2 2 0 50.0 50.0 - 

Rooks 4 4 0 0 0 - - - 
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Wilson 4 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Stanton 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Pratt 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Doniphan 3 3 1 0 0 33.3 - - 

Russell 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Coffey 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Scott 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Smith 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Linn 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Brown 3 3 0 0 0 - - - 

Cloud 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Hamilton 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Anderson 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Rice 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Wabaunsee 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Kiowa 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Chautauqua 2 2 1 0 0 50.0 - - 

Comanche 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Ellsworth 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Kingman 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Norton 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Mitchell 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Gove 2 2 0 0 0 - - - 

Ottawa 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Nemaha 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Trego 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Haskell 1 1 2 1 0 200.0 100.0 - 

Pawnee 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Osborne 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Stevens 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Decatur 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Hodgeman 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Marshall 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Edwards 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Lane 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Clay 1 1 1 1 0 100.0 100.0 - 

Wichita 1 1 1 1 0 100.0 100.0 - 

Thomas 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Cheyenne 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Graham 2 1 0 0 0 - - - 

Stafford 1 1 0 0 0 - - - 
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Wallace 0 0 0 0 0    
Sheridan 0 0 0 0 0    
Rawlins 0 0 0 0 0    
Washington 0 0 0 0 0    
Lincoln 0 0 0 0 0    
Morris 0 0 0 0 0    
Chase 0 0 0 0 0    
Gray 0 0 0 0 0    
Logan 0 0 0 0 0    
Marion 0 0 0 0 0    
Phillips 0 0 0 0 0    
Ness 0 0 0 0 0    
Meade 0 0 0 0 0    
Greeley 0 0 0 0 0    
Republic 0 0 0 0 0    
Clark 0 0 0 0 0    
Elk 0 0 0 0 0    
Woodson 0 0 0 0 0    
Morton 0 0 0 0 0    
Jewell 0 0 0 0 0    
Harper 0 0 0 0 0    
Kearny 0 0 0 0 0    
Sherman 0 0 0 0 0    
Rush 0 0 0 0 0    
Barber 0 0 0 0 0    

Note: Rates are calculated per 100 offenders. 

 



 

 

APPENDIX F 
 



MISSOURI DEPARTMENT .OF CORRECTIONS 

. . . . 

CONFIDENTIAL ~XECUTION TEAM MEMBER RE.CEIPT 

For and in consideration of services perfornied for the State· of Missouri identified as follows: 

I 
. ISZf Execution 

·o Consµltation I T~aining 

. D Litigation Preparation and T~stim~ny 

Ainount Paid:· 
. ~. ,.,::..... \ .. ' . . . . . {-. . . . ..... . - . . . . ·~ . ' : . .. 

Date 

[ v l . 
Distribution: White~ Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office · 

Control No. 

MISSOURI DEP ART:rviENT OF CORRECTIONS 

. Execution Services Voucher 
·Services Rendered: ·Date 

Offender N rune Offender I.D: 

Funds Disbursed.By: . . Date 

Funds Receive~~By:~ . / · / · Date 

. ~-~·· '! il t . . . . 

Distribution: White Ji offender Fi:µance.Office; Canary 7 J?ivision ?f .f\:dUlt Institutions; 

Amount· 

Date of Execution. 
(':::,I'!' l C'r I •·•• (") ... ? i,c.J 
~-' \ i I ;...... ...... c,., ..... 

l 

Pink - Offender Finance O:f:fice 



MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

GONFIDENTIAL EXE(;UTION TEAM ME~ER RtcEiPT 
For and)n consideration of services p~rformed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

/. . 
.I 

Execution 

D . Consultation I Training 

D Litigati~n Preparation and Testimon~ 

f.; 

L I 
\ :-:-.. l· ,. " .~ .. .,.. .... 

• • l /l.'. ~· .••\ (i 1~''- .. .-!~ 
/ ; ; • i;,·{-'<;!., •• , J u ,... "'1·· / 

,, I \ /Ii ! 

Date · 1. . . 

F"'·/ (. ·~;.,-· . Ir.:· .' "7' I 
(,.) / I' { ~"''" ,,, 

Director, Divi~iQh··O'f ~dult. ¥stitutirs 

{:.:.~ ... ~······#···· hi /Jl(.·:;;;.-:;{ __ "·""."""-..,,,~ ....... ~ .. , ............. , ... . 
d / . 

Date 

Distribution: Whit~~ S e1~ice Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

.. Control No. 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: ·. Date· Atnoiint 

Offender Name · Offender .LD. · Date of Exe9ut.i9n 

{ A } c \ \ l('-._-_·.1 .·.':._,, •. -~ "'1,... ( .... _:.) ,: .. ~~.· ..,,-· "~~· "'- \ ·~~. '2. .. IS... ~ • . _ _, • -- • , 

Funds DisbJ,lrsed By: . ..~, ....... "' . . . . bate 

Funds Reoeiv~d· ]j'y~ / / . Date I. 

·• . If v .. . . .. . . 

Distribution: White - d>ffender Fhi~ce Q.ffice; Can:ary-.Division of AduitJnstituiions; · Pink- Offender Financ~ Offl?e 



MISSOU:f~I DEPARTMENT OF. CORRECTIONS 

CONFJDENTIAL E~CUTION TEA.~ MEMBER RECEIPT. 

For and in conside~atfon of.s~rtices performed for the State ofMissomi identified as follows: 

E~ecution 

Consultation I Traini~g 
·o Litigation Preparation ~nd T~stimony 

Aµiount Paid: 

· Director, l)ivi io~ of Ad~lt Institutiqhs .. · / · 
. ·' \ i /' 

l~"""""~,,-••"' J/ '\ /'"'\I. tdf\_,~-·-"""'·"'>>,.n"~•·--~""''"'-'~"'"•·•••"• •. 

Date 
'• i 

,c:).. I: .. ~.- 11 ,.; ·'"' 
J l ;' . ~ f. . .t f ,_, ... ~. 

'.• :: 

!i !.' r-

Distribution: White J SetviceiProvider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink M Offedder Finance Office 

Control No. 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher . . 

Services Rendered: Date·. Amount: 
\·~"-

.!::1< .. c.. ... c,, ....... .,:~~~ ~Ci'.:'°'\. 
Offender Name Offender 1.D. Date .of ~xe·cuti011. · 

/ r /'i ,.-" \ .J ··- ,,. \")., __ , •r"\ .. ,-;? \''"'-
\./'--· '-··'\. ' \ •: •. '• • 1.... .. /-A,.1< ' \ 

Funds Disbtu:sed By: ..... --~ Date· 

Date . .1 c . ... 

. f . l j. ~· - . . . . 

Distribution: White _J Offender Fuw.nce Office; .qanary ~ Div{s.ion of Ad~lt Institutions; 

1 •... \ 

Pink -:- Offender Finance Office 



.{?':: .. 

<~~);; 
Control No. !:l3.~a 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CQ.RRECTIONS 

~!. ~ f. 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEM.BER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of ser\rices performed for th~ State of Missouri ideD:tified a~ follows: 

/ 
-~It] Execution 

O· C<msultation I Trainillg 

D . Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Aniount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 
•••• <#>· 

. ''\~~ . 

,,. ... \ 
.. : .:·/···- . .: 

. ·' .. / .J\ ..A ; '· . , ( \... ."'/ ~ .... v-t/~1L.-...... :· 
f '. 

s /,I rz~<) 
i L' \ .,.. 

Distribution: White..!. Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; 
f I .. ·. . . 

Pink - Offender Finance Of(ic.e 

Control No. 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Executioµ Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: .Date· Amount 

Offender Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 
. 1~~1 l Q ·; ..... , C1 --~;; '.t'~') 

• .,,,..... f . I { .. :.-- '"""" (..,•- '-~·""' 
. . 

· Funds Disbursed By;· 

Funds Reoeive.d ·By: . / / .Date 

~ y 

Distr~butioD:: White.!... Offender Finance ·office; .Canary ~Division of Adult Institutions; 
\ . 

Pink.~ Offender Finance Office 



control No. :3.'3 2. 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT ''4 

For and in consideration:ofServices performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

D Execution 

D Litigation Preparation and Testi~ony· 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

' 
/ \ 'j ·1 

lJ. W'.. ft t f) 
I I ,....l. 
!"r:f()J.~ ( \ 

Date ·· 
I / 

•'.? !..._,, ,-:.,-::-' / ·~7.,{ .. J "" J-) ... .,.) /:: · I c." . .. ,. .I-u 
t ,, ... 

Ca~ary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. 

MISSOURfbEPARTMENT OF CGRRBCTIONS 
·• . ~-.. • .. > • ·, . 

Execution Serv'ices·Voucher 
Services Rende1;ed: Date Amount· 

Offender Name ~-;;:· · · · of:f~ndeiLD, D~te of.Execution 

J / P\· 
, . .-,. 

Y'\ ) /'-\· 

Funds Disbprse.d By: Date· 

D.ate . '.. · · 
t . l 

.<. 11.1. .:./ l~..-.r: /'). 
. - ..• ~ .-<'" , ./! ... ~ ; 7. ... , 

~~r.· ": ....... ~ °"k,...(~),4ii!="' ..... ·•{.;.,_"",,...J · ~,.ce• "-=. .. - °'1.f :••:nt:I',_.,._._ .. • 

Distribution: White - Offend~r Finance Office; . 
.. • . ·. . 1· If',... .... · 

C~haty.,... Division of Adtflt Institution~; . Pink- Offend~r FinallC'e Office 



Control No. __,.........,._,......._,_....,...,._..__ 

MISSOURI DEP ART~NT .. OF CO.RRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT . . ·. ~v . . . . 

•. . ./' . . . . 

For 8:nd in conside~ation of services perform.ed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

o· · Ex.ecu~fon · 
.. ": "/ ·;: ... ' . "• .. -.,,,. ~ '.'· ·- .. . .... · ·~..:: •• ·..:..·· ":-"".!:~ .... • •• , ·""!····. 

I:;!< C~nsultation I Training 

·o Litigati~n Preparation. and Test1mony 

A.mount Returned To Offender Finance O:fffoe: 

'/ 
l. 

; ... /i i l 

.• ;i i f. ;'! / 
. ."\ . \ ,L .. ·· . 

Date :~. t · · · i'.../ .. .J Dhect9rj{blvi~fon 7J--Aduffh_}stitutions 

( . }~~\ . ~ \\ \ ·: . 
/-· . ·\ \"- \/v. ... 7... "', ) -LA .. f"'Y ,.,_.,,..,, .•• -­

Distributiofi:-. .. >W:b.ite.::.. Ser\rice Provider.; 
'-•-' / r I l ,. . •-· u . . . . 

Canary - DirectOr, Division of Adult Institutions( Pink - Offender Fina:~ce Office 

l' 

" 
Control No. 

MISSOURI DEP A_RTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date. Aruoun,t· 

Offender Name ~· · .:J Offender i:D.. · -Date of ExecutioD: 

I ·1 

Funds Disblirsed By: .,.,~ ...... Date 

Date· . r . 

_.,.,..,...·:· ... J \._,,;V,:./\,/"l.<""\}._ ,. - . ,,. ·r ~~,__,...., .•••. · • 

:Distribution: White - Offender Finance Offiqe; 9an~ry- Divfsion of Adult fustitutions; / P~ ~,, Offe~dt\lf Finance Office 



MISSOURI DEPART.M:ENT OF CORRECTIONS 

<;ONFIDENTIAL ExECUTION TEAlV;I MEMBER .RECEIPT 

For and in cons~deratfon of services peifotnied.for the ·state of Missouri 1.dentifiedas follows: 

/ 

GJ· · Ex~cution .. ~ - ... ~ .. •• •·.4. ·: • • .. ·.:.• . '.$ .· ·~· .~ ~--··~-.:. .· -

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation _an~ Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Direcfor, Divisfoii of Adult Instifutforis 
. /"\ 
/~I -'i .fl I I .~·--~· .... ,_ \ -·- -........ ,, \ 

Date . 
,,. 

__ )l·. / .j,l 
··: .. . ".,··· .. 

·-~ .. · - : ·.· 

Distdbution: White - Servic~ Pr_ovide~; '.Ganary,.-:-.J;1irector, Division of Adult Institutions;. Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. 

MISSOURI DBP ARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Exe·cution Services Vo.ucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amm;mt 

Offender Name Offender 1:D. . · Date of Exe¢lition · 

c~c:,\· ('") \ 7 :::;7,_ \ .. ,,. .:.,) 

·Funds Disbursed By: Date· 

Date.· ... Y 
1 f 

/) t' .. , .. ~· I ti . l v,.,... '"'< '/ 
1.A--·..... \D . r< .. 

Distribution: White - 9qen<ter Finance Office; 
\.J 

.. "-'"" .. ' ; 

Canary- Division of Ad11lt Institutions; Pink - Offender Finl;l.nce Office 



MiSSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL E~CUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 
For.and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

// . ! 
.~ . 

Ex.e·cution 
' . . . ... . . .. .. : ~ . 

·o 
. ' 

Amount-Returned TQ Offender Finance Office: 

Director, Division of Adult Institutions 

/LL r"--··vc 
Distribution: White - Service W~ovider; 

· c7 ~'d re"' ( / , 7 Date I / 
I I 

Date 
J 

f 
-:")I\ i .. , 

··:( ) ,. I ' . ...- .. t I 

Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 
/ 

Control No. 

MlSSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services. Voucher 
S.ervice·s.Rendered: 

, Offender Name 
(~.) . -·. ., .. . \ \ ii) '"'~ (' ·\-" \ ,.. \... _./ t-· .... , '· "\. ·' --~ '- \ \... -··· ,... E.. "··· 

Ftmds Di~burs~d By: / 

FunditR.eceived By~· 

Di~tribution: White .... Offender Fin4~J Office; 
. ' . \, ... ~· 

Date 

Offender I.D. 
r:-i c, ·<-' , ,., ....... , 
""1 'l -...) \ ._) -i-· 

Date 

Date 

. Canary- Divisiop. of Adult Institutions; 

. Amouµt 
jl, ,.2. ("·. (-) (..') ,,.. ) , ..• :l 

_.), ,_,.... ... .. .. '. \.,_;. ... 

Date of E;xecution 

·7 l / ..... ._. / /J 
,·:;-"·· t / I 

<? ~l ~;· 
~ . , .. Jl.~ I ·:..- ,. 

Pink - Offen~er Finance Office 

·.;;. 



: .. ~ 

·MISSOURI DEPARTlVIENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration -0f services performed for the State qf Missouri ~~entifi~d as follows: 

Cl :Execution 
,~ . 

Constilt~tion i Trairiing 
. :.··7.· 

0 Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: . ~IJ 
t .. 1 

Director,'Division of Adult In~Wuti8ns 
. . ·;~J ,<.! _,.,. ..• ~.. • 

if .·,- «" °""/I 
L<"·~··C _ _,... /\l 

{ 

.Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date ·; / 
•"\ 1· ./ f .... -> / .. ·';l , I / 

( •. .,,,./ -· .. 2 VI I 1--7 I I .. ~ / / / 
. I ,, 

Date 

Distribution: White - Service Provide4u Can~- - ~irect~:' Dh~isi<??.:.?f Adult Insti:tutions; Pink - Offendet Finance Office 

Control No. 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered:· Date Amount 

Offender Natne Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

·1 ) /-~~ 
( ' y····\ F\ 

Funds Di~hµtsed By: /··~: Date 

Funds Receive.dB'§: . . /} Date 
. ( ,~· (J /''"~· .• f 

( ./! .X. {\ 
~· t-.~··,.. /\.I 

Distribution: White - Offender ~nlance Offi.ce; . . ... ./ . Cat?-atY - Divisfon of Adult fustitutions; : ;E>ink - Offender Finance Office 



'· ;~~j. 

: . .. ·~ .. ·:~ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER REC~IPT 

For and in consl.deratiori:of services performed for the State of Missciud identified as follows: 
./~ •• 4 ••••• ,...\·! ...• '"-::r . . 

0 E,cecution 
·v· Corisultatfon I ~rainiJ,1g 

It . . . \ .· 

~<>u,P'.J R.etumed To OffendetFirranpe Office: 

. Date .c:····, 1·.. 7 (1.) fl 
1 ) 

} 

Date 

. . . /)(. 
Distri.bution: White - Service fr,©v1der; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; r I i/ 

\ 
i.j""' I" .)t) 

Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services .Voucher 
Services Rendered: 

Offender Name 
. ;' /"'\ " ( ,--t l I ~· 

Funds Disl?ll!se.d By: 

Funds Received By: 

Date 

f
l ...... , • 

.\ ·I 

Offender I.D. 
\ . i _/ ... 
l l I ;··\-

Date. 
,, 

)::/.:-;~:.::~·-~···r•":'~"' 

. -· . . . .~'f-~. . . . "-
Distribution: White~ Offend~r Finance Of;fice; ,,9a1aty- D~vi~fon of Adult Institutions; 

I ,,., .................... ~. l\:·\·i.•. ~· ·'· ~ ·. • 

Amount 

Date ofExecutio.n 
. /"'\ ~ \ / /"~''" 

t;'' ') 1/ . (:.' 
'· . ,·?' ... l,11 

Pink - Offender Finance Office 



\ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL ExECUTI<iN TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For ~rid in consideration of se~ices performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: · 

{gl -Execution 

ti Co.nsulta.tion I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

.An}ount Returned To Offe~der Finance Office: 

:_• .. ,.:· 

Director, Division of Adult Institutions Date 

;~J ;:-' J/'"""'·{;,(? . \'!~/··. / J" !? 
<.... .. ~ ..... , .......... ,................. I I Ii 

. /'-..... 
Distribution: · Whitei7·service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF [;ORRECTIONS 

Execution Services ·voucher· 
Services Rendered: Date Amo'unt 

Offender.Name · Offender i.D. Date of Execution 

Funds D~sbursed B : · · bate 
r .. . 

Funds Received By'\/ -D.~te . 

I /) .. 1n . · 
. ,-,~ I i . 

Distributi;; White-:- Often46r Fniance Office; \,j. .. . 
qanary :_ Div:lsi'on of Adult Institutfons;. Pink - Offender Finance Office 



~~~ 
Control No. v iC. t11 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri· identified as follows: 

Execution 

D Consultation I Training 
- -

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: . C-75},. Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

'· :~ 

Date 

.-) - I t:,,~· 1 · • ~ , 
. I , ' . j' 

I ! .• / . x ... , ... 
Distribution: White - Service Ero;yider; 

. \._.1 
Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services · Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

$300°0 

Offender Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

Ru_.sS e J J 9CJOJ 37 
Funds Disbµrsed B : Date 

Date 

Distribution: White - Offende( f-ance Office; Canary - Division of Adult Ills~itutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 
.. .1 ' 



... 

Control No. 32 4 . . ··· 
MISSOURI.DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECuTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

F ~r and in consideration ()f services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

0 Execution 

Consul~tiQn I Training 

D Litigatfon Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Direc or, Divis1·~9- f A~ult Institutions _ 

I j ,,---·-. ., ;f ( / // ,,, . 
. \.__.. ,. - 'l 

Date 

S· 5 -ll 
Distribution: White - Service Prfivider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; ·Pink - Offender Finance Office 

~ ... / 

Control No. _3 .... 2_._4 ___ _ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rend~red: Date Amoiint · 

Offender :Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

Date , 

Date 

~ . l . 

Distribution: Whi1~·;..:Q~n er Fin~ce Office; Canary - DMsion of Adult Institutions; Phtlc - Offender Finance Office 
. • : •. '\ ~:.!• .· ·: . ' · . 

. ... : :· 

I' 



. ..;..:.-··!· _. ... , 

'· · Control No •. -'3.·; ... 2 ..... · 2.,,,_ __ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION T~AM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State ofMfssouri identified as follows: 

D Execution 

Consultation I Training 

Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date I 

C'' -.. .. -- ... -, 

Distribution: White.,... Servi' e Provider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 
I \ 
(____; 

C tr IN ~ d/l".J on o o. __ a_e_-9 __ ,;._. __ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Funds Disbursed t Date 

~ l''J ,., .. ,, . I ... 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance O~~'e; Can~ - D!vision of Adult Institutio~; Pink - Offender Finance Office 
l) 

I 

·' 



Control No. ll 21 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified·as follows: · 

D Execution 

Consultation I Training 

Litigation Preparation and Testimony 
- - -

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To O~c:nf1er Finance Office: 

// .', . 
\ _.,,. ... 

·~ 
·' / 

,Bfrect~3 · sion ~f Aduft Institutions Date 
~ ~ . \ ...... -....... ,,-"" /;!.'.. .. (? ,. </' ,' ,>( 

. / / 
Distribution: White - Service(pfovider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

ControlNo. ~-~~.?-~-1~~ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

() 

Date of Execution 

'-/! lt // t1 
Funds Disbursed B Date 

Date 

·J. , ~1 .. , r; 
Distribution: White - Offender Ffufil}b~ Office; 

·j 

~ -·" , ,., t f. 

Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 



1i ,. I' 

'f,:.i, .. •\f ·~ 

• 
ControlNo. ;it20 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ., 

CONFIDENTiAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER.RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of Stlrvices performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows:· 

D Execution 

Consultation I Training 
-

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Am0.--unt Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 
\ ,., , ..... ) ' !/, ,.-"-..._, I I. ' , /)"' / 

/1 ,.· l~, I 
1/ ' . 

Distribution: 
L·· ' ·- · ·,." I 

White - Service Protd~ ; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

C IN ~ tPii f~ ontro o. _.....,,: .... » t.::~,.,_..,Ji,.,._.J __ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Date of Execution 

·--/J A 
Date 

.. ···· 

Date 

. ,. "\. . 
Distribution: White - Offendef F}nance Office; Canary -:-Divisi_on of Adult Institutions; Pink-. Offender Finance Office 

\ l 



\ 

Control No. ;:1:l9 

• MISSOURl DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for ~e State of Missouri identified as follows: . 

D Execution 

Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: . Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 
. /~ 

!{?' · ;r,.., · 
Distribution: Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

· ~ 1 (n Control :No. ,j J'-.,iJ,l 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

, ,. 3-l.o B 
Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

' •' 

Date 

Funds 
• • _ _ ._,..., ..... ..,,,,v_, , 

Distribution: Whit~~Offender F~ ' ~ Offic~; . Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Fhlance Office 
{ f 

' ' 



Control No. 3.3, 8, 
MISSOURI DE?ARTMENT OF CORl{ECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For !llld in oonsidenitioiof services peTformed for the State of Missouri id~ntified as follows: 
i... 

D Execution 

' Consultation I T~aini:ng · 
D Litigation Prepar~tion at1.d.Testiniony 

Amount Pail:l: Amount Return To Offender Finartce Office:· 

·~ 

_._ 

/ 

White ~ Se~tice. rovider; Canary- Director, Division ·of Adult Institutions; 

l../ . 
.... 
'II) .. .. 

. .. . ,· . ... " . ... .. , .· • " : -· t• ~ " • • • • • ' ' ~ ' , \ • ' • • L '• ' • ~, • , • I •• ' • ' ' " ~ ' " • "' " 

. '· 

" <l~l·a Control No. "» ·" 
-""'·~,....,,..on~. ---

MIS.SOuRI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Date Amount 

. . {10 

J(A 
Date 

,':' · .. • . 

· -~ ....... ~ .. , ' -". 

c. ., ,,.,,.: 
Pink-:- Offender Financ'e Orne~ 



Control No. 3 :l 7 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 
r 

D Execution 

.;@-· Consultation I Trainin$ 

D Liti¥a?on Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Director, Division 'of Adult Insti . tions Date 
.... ~ .. j ;;1 

/ll tl,/-'v'_ .. ~· .. -·::·- / 
() --7' F r"' ..,.,.. ., ,. ,. \ .... f/ (,, .\ ... /·' 
1. . )(j 

Distribution: White~ Se11Bee Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

.<'°4\ 1 err~ 

Control No. -~;;p...,".,,,,...n.. ... P_» __ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Date of Execution 

Funds Disbursed.B -: Date 

Date ' 1 

/1 t .... 
Distribution: White - Offender Fryiince Office; C1111ary - Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

I • 



Control No. 315' 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 
.... ,. - - - -'- _,,__ -

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

D Execution 

) Consultation I Training · ,,., 

·O 
' . . . 

Litigation Prepar~tion and' Testimony 

Amount Paid:· . Amount Returned To Offen er Finance Oftice: 

Director, Division of A ult Institutions Date 

/;·· 
/

.. f. ,~ .............. ........... / "')J 
- - !#_... - \~ 

/') " , {.; . ·'I~ .. ( ~.. . 
_ '';Ji../ ' 

·' 
Distribution: White - Service 1ovider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

i 

' ' . 

Control No. ~ :! S -.:J~'* .. l!'lll~*"-· --
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date 

,I 

Offender. 

FundsDisb Date ,-. 

• • •o,L• ., 
l~ ... . ,/'· ..,.... ........... ""'-./ 

Distribution: White - Offender F' ce Office; . Canary .,.. Diyi&ien.Df Adult Institutions; 
i 

·" 

Amount 

f ti 
\U"1. 

' . .. / 
' · / ..-, ,; ~· . / I 

P41k :- Offender Finance Office 
! ".~ 

•, 



ControINo. 31? 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State offyfissouri identified as follows: 

D Execution 

·pa... Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 

... '-....-' " 
Distribution: White - Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

(~f~ Control No. :rfi 2 
••• MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ~......,.,_.___ 

"'-.:-~./ 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

t(\n'o L! J /7:1 / .. ·1 / ·0{ lrll/l Cl 7/ .. ' ·'{_, ;\ ·--7 (~ D (} 
. l-_.11 I / t r, .___. ·1 _} 

Offender Name I ' Offender LD. Date of Execution , 

u / _, /v ,d ~ ' .1 
'f..J f.\. . , . /V /·I 

Funds Disbursed By: Date 

" 
. i'.;j _.,,(? 7··/'f-J'Z , ... ~· ·-../ ,-~--.n?;;;'----·:"' -------

Funds Received By: " Date 

(_.i.s: y ~·------. 
.. / : i i /\( 

'\. ·. i 
/< 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance _Office; Canary- DiviSion of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 
I 

' I . I 



Contro!No. 311 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follo\vs: 

D Execution 

iEJ Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 

I 

iviSioll of Adult Instit' ions Date 

IV ' /, 

Distribution: White- Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance OffiCe: 

Control No. 

MISSQURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Services Rendered: 

Offender Name 

;vA 
Funds Disbursed B 

Execution Services Voucher 
Date 

l-l!J6) 
I Offender I.D. 

;VA 

Amount 

Date of Execution 

;VA 
Date 

/_;,-;.);- /y 
Date 

-1 ' ./ 
I i 

Distribution: White- OffendeJ:Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 
! ' . 



Control No. 310 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration ~f services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

'j9 Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D ,Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Pa~d: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

The DAI Director shall witri'ess Seivice Provider's signafure. 

Date 

Director, Division of Adult Institutions Date 

\ J 
\_/ 

1\ 
Distribution: White - Service Provider; 

; "j 
. i 

Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

~. • , 
, . 

"' 

Control No . 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
~ 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

c. I c· 3/7 /201 t:;'C·' I) 0 
L.) ec u !) ?A ,j.C: 1 V1C'f'5 ? .... ) i(j 

Offender Name Offender LD. Date of Execution 

/~u5Sc // &,, l</ci,v c;ec;,7 • ! i ..) :<j J .. -~ .JD ;JD!{:; 
Funds Disbursed By: Date 

A. k_ 
. 

- _/'"' 
? . '}'- / ;J .__..,,£!.- . -- ~~-~" j / -

Funds Received Bv: U Date 

{// 

,. ' ,. 
i . . '/' \ , 

Distribution: Whit_~ - Offender Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



Control No. 309 
-MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration9f services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

'Gt Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: 

Witness 

-[, v. #( 
Direc2

1
f, Di'.'ision of Adult Institutions 

I 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 

Distribution: ·White - Service}Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 
; 

-· j 

Control No. 309 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ,_ 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

\;'(flt( .s 
, 

,,.,.._~ - _ no 
?_ xcr1 ! hcl) 3/7/;i 0/ r? µ ) i..} ~\/-._ ·:.--

l ~I LlL' 
Offender Name Offender LD. Date of Execution 

fl. i1S5e 11 
,, 

b\.~ [ k/r'v-1 qqo;37 :.//} 
~ ~ o/c)OltS 

Funds Disbursed By: Date 

JA ' 'r-7-· (. --:; ,~1 ![> 

----- j /- / .. , /- --

Funds'Received Bv: ·J Date . 

/ 

L -,/ 
- . 

Distribution: White- Offender Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



Control No. 908 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

Execution 

D Consultation I Training J 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

-
Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender·~inance Office 

\ 

• 
Control No. --...;3 .... (}8~-

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
-

Execution Services Voucher \ 
Services Rendered: I> ate Amount . 

3/7 I J.r;;, 1 ~ .. 1. 3,000~ ~7'e~ u .J.,lf)r\ Srfle~..s 
" -" -

Offender Name . Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

KusJel/ 3/20/2018 
. 

IJLIC k f P().)- efC/0137 - - J 

Funds Disbursed By: . - Date 

~/ ~~ ,.., - 'l- /{l 
~ 

Funds Received By: 
._..... 

, Date 

(Lv-v' 
~ 

1 ~- IX ~ 
~ 

Distribution: White - Offender W f ance Office; Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 



·- - -
(:ontrol No. ·307 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUJ'ION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed fQ.r the State of Mis5ouri identified as follows: .. 
Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Airtount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Fin1111ce Office: 

Director, Division of Adult Institutions Dille 

3 
e Provider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink· Offender Finance Office 

• 
Control No. 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Offender Name Offend~r l.D. Date of Execution 

CJ.90137 
Date 

r. \ - 'J-J 
Date 

Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

' 



.-• 

Control No. 306 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as fullows: 

D Execution 

~ Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

The DAI Director shall witne11 Service Provider's 1illgnatu~e. 

Date 

i ')., -1·1 
Director, Division of Adult Institutions Date 

. 
i -- , 

Distribution: White - Service Prof;der; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office , 
v' 

- Control No. _3._.,0....,6L--_ 
• MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

r1V15u J ltlh)l'l /Tro.1111/'I(/ 10-11.r·/7 ~s·oo ~.9-
Offender Name • Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

11~ fl A --() tl -

Funds Disbursed Bv: Date 
r .-,, 

/J~tl ~I~~ - //-;;l- Ir 
Funds Receive'lYBV:' Date 

-. 
'} I / i 

, -'\ 1· r 
. - I,__·" . I / I 

"' I ... 
DIStnbullon: White - Offender Fln$ce Office; Canary- Dms1on of Adult lnstitullons; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



ControlNo. 305 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of setvices performed for the State of Missouri identified as fa Hows: 

D Execution 

Consultation I Training 

Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 

~:_ :.-...--·---- .. --··-
. .1;',,:·r_":"' , .~.A .. ~A ..... t.-t_...: .-. _,.;-.·-.'"" .• {/ - ,-"" I - / ,7 

Director, Division-Of Adult 1¥fitutions 
,,-..r/ . 

Date 

White - Service Provider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. -3""'0~5--
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Services Rendered: 

-np 
Funds Disbursed B 

Execution Services Voucher 
Date 

.... 7 
Offender I.D. 

. l 

Amount 

Date 

Date 

'fl - ., l ... 

ecution 

Dis t ution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



Control No. $04 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services perforrlled for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

'liO Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 

Directo~ Division of Adult Institutions Date 

Distribution: White- Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

~~~ 
• MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS Control No. 

i(i!!5' 

304 

""" 
Exe.cution Services Voucher 

Services Rendered: Date Amount 

f:x IP II ho/I . g e/7-17 $Jooo'..Q_ 
Offender Name Offender LD. Date of Execution 

;!lore~· llt1.s I } //, iA/1 1flmS /[,,,37J.9 % J,.)-/7 
Funds Disbursed By: - Date 

_x-fj//r/~ -· : Ar!+- I -:::,-. . 
Funds Receiv~ct By: Date 

' 

(" 
,--, r··· : {;: .. \ ,:!' j ,,-

. I : / ' ) 
Distribution: white- Offender Finari,ce Office; Canary- Divis.ion of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



Control N o.__,3"-Q=-"3~--
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follo\vs: 

D Execution 

gJ Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

' 

1-1r--;7 
Direc Date 

l // .,. /' 
Distribution: White - Service r·rdvi~er; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. 303 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

......:~'l \ 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

•,, 

C'cnJ1.i J ln+icr1 
,.,.< -f) 

I -r; (\ i (\ I l'")(\ 5-JJ. .. // ); Y· I [, 

I /, t•~ 
. ¢ .}L . .J 

Offender Name I , 
Offender LD. Date of Execution 

NPt NP . 7\ ;1 
Funds Disbursed Bv: 

~·· 
Date 

.lit/ 
/ / 

' /·-~ Ir 14 ._.':-r:.·'/ .' /' ,.,~ / t. .' 

Fuitds Recei'veil By: Date 
'\ 

,. ,, 
' ·~ '' ·-.....,<,. ' /' } '-· ' ' _£ ' ' 

' l ~ f 
Distribution: White - Offender.£::i,hance Office}. Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



Control No. 302 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State ofMisso~i identified as f6Uows: 

D Execution 

' 
Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid_;;J -< __ , .. ,.,.. Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

J! '· /;'C. 
' { ) -

Dirccto .. ,.·Division oaf AduJt.In;Jitutions 

'"' j ,_,/ _,,(~~---------

Date 

Date 

/ 
Distr:ibution: White- Service Provider; Uary·- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Contro!No. ~=3~0"""'2~.~-
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date 

Offender Name Offender I.D. 

Date 

Date 

\~ 

Distribution: White - Offen~er Financ~ Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; 

Amount 

-t _) r7,,.~ 1~ 
,_} I_; 

Date of Execution 

/VA 

• 
Pink- Offender Finance Office 



Control No.~? ... :;t,.,Q .... '.1.._, __ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of servi~es performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Distribution: 

/ 
f / 

1:-' 

\ 

·. \ 
White- Service ProVider; 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 

Date 

!)-
" 

, Canary-Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. ---.3.,.,0.,,.,._ ,..,j __ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
\ 

Services Rendered: 

Offender Name 

Funds DisbJJrsed By: 

Funds Received'!;Y .. 

I./' 
,{// 

l/··;;1 v~·m I) 
l._,,..-", .. ~- ,-

Execution Services Voucher 
Date Amount 

5- JJ.-17 
Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

ll:o37)9 J7d;)..J7 
Date 

Date 

•• o '" 

Distribution: White - Offen_de, Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

2nn 
Control No. .i::/ ~ ------

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

)0 Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 

,;: I , -~ r·I 7 
Director1 Division of Adult Institutions . . 

' ' 
.--i Ii,:· .. ... -·····---~····---------·-

\..· ·f 

Distribution: White - Service Provider, Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink M Offender Finance Office 

- Control No. 

. • MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

299 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

j- ·' (:. / '7 

Offender Name Offender l.D. Date of Execution 

I'.,/ Ju17 
, .., ' \·· ! 

/ :. j i .· 
'' /))r.1 / /( 

Funds Disbursed By:/', Date 

Funds Received By;, , Date i I 

1/so/· 7 i 
"' : . i. -------·-.. --

'./ 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary-Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



" 
Control No. 298 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

.·-J •. 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of s·ervices performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

'f' 

Y?J Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

AmountP~-: 
2 ,._ (JI 

-NOO . 
Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

. ,. 

1--f 7 
Director;"Division of Adult Institutions Date 

/ 
i .. //:-; 

Distribution: White'~ Service Provider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

- Control No. 

• MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date .. Amount 

; -

Offender Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

/) i, i / .~: /i _-:'/1.;i' .• '/ j.:);-)t_>I/ 

Funds Disbursed Bv: Date 

Funds Received'Bv: Date , ~ 

i ' 
. ----·-·---',_,..---

.. \ J f 

Distriblition: White - Offellder Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink- Offender Finance Office 



Control No. 2·97 ------
MISSOURI DEP ARTl\IENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM :MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified al!! follows: 

D Execution 

Consultation I Training 

D Li~~gation Preparation and Testimonx 

· ... "·~ ...... ~.:-:... 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: i· 
{. 

i 

Direct?; Dr.ion of Ad~~ ~tions )._. 

l/\JCtAv- CAJ ~------
Distribution: White - Service Provider; <;anary - Director, Division of Adult. Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

" 
Control No. 297 -----""'---'"'""----

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT .OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Offender Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

Date 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 



ControINo._2_9_-·5 __ ·. __ 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

D Execution 

Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date 
i. ll :__· jC3 ~ ,--/t. 
Directo:,. !Vision of Adult Institutions 

i 
' 

Date 

~----------------- I 
l; 

Distribution: White - Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; 

Control No. _2 __ 9~6 ___ _ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Services Rendered: 

' t 
\ 

s - \i J ~-

Execution Services Voucher 
Date 

Offender l.D. 

Date 

. ··~.) '• ·--· .. i,/ '>.._/ -

Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; 

Amount 

Date of Execution 

/} iJ 

Pink - Offender Finance Office 

- '· 



,.. __ 

• 
Control No._2~9~0~--

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

Execution 

Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

( 
( .• 

Date/, j 
\ ,, JI(, 

... ' ·~ 

Distribution: White- Service Provider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

- Control No. 

• MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

290 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Z X€t!.u./iori .2- 17- :loJLJ, $1/78 
Offender Name Offender l.D. Date of Execution 

Eo..r-1 Fo,resf #-JJ;i.0~09 S-l/-;)01ro 
Funds Disbursed Bv: Date 

~...(- /L 
" ,,-/ I 5:" -/O -//,. 

Funds·X• tei~Bv:I . Date 

/,. "J l . 1,.'-i • - s710/f/, ,. 
•• v. 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 



• MISSOURIDEPARTMENTOFCORRECTIONS ControlNo. 
283 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: ..Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

<?:ie<7 c··~cJ-..G_d c\~x '~ ('( c N~ ('. y-vfir M '~ 
.• l 

f Adult Institutions 

Control No. 283 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Ex e.c..J.o "'- /0 -/4--15 1717&, <gf? ., 
Offender Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

£ Y'l'le.s f L <-e.. Jo h.V\.$., "'- # Cfc;'D/J 8 II- 3-15 
Funds Disbursed By: Date 

-=; 
I , \... ,) 'J /t--J' r . l)lV'l 

Funds Re<e1 ell "'' Date J ~ 

•. '-7z 
l)f .... . "" ~ -

~-

l~zft) 
Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 



Control No . ...,2_7.._4,,,,._ __ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

s~ ( r· ~\fl( \ u~ (\\)( l "y, 
\ ·" c •,· (_ I > • 

\ c 
~\ r r . , 

Director. Division of Adult tnstitutiOns ~· '· . ._/ 

I 

Date 

/ , . , , 

c; /, !:~ 
Distribution: White - Service Provider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

/ 

" 
Control No. 2 7 4 

-~~---

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Offender Name Offender l.D. Date of Execution 

'1-1-1.5 
Date 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; 

. ' 
:t ~ 

L 



Control No. 269 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF COmrCTIONS 

' . 
CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services perfonned for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

~ Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

AmQunt Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

\Vitness 

Sf'e C• \-{0cl r;n ('!JCl' vv.~1·.' 
Date 

! ' j 

Director, 
Date ) 

J. /l/ '> 
Distribution: White - Service Provider; Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. ~;_2_6_9 __ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

I Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

bec.J.Af/olr\ 7-/3-/5 ,7)78,~ 
Offender Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

D«...vi'cl :f; jl\,1:- 1Jt I tJ> f,, I J...31 1-14-15 
Funds Disbursed By: Date 

, --=.,), 11.\ti ~ . I 1 .h.cG) -,_ ~3- Js 
Fun - '"fved By: L Date / I 

I~ ·\.... 17, 7fJ)f 
·~ 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Instirution( PWc- Offender Finance Office 



Control No. 266 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

r;;:i,- Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

An1ount Paid: A.tnount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Date ' t 

k \: ' \ · .•. I r,/·-.. 

... 
Director, Division of Adlllt Institutioris '--' 

\ 
! 

Distribution: White - Servicl! Provider: Canary - Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 

Control No. _2_6_6 __ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 

! 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

/p -3-1.5 
Offender Name Offender l.D. Date of Execution 

~ -7- 15 
Funds Disbursed B : Date 

F 

Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary- Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Offender Finance Office 



Control No. 260 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

·· Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Director, Division of Adult Institutions 

I : 

' 

( .~' ' ~ r ,';"-'"'.:. < J~ ·,pr 
\, v- ~ V'I 

Date .. ) . " ·' l . . .... ~ 

y~\5-\S 
Date 

(/1vk-
; 

Distribution: White - Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink · Offender Finance Office 

.. ' 

Control No. 260 ------
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

Ex e..c::...t-\J;" I-'\ ..Sei--v 1'c..es f- -/o - I 5 '7.17 8. ., 'if 8 
Offender Name Offender l.D. Date of Execution 

A-' C.o!e. ti- :i.q'f 7 'i'I .!/- -/4-15 
Funds Disbursed Bv: Date 

Ji~ "'/1n. I J .L .nJ) .1./-/J-/J 
Funas II. cei...i,d By: Date . 

(A~ ~A'+v 
-

- 'fir~ !1< -
Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Canary - Division of Adult Institutions; 

. ~ . 
Pink - ffender Finance Office 



! i 

Control No • ....,2 .... 5...,4 __ _ 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the si,_of Missouri identified as follows: 

., 
Execution 

D Consultation I Training ,,..f 
D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

Witness ' ~~"o-. £_~ l.J...r'1 3i \ g I t'5 
e'2. Q..+\:G1t.\l\.c~-co,,f 1r<Y1lfl {P<t'. 1· -0\ Sl'l'uu. 

' 

Distribution: White - Service Provider; Canary- Director, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink· Offender Finance Office 

1 

...... -.·.=-< ................. -.~~-=.,,=.-.= ··-··-·'-··--··-·'-··- ·-"··=·-·-··- ·-···-··-··--·- ,_t_ ·--··-··-··-· -··-··-· 

- Control No. --==2=5_,_4_ 
• MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 

I 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

£ }( ecu:f t'o V\ 3 -/{, - IS 
, 

117'1. :il~ 
Offender Name Offender l.D. Date of Execution 

C.e..:.i I CJ IJ.. '1 io V'.. :It 'f9 0 I 'I-/ .3 -17-J.5 
Funds Disbursed Bv: ~ Date 

---), . /1r. fl I 1 hell) ..3-llii-1-S-
Fu - ~i,oid I : Date . -, 

' ~v,lt.r I >- i-1 • . 

.., - .. , 
- ... 

D1stnbut1on. White Offender Fmance Office, Cana1y - D1vts1on of Adult lnst1tut1ons; Pmk - Offender Finance Office 



.. -... ". ~ 
···.~·. 
~.£-:' ControlNo. 249 

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

CONFIDENTIAL EXECUTION TEAM MEMBER RECEIPT 

For and in consideration of services performed for the State of Missouri identified as follows: 

i;:d Execution 

D Consultation I Training 

D Litigation Preparation and Testimony 

Amount Paid: Amount Returned To Offender Finance Office: 

-D 
('oAkV«"'-"'\ tr~ay>\ ol -:;o,..i . .;_ 

Date 

7 /~"I - "f 
Distii.bi.itk~: - White ~"S'~~-~ Pro~ider; Canary - oi:ector, Division of Adult Institutions; Pink - Off~der Finance Office 

--·-··---·-··--·-··--·-··-··-··-· --·-··-·-··-··-· -· - ·- - --· -··-·- - ·-· 

Control No . 249 -• MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Execution Services Voucher 
Services Rendered: Date Amount 

£ Ke. c.-i.Ji ID ,, :L-S- /S 17,/7'!/. 8~ 
Offender Name Offender I.D. Date of Execution 

wA..ffu- ~fb ('~ '1; 99oo13 ~ -/J -1.5 
Funds Disbursed By: Date 

- :5.1 A,,, ri U L. a<"\~ ...J-10-1 I-
( 

Funas Received Bv:- r \ Date 

(~ 
.r u;, /!.(" ~ I II. -, 

- , 
Pin(- Offender Finance Office' Distribution: White - Offender Finance Office; Cana - Division of Adult Institutions; ry 



 

 

APPENDIX G 
 



INVOICE
SILLT*
TNDOC
TNDOC
320 6TH Avenue North
Nashville, TN 37243

vrc412020

rla4l2a20

INYAI*E
uAl l:
IEFh'$
BU€ OATTE

TN20?00511
11t05t2Q24
NET 1O

11t1U2024

DATT SERYICE r{ATE

480.00

667.97

AXrOUl,lT

3,840.00

5,343.76

KCL-CMPD

MID-CMPD

KCL 15% Solution 60ml cmpd. for
injection

Midazolam SOmg/ml x 5ml Cmpd for
injection

BALANCE DUE

8

8

Paip 1 *i i

QTY

$9,183.76





TO 

TN DOC 

320 6th Avenue North 

Nashvllle, TN 37243 

SALESPERSON 

Q.TY 

8.00 

8.00 

JOB 

TN DOC 

IT£Mt 

INVOICE NO. -
DATE February 11, 2020 

SFllPPINl,1 
METH Op 

DESCRl~TJOH 

SHIP TO 

SHIPPING 
TERMS 

_,_ 

KCl 15% Solution 60ml cmpd. for Injection 

Midazolam 50mglml x Sml Cmpd for lnj. 

SAME 

- -
LOT 

TOTAL DISCOUNT 

$ 

s 

PAYMEHT 
TERMS 

U~IT PRICE 

480.00 

667. 97 

SUBTOTAL 

SALES TAX 

TOTAL 

OUE OAT£ 

LINE TOTAL 

$ 3,840.00 

s 5,~3,76 

.. ·--
---- -")' :~~ 

.. __ -·· .·r'i. •c; -. ·-
~ ~ -

~;"(· 

~·- .. - _ _.,, 
- ~ -
- ·- ., l, "-

-
'·, 
·~ 

-
·' 

- -
•. -

{ -
f 

·' -
,~ 

s 9,183.76 

$ 9,183.76 



TO 

TN DOC 

320 61
h Avenue North 

Nashville, TN 37243 

SALESPERSON JOB -
QTY ITEM# 

60.00 -5.00 • 

INVOICE NO. 

DATE December 20, 2019 

SHIP TO 

SAME 

SHIPPING SHIPPING DELIVERY 
METHOD TERMS DATE 

DESCRIPTION LOT 

Midazolam Bulk API in grams • $ 

2 mEq/ml KCl for lnj 250mL • $ 

TOTAL DISCOUNT 

PAYMENT 
DUE DATE 

TERMS -
UNIT PRICE LINE TOTAL 

660.00 $ 39,600.00 

1,920.00 $ 9,600.00 

SUBTOTAL $ 49,200.00 

SALES TAX 

TOTAL $ 49,200.00 



TO 

TN DOC 

320 6th Avenue North 

Nashvflle, TN 37243 

SALESPERSON 

QTY 

4.00 

24.00 

8.00 

JOB 

TN DOC 

INVOICE NO. 

DATE December 6, 2019 

SHIP TO 

SAME 

SHIPPING SHIPPING DELIVERY 
METHOD TERMS DATE 

QESCRIPTION 

KCI 15% Solution 60ml cmpd. for Injection $ 

211. Lidocaine for Injection s 
Midazo\am 50ms/ml K 5ml Cmpd for lnj . $ 

TOTAL DISCOUNT 

PAYMENT 
DUE DATE 

TERMS 

NET10 

UNIT PRICE LINE TOTAL 

480.00 s 1,920.00 

12.00 s 288.00 

667.97 $ 5,343.76 

SUBTOTAL $ 7,551.76 
1-------1 

SALES TAX 
1--- ----1 

TOTAL $ 7,551 .76 



TO 

TN DOC 

320 6th Avenue North 

Nashville, TN 37243 

INVOICE NO. -
DATE August 7, 2019 

SHIP TO 

SAME 

l>El.IVERV 
OATE 

TOTAL DISCOUNT 

SUBTOTAL 

SALES TAX 

TOTAL 



TO 

TN DOC 

320 6th Avenue North 

Nashville, TN 37243 

DESCRIPTION 

Annual Service Fee 

INVOICE NO. -
DATE August 7, 2019 

SHIP TO 

SAME 

DUE DATE 

s 
~"'-'"""~~"'"'''"'-""'""'"" ""'"'-"'"'"''"'' __ , __ ,,, ,,, __ ,~,~-W'"~"'"'~-"''""-"'~~'"'""'"""' -~""'"'--~·-•-"'"' ,,,,, ___ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,~,~----""'" 

TOTAL DISCOUNT 

SUBTOTAL 

SALES TAX 

TOTAL 

s 



TO 

TN DOC 

320 6'h Avenue North 

Nashville, TN 37243 

! s,ALESPEIRSON 

DATE Febrwuy 26, 2019 

SHIP TO 

SHIPPING 
TERMS 

OESCRIPT!OJ-1 

Bacteriostatic watE·r 30ml 

0. 9% Sodium Chloride 1000mL 

Lactated Ringers 1000mL 

SAME 

DELIVERY 
OA'rE 

TOTAL DISCOUNT $ 

PAYMENT 
iERMSc PUE DATE 



TO 

TH DOC 

320 6th Av-enue North 

Nuhvtlle, TH 37243 

24,00 

SHIPPING 
M£THOP 

INVOICE HO. 

DA TE October ) 1, 2018 

SHIP TO 

SttlPPJHG 
ttfiMS 

SM'.E 

t>WVtRV 
DAU: 

~· ·~-· • • ~-t----«•~~~"'-~·w~"+--·-~~~~~J 

~-.. --r.----L...,_~__._____---+-------+---~ 
TOTAL DISCOUITT 

SUBTOTAL $ 16'(>3J.28 

SALES TAX 
1--------i 

TOTAL $ 16J031.l8 



TO 

TN DOC 

32.0 6th Avenue North 

NashvUle, TN 3 7243 

INVOICE HO. 

DATE August 16, 2018 

SHIP TO 

SAME 

Mldazolam SOmg/ml x Sml Cmpd for tnj. 

Vecuronfum 10rng; 10 x 10ml 

Vecuronium 10mg; 10 x 10ml 

Vecuronlum 10rng; 10 x 10ml 



TO 

T~OOC 

320 6tti Avenu$ North 

NashvUle, TN 372-43 

SHtPPU«J 
MEl'Htio 

JNVOICE NO. -
DATE July 5, 2018 

SHIP TO 

SAME 

OtUYEAY 
,·· 01\tt 

TOTAL DISCOUNT 

}' ···, 
i 

SUBiOrAL S , . 5,00o,00. 
SALES TAX 

TOTAl '$ !\,000.00 

. 

'----------' 



TO 

TH DOC 

320 6th Avenue Horth 

Ha:shvllle, TH 372.ofJ 

SALESPERSOH 

QT( 

8.00 

4.00 

4.00 

1.00 

50.00 

JOB 

IHVOICE HO. 

DATE Oecernber 28, 2017 

SHIP TO 

METHOD TERMS 

SAME 

O!:LIVERY 
DATE 

PAYMENT 
TERMS DU~ DATE SHIPPIHG.~ S.H. IPPIHG 

. ......-....~~~-~~~~~~-~--~~~~~! 

,,.,....;.~---- ~~~---~"-·-·-',.,..--------'"--··~--~~·'---···~~··~-,, 

DESCRJPTIOH 

Mldazolam 5mg/ml; 10 x Sml 

Vecuronlum 1omg; 10 x 10ml 
-----"--..,..,,...·· 

Sterile Water for lnject1on 

I 
I . 

UNIT PRICE 

750.00 

750.00 s 

LIHETOTAL 

6,000.00 

3,000.00 

$ 100.00 s '400.00 

: --~~:H---,~;ia~ 

TOT AL DISCOUHT I $ 1,783.ool 

SUBTOTAL' $ 13,650.00 

SALES rAXI 
TOTALI $ 13,650.00 



TO 

TN DOC 
320 6th Avenue Horth 

Hashvill•, TH 372,.3 

Q.TY 

4.00 

1.00 

1.00 

JOB 

IHVOICE NO. 

DATE December H, 2017 

SHIP TO 

SHlPPIHG 
METHOD 

SHIPPING 
TERMS 

DE.S.CRUtflOH 

Mfdazolarn 5mg/ml; 10 x 5ml 

ecuronlum 10mg; 10 x 10ml 

Vecuronlum 10mg; 10 x 10ml 

SAME 

DELIVERY 
DATE 

PAYMEHT 
n:R.MS 

UNIT PRICE 

750.00 

750.00 

750.00 

s 
$ 

$ 

DUE DATE: 

LIHETOTAL 

3,000.00 

]!i0.00 

/50.00 

-~-·-f,,'c~ 

---··-··-··-~F=~ 

TOTAL DISCOUHT I s 

r -· 

I 
2,250.00 J 

SU8TOT/d.,I · $ 

SALES T-\X 

roT,\LI s 

4,500.00 

-4,500.00 



TO 

THOOC 

HO 61fy AYtJ.hiJ,o Hor.th 
Hashvtll~, TH l71A3 

StJfPPlhG 
-~oo 

lNVOlCt HO; 

DA1't 

SHIP TO 

:'n~t Fund 

-+~---~------- - ,._. L ~·-· --·~ ... -- __ ., 
I 

fOT, .. L ()l'..(lHJ!lT ··-s· ·-·--1··.,·c-0~ i=~ 
SU010TAL! $ 

l 

5P.LE$ TAX! 

ronu s 

Rivrrt~<r:d }~.+narHd:: ~'-?(.4.:u~~ij fnft~H.rH011 



TO 

THOOC 
320 6th Avenue Horth 

Nashvllle, TN 37243 

SALESPERSOH 

Q.TY 

1~-~~--~---·--

INVOICE HO. 

DATE November 1, 2017 

SHIP TO 

SHIPPING 
Mm!Ot> 

SH.JPPING 
TERMS 

Mldazolam Smg/ml; 10 x Sml 

Vecuronlum 10mg; 10 x 10mL 

SAME 

DELIVERY 
DATE 

PAYMENT 
TERMS 

DUE DATE 

LIH! TOTAL 

750.00 $ 6~000.00 
~~-

750.00 $ 3,000.00 

$ --·.,----·-1------

I 
r0:r~i- 01scouHT -rs' 1,500.00 

9,ooo.oo I 

TOTAl 9,000.00 



iO 

niooc 
3 20 6u. AVQl"IU<t }forth 

HMh"'ilt•, rn )7143 

JOO SHl~PIHG 
MtrHOb 

itNOICt'. HO. 

01\Tt OCt~r 26, 2017 

SHIP TO 
SAME 

Ol:lil~Wy ~~I~ 
~--....,..,..~----=-+-"'*-"''"""' _ _.._._,,~~~· . .:-ww-.. -. ... ~ ........................... ~'i-""-l-~-~·••"-· <.•w""-''~ 

f on' m:M.# J_~- OEStRUmo}l 

li··~-·-·-·-· .J

2 

.. oo00~ f-Mldazol1m 5mg/ml; 19 x 5·ml 
Vecuroolum 10m§i; 10 x 1bn\L 11500,QO I + - .-.-----h--i-~--·-·"'-N-· -· 

[-:-=-~ ~~1 _ · l Pot;;;i~nl-~lorlde 2hiiq1m• • l(>nl [~----· ---•---~- >t, 15-0.Ql) 
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Page 1 of 23Wyandotte Murder/Homicide Case Attorneys and Experts Paid After 1/1/2014

Case Client

"C" indicates known Capital Case          Blank Capital not indicated in BIDSsmart

WY16CV396 RICHARD T POWELL

Erickson, Debera A $2,031.002/4/2019 60-1501 or 60-1507
WY17CR871 21-5503ORLANDO TAYLOR

Sedgwick, Philip R $5,807.5011/22/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Flesher, Mitchell $625.003/8/2019PS Psych Services (Sex Offen

$105.002/7/2020

$102.0012/7/2023P50

WYANDOTTE COUNTY, T $75.008/5/2021EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

Wyandotte County, Unified $15.0010/6/2022EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

BRADY, TAMARA A $3,803.731/5/2024EW Generic Expert or WitnessP50

MURRIE, DANIEL CLAYT $5,118.7511/23/2021EW Generic Expert or WitnessP50

OBRIEN, SEAN D $1,905.5010/14/2022EW Generic Expert or WitnessP50

SPROUT VALERIE K $1,500.003/25/2022EW Generic Expert or WitnessP50

THOMPSON, MIKAH K $3,348.509/2/2022EW Generic Expert or WitnessP50

ROGERS GIMEL $25,893.7512/22/2023FO Forensic TestingP50

Bustamante, Yolanda $1,750.002/2/2024IT Interpreter/TranslatorP50

GARDNER, SARA/INTERP $3,763.453/8/2024IT Interpreter/TranslatorP50

CLS Mitigation & Consulting $2,250.009/8/2023MI Mitigation Services/Jury IP50

COMMUNITY RESOURCE $136,981.614/26/2024MI Mitigation Services/Jury IP50

GAUDET MICHELLE REG $25,309.135/17/2024MI Mitigation Services/Jury IP50

Data File Technologies, LLC $53.761/24/2020MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

Kansas Hospital, University $28.007/22/2020MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

VITAL RECORDS HOLDIN $46.351/12/2023MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

DURRETT, CHRISTINE $2,850.006/24/2022PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

GUDINO PHD, OMAR $2,867.501/7/2022PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

JACKSON, YOLANDA $5,850.007/21/2023PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

ROGERS GIMEL $15,458.518/18/2023PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

WITCHER, LISA A $3,150.006/16/2021PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

PRATT, STACI J $5,889.1111/5/2021WV Witness/Victim ExpenseP50

Flesher, Mitchell
C WY19CR1144 HUGO VILLANUEVA MORALES 

P50 EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (P FRAFRANNCCIISCSCO,O, T 

  Evidence Copies/Tapes (P JJOOHNSON HNSON COUNTCOUNTY SY SHERHER

WYANDOTTE COUNTY, T

Wyandotte County, Unified

BRADY, TAMARA A

MURRIE, DANIEL CLAYT

OBRIEN, SEAN D

SPROUT VALERIE K

THOMPSON, MIKAH K

ROGERS GIMEL

Bustamante, Yolanda

GARDNER, SARA/INTERP

CLS Mitigation & Consulting

COMMUNITY RESOURCE 

GAUDET MICHELLE REG

Data File Technologies, LLC

Kansas Hospital, University 

VITAL RECORDS HOLDIN

DURRETT, CHRISTINE

GUDINO PHD, OMAR

JACKSON, YOLANDA

ROGERS GIMEL

WITCHER, LISA A

PRATT, STACI J



 Expert AmountLast PaidType KSA      Offense      2nd KSA

Page 2 of 23Wyandotte Murder/Homicide Case Attorneys and Experts Paid After 1/1/2014
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"C" indicates known Capital Case          Blank Capital not indicated in BIDSsmart

Capital murder.
WY06CR1962 21-3439FREDRICK DOUGLAS 21-3401

Erickson, Debera A $218.5011/21/2016 Probation Violation

Erickson, Debera A $1,252.403/24/2015 Motion to Correct
WY15CR235 21-3439Dyron King

Erickson, Debera A $21,101.305/2/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Highland, Michael G $4,749.333/15/2018 Criminal appeal
WY16CR355 21-3439C Curtis R Ayers

National Medical Services In $657.006/27/2016DA Drug/Alcohol EvaluationsP50

National Medical Services In $110.0010/6/2016DM Defense Attorney MaterialP50

CIOX Health LLC $1,695.057/27/2016MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

National Medical Services In

National Medical Services In

CIOX Health LLC
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Wyandotte Murder/Homicide Case Attorneys and Experts Paid After 1/1/2014
"C" indicates known Capital Case     Blank Capital not indicated in BIDSsmart

WY18CR640 21-5401C ANTOINE FIELDER 21-5402

WARHURST MARTIN D $39,478.503/22/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem

WARHURST, MARTIN D $60,240.002/18/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

URBANIK, JULIE LYNN $9,900.007/14/2023CV Change of Venue Survey P50

BELL DARLYN K $2,250.005/3/2024DM Defense Attorney MaterialP50

BELL, DARLYN K $6,827.508/18/2023DM Defense Attorney MaterialP50

ANCESTRY $68.9512/8/2022DN DNA Test/AnalysisP50

BAYSINGER POLICE SUP $245.486/9/2023EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

Dazey, Jeff $30.002/24/2021EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

Isaacsen, Cindy L $100.006/11/2021EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

Kansas Office of Vital Statist $145.0012/8/2022EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

Kinkos, Fed Ex/Fed Ex Kink $96.363/2/2023EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

WYANDOTTE COUNTY, T $85.003/3/2021EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

REISBERG, DANIEL $2,200.0012/22/2023EW Generic Expert or WitnessP50

ELM GROVE PARTNERS $875.007/1/2022FC Forensic Services ComputP50

Johnson, Jennifer Lynn/Johns $10,895.0010/27/2022FO Forensic TestingP50

CLS Mitigation & Consulting $40,026.414/26/2024MI Mitigation Services/Jury IP50

Lab Corp $45.0010/18/2019MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

PRIME HEALTHCARE SE $6.508/3/2018MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

Wolfes Camera Shops Inc $288.6210/18/2019PP Photo Processing (PD)P50

JACKSON, YOLANDA $11,525.787/21/2023PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

LAMPINEN, JAMES M $6,336.004/12/2024PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

MCGARRAHAN, ANTOIN $11,484.748/4/2023PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

MENDEL PHD PC, MATTH $16,450.113/22/2024PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

SWANSON, LISA A $1,325.002/22/2019PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

WITCHER LISA A $12,200.004/26/2024PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

WITCHER, LISA A $24,275.009/8/2023PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

WY19CR1145 21-5401C JAVIER ALATORRE

WARHURST MARTIN D $8,913.003/8/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem

WARHURST, MARTIN D $21,465.003/25/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY14CR1226 21-3439BRUCE T SHOCKLEY 21-5402

Carney, Richard L $1,333.006/25/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Spies, James L $4,959.739/29/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Ratliff, Bascom/Associates at $1,700.009/29/2016PS Psych Services (Sex Offen Ratliff, Bascom/Associates at
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WY15CR234 21-3439CECIL MEGGERSON

Spies, James L $11,256.104/13/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Leiker, Jeffrey C $8,857.5012/26/2017 Criminal appeal
WY15CR236 21-3439CHARLES D BOWSER 21-5401

RICHMAN, BRETT $17,122.128/16/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $3,479.006/11/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SEXTON, MICHAEL L./Sex $4,724.522/22/2016 Robbery/Agg Robbery
WY17CR477 21-5401JASON TUCKER

SOKOLOFF, JESSICA $900.509/1/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Wyandotte County, Unified $10.003/5/2018EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

CIOX Health LLC $43.008/23/2017MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

Kansas Hospital, University $25.008/23/2017MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

WYANDOTTE COUNTY, T $38.008/30/2017MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

WOLFES CAMERA SHOPS $69.313/2/2018PP Photo Processing (PD)P50

WY23CR447 21-5401CORNELL LANCE JONES JR

BAKER, SEAN $3,360.001/2/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Murder in the first degree.
WY15CR779 21-5402CHRIS E LEWIS II

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $4,083.6110/9/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Dunn, William F $861.002/8/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Cuevas, Christopher $280.0010/4/2016 Material Witness

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $2,539.7710/19/2017PI Private Investigator
WY20CR1 21-3401C ISMAEL CABALLERO

EL PASO COUNTY CLERK $0.006/3/2021EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

National Medical Services In $574.002/28/2020FO Forensic TestingP50

Terrell, Cynthia J. $480.006/3/2020IT Interpreter/TranslatorP50

PRIME HEALTHCARE SE $6.502/28/2020MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

WITCHER, LISA A $7,650.004/14/2021PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

WY01CR302 21-3401JIBRI LIU KINTE BURNETT

Spies, James L $2,983.685/18/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Harman, Kent M/Genetic Tec $1,851.795/17/2016FO Forensic Testing
WY01CR974 21-3401CHRISTOPHER M TROTTER

ALSOBROOK, LUKE HOF $1,966.388/27/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem
21-3401WY03CR2018 ANDRES ESPARZA

Dent, Paul M $591.009/1/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Wyandotte County, Unified 

CIOX Health LLC

Kansas Hospital, University 

WYANDOTTE COUNTY, T

WOLFES CAMERA SHOPS

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 

EL PASO COUNTY CLERK

National Medical Services In

Terrell, Cynthia J.

PRIME HEALTHCARE SE

WITCHER, LISA A

Harman, Kent M/Genetic Tec

C
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WY04CR287 21-3401PATRICK ANGELO JR

Erickson, Debera A $1,300.0012/30/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Sedgwick, Philip R $372.003/24/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Highland, Michael G $583.321/7/2015 Criminal appeal

Patty, Kristen $252.006/17/2022 Criminal appeal
WY06CR134 21-3402MARLON DWANE SHEPPARD 21-3402

Dunn, William F $784.002/26/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Wells, Gerald $1,298.8010/31/2018 Criminal appeal

Wells, Gerald $191.908/2/2019 Petition for Review
WY07CR637 21-3401TOMMY MACKEY

Dupree, Timothy L/Law Offi $8,815.202/10/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY08CR1604 21-3401RICKEY MARKS

DESCH, JOSEPH A $395.958/16/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SCIOLARO, KYLE H/SCIO $843.6010/23/2015 60-1501 or 60-1507

DESCH, JOSEPH A $7,717.4010/4/2021 Criminal appeal

DESCH, JOSEPH A $182.0012/29/2022 Petition for Review
WY08CR594 21-3401OLIN L COONES

Decoursey, Robert A $620.003/4/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY09CR274 21-3401CEDRIC WARREN

BOONE, CLINE I $112.5010/22/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BOONE, CLINE I $481.003/17/2016 Motion to Correct
WY09CR275 21-3401DOMINIC MOORE

Zimmerman, W Frederick $7,363.914/27/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Wells, Gerald $1,312.0110/5/2017 Criminal appeal
WY10CR130 21-3401AARON CLAY

Decoursey, Robert A $589.003/4/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY11CR1137 21-5402JEALONI EMON DANIELS

Spies, James L $1,693.041/10/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY11CR1167 21-5402DONALD HAYGOOD

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $4,538.4010/8/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Mintz, Stanley I/Stanley I Mi $1,000.007/20/2015PS Psych Services (Sex Offen
WY11CR1490 21-5402CHICO M KELLEY JR

KLEIN, RICHARD P $3,375.0812/29/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Mintz, Stanley I/Stanley I Mi
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WY11CR1575 21-5402LEE QUINCY HILL

Martin, Francis G $2,008.801/17/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Sedgwick, Philip R $2,590.8512/12/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY12CR1166 21-5403LORENZO PULLIAM 21-5403

Highland, Michael G $3,061.584/10/2014 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY12CR1315 21-5402MICHAEL McKEEHAN

Allen, Joshua K/Joshua K. Al $2,877.075/1/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY12CR1316 21-5402DANIEL BARLETT

Dent, Paul M $12,606.176/6/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY12CR1460 21-5402BOBBY E HALE

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $11,222.001/23/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY12CR1610 21-5402HOWARD HICKMAN

Duma, John M $9,583.603/31/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $5,239.0010/28/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Cellular Forensics $3,312.502/24/2016FC Forensic Services Comput

Cellular Forensics $875.006/23/2015FO Forensic Testing

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $1,031.042/24/2016PI Private Investigator
WY12CR594 21-5402ERIC CLAY

LUBOW, CRAIG A $468.003/23/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $9,262.806/18/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY12CR628 21-5402GUSTIN C BROWNLEE

Colgan, James P/Colgan Law $2,638.666/25/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY12CR767 21-5402TIMOTHY WARREN WEBB

Alexander, Steven D $5,647.3112/23/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

HAMILTON, REBECCA $3,106.201/9/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $1,067.653/11/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

DESCH, JOSEPH A $3,175.754/28/2021 Criminal appeal

Dunn, William F $3,499.302/15/2016 Criminal appeal

Dunn, William F $1,225.009/7/2017 Petition for Review
WY13CR1043 21-5402LEE EDWARD WILLIAMS

Allen, Joshua K/Joshua K. Al $824.601/17/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BOONE, CLINE I $7,324.487/25/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Dent, Paul M $5,136.708/21/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CR1124 21-5402CHARLES CARVIN

Leiker, Jeffrey C $3,434.804/10/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Cellular Forensics

Cellular Forensics

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 
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WY13CR1355 21-3401ERIC HALL

Zimmerman, W Frederick $3,868.804/10/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CR215 21-5402TIN CIN

Carney, Richard L $4,718.108/12/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CR235 21-5402DEANDRE HARRIS

Leiker, Jeffrey C $9,541.8010/14/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CR236 21-5402DeAARION POTTS

Erickson, Debera A $9,498.2311/25/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Erickson, Debera A $189.0011/21/2016 Sentencing Appeal
WY13CR250 21-5402KENNETH F COX

Dent, Paul M $5,205.401/15/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CR421 21-5402DARRELL L BROXTON 21-5403

Dent, Paul M $10,969.016/12/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Dupree, Timothy L/Law Offi $6,952.501/27/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Dent, Paul M $1,208.009/10/2020 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY13CR47 21-5402MARCUS BUTLER

Allen, Joshua K $3,968.4612/5/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

DESCH, JOSEPH A $3,123.708/16/2021 Criminal appeal

Patty, Kristen $601.605/25/2022 Criminal appeal
WY13CR614 21-5402SHERRICK A SIMS

Zimmerman, W Frederick $6,317.807/1/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CR618 21-5402TIARA N HARDEN

Erickson, Debera A $2,551.484/3/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CR629 21-3401DOMINIC CLARK 21-5403

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $6,838.605/16/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Highland, Michael G $945.4810/21/2014 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY13CRC737 21-5402VERNON TRAVIS

Allen, Joshua K/Joshua K. Al $1,177.186/5/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY13CV1433 21-3401RICKEY MARKS

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $1,125.004/19/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Alexander, Steven D $700.005/9/2018 60-1501 or 60-1507

Tahirkheli, Razmi M/TAHIR $2,188.0010/25/2019 60-1501 or 60-1507

STEWART, CHERYL ANN $713.006/10/2014 Civil Appeal

Wells, Gerald $391.778/20/2015 Civil Appeal
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WY14CR1188 21-5402GEORGE D LINGENFELSER

RICHMAN, BRETT/BRETT $7,350.003/14/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SEXTON, MICHAEL L./Sex $1,852.167/10/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Tomlinson, Bruce/BruBec L $4,377.412/24/2016PI Private Investigator
WY14CR345 21-5402DEANDREA JAMAR GOODWIN

Zimmerman, W Frederick $2,108.4011/13/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY14CR381 21-3401LEOPOLDO LUNA BUSTILLOS

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $93.007/22/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY14CR382 21-5402JOSHUA DIAZ

Erickson, Debera A $5,023.3912/29/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY15CR1045 21-5402MICHAEL JONES

Duma, John M $13,464.055/17/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Zimmerman, W Frederick $504.003/12/2018 Robbery/Agg Robbery

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $1,438.206/21/2017PI Private Investigator
WY15CR1073 21-5402HEATHER JONES

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $9,614.174/12/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY15CR241 21-5402ANTONIO ALEXANDER MCGEE

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $2,137.845/26/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $1,338.966/16/2016PI Private Investigator

Ratliff, Bascom/Associates at $950.001/19/2016PS Psych Services (Sex Offen
WY15CR28 21-5402WARREN RICHARDSON

Duma, John M $8,128.507/11/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $1,481.302/24/2016PI Private Investigator
WY15CR291 21-5402SCOTTIE E LINDSAY

SEXTON, MICHAEL L./Sex $5,910.293/17/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY15CR506 21-5402JAMAL L WHITEHEAD

Spies, James L $1,439.906/13/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Erickson, Debera A $260.006/9/2016 Material Witness
WY15CR521 21-5402DWIGHT WOOLRIDGE

Spies, James L $434.319/28/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY15CR636 21-5402CUNG HNIN

STEWART, CHERYL ANN $12,940.0011/28/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 

Ratliff, Bascom/Associates at

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 

Tomlinson, Bruce/BruBec L
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WY15CR654 21-5402ANTOINE RAMON FIELDER

Duma, John M $11,027.334/5/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SEXTON, MICHAEL L./Sex $5,715.0010/19/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Daniel, Larry E/Guardian Di $1,625.005/24/2017FC Forensic Services Comput
WY15CR676 21-5402TORRY JOHNSON

Allen, Joshua K $1,264.9312/16/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY15CR706 21-3401JASON RUCKER

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $7,387.8012/17/2015 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Leiker, Jeffrey C $3,885.0012/26/2017 Criminal appeal

WY15CR731 21-5402WILLIE E PARKER

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $1,012.418/24/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Erickson, Debera A $7,970.518/14/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Lewis, Vernon E $4,445.008/10/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Flesher, Mitchell $1,087.506/21/2017PS Psych Services (Sex Offen
WY15CR966 21-5402KIMBERLY CHANTE WINN

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $1,600.0011/29/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $140.001/17/2018 Probation Violation
WY16CR1019 21-5402FILIBERTO ESPINOZA

BOONE, CLINE I $6,852.006/11/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

DESCH, JOSEPH A $6,285.855/17/2024 Criminal appeal
WY16CR1020 21-5402MICHAEL ADAMS JR

Erickson, Debera A $17,150.014/23/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Private Digital Investigators, $2,170.005/31/2018PI Private Investigator
WY16CR1062 21-5402TYRONE D HAMILTON

SEXTON, MICHAEL L./Sex $2,743.803/5/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR143 21-5402Jennifer Marie COOPER

BOONE, CLINE I $2,529.601/9/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Barnett, Robert W/ROBERT $1,800.0011/29/2016PS Psych Services (Sex Offen
WY16CR226 21-5402ISAIAH BUTLER 21-5403

Aylward-Kalb, Patricia K $745.0012/21/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Spies, James L $926.121/26/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Daniel, Larry E/Guardian Di

Flesher, Mitchell

Private Digital Investigators, 

Barnett, Robert W/ROBERT
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WY16CR293 21-3401MELVIN L SHIELDS

Cuevas, Christopher $5,663.565/10/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Dent, Paul M $23,252.0012/3/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $315.003/6/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Ron Smith & Associates, Inc $600.006/13/2019CS Crime Scene Analysis (Fin

Harman, Kent M/Genetic Tec $9,840.002/14/2019FO Forensic Testing

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $3,139.573/8/2019PI Private Investigator
21-3401WY16CV388 CHATHA TATUM

Martin, Francis G $896.005/25/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Erickson, Debera A $703.2511/21/2016 Burglary/Agg Burglary

Spies, James L $1,211.003/8/2017 Civil Appeal

Wells, Gerald $152.1811/14/2016 Civil Appeal
WY16CR492 21-5402CARLOS ANTONIO GALLEGOS

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $7,015.268/14/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR494 21-5402LAURENCE C FRAZIER JR

Allen, Joshua K $1,015.005/2/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR525 21-5402Jamaal Lewis

WARHURST, MARTIN D $23,640.0011/30/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Kinkos, Fed Ex/Fed Ex Kink $191.9510/6/2016DM Defense Attorney MaterialP50

Social Security Administratio $44.0010/12/2016DM Defense Attorney MaterialP50

USD 500 Wyandotte, Special $156.608/17/2016DM Defense Attorney MaterialP50

Wyandotte County, Unified $35.008/30/2018EV Evidence Copies/Tapes (PP50

Harman, Kent M/Genetic Tec $6,406.8111/9/2018FO Forensic TestingP50

Kinkos, Fed Ex/Fed Ex Kink $283.8910/27/2016MI Mitigation Services/Jury IP50

PRIME HEALTHCARE SE $6.506/15/2018MR Medical Records PurchaseP50

WOLFES CAMERA SHOPS $8.613/2/2018PP Photo Processing (PD)P50

Hutchinson, Marilyn A/Hutc $20,379.962/8/2019PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

Mintz, Stanley I/Stanley I Mi $1,500.001/27/2017PS Psych Services (Sex OffenP50

WY16CR729 21-5402KAVON JONES

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $1,347.704/3/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR730 21-5402DADRIAN T JONES

MARTIN, PATRICK J/MAR $1,484.0012/21/2016 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR731 21-5402MARCO MCELWEE

Allen, Joshua K $1,829.187/3/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Ron Smith & Associates, Inc

Harman, Kent M/Genetic Tec

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 

Kinkos, Fed Ex/Fed Ex Kink

Social Security Administratio

USD 500 Wyandotte, Special

Wyandotte County, Unified

Harman, Kent M/Genetic Tec

Kinkos, Fed Ex/Fed Ex Kink

PRIME HEALTHCARE SE

WOLFES CAMERA SHOPS

Hutchinson, Marilyn A/Hutc

Mintz, Stanley I/Stanley I Mi

C
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WY16CR934 21-5402ANTOINE RAY RUCKER SR

RICHMAN, BRETT $2,561.0010/4/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR945 21-5402DEVONDRE L SANDERS

Spies, James L $4,160.4012/26/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR946 21-5402SIERRA M MITCHELL

Simon, Judy L $4,049.231/3/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Zimmerman, W Fredrick $1,415.005/13/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CR965 21-5402EDIN H GOMEZ GAVARRETE

SEXTON, MICHAEL L./Sex $1,725.744/25/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY16CV640 21-3401DONALD CURLIZZ YOUNG

Patty, Kristen $620.005/25/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Wells, Gerald $976.3012/11/2017 Criminal appeal

ALSOBROOK, LUKE HOF $1,767.5012/13/2019 Civil Appeal

HUNTER, MICHAEL C/MI $3,431.501/28/2019 Civil Appeal
WY17CR1064 21-5402ZACHARY TYLER SMITH

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $3,200.009/26/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR119 21-5402JEFFREY W PLATT JR

Dunn, William F $22,874.703/29/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BOONE, CLINE I $903.006/6/2018 Material Witness

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $1,963.155/4/2018PI Private Investigator
WY17CR1197 21-5402ZAI DRIOYNE LOVELLE CARTER

Cuevas, Christopher $1,071.003/21/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR1287 21-5402DOMINIC E MCGEE

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $3,818.6011/19/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR1337 21-5402G ANTE D BUTLER

RICHMAN, BRETT $3,230.377/23/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR1351 21-5402KEVYN LOPEZ

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $1,600.0012/22/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR1356 21-5402TIMOTHY S JONES

Carney, Richard L $1,435.0010/22/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

RICHMAN, BRETT $90.009/26/2018 Material Witness
WY17CR244 21-5402DEANDRE MATHIS

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $700.004/26/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 
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WY17CR266 21-5402SAMUEL C ROARK III

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $10,710.001/8/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BOONE, CLINE I $734.006/6/2018 Material Witness
WY17CR282 21-5402VICTOR VELASCO

RICHMAN, BRETT $2,687.007/2/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR283 21-5402JOSE RAMIREZ PARILLA

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $10,815.009/17/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR476 21-5402ERIEN N KNOX

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $4,108.509/25/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR614 21-5402TYRONE HAMILTON

RICHMAN, BRETT $5,576.7412/19/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

CADDELL, CHRISTY M $1,307.491/30/2019 Material Witness

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $1,290.003/12/2019 Material Witness

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $140.001/17/2018 Material Witness
WY17CR616 21-5402ZAI DRIOYNE LOVELLE CARTER

Cuevas, Christopher $2,688.003/21/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BOONE, CLINE I $147.006/6/2018 Material Witness
WY17CR65 21-5402MAURICE W HALL JR

Aylward-Kalb, Patricia K $352.457/5/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $4,242.0011/13/2017 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR745 21-5402DORIAN RICHARDSON

LUBOW, CRAIG A $1,443.007/2/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY17CR875 21-5402TREMAYNE LOUIS QUINN

Spies, James L $1,455.005/3/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR186 21-5402JOSHUA OWENS

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $1,711.6911/1/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR365 21-5402MONDALE LEON DOUGLAS

RICHMAN, BRETT $6,121.007/1/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem

ROOK, JOEL $9,834.007/27/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR383 21-5402KEITH MCDONALD

Spies, James L $903.601/6/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem

MANN, CHRISTOPHER/M $897.002/20/2019 Batter/Agg Battery/Dome

Cuevas, Christopher $540.007/18/2019 Material Witness
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WY18CR4 21-5402DENIS ALFARO

RICHMAN, BRETT $12,720.1412/26/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR492 21-5402TIMOTHY R WHITTINGTON JR

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $1,700.007/17/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR639 21-5402TYSHEDRA JENICE MITCHELL

LAMB, CHARLES D $1,700.0011/7/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR7 21-5402JEREMY LEE COMSTOCK

BAKER, SEAN $1,254.0012/4/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR818 21-5402NICHOLAS SCOTT MAGEE

Dunn, William F $6,409.502/14/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY18CR899 21-5402KALEN MICHAEL MOCK 21-5403

RICHMAN, BRETT $9,312.151/13/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem

GORMAN, JEROME $1,418.007/19/2021 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

DESCH, JOSEPH A $4,264.958/29/2023 60-1501 or 60-1507

DESCH, JOSEPH A $1,233.652/20/2024 Petition for Review

WY19CR1108 21-5402NICOLE ARLENE JAMES

GORMAN, JEROME $1,360.008/17/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem

WY19CR1268 21-5402CODY THOMAS WILSON

Erickson, Debera A $2,687.001/13/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem

WY19CR806 21-5402JERMELLE ANDRE LAMONT BYERS

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $12,110.008/24/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY19CR82 21-5402CARLISLE R HERVEY

Erickson, Debera A $1,720.008/5/2019 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY19CR826 21-3401JOSHUA SHANE DYKES

Aylward-Kalb, Patricia K $892.003/18/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY19CR953 21-5402TOBIAS WOMACK

DUMA, MICHAEL $6,934.009/12/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem
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WY19CR972 21-5402PATRICK ANTHONY TUCKER

ALSOBROOK, LUKE HOF $2,971.506/24/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem

DUMA, MICHAEL $1,072.003/4/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR123 21-3401LUIS ALFONSO SALAZAR VILLEDA

BOONE, CLINE I $144.004/9/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR134 21-5402GARY A WINTERS

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $2,404.005/4/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR139 21-5402LACRICIA LEAK MYERS

GORMAN, JEROME $344.008/17/2020 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR188 21-5402DERRICK WHITTINGTON

Dent, Paul M $5,859.5010/25/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Flesher, Mitchell $1,312.509/15/2022PS Psych Services (Sex Offen
WY20CR268 21-5402ETHAN MATTHEW RIDINGS

RIVERA, VINCENT JAME $8,044.249/29/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR298 21-5402TIRRELL STUART

RICHMAN, BRETT $8,554.005/26/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR319 21-5402RENO MIGUEL VALDEZ

Erickson, Debera A $8,396.003/16/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L $1,734.925/20/2022PI Private Investigator
WY20CR365 21-5402ARON L LOONEY III

Spies, James L $3,393.414/15/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Flesher, Mitchell $1,062.506/1/2023PS Psych Services (Sex Offen

WY20CR388 21-5402SADIE NICOLE COOK

Sedgwick, Philip R $840.005/12/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR400 21-5402TAQEE J BARNES

ALSOBROOK, LUKE HOF $1,324.648/18/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Erickson, Debera A $10,661.7110/12/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem

RICHMAN, BRETT $2,252.002/19/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR453 21-5402HOWARD J JANSEN III

Spies, James L $10,586.555/18/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L $1,878.306/23/2022PI Private Investigator

Flesher, Mitchell

Flesher, Mitchell

BRUNT, EDWARD L

BRUNT, EDWARD L
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WY20CR454 21-5402JACQULYN A KIRKPATRICK

Erickson, Debera A $10,579.002/11/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR544 21-5402CHRISTOPHER M WILLIAMS

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $2,384.002/11/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $1,195.802/15/2021PI Private Investigator
WY20CR545 21-5402DAVID ANTHONY WRIGHT

GORMAN, JEROME $802.007/19/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY20CR603 21-5403ALAN GONZALEZ TOLEDANO 21-5403

Erickson, Debera A $1,700.001/7/2021 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $528.005/27/2021 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY20CV247 910DONALD HAYGOOD

DESCH, JOSEPH A $232.0010/10/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

DESCH, JOSEPH A $588.701/20/2022 Petition for Review

DESCH, JOSEPH A $3,907.908/16/2021 Civil Appeal
WY21CR1065 21-5402JOSE DAVID TARRACINO

GORMAN, JEROME $3,980.0010/10/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

WY21CR1301 21-5402MARQUEZ LYONS

Allen, Joshua K $950.005/26/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY21CR1399 21-5402MYRON D MAYES

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $895.006/1/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY21CR1452 21-5402KAYAUN MICHAEL LEE

Erickson, Debera A $9,447.214/12/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Allen, Joshua K $450.003/30/2022 Firearms
WY21CR306 21-5402JESSE ACOSTA

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $2,248.004/7/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY21CR319 21-5402MIGUEL ANGEL PIZARRO

LAMB, CHARLES D $1,608.0012/8/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY21CR320 21-5402BRIAN ALEJANDRO PIZZARO

Erickson, Debera A $6,684.0010/11/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY21CR356 21-5402CURTIS KING LEE STACKER

GORMAN, JEROME $9,878.002/13/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 
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WY21CR495 21-5402JAMES EDWARD MERRITT JR

Erickson, Debera A $15,669.327/1/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY21CR710 21-5402QUADARIUS SEAN MURRAY

Erickson, Debera A $5,742.0010/17/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY22CR1229 21-5402DAIJON ESTELL

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $2,149.894/22/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY22CR1311 21-5402MIGUEL FLORES

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J $942.006/2/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY22CR1421 21-5402ALVARO R LOZANO JR

LAMB, CHARLES D $1,164.0012/8/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY22CR177 21-5402DANIEL GARRETT VANBEBBER

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $6,000.0011/14/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

RICHMAN, BRETT $3,866.0012/15/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem
21-5402WY23CR300081  DURAYLE DESHON TRIMAINE JACKSON

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $522.003/19/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY23CR361 21-5402MIGUEL VILLA

ZENTNER, ADAM YORK $232.387/3/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem

WY81CR1604 21-3401RICKEY MARKS

RIVERA, VINCENT JAME $617.0012/19/2018 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY91CR152 21-3401JOSEPH M FARMER

Dent, Paul M $303.8010/17/2014 1st Degree Murder/Attem

Dent, Paul M $343.0011/15/2017 Annual Insanity Review

Murder in the second degree.
WY01CR2008 21-3402 SAM JONES

Sedgwick, Philip R $372.002/23/2015 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY06CR1963 21-3402NOLDEN GARNER 21-3401

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $657.2011/19/2014 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $110.509/19/2016 Criminal appeal
WY12CR1345 21-5403LAMARIO STAYTON

Dent, Paul M $16,388.2311/6/2014 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
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WY12CR412 21-5403STEVAUGNO BROWN

Leiker, Jeffrey C $6,200.008/12/2014 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Wells, Gerald $1,296.564/12/2017 Criminal appeal

Wells, Gerald $161.9010/5/2017 Petition for Review
WY14CR174 21-5403NICHOLAS COLLINS

Spies, James L $5,220.585/1/2015 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

ROOK, JOEL/JOEL ROOK $1,185.169/9/2014 Robbery/Agg Robbery

Spies, James L $98.007/19/2017 Robbery/Agg Robbery
WY14CR754 21-5403SHAUN E MOTON

Lamb, Charles D $1,830.502/8/2016 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY14CR762 21-5403LUIS HERNANDEZ

Duma, John M $1,240.003/24/2015 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY14CR913 21-5403COREY S METCALF

Aylward-Kalb, Patricia K $1,400.005/22/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Simon, Judy L $3,583.0711/3/2016 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Williams, Christopher R $1,436.178/17/2015 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY15CR1084 21-5403KEYAUN MICHELLE LEE

Cuevas, Christopher $149.501/21/2016 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY15CR121 21-5403ANDREW M FARISH

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $4,589.259/19/2016 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY15CR230 21-5403LAKORRI M TERRY

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $2,633.304/13/2016 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY15CR231 21-5403DEMARKUS M CAMPBELL DONNELL

Cuevas, Christopher $4,679.508/9/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY15CR8 21-5403FAUSTINO SALAZAR

Zimmerman, W Frederick $322.834/28/2015 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY15CR965 21-5403LADARRIOUS RASHAUD WHITE

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $924.687/18/2016 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY16CR511 21-5403TYRONE M WESSON

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $7,277.206/2/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY16CR801 21-5403JAMON MARSHALL

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $4,133.504/12/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Young, Thomas W/Heartland $1,200.004/13/2018FP Forensic Pathologist/Auto Young, Thomas W/Heartland
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WY16CR802 21-5403JAMAUL HOLMES

Aylward-Kalb, Patricia K $1,493.548/1/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY16CR835 21-5403RAYMOND J RUCKER

Dent, Paul M $371.0012/21/2016 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Spies, James L $3,823.4910/19/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY16CR837 21-5403PERRON COLEMAN

BOONE, CLINE I $2,140.006/6/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $1,400.008/30/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR1262 21-5403PEDRO ANGEL RIVERA

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $1,400.007/12/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR407 21-5403ENEMENCIO CORMANO LANSDOWN JR

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $5,901.003/5/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR456 21-5403KERRY TYLER TILGHMAN

Highland, Michael G $1,890.0410/23/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Lamb, Charles D $4,064.367/2/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR458 21-5403SERGIO FAVELA

BOONE, CLINE I $1,672.0012/28/2017 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR646 21-5403CLARENCE KELLUM

Erickson, Debera A $7,069.586/14/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR757 21-5403DOMONIC R LEE MCKINZY

Erickson, Debera A $1,470.007/1/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR956 21-5403ZACHARY D BARNES

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $1,045.0010/29/2018 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY17CR97 21-5403DARRELL V SMITH

Erickson, Debera A $658.0010/12/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY18CR1156 21-3402KRESTIN AMIR RIVERS

Allen, Joshua K $1,365.008/21/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY18CR1345 21-5403DAVION WILKES

DUMA, MICHAEL $7,364.004/30/2020 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $400.003/26/2020 Material Witness

BRUNT, EDWARD L $1,446.867/9/2021PI Private Investigator
WY18CR687 21-5403DAVON DORZELL WILSON

Erickson, Debera A $3,045.5011/18/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

BRUNT, EDWARD L
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WY18CR858 21-5403SAMUEL MEREL BEARD

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $1,882.502/22/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Sedgwick, Philip R $1,500.008/26/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

STUBLER, JOSEPH E $200.0011/13/2019EW Generic Expert or Witness
WY18CR918 21-5403JOSHUA T WASHINGTON

Bryant, John J./Bryant Law $3,356.9410/1/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

BRUNT JR, EDWARD LEO $1,520.9812/9/2019PI Private Investigator

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE $1,894.836/13/2019PI Private Investigator
WY18CR993 21-5403COLLAN LEIGH CROSS

LAMB, CHARLES D $1,500.009/11/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Russo, Anthony R $427.008/4/2022 Probation Violation
WY19CR1088 21-5403JASEA ANTONIO SAUNDERS

RICHMAN, BRETT $5,173.603/3/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY19CR1392 21-5403ELIJIO DANIEL GONZALEZ

Sedgwick, Philip R $640.006/24/2020 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Spies, James L $4,770.006/24/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

YOUNG, THOMAS W $2,587.506/1/2022FP Forensic Pathologist/Auto
WY19CR161 21-5403DARY J GREEN

Spies, James L $5,978.7311/29/2021 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $1,600.009/25/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY19CR386 21-3402DANIEL KIDWELL

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J $10,482.602/9/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY19CR575 21-5403BILLY C HOLLINGSWORTH IV

Erickson, Debera A $1,321.5011/18/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY19CR585 21-5403CHRISTOPHER HERRING

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J $4,872.007/1/2020 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY19CR88 21-5403ROBERT DARNELL RICHARD JR

Spies, James L $5,048.283/4/2020 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY20CR349 21-5403LARON E BETTS

Spies, James L $5,332.009/2/2021 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

BRUNT, EDWARD L $525.407/15/2021PI Private Investigator
WY20CR381 21-5403MATTHEW RAYMOND WALKER

DUMA, MICHAEL $6,820.003/16/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

STUBLER, JOSEPH E

BRUNT JR, EDWARD LEO

BRUNT, EDWARD L/ELE 

YOUNG, THOMAS W

BRUNT, EDWARD L
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WY20CR385 21-5403ISAIAH TAYLOR

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $1,640.007/17/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

RATLIFF PHD, BASCOM $950.008/12/2021PS Psych Services (Sex Offen
WY20CR393 21-5403TIKA SARKI

DUMA, MICHAEL $1,600.006/21/2021 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY20CR647 21-5403DESHAWN PEOPLES

Spies, James L $1,026.006/22/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY20CR736 21-5403COOPER ALLAN BECK

GORMAN, JEROME $3,134.001/3/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY20CR738 21-5403GERALD LEWIS CHATMAN JR

Erickson, Debera A $2,120.008/11/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY20CR792 21-5403CEBREN NAPOLEON GRIFFIN

DUMA, MICHAEL $2,696.003/16/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY20CR812 21-5402WILLIAM SCOTT ROBERTSON

ALSOBROOK, LUKE HOF $1,610.008/4/2022 1st Degree Murder/Attem

BAKER, SEAN $1,530.005/20/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem

RICHMAN, BRETT $4,310.004/11/2023 1st Degree Murder/Attem

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $2,714.571/3/2024 1st Degree Murder/Attem
WY21CR1119 21-5403CRESENCIO ROSAS

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $2,725.2611/10/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY21CR1123 21-5403RICKY SALAZAR

Allen, Joshua K $3,350.001/6/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY21CR1160 21-5403WILBERT RONALD ETIER JR

LAMB, CHARLES D $1,054.006/1/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY21CR1166 21-5403FREDERICK E PENDLETON

Erickson, Debera A $6,688.003/3/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY21CR1264 21-5403MARZE LAVELL THOMAS SR

RICHMAN, BRETT $1,388.002/9/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY21CR1375 21-5403CHRISTOPHER LERMARK HUDSON JR

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $9,564.0012/20/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY21CR203 21-5403DEVIN PARSONS

Allen, Joshua K $880.0010/25/2021 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY21CR268 21-5403ULISES LOPEZ SANCHEZ

Spies, James L $1,130.009/20/2021 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

RATLIFF PHD, BASCOM
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WY21CR367 21-5403HAROLD JACOB HOOKS JR

SPRADLIN, KIANN C $8,000.956/2/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

BRUNT, EDWARD L $3,992.364/20/2022PI Private Investigator
WY21CR502 21-5403GUADALUPE BENITEZ PIZZARO

SCOTT, CHRISTOPHER R $1,051.526/1/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY22CR136 21-5403ERIC LARON CARTER

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $1,600.009/2/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY22CR198 21-5403PATRICK D HOWARD JR

LAMB, CHARLES D $1,724.0012/8/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY22CR411 21-5403LEE ELLA BELL

Erickson, Debera A $1,784.0012/13/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY22CR473 21-5403COURTNEY CROZIER

Spies, James L $1,363.773/2/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY22CR577 21-5403JAYLEN BUTLER

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $8,010.005/21/2024 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY22CR736 21-5403TANESHA MARIE HORTON

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J $1,082.003/13/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY22CR856 21-5403MASON ANDREW COOK

JA FLOYD LAW $4,558.888/3/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY23CR745 21-5403KESHAUN DION MARTIN ROBINSON

BOONE, CLINE I $240.009/12/2023 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY23CR958 21-5403ROBERT K SIMPSON

JA FLOYD LAW $2,350.005/9/2024 2nd Degree Murder/Atte
WY88CR1561 21-3402CURTIS H JONES

Dent, Paul M $2,272.506/23/2022 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

Dent, Paul M $508.403/26/2014 Annual Insanity Review
WY92CR2317 21-3402JEROME CHEEKS 21-5403

Dent, Paul M $4,509.344/22/2019 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

DESCH, JOSEPH A $335.759/2/2020 2nd Degree Murder/Atte

DESCH, JOSEPH A $5,199.704/28/2021 Criminal appeal

Voluntary manslaughter.
WY14CR866 21-5404TREMAYNE LOUIS QUINN

Erickson, Debera A $8,707.328/15/2016 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

BRUNT, EDWARD L
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WY20CR415 21-5404VERTEE PORTER

Patrzykont, David Scott $1,260.0012/23/2021 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY22CR267 21-5404JASON ELLIOT HAMILTON

RICHMAN, BRETT $1,784.0011/22/2022 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

Involuntary manslaughter.
WY13CR478 21-5405JOCK S POWELL

Lamb, Charles D $4,027.609/1/2015 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY13CR909 21-5405RAFAEL TORRES GUTIERREZ

NICHOLS, MICHAEL J/MI $5,465.549/3/2015 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

McKinzie & Associates LLC $5,400.008/3/2015AR Accident Reconstruction
WY14CR566 21-5405JAMES L SHAW

CRAWFORD, JOHN PHILI $1,334.312/25/2015 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

Telthorst, Thomas R $780.5312/30/2014 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY14CR818 21-5405JOSHUA BRAZEAL

Sedgwick, Philip R $788.413/24/2015 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY15CR102 21-5405TAMEKA PLEDGER

Cuevas, Christopher $12,388.824/5/2017 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

Duma, John M $1,240.006/16/2015 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

SEXTON, MICHAEL L./Sex $2,292.615/2/2016 Batter/Agg Battery/Dome

Crash Forensics $5,308.009/29/2016AR Accident Reconstruction
WY16CR585 21-5405ANTHONY LEE HUNTER FIELDS

Sedgwick, Philip R $784.004/5/2017 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

Sedgwick, Philip R $619.004/18/2023 Probation Violation
WY16CR888 21-5405DAVID WAYNE COLVIN

CRAWFORD, JOHN PHILI $1,190.007/2/2018 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY17CR492 21-5405SERENA M CASH

Sedgwick, Philip R $906.0010/30/2017 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY17CR507 21-5405FRANKLYN D HARRISON

DUMA, MICHAEL $1,212.5010/1/2018 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

RICHMAN, BRETT $1,539.0712/26/2019 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY18CR22 21-5405JOHN WILSON III

MATTHEWS, DAVID H $1,200.0012/28/2020 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY21CR541 21-5405DIQUAN PERION FANT

PENLAND LAW PA $442.0012/1/2021 Manslaughter/Vehicular 

McKinzie & Associates LLC

Crash Forensics
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WY22CR591 21-5405DAMION WASHINGTON

Sedgwick, Philip R $492.0011/8/2022 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY23CR683 21-5405SARAH MAST

Allen, Joshua K $780.008/15/2023 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
WY97CR921 21-3404PERCY RICHARD GUITREAU

Martin, Francis G $546.001/26/2018 Manslaughter/Vehicular 
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Death Sentences in Kansas, 1994 to Present 

Name 
 

County Offense Date Sentence Exit State Supreme 
Ct Decision 
Date 

Resentencing 
Date 

Current Status 

Michael 
Marsh 

Sedgwick  6/17/1996 4/16/1998 4/3/2009 12/17/2004 
10/18/2006 

04/03/2009 Resentenced to Life with 
possibility of parole 
(Hard 40) 

Gavin Scott 
 

Sedgwick  9/13/1996 8/21/1998 3/24/2010 05/16/2008 
07/11/2008 

03/24/2010 Resentenced to Life with 
possibility of parole 
(Hard 40) 

Stanley Elms 
 

Sedgwick  5/4/1998 2/10/2000 11/19/2004 11/10/2004 
10/07/2019 

11/17/2004 Resentenced to Life with 
possibility of parole 
(Hard 40) 

Johnathan 
Daniel Carr  

Sedgwick  12/11/2000 / 
12/15/2000 

11/15/2002  01/21/2022 
07/25/2014 
 

 Currently On Death Row 

Reginald 
Dexter Carr  

Sedgwick  12/11/2000 / 
12/15/2000 

11/15/2002  07/25/2014 
01/21/2022 
 

 Currently On Death Row 

John Edward 
Robinson 

Johnson  6/3/2000 / 
Various 

1/21/2003  11/06/2015  Currently On Death Row 

Douglas 
Stephen Belt 
 

Sedgwick  6/24/2002 11/17/2004 4/13/2016 03/28/2008 
10/21/2016 
 

 Natural Death 

Phillip 
Cheatham 
(AKA King 
Phillip 
Amman Reu-
El) 
 

Shawnee  12/13/2003 10/28/2005 3/20/2010 04/05/1996 
05/18/2012 
01/25/2013 
05/26/2017 
10/04/2019 

 Resentenced to Life with 
possibility of parole 
(Hard 25) 

Sidney John 
Gleason 
 

Barton  2/21/2004 8/28/2006  07/18/2014 
02/03/2017 

 Currently On Death Row 

Scott Denver 
Cheever 
 

Greenwoo
d  

1/19/2005 1/23/2008  08/24/2012 
07/22/2016 
11/18/2016 
07/20/2017 
 

 Currently On Death Row 

Gary Wayne 
Kleypas 
 

Crawford  3/30/1996 12/3/2008  12/28/2001 
12/08/2006 
10/21/2016 
12/16/2022 
 

 Currently On Death Row 

Justin 
Eugene 
Thurber 
 

Cowley  1/5/2007 3/20/2009  06/15/2018 
08/13/2021 

 Currently On Death Row 

James Kraig 
Kahler 
 

Osage  11/28/2009 10/11/2011  02/09/2018  Currently On Death Row 

Frazier 
Glenn Cross 

Johnson  4/13/2014 11/10/2015 5/15/2021   Natural Death 

Kyle Trevor 
Flack  

Franklin  4/20/2013 / 
4/28/2013 

5/18/2016    Currently On Death Row 

 

Source: Expert Report of Brent Never, MCNL Appendix 



 

 

APPENDIX J 
 



I, Joseph J. Cavanaugh, declare and state the following: 

 

1. I am an attorney at the law firm Hogan Lovells US LLP, and counsel for the Accused, 

Antoine Fielder.  I make this declaration based upon my personal knowledge.  

 

2. I have continuously worked with co-counsel, including co-counsel at the Kansas State 

Board of Indigents’ Defense (“BIDS”), to collect documents and data reflecting the public 

costs of defending capital and non-capital homicide cases. As part of these efforts, BIDS 

has provided (1) totals paid to attorneys and expert witnesses who worked to defend 

homicide cases; (2) hours and payroll data for BIDS Appellate Division attorneys that 

worked on capital cases; (3) summaries of BIDS’ annual budget and expenditures; and (4) 

summaries of overhead costs for BIDS’ capital and non-capital homicide defense offices.  

 

3. On February 6, 2024, Hogan Lovells attorney Andrew Norman sent a Kansas Open 

Records Act (“KORA”) request to the Kansas Attorney General’s Office, requesting 

documents relating to (1) the annual budget for the Attorney General’s Office for each 

fiscal year between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and (2) the annual cost of 

investigating and litigating capital and non-capital homicide cases and related appeals in 

Wyandotte County between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023. On February 8, 

Office of the Attorney General Administrative Counsel Matthew Bingesser responded that 

his office would respond to the request as soon as possible. Following discussions about 

the scope of the request, Mr. Bingesser wrote on May 3, 2024 that his office would 

complete the request on or before August 31, 2024. To process the request, Mr. Bingesser 

requested a fee of $222.50, which Hogan Lovells paid on May 21, 2024. On May 23, Mr. 

Norman requested an expedited or rolling production of responsive documents. Mr. 

Bingesser replied on May 31 that an expedited production was not possible, and he 

followed up on June 25 that a rolling production was similarly impossible. On August 29, 

2024, Mr. Bingesser wrote stating that his office could not respond to the request until 

September 20, 2024. On September 24, Mr. Bingesser wrote that his office could complete 

the request on October 4, 2024. On October 4, 2024, the Attorney General’s Office 

produced budget summaries for fiscal years over the relevant period, as well as a timesheet 

and list of salaries for employees associated with two non-capital homicide cases in 

Wyandotte County.  

 

4. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman sent the Kansas Bureau of Investigation (“KBI”) a 

KORA request seeking documents concerning (1) KBI’s annual budget for each fiscal year 

between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and (2) the annual cost of investigating 

all capital and non-capital homicide cases in Wyandotte County between January 1, 2014 

and December 31, 2023. On February 12, 2024, KBI directed Mr. Norman to seek out 

online records of KBI’s annual budget and stated that it “could find no way to reliably 

narrow down the results” of its internal document search to reflect Mr. Norman’s request 

for investigation costs. Because KBI would have to undertake “significant manual work” 

to sift through the results of any death investigation query, they “[did] not have any records 

responsive to [the] request.” Mr. Norman sent an email on February 19 to request a virtual 

meet-and-confer, which KBI rebuffed the following day. On February 27, 2024, Mr. 

Norman sent another letter clarifying the scope of his KORA request and explaining that 



KBI’s refusal to respond was contrary to Kansas law. On March 4, KBI responded that the 

clarification was helpful and produced a raft of summaries concerning KBI’s annual budget 

and expenditures. Regarding Mr. Norman’s second request for capital and non-capital 

homicide investigation costs, KBI instructed Mr. Norman to first request Kansas Standard 

Offense Report (“KSOR”) cover sheets for homicide cases in Wyandotte County. Mr. 

Norman did so on April 23, 2024, attaching a spreadsheet of known homicide cases in 

Wyandotte County to aid KBI’s response. On April 26, KBI wrote back that the 

spreadsheet did not permit KBI to identify relevant KSORs. On April 29, Mr. Norman 

reiterated his request for KSOR cover sheets for all homicides in Wyandotte County 

between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2024. On May 3, KBI responded that it could 

not narrow its KSOR search beyond “death investigations.” After simply searching for 

death investigations, KBI identified 173 relevant KSORs statewide. KBI offered to produce 

these for a fee of $150, and Hogan Lovells delivered a check on May 24, 2024. On June 

18, KBI produced a total of two KSOR cover sheets, only one of which involved intentional 

homicide. KBI explained that of the 173 KSORs originally identified, only five 

documented cases from Wyandotte County and that KBI investigated occurred within the 

requested date window. Out of those five, three were only “limited assistance” cases and 

lacked a KSOR.  

 

5. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman submitted a KORA request to the Office of Judicial 

Administration, requesting documents from each fiscal year between January 1, 2014 and 

December 31, 2023 concerning (1) the Wyandotte County District Court annual budget; 

(2) the Kansas Court of Appeals’ annual budget; (3) the Kansas Supreme Court’s annual 

budget; (4) all Wyandotte County District Court, Kansas Court of Appeals, and Kansas 

Supreme Court documents related to the annual cost of investigating, charging, 

prosecuting, and/or appealing capital and non-capital homicide cases arising out of 

Wyandotte County between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2024; and (5) all documents 

related to the annual state costs for adjudicating capital and non-capital homicide cases 

arising out of Wyandotte County over the same period in (a) the Wyandotte County District 

Court, (b) the Kansas Court of Appeals, and (c) the Kansas Supreme Court. On February 

15, Office of Judicial Administration Assistant General Counsel John Houston asked for 

clarification of the request and explained that his office had no records of costs related to 

investigating, charging, prosecuting, and/or appealing homicide cases. Mr. Houston further 

explained that the Kansas Court of Appeals does not adjudicate capital cases. On February 

23, Mr. Houston produced budget materials responsive to request Nos. (1) - (3). On April 

16, 2024, Mr. Norman provided clarification of the KORA request, and on May 6, he also 

provided Mr. Houston a list of known homicide cases in Wyandotte County over the 

relevant time period to aid Mr. Houston’s response. On May 22, Mr. Houston provided Mr. 

Norman a spreadsheet detailing salary information for Kansas justices, judges, and judicial 

support staff over the relevant time period pursuant to request No. 5. Finally, on July 2, 

2024, Mr. Houston produced a spreadsheet detailing costs associated with jury trials for 

homicide cases listed in Mr. Norman’s spreadsheet of known homicide cases.  

 

6. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman sent a KORA Request to the Unified Government 

of Wyandotte County and Kansas City, Kansas (“the Unified Government”) seeking (1) 

the Unified Government District Attorney Office’s annual budget for each fiscal year 



between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; (2) all documents related to the annual 

cost of investigating, charging, and/or prosecuting capital and non-capital homicide cases 

over the same period by the Unified Government District Attorney; and (3) all documents 

related to annual state costs for adjudicating capital and non-capital homicide cases over 

the same period. On March 1, the Unified Government Clerk’s Office responded that it had 

no records responsive to the request, but could nonetheless produce annual budgets for the 

District Attorney over the relevant period. After Hogan Lovells paid a $35.04 fee, the 

Unified Government produced the budget documents. On March 11, 2024, Mr. Norman 

requested, pursuant to K.S.A. § 45-221(a)(16), clarification of why no responsive 

documents existed for his other requests. The Unified Government replied on March 25 

that “[t]he level of detail that you are requesting is not tracked by the Budget Department. 

The District Attorney's Office also does not keep records of the information requested in 

that way.” Mr. Norman followed up on April 16, reiterating his request and providing a 

spreadsheet of known homicide cases in Wyandotte County over the relevant period. On 

June 11, the Unified Government replied that it had no documents responsive to request 

No. 3, and that it would need 60 days to process request No. 2. Mr. Norman requested 

clarification as to why no documents responsive to request No. 3 existed, which the Unified 

Government declined to provide. On August 12, 2024, the Unified Government finally 

stated that it had no other documents responsive to any request.  

 

7. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman submitted a KORA request to the Kansas City, 

Kansas Police Department (“KCKPD”), seeking (1) documentation of KCKPD’s annual 

budget for each fiscal year between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and (2) all 

documents related to the annual cost of investigating capital and non-capital homicide 

cases over the same period. On March 1, 2024, the Unified Government responded that it 

could produce annual budgets but otherwise possessed no relevant documents. After Hogan 

Lovells paid a $35.04 fee, the Unified Government produced budget data on March 5. On 

March 11, Mr. Norman sought clarification pursuant to K.S.A. § 45-221(a)(16) as to why 

the Unified Government and the KCKPD possessed no other relevant records. On March 

25, the Unified Government responded that “[t]he level of detail that you are requesting is 

not tracked by the Budget Department. The Police Department also does not keep records 

of the information requested in that way.” In response, Mr. Norman provided a spreadsheet 

of known homicide cases in Wyandotte County and requested documents concerning those 

cases pertaining to (1) the names, caseloads, salaries, overtime, and any other 

payment/benefits of the officers, investigators, and support staff who worked on each case; 

(2) time-keeping records noting the number of hours every officer, investigator, and 

support staff worked on each case; (3) any travel costs, including food, housing, or per 

diems associated with the investigation of the case; and (4) fees and/or payments to 

laboratories and lab technicians, analysts, or similar professionals. The Unified 

Government responded on April 30, declining to respond to request Nos. (1) – (3) because 

“the information [Mr. Norman] has requested is not tracked in this manner” and stating 

that no responsive records existed to satisfy request No. 4. Mr. Norman again asked for 

clarification on May 16, but the Unified Government never responded.  

 

8. After a meet-and-confer with the Unified Government Legal Department regarding limited 

progress on Mr. Norman’s February 6, 2024 KORA requests directed to the Unified 



Government and the KCKPD, Andrew Norman sent another KORA request to the Unified 

Government on May 31, 2024. In this request, Mr. Norman incorporated changes proposed 

by the Unified Government and sought (1) personnel records for each detective, patrolman, 

investigator, or any other officer from the Kansas City, Kansas Police Department who 

worked on a homicide investigation between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and 

(2) personnel records for each attorney, investigator, and/or paralegal of the Wyandotte 

County District Attorney’s Office that worked on a homicide prosecution over the same 

period. On July 9, 2024, the District Attorney’s Office responded directly to Mr. Norman, 

stating that it maintained no records responsive to request No. 2 and directing him to 

consult Unified Government Human Resources. Mr. Norman did so on July 11, and on 

August 22, the Unified Government produced District Attorney and KCKPD Major Case 

Unit salary data for the relevant period. The Unified Government then closed out the 

KORA request.  

 

9. On or about August 13, 2024, Mr. Fielder filed a motion for specific discovery, Filing 

#110, requesting that the Court permit him to discover all documents related to the annual 

cost of investigation, charging, and/or prosecution of capital and non-capital homicide 

cases by the Wyandotte County District Attorney’s Office between January 1, 2014 and 

December 31, 2023. The Court denied his motion at a hearing the following week, based 

on the District Attorney’s representation that they had no responsive documents in their 

possession.   

 

10. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman submitted a KORA request to the Wyandotte 

County Sheriff’s Office seeking (1) documentation of the Sherriff’s Office annual budget 

for each fiscal year between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and (2) all documents 

related to the annual cost of investigating capital and non-capital homicide cases over the 

same period. On February 8, the Unified Government provided Mr. Norman with access 

to budget summaries for 2016 through 2018, but stated that the Sheriff’s Office had not 

investigated any capital cases since 2014. On March 5, the Unified Government produced 

budget data for the remainder of the relevant period and closed out Mr. Norman’s request.  

 

11. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman sent a KORA request to the Edwardsville Police 

Department, seeking (1) documentation of the police department’s annual budget for each 

fiscal year between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and (2) all documents related 

to the annual cost of investigating capital and non-capital homicide cases over the same 

period. On February 28, 2024, the Edwardsville Police Department produced records of 

annual budgets over the relevant period as well as cost data for one reckless driving 

homicide in 2020. 

 

12. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman sent a KORA request to the Bonner Springs Police 

Department, seeking (1) documentation of the police department’s annual budget for each 

fiscal year between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and (2) all documents related 

to the annual cost of investigating capital and non-capital homicide cases over the same 

period. After Hogan Lovells paid a $15 fee, the Bonner Springs Police Department 

produced the requested budgets and confirmed that it had not investigated any homicide 

cases over the relevant period.  



 

13. On February 6, 2024, Andrew Norman sent a KORA request to the Lake Quivira Police 

Department, seeking (1) documentation of the police department’s annual budget for each 

fiscal year between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2023; and (2) all documents related 

to the annual cost of investigating capital and non-capital homicide cases over the same 

period. Chief of Police Manuel Olmos responded promptly but requested numerous 

successive extensions to the response deadline given limited staffing at his department. On 

July 8, 2024, Chief Olmos provided the requested budget documents. He also confirmed 

that the Lake Quivira Police Department had not investigated any capital homicide cases 

over the relevant period.  



 

 

APPENDIX K 

  



CaseNum DefLastName DefFirstName CrimeDate ChargeFiled Death Notice DeathNoticeWithdrawn_A SentDate DefConvOff
1997CR001036 adams terry 8/25/1996 capital murder yes yes 4/1/1999 first degree murder
2019CR001145 alatorre javier 10/6/2019 capital murder NA 12/23/2024 second degree murder
1998CR001984A almaguer rodney 10/3/1998 capital murder NA 9/10/1999 other
2016CR000355 ayers curtis 5/9/2016 capital murder NA 3/14/2017 capital murder
1997CR002581 bolton gentry 12/28/1997 capital murder yes no 2/19/1999 first degree murder
1995CR000100 brady joseph 1/7/1995 capital murder yes no 7/13/1995 first degree murder
2009CR000962 burks adrian 6/22/2009 capital murder yes no 10/1/2012 first degree murder
2020CR000001 caballero ismael 12/30/2019 capital murder NA 5/11/2021 capital murder
2018CR000640 fielder antoine 6/15/2018 capital murder yes NA pending
2008CR000219 guerrero andrew 2/3/2008 capital murder NA 1/15/2009 capital murder
1999CR000308 hargrove demetrius 2/19/1998 capital murder yes yes NA dismissed
2002CR000975B harris errik 6/10/2002 capital murder yes yes 10/7/2005 capital murder
2007CR001683 king ernest l 10/14/2006 capital murder yes yes 2/12/2010 other
1998CR000125 law robert 1/18/1998 capital murder yes no 3/23/1999 capital murder
2016CR000525 lewis jamaal 7/19/2016 capital murder NA 11/30/2018 first degree murder
1998CR001984B littlewood carsey 10/3/1998 capital murder NA 3/30/2000 manslaughter
1998CR001123A markee tracy 6/11/1998 capital murder yes yes 1/7/2000 second degree murder
1999CR001091 martis gordon 5/19/1999 capital murder yes no 6/29/2001 first degree murder
1998CR002384 powell richard 2/5/1998 capital murder yes no 8/27/1999 capital murder
2002CR000975A stallings darrell 6/10/2002 capital murder yes no 1/13/2005 capital murder
2007CR001685 tatum ataven 10/14/2006 capital murder yes no NA other
2001CR000468 trober brian 3/19/2001 capital murder yes yes 9/7/2001 first degree murder
2001CR000974A trotter christopher 5/21/2001 capital murder yes no 9/4/2003 capital murder
2017CR000477 tucker jason 5/9/2017 capital murder NA 4/5/2018 capital murder
2019CR001144 villanueva hugo 10/6/2019 capital murder yes NA pending
1998CR000680 williams lemarco 4/5/1998 capital murder yes yes 9/24/1999 first degree murder
2007CR001684 williams kenton 10/14/2006 capital murder yes yes 9/17/2010 other
2021CR000318 pizarro miguel 9/26/2020 first degree, felony murder NA 2/3/2023 second degree murder
2001CR000974C eddington kevin 5/21/2001 first degree, intentional murder NA 4/19/2002 other
2019CR000806 byers jermelle 7/10/2019 first degree, felony murder NA 99/99/9999 other
1999CR001974B diaz robert 9/22/1999 first degree, felony murder NA NA dismissed
1997CR002446 harper branden 12/11/1997 first degree, felony murder NA NA dismissed
2021CR000320 pizarro brian 9/26/2020 first degree, felony murder NA NA other
2017CR000283 ramirez-parrilla jose 3/13/2017 first degree, felony murder NA 6/22/2018 second degree murder
2020CR000773 vasquez ismael 7/19/2020 first degree, felony murder NA 11/19/2021 second degree murder
2017CR000282 velasco victor 3/13/2017 first degree, felony murder NA 5/25/2018 second degree murder
2020CR000320 carta ramon 11/7/2016 first degree, intentional murder NA NA other
2018CR000356 douglas mondale 4/2/2018 first degree, intentional murder NA 3/13/2020 first degree murder
2019CR000951 henderson dai'leon 8/13/2019 first degree, intentional murder NA 4/14/2023 manslaughter
1999CR001974A hill donta 9/22/1999 first degree, intentional murder NA NA dismissed
2013CR000137 horn curtis t 2/2/2013 first degree, intentional murder NA 10/3/2013 first degree murder
2019CR000951 irvin demetri 8/13/2019 first degree, intentional murder NA 1/20/2023 second degree murder
2002CR000615 james tyron 4/16/2002 first degree, intentional murder NA 4/24/2003 first degree murder
2015CR000779 lewis ii christopher 8/18/2015 first degree, intentional murder NA NA dismissed
2000CR000257 livingston edgar 2/10/2000 first degree, intentional murder NA 9/28/2000 first degree murder
2018CR000899 mock kalen 5/20/2018 first degree, intentional murder NA 11/21/2019 second degree murder
2001CR000974B navarre michael 5/21/2001 first degree, intentional murder NA 4/25/2002 other
2001CR000608 sappington marc 4/10/2001 first degree, intentional murder NA 12/10/2004, 09/first degree murder
2012CR001611 smith adam 12/8/2012 first degree, intentional murder NA 3/6/2016 other
2020CR000320 valdez reno 11/7/2016 first degree, intentional murder NA 1/28/2022 other
2009CR000274 warren cedric 2/13/2009 first degree, intentional murder NA 3/4/2016 first degree murder
2019CR000951 womack tobias 8/13/2019 first degree, intentional murder NA 1/20/2023 second degree murder
2019CR000082 hervey carlisle 12/12/2017 first degree, felony murder NA NA dismissed




