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EXPLANATION OF WHY THIS CASE IS OF PUBLIC / GREAT GENERAL INTEREST

These Appellants were denied a hearing on the merits of their appeal — Brown CA 2011 11-025 by
the 12 District Appellate Court, on the basis of a Cinderella's Stepmother demand, that the
Appellate Court would only grant the hearing of our Brief if we managed, at that stage of the
pfocf:s;s> to find a lawyer to represent us in short order. This requirement was unreasonable, under
the existing circumstances, as we have shown in a memorandum (2012 Feb 2 but been ignored by
the Appellate Judges, inflicting an injustice on top of the wrongful death of my only son.

Lest the Court think that sach circumstances of being denied a valid hearing on the merits of
the cases of deaths, iatrogenically caused, is not quite an occurrence of significant public interest
nor general importance, these Appellants shall point to statistics on the current ¢lassification of
iatrogenically caused deaths. In the last couple of years the number of such cases SEEKING
representation, has DOUBLED, leading to a severe lack of proper servicing of the aggrieved with
no comparable improvement in the supply of lawyer servicing. This information is published
broadly, in the lawyer marketplace, as seen on the medical malpractice page of the major law firm
of Elk & Elk, for example, quoting statistics from the National Academy of Science's Institute of
Medicine.

Meanwhile the public is becoming very attuned to the idea that medical malpractice 18
touching most families because of the statistics being published on iatrogenic caused death being
the third leading cause of death in the United States as seen in many exercises of public demands
for better care, for competition among hospitals for awards for safety, for example one scale
published by Reuters, and such.

Even the science community in the medical joui‘nals are studying the courts and lawyers'
handling of malpractice cases, as demonstrated by the article in the New England Journal of
Medicine, hereby added in the Appendix as summarized in Science News, that reported that the

medical assessments of cases showed that it was far more likely that an MD who was guilty was set
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free, than the reverse error. Time and effort and expense are not invested in such research without
there being considerable public demand for knowing what is happening is well handled.

Hence basing decisions on substantive issues to enable the aggrieved to be heard, would
seem to fit the Court's instructions on balancing procedure with merit ideas. And the imbalance in
supply and demand has pushed Pro Se efforts into prominence, even in the realm of law text
publishing. Nor can lawyers take on such complex projects with impunity because such cases are
reported to require an investment of $135,000 on average by the law firm for likely a multi-year
period of risk. Hence there is no desire to overbook even if the lawyers have an idea that they could
win the case with due attention to ordinary medical malpractice servicing. Leaving more of the
aggrieved to consider Pro Se, and study their own online and library resources to determine the
prosecution of their claiming. Instead of recognizing the situation as a challenge to serving Justice,
the Appellate Court appears to have chosen to favor erroneous arguing by employment serving
Defendants-Appellees’ lawyers.

Nor will this sort of situation of Pro Se plaintiffs in wrongful death cases be a diminishing
trend, given the demographics of this time period with its aging population, making it more likely
that the next of kin will all be adults capable of representing themselves. Nor will the iatrogenic
causes of wrongful deaths diminish in an aging population. Nor will these aggrieved citizens be
served by the supply of lawyers, EVEN IF the supply of lawyers in increased. Why? Because of
the formula that such lawyers use to determine their investment risks in such cases. The formula
for determining jury awards for aging victims with no underage dependents is not favorable to
making a profit on such cases given the expenses of the current couriroom game of battling medical
specialist experts on top of lawyer time expense. Hence the only way such victims will be enabled
to prosecute the iatrogenic perpetrators is through Pro Se efforts by the adult children, now the only

next of kin.

This current situation is one of those aggrieved Pro Se cases where there was a need and the
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righteous next of kin to pursue the case, but where the opposing lawyers are preferring employment
servicing over justice serving, using the tactic of reneging on proper arguing of the cases by
pretending that the Law does not support Pro Se. Instead the opposing lawyers insist that these
Plaintiffs-Appellants be required to play the role of passive dependents on more lawyers who will
guaranteeably play the game the opposing lawyers are prepared to combat. And if that passivity is
resisted, then the case shall be demanded to be dropped by the Court, acting to enforce a vacuous
entity's need, all to the benefit of the reneging lawyers AND NO ONE ELSE. NO BENEFIT TO
THE PUBLIC AT ALL.

Hence the shameless opposing lawyers do vigorously insist on there being believed tobe a
Probate entity, however vacuous and already closed, to serve as their trumped-up opportunity to
demand Judge's denials of servicing the case's arguing with the aggrieved Pro Se on the basis of the
oppositions' pretensions that Justice is not reliably served for that pretended entity and they are
required to make charges against the aggrieved plaintiffs as if the aggrieved are practicing law
without a license. Yet clearly the charged next of kin are a group of Plaintiffs who are not
genuinely in any jeopardy of being mis-represented by some pretended esquire, nor are any kin left
out of the prosecution process decisions because all are standing actively Pro Se, taking their own
responsibility. There is no public jeopardy, no justice being served by such claiming and charging.
Only employment serving motives to eliminate an aggrieved plaintiff and to cheaply produce a fee
for such devious servicing.

The current group of Plaintiffs- Appellants represent the entire group of next of kin as well
as including the personal representative of the Deceased. These Plaintiffs-Appellants furthermore
have some significant experience in other court processes, recently pursuing their own court case in
green technology in Brown County, and for that reason, in the absence of any decent legal
representation, have chosen to pursue their aggrieved claiming in this Wrongful Death case, Pro

Se¢. The Common Pleas Coﬁrt in Brown County, where these Plaintiffs-Appellants live and filed
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their original case, were not so opposed to Pro Se, but in the Appellate Court of the 12 District,
and likely elsewhere, such cases as this are being denied a hearing based on employment serving
requirements said to be the content of the Law by the 12" District Court under the advocacy of the
opposing Appellees' lawyers, which content-claim is here disputable.

These Plaintiff-Appellants have seen that the Ohio Supreme Court has set up due process
procedures that indicate that the Supreme Court does not consider ‘practicing law without a license'
to apply to such a case as what these Plaintiff-Appellants are bringing. The Ohio Supreme Court
charges the Bar Associations with precise responsibilities of determining whether the public is not
being properly served by someone practicing law without a license. Furthermore, the ORC 4705.07
(B)(2) clearly states that ONLY the Supreme Court of Ohio “may make a determination that any
person has committed the unauthorized practice of {aw in violation of division (A)(3) of this
section”, patently suggesting extremely complex figuring, not to be trusted elsewhere. Yet instead
of recognizing the Law as well as the due process Guidance interpretation implied by these
presentations of this Supreme Court, as not opposed to these Plaintiffs-Appellants' case, the
Appetlate Court has obviously swallowed the mistaken idea that there is some mis-representation of
valid interests being perpetrated by these Pro Se Plaintiffs-Appellants based on the Appellate
Court's obviously demanding that these Pro Se Plaintiffs-Appellants secure lawyer representation or
be denied a hearing. The Appellate Court's so-called righteous demand -- that these Pro Se
Plaintiffs-Appellants must somehow induce an over-booked market of Jawyers to drop their own
high-stake projects and take on these Pro Se Plaintiffs-Appellants' case, right now, when that case
had already been developed through a prepared appeal having been filed and brief prepared -
ignores the public safeguarding-purpose of demanding proper legal representation for plaintiff
servicing.

Furthermore, these Plaintiffs-Appellants have seen that there is a case law being published

as serving as an example to support this unreasonable demand, which suggests that this sort of
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arguing can be and has been mis-used as well in other cases in general. The case law example was
inappropriate to the current Plaintiffs-Appellants because the case cited — namely Williams v
Griffith — was an example where the Plaintiffs included individuals that do require representation
because they are not capable of acting Pro Se, namely there were children of early age among the
kin as possible plaintiffs. Such plaintiffs do have need of proper legal representation in their
inability to take their own resonsibility for their own decisions. Yet the Appellate Court seemed to
ignore such an inappropriate incongruity in the application of the argument from that case to ours.

Hence it appears that this Williams v Griffith case is 2 generally used device that is not examined

for valid application, making this current example brought to the Supreme Court by these Plaintiffs-
Appellants an important lever to rectify these pitfalls that appear to be waiting for more unwary

aggrieved as will be likely coming, only to be denied justice.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS

A Procedural Posture

The Plaintiffs-Appellants filed Wrongful Death charges (Docketed 04/29/11) well within the
timeframe allowable for such filings, against three MDs and associated responsible parties, over
events that satisfy no definition as 'medical’ but are criminal instead, and though unusual this case
has precedent, and the base events transpired beginning May 5th 2010 and concluded in
retrospectively unending misery after May 23 2010, after three weeks in the hospital ICU together
with my suffering only son.

After o three week flurry of summons-service excitement — m which it was discovered that
one Defendant-Appellee had skipped town as far as his office billing staff knew since he'd
disappeared without notice to his shared staff, and one Defendant tried to avoid service by
summarily firing his office assistant (Rosie Partin) while claiming he'd not been served in her
‘failure' to perform her duties though that assistant had straightforwardly signed for detivery of the

Summons and surely was instrumental in dealing with such malpractice court procedings since at
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that very time that MD was facing trial on those specific charges -- then began the process of
lawyers' vacant Answers {(Docketed 05/26/11, et al), accompanied by Motions for Dismissal
(Docketed 06/08/11, et ab), and one substitution of Attorney from one lawyers' group to the other
(Docketed 06/09/11) possibly to accommodate the idea that the Defendant being shuffled was likely
going to be using as his defense that he was just following the hospital-defendants’ requirements
‘since his was shuffled out of the group of nurses being defended by the hospital's law firm.

As a result of these maneuverings the original initial hearing scheduled for July 5Sthas a
formality at filing time, was replaced by a Motion Hearing scheduled for July 27" 2011. These
Plaintiff-Appellants did timely file Answers to the Dismissal Motions {Docketed 06/24/11, et al), as
well as protests to the Defendants-Appellants vacuous so~called Answers, also timnely. Not
unusually individualistic, though straightforwardly spoken, with favoring the idea of arguing as
definitively as possible to make it clear what the ideas were, certainly not the usual sparsely worded
filings as these Plaintiffs-Appellants have seen in their researching and experience with Céurtroom
real world documents. Instead of case law and vague gaming statements with unreadable citation
clutter, these Plaintiffs-Appellants favor straightforwardly exploring what has been done and what
the Law's consequences do imply with mathematical attention to logical precision in arguing.
Brevity is going to be challenging as you may think has been not our choice of operating, yet we
have managed that in other Appellate matters with considerable apparent successes. Hence these
Plaintiffs-Appellants' ideas may not be quite as unusual as it may be expectable for Pro Se in this
Court, as we shall see.

Returning to the narrative. The Plaintiff-Appeilant also filed a Motion for Clarification on
how to get compliance from the Hospital to supply proper Court-usable copies of medical records
{(Docketed 07/15/11) to demand they cease Obstruction of Justice, which Motion was never dealt
with even though the history of this denial of access to official records was long standing and also

eventually involved a fraudulent attempt by the Hospital's outsourced financial staff to seek
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insurance funds without Appellant's signature. Such maneuver may have pleased their outsourced
leadership without Hospital acknowledgment, though it remains to be seen whether the Hospital's
management genuinely is seeking to eliminate the racial prejudice we encountered against
Appalachian people who are known to everyone as forming part of the backbone of the United
States military.

The lead institutional Appellee's lawyer for the Hospital and the nurses did file the Reply in
support of the Defenfants-Appellees’ Motion for Dismissal (Docketed 07/22/11) but since ALL the
Dismissal arguments are based on JUST ONE PREMISE -- that this is a medical case, nota
criminal case and hence should be requiring some expert opinions of merit -- then each and every
one of those defending lawyers' arguments is invalidated TF THAT FAULTY PREMISE IS
DEFEATED so these employment-serving, not justice- serving Appellees’ Lawyers were logically
now near-desperate — rather than face messy charges against them as representing clients as
perpetrators of racial hatred, sexual perversion and animosity against patients wanting medical
alternatives as are found by internet-knowledgeable patient representatives — and therefore they
throw up obstructions to justice in whatever strategy they could find in their cookie-cutter Case
Law. Which faulty case-law-familiar premises the Judge — under the obviously certain advocacy of
these Appellants that this was a criminal case in Civil Court not fitting familiar-case-law -- did
consider it to be 'not a foregone conclusion' that familiar-case-law was trustworthy since the Judge
did require a lengthy time (almost 3 weeks longer than he had planned per his instructions at the
preTrial 07/27/11) to decide whether to accept the ‘foregone conclusion of the Appellees' lawyers
and simply use their Proposed Findings Statement as his Judgment Orders (date planned to be
decided: 08/10/11). Which he later tentatively did, 08/29/11, while still incorporating another 14
day delay window to allow for ebjections to arise. Hence decidedly it is not a foregone conclusion
that the Common Pleas Judge is so strongly on the side of the Appeliees' lawyer's concept of legal

'medical'-ness, as being properly applicable in this criminal case. [A transcript of that Pre-Trial with
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its brief argument exchanges, with the setting also of the date for submission of findings by each
side, and with the decision date set for August 10th, 2011 was available to the 12" District
Appellate Court in the Docket they are standardly supplied with from Common Pleas Court's
Cterk's Office, though that Clerk's office is in turmoil over their higher managing constantly
changing, as we shall see ]

After another and final round of sparring opened up in that 14-day opportunity for Objection
(namely, Docketed 09/09/11 Plaintiff's Objection, followed by 09/22/11 Opposition by the
Defendants' Attorney and then the 10/19/11 Suppott for the Objection by the Plaintiff) -- plus also
Plaintiff's Answer (Docketed 10/11/11) to another vexatious Motion to Strike (Docketed 10/05/11)
by one Attorney claiming his own authority as a vaunted 'member of the Court' to vexatiously usurp
the Supreme Court's ORC-granted authority to disqualify Pro Se cases as practicing law without a
license -- these Appeliants timely filed their Appeal at the 12* District Court of Appeals (Docketed
11/07/11) as soon as possible after the official filing of the Judge's Order Entry (Docketed 10/24/11)

Having already h'(;,d this vexatious claim against Pro Se, rejected twice in Trial Court — once
formally in the 14-day-flurry of activity in disputing the Dismissal Motion during which the
pervert's lawyer issued his ‘unauthorized practice of law' motion after back-and-forth dismissal
action was started, as well as informally in the Motion Pre-trial's opening comments by the lawyers
when the Judge shrugged it off as it being up to the Plaintiffs own choices -- these Appellees’
lawyers again filed that same disreputable Motion in the Appellate Court process (Docketed
12/13/11) to derail Justice again, leaving the Answering time limitation set for December 23rd
2011, which these Appellants did meet in a timely fashion instead of filing for dilatory delays,
unlike one of these Plaintiffs- Appellants’ other opponents' lawyers with two teams of lawyers and
multitudinous staffs claiming they'd miscalculated their deadline. These Pro Se have just as many
projects to work on for their businesses as well as another Court Case at the Common Pleas Trial

Court, and Appellate Court, over these Appellants’ Green Technology Project's brush with reprobate
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retrograde authoritarian miscreants, just as many projects as these Appellees' lawyers' law offices
have to deal with in court-time-compatible projects since those vexatious lawyers have instituted
likely slowdowns for holidays in office treadmill speed to match Court schedule. “Pro Se” does not
translate as “undisciplined and unruly Courtroom opposing party” as some may think. And “Pro
Se” favors justice serving, instead of the clearly faulty arguing done in these observed sheligame
tactics by certainly expected-to-be-adequately knowledgeable lawyers.

Clearly the Appellees' lawyers, before any exchanges of Appellate Briefs, did present the
Appellate Court with a 'strategically’ sparse version, omitting the whole history of their lawyer-
protecting dispute's proper rejection at Common Pleas in Brown County Ohio, as well as 'mis-
stating of facts', as well as pandering the incongruous 'mistaken’ applicability of the Williams v
Griffith case law, as well as conjuring the methodically disposed of vacuous entity called ‘the
estate’, as well as denying the reality that no beneficiary of the Decedent was not standing as
Plaintiff-Appellant, as well as ignoring the Supreme Court's mandated due process route of the
Bar's responsibility, as well as ignoring the ORC 4705.07 limiting of judgment to the Supreme
Court. All of which does call into question the truthfulness and the honorableness of such shyster
vexations as the Appellees' filed as their Disrmissal Motion in Appellate Court and compounded in
their Reply in Support {Docketed 12/29/11) with its strawman-misrepresenting of these Plaintiffs-
Appellants’ Answer that came with the real Law and Due Process, the real Probate standing as
'Personal Representative of the Decedent’ not representing the vacuous Estate. To which Reply,
these Plaintiffs-Appellants filed their Objection {Docketed 1/3/12). The Appellate Court's
Administrative Judge ruled to contingently Deny the Dismissal (Docketed 1/13/12) but, accepting
the errors, ordered that the dismissal was contingent on these Plaintiffs-Appellants securing legal
representation ‘for the Estate’ within the month. Not only ignoring the reality of lack of supply, the
realitsr of the complicated status at that point, the reality of the Plaintiffs-Appellants appeal basis

that this case was not 'medical’ and would tequire a creative minded lawyer capable and eager for
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the intensive sleuthing involvement of a criminal case, not cookie cutter case law games of battling
experts. Furthermore, this contingent Order arrived within days of these Plaintiffs-Appellants
Green Technology case going to trial, which trial in the courtroom ran full day from 12/19/12 to

12/23/12, followed by intense summary writing and arguing for the written closing argument to be

due on 12/30/12, followed by back-and-forth exchanges over the opponents' errors, attempts to mis
represent testimony, cite whole chapters of federal law that required in-depth technical clean water
act analysis, and finally another hearing on 4/13/12, now pending the Judge's decision once he has
the last of the evidence of misperforming bureaucratic bad faith prosecution and has finished his
recent murder cases. Meanwhile these Plaintiffs-Appellants were seriously trying to find a way to
demonstrate that the Cinderella-conditional denial in this case was not a doable proposition. After
demonstrating that the local Bar Associations had no prospects who would take the case, that even
major law firms were unwilling to drop into this legal representation role on such a complicated
case on such little notice, that some lawyers did not have the financial backing at this time, that
even with a dozen intakes in between our green technology work there were no takers even with the
Appellate Judge's paliry 2 extra week extension until 3/2/12, all these approached lawyers rejected
the Judge's ‘opportunity’. Instead of recognizing that the Cinderella-conditional denial was
untenable in Justice, the Appellate Court chose to dismiss the Appeal with prejudice, claiming the
Appellants had failed to prosecute their Appeal. Unlike reality. It was however so ordered
(Docketed 3/23/12). Hence we now see that the Supreme Court is necessary and fits ORC 4705.07
as we shall see with this appeal to the Supreme Court.

B Statement of the Facts for Arguing the Unauthorized Practice of Law Denial.

As stated in the Plaintiffs-Appellants original Affidavit, the Probate Court has ruled that the
authority for dealing with the residual claims and rights for the Decedent would reside in the hands
of MLJ. Raichyk, mother of the Decedent. That Probate document is in this filing's Appendix as

well as other documents that support this filing's claim of jurisdiction as commonly substantive in
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public interest needs. Among those residual matters left for the Personal Representative, the
wrongful death case took shape and obstruction of justice by the Hospital became the obstacle to be
overcome because more evidence OF CRIMINALTY was taking shape as we investigated data.
Besides the Hospital's 'supposedly’ incompetent records handling, there was an attempt to hide the
initial perversion perpetrator, by sending him packing possibly with no regard for his employment
recruiter's operation — namely one QESI of unknowable contractual relationship -- as well as how
the Hospital unexplainably could permit the second perpetrator to hide his own law- mandated
records. Using the hospital's ‘missing records' claim as an excuse for denial of working records-
access to these Plaintiffs-Appellants thereby indefinitely allowing his delay-filing strategy, clearly
suggesting guilty avoidance of known medical claim-filing deadlines since, by then, they were
alerted to our developing ideas, all of which has added to the struggles of Pro Se. As of April 29,
2011 the lead Plaintiff-Appeliant filed the Trial Court Case. The other Plaintiff-Appellant, Mya Lee
Raichyk, the only other next of kin, has substantively and materially contributed to developing the
investigative project and was fully supporting its courtroom presentation including literary editing.
The Probate records will show that these Plaintiff-Appellants are the entire group of beneficiaries of
the Decedent and include the Personal Representative of the Decedent who then is also standing
before the Court in the Decedent's legendary 'shoes' as his voice in this Court. Hence the Plaintiff-
Appellants are the entire and only parties being represented and are representing each their own
self's interests, including the Decedent's interests as his own representation because he has
testimony that this Probate-authorized member of the Plaintiffs' group is preparing for Court Trial
presentation. As we may be thinking, this is definitely not even just the ordinary malpractice case
already, which it is not, and will not be. There are significant issues to be explored as the Court
shall see if they are patient in exploration with Pro Se, as Pro Se is entitled to make their own case,

so as to present their own evidence and conclusions.
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ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSITIONS OF LAW

A. Assignment of Error in the Appellate Court's Decision

THE APPELLEE'S DISMISSAL MOTION to the 12® District Appeliate Court IMPOSES THE
IDEA ON THE COURT THAT THERE IS AN ENTITY THAT CONSISTS OF MANY OR AT
LEAST MORE NEXT OF KIN WHO ARE BEING REPRESENTED BY THESE PRO SE IN
THESE APPELLANTS' COURT CASE.

Proposition 1. All the next of kin as well ag the Decedent's Representative are the Plaintiffs seeking

Justice. each Pro Se, with no Estate involvement ... .............oonmrrn oo

As presented in the Statement of Facts above, the Plaintiffs are not just a single individual
acting both individually as well as in the shoes of the Decedent. These Plaintiffs-Appellants would
suggest that their questionably-motivated opponent should have kindly consulted the Notice of
Appeal before launching a vexatious, delaying, diverting and useless-to-justice, time-wasting
Motion for Dismissal at Appeltate Court. Unfortunately, neither did the Appellate Court Judges,
apparently one and all, do the consideration of the identities of the Plaintiffs-Appellants.

Nor did they check the Probate status of the mythical Estate. Consequently the vexatious
lawyers who should know better, even based on the Probate Court record, which presumably they
would have access to when denying the evidence presented by these Plaintiffs-Appeliants, as easily
as any creditor pursuing payment from the Decedent. The Probate Judge specified the role of the
mother of the decedent to be the Personal Representative of the Decedent, not some non-existent
Estate, which was seeable as vacuous by choices of ownership made by the decedent and his next
of kin. Instead the lawyers chose lazy client-billing for dishing cookie cutter Case Law with
INAPPROPRIATE APPLICATION AND STRATEGICALLY VEXATIOUS TIMING in the
Accelerated scheduling at the Appellate Court proceedings, which time-brief requirements were
otherwise appropriate for the planned challenge over the single definition of 'medical’ as applied to

a perverted individual with a medical license.
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Furthermore, Answers to these Probate issues were actually put into their hands by Pro Se
Plaintiffs during the Trial Court dispute over this same false claim by those same Appellees’
lawyers months before Appelate court challenging. Hence why should the lawyers be excused for
feigning false knowledge of 'some’ next of kin being jeopardized by being mis-represented by these
Plaintiffs-Appellants now taking responsibility. Unfortunately, the Judges at the 12" District
swallowed the Estate fabrication whole, apparently.

Proposition 2: Inappropriate case law was used as universal

In order to make valid application of their Case Law idea, the lawyers should have invested
more research to ensure that their pandered Case Law example does match -- AS THEY BOLDLY
AND UNTRUTHFULLY CLAIMED -- the current case's application IN SUCH A CRUCIAL
POINT AS WHO PRECISELY IS 'Pro Se' FOR THE VALID FIT OF THEIR CASE LAW. This
tack of decent research that is displayed in this Motion, is not the first time they have attempted to
impose their own faulty ideas on a Court of Law with no decent research.

Contrary to the Defendants-Appellee's lawyers' statement that they had a match for our case

with their Case Law using the Williams v. Griffith case, just opens speculation as which faculty of

those Appellee's lawyers is missing-in-action, their fact-finding or their logic for matching, since

the Plaintiffs in the Williams v Griffith case included a very young child in the next of kin! A

representation-tangle unlike in this instance. Hence we immediately consider their entire Case Law
pseudo-parallel as invalid in the extreme, considering the inability of minors to serve as Pro Se and
other Court difficulties with minors' rights to valid representation.

Proposition 3. Pro Se for this case is in synch with Statutory Law as being all concerned parties

No person shall be permitted to practice as an attorney and counselor
at law, or to conmmnence, conduct, or defend any action or proceeding
in which the person is not a party concerned, .. [Emphasis added]

This is THE ACTUAL ORC 4705.01 LAW'S KEY STATEMENT. Clearly these Appellants

ALL ARE PARTIES CONCERNED, as anybody can determine. Hence these Appellants shall
o ?}"’



consider this as validating their own requirements to stand Pro Se in this Court, in the Appellate
Court or in the Trial Court, Even the Decedent has a role to play in the presentation of his near-
death testimony made to his mother, who is formally able to present it as if he were here though
questioning i3 not available since it was long ago by now when he made his presently needed
statement, favoring the importance that court rules attach to such testimony. Possession of his idea
is unfavorably usually deemed heresay but not in his circumstances at present.

Proposition 4; The Supreme Court has priority in determining complex Pro Se permigsability

Furthermore, these Appellants shall point out that it 13 the prerogative of the Supreme Court
of Ohio to determine and judge whenever there is a charge of unauthorized practice of law. As can
be seen in this ORC 4705.07 (B){(2)
(2) Only the supreme couri may make a determination that any
person has committed the unouthorized practice of law in violation
of division (A)(3) of this section. [Emphasis added]
In canclusioﬁ, IF Case Law is being used - as it seems in the Appellate Court — for many more
cases, the dismissal shows that violations of the actual law's statement — namely, limiting
authority to the Supreme Court to determine whether Pro Se activity has become unauthorizable in
Wrongful Death cases done as these Plaintiffs have done -- have been committed, in the form of
invalidatable dismissals by presumptuous lower Courts AT THE BEHEST OF profession-
protecting-instead-of—justice-serving profanity-inspiring lawyers, then it is to the disgrace of those
Courtrooms. FEach time such presumptions of authority by lower courts of Supreme Court authority
are perpetrated against Pro Se, those Courtrooms are making Case Law insupportably incompatible
with the ORC. And such lawyers who demand such presumptuous dismissals in their pandering to
Courtroom 'drama' at the expense of Law-abiding and Justice- serving, are engaging in invalidly
tormenting of valid claiming of Pro Se rights as citizens of this State of Ohio whose law such
lawyers are abusing for their own employment-se-rving agenda. If such previous disgraceful

uncorrected errors in prior cases exist, they should be here challenged by re-asserting the Law's

L ke



Staternent in this current case, even though it's not possible to overturn other past mistakes, than
here challenged for Brown-CA2011-11-025, in other Courtrooms. These Plaintiffs make no
argument at the moment as to the existence of such ‘other' disgraceful ideas as the shyster
Appellees' lawyers have imposed, as a generality, on these Pro Se plaintiffs. But these Plaintiffs-
Appellants do recognize the undeniably growing frequency of lawyers representing perverts, racial
assailants, and other criminals and even killers like the legendary Michael Swango, MD who once
practiced his murderous scheming at Ohio State's Medical Center, and that this Case's Supreme
Court Decision will have consequences for such iatrogenic miscreants to have continued access to
escape justice in this type of Dismissal Motion in the Courtrooms of Ohio.

Consequently, we shall reaffirm our own trust in the Justice of the LAW properly interpreted
and administered. That being the only proper way to secure Justice and have it re-established. And
we do argue that way, depending on logic and statutory law, not case law .

CONCLUSION

These Appellants do petition this Court to rectify the erroneous decision of the Appellate Court
which granted those Appellees' dismissal Motion based on itlogical fallacious use of inappropriate
Case Law and presumed existence of mythical non-pro se next of kin, while presumptuously
ignoring the Supreme Court's designated due process and right to judge,on top of their mis-
representation of these Plaintiffs-Appellants approach to Wrongful Death prosecution. Hence their

obtained verdict should be denied or rejected or whatever will rectify the injustice.

MyéAee Rawhyk Pro Se %ﬁ

Appellant Appellant

1563 Kress Rd

Mount Orab, Ohio 45154-8209
(513) 278-3995
dectiri@earthlink net
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
We hereby certify that after filing this Memorandum with the Supreme Court, we shall

appropriately deliver a required copy of the above to the latest list of Counsels of Record, by email,

since they have authorized it that way in the past, instead of by USPS, first class mail to:

Karen A. Carroll, Esq (0039350) -- lead counsel of record
Christie Jessica Pratt, Esq (0097210}

Rendigs, Fry, Kiely & Dennis, LLP

©One West Fourth Street, Suite 900

Cincinnati, Ohio, 45202

513-381-9200

kearroll@rendigs.com / jpratt@rendigs com

Attorney for Defendants: Mercy Clermont (whose own records department has reneged on
correction of the lying put in the Patient's Record when such Iving was protested by ovdinary methods
after the Hospital's agents (with the exception of their in-house law department records advisor, became
aware of the reality of its use in evidence), Donna L. Proctor, RN, and Melody A Hamilton, RN

and

Michael F Lyon, Esq (0006749) -- counsel of record
Bradley McPeek, Esqg (0071137)

Lindhorst & Dreidame

312 Walnut Street, Suite 3100
Cincinnati OH 45202

513 421-6630
mlvon@lindhorstiaw.com

Attorney for Defendant A X Bhaskar, MD (who fired his Office Assistant in order to claim he hadn't been
timely receiving his Summons since he had been apparently expecting a malpractice deadline and
thought he would escape that deadiine. And was the likely MD who refused to file his hospital reports
for the patient's records to be held up for Patient Representative use in official filing a complaint, FOR
OVER 6 MONTHS because he hides his actions as we've recorded, and does this irresponsible tactic
with no retribution from overseeing staff MDs or Hospital Administrative Anthorities)

and
Judd R Uhl, Esq (0071370) -- counsel of record
Kate Kennedy (00795606)

Magnion & Gray, Co. LPA

909 Wright's Summit Pkwy, Suite 230
Pt Wright, KY 41011

859-663-9830
juhl@manniongray.com




Attorney for Defendants: Shabbir N Sabir, MD, (who was the pervert hustled away when this case was in
preparation after it became known that prosecution was }ikelyy and now David € Beck, MD, and QEST as

a potential John Dve.

on May 4th 2012, within the appropriate deadline.

My Lee Raichyk, Pro Se Cf Mary J H hyk, PhD, Pro Se
Appellant Appellant
1563 Kress Rd

Mount QOrab,. Ohio 45154-83209
(513) 278-39935
dectiri@earthlink net
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