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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF QHIO
STATE OF OHIO ex rel. . - §
RONALD BLOODHORTH#366-605 : 12 - 10927
TOLEDD CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTICN :  CASE NO.
2001 East Central Avenue

P.0. Box 80033
~ Toledo, Chio 43608

e &

Relator ;
COMPLAINT FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

Ve {VERIFIED)

'FRANKLIN COUNTY COURT OF APPEALS,
TENIH APPELLATE DISTRICT

373 South High Street,23rd Floor .

Columbus, Ohio 43215 | JUN T4 2012
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Respondent ;
SUPRENE GCUURT UPQHK}

INTRODUCTION:

RONALD BLOODWORIH(referred to hereim as “Relator"), proceeding pro
se, pursuant to Sup.Ct.Prac.R. X, asks this Court for a Writ of Mandamus
directing the Respondent Franklin Coumty Coﬁrt of Appeals(“CA™) to rule on a
pending Application for Léave to Proceed umder R.C.§2323.52(F)(2)VAPPLICATION")
filed. on January 26, 2012,

i. By DECISION datéé October 31, 2011, the Franklin County Court of
Common Pleas_ judgement fpund Relator to be a vexatious litigator, pursu ant
te R.C.2323.52 as a result of Summary Judgement Motions filed by all §arties,
including relator.

2. Relator is an inmate in the lawful custody and control of the De-
partment of Rehabilitation and Correction(BRC) pursuant to R.C.5120.16 in-
carcerated at the Toledo Correctional Institution(TOCI), in Toledo, Ohio.

3. Rélator is a party to Case No.12APT1-01-0064(underlying case), a
case filed by relator in the Chio Court of Claims on October 3, 2011, cap- |
tioned Case No.2011~11564 against the Department of Rehabilitatien and Cor-

rection(DRC), as a pro se litigant.
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4. CA is the Appellate Court of Framklin Coumty, Chio established
pursuant Lo R:C.ZS@i?S) and with jurisdiction established pursuvant to
R.C.2501.02 and R.C.2323.52(F)(2).

5. This court has orifiinal jurisdiction over petitions for Writs of
Mandamus(R.C.2731.02) and (Art. IV, Sec. 2 of the Chio Constitution).

6. In his Application filed in the underlying case(attached hereto as
Exhibit "A"), the Relator alleges that there is a need for reselution of a
dispute regarding the Court of Claims of Ghiofs dismissal of the action

for its lack of subject matter jurisdiction over what it terms an action

based on denial of access to court allegations.

apfkéa#ﬁ”
7. The Respondent refuses to rule on thelmotion..
8. Relator has 2 ° clear right to require CA to rule on his Appli~

cation pursuant to R.C.2323.52(F)(2), and it is apparent that CA can give

no valid excuse for failing to do so; therefore, pursuant to R.C.2731.06,
this court, in the first instance, may allow a Writ of Mandamus to issue.

9. The Respondent has a duty to rule upon the application pursuant to
Civil Rule 3.

10. For a remedy at law to be adequ ate, the remedy should be complete
in its nature, bveneficial and speedy. STATE ex re,. LIBERTY MILLS, INC.,

V. LOCKER(1986), 22 ChioSt.3d 102.

i1. Relator has no plain and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of
law except to seek a writ of mandamus, as he will be forced to sit by idle,
and in limbo anticipating the ruling that will never be made in contraveation
of the legislative purpose of R.C.2323.52.

12. To force relator to continue to endure the the everlasting "waiting

game' for the respondent to rule on his applicatien af ter an already ex-
tensive lapse of almost four months is neither a complete, nor beneficial
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nor speedy remedy, nor is it an adequat e remedy at law.

A. Relator prays for a writ of mendamus to issue compelling respondent
to rule on the application at issue.

B. Relator prays for such further  land other relief as this court
deems appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

'EO C‘SRRECFI@NAL ]FJS’.}‘I TUTION
2001 E‘asi: Central Avenue

P.0. Box 80033

Tolede, Chio 43608

RELATCR, PRO SE

STATE OF OHIO )
:  RONALD BLOODWORTH-#366-693
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COUNTY OF LUCAS )
VERIFICATION OF FACTS

After first being duly sworn according to law the Relator avers that all

the facts contained in the complaint are true ogrect to the best of his

knowledge, recollection and belief. _
Sworn to and subscribed in my. presence this 7) ;__J day of ‘b_»-—-» ,

i /4’/'/

(_NOTARY PUBLIC
Q\iﬂ
ol s*\a‘edo 2l

e

o mm\ge\m\




EXHIBIT
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Z0NALD BLCODSMIORTH

Plaintiff-Appellant
7.
CEPARTMENT OF REFARITITATTON :
AND CORRECTION : APPLICATION FOR LEAVE O DD”""FP
_ : MDER TFT0 REVISED COPRE SEevyren
Teferdant-4onellee _ : 43?3-52@\ £2)

Plaintiff-Appellant, RONALD BLCODWCRTY], pursuant to R.C.§2322.52(F)(2), seeks
leave from this court of appeals to proceed with filing an appeal to this
Tenth Apraellare District Court of Appeals from the Chio Court of Clalms
Novemser 7, 2011 "ENTRY OF DISMISSAL" TN the above captioned case as a pro
se litigant declared a vexatious litigator bythe Franklin County Coust of
Common Pleas, case no. 11-CVH-01-285, in a October 21, 2011 decision. The
Court of Claims of Chio dismissed the action for its lack of subject matter
jurisdiction over what it terms an action based on denial of ‘access to
court allegations. However, there is a need for resolution of a @ispute in
that in COUNT T of the cm:p_lalqt plaintiff-appellant alleges that by com-0
mitting the conduct described therein (Compl. 13-5,7,8,11,14,16,18,19,20 &
22; but zee Az:u.Afﬁ-.at-tch'd-héfewi th 13 & 4) the DRC agent(s) ™has wrong-
fully intruded into the sec:lusmn of plaintiff's private sctivities for the
cole purpose to engage in a campaign to harz=ss and torment claintiff."(Id.
at 5(a)). Plaintiff-Appellant also alleges therein that "Such intrusion

was calculated to and proximately did cause plaintiff to endure outrage

and mental suffering, shame, humiliation, inconvenience, and embarassment,
(Td. at 5(b)). PlaintiffmAppellaht averred further in the complaint that

the "rongful intrucion by defendant agent(s) was such as to cause out-
rage, mental suffering, shame, lnmiliation and embarassment to a person
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of ordinary sensibilities."(Id. at 5(c)). Plaintiff-Appellant alse averred

therein that "As a direct and proximate result of the conduct of de-

-fendant 'd John Doe(s) and named agents acting withir the zourse and scope

of thier respective duties as DRG employees, plaintiff has suffered mental
and emotional stress, anxiety, huhiliation, depression y anger, a1l to hisg
damage.’ (Id. at 5(d))}. Ceusing plaintiff-appellant to miss critical
deadlines and to lose certain court action(s) were all consecienseas that
inter alia caused plaintiff-appellant’s mental and emotional pain and
suffaring as alleged in the complaint however inartfully pleaddd. On Anpeal
plaintiff-appellaﬁf will argue that COUNT T of his cbmplaint states a claim
for invasion of privacy at common law that is within the subject matter
Jurisdiction of the court of claims of ohio who is vested subject mattrer
jurisdiction over common lawe torts committed by state empboyees acting
within the course and scope of thier amployment with malicious purpese, in

bad faith or in a wanton or reckless marmer.

Respectfully submitted,

rd
/RONAID BLOODHORTH-"366 505
TOLEDD CORRECTIONAL IESTTIUTICON
2001 Fast Central Avenue
P.0O. Box 20033
Toledo, Chio 43608

PLATNTIFF-AFPELLANT, PRO SE
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[t TUE CCURT OF APPEALS CF OHTO 201 JAN26 PMI2: 39
TZNTH APPELLATE DISTRICT
FRANKLIN COUNTY, OHTO CLERK OF COURTS

RONALD BLOODWORTEH
CCURT OF CLATMS CASE 0.2011-11564

Plaintiff-Appellant
v. |

_ AFFIDAVIT COF ROMALD BLCODWORTH
PEPARTMENT OF REVABTLITATION :
AND CORRECTTON :

Cefendsant-Appellee _

STATE OF CHIO )
) SS: RONALD BLOODWORTH-#366-695

COUNTY OF LUCAS )
RONALD BLOODWORTH, being duly cautioned and sworn, made under oath, deposes

1. I am RONALD BLOODWORTH. T am making this affidavit based on per-
sonal knowladge and I am corpetent to testify to the facts contained in this
affidavit. | |
2. I am the SRR in the aboire-captioned case and am currently
in the custody and control of the Department of Rehabilitation and Correc-

tion(DRC) incarcerated at Toledo Correctional Institution(T0CT).

3. A true and correct typewritten reproduction of paragraph 'three(B)
of the complaint filed in the above-captioned case states as follows:

"[D]efendant DRC's mailroom, or cashiers department John/
Jane Does bersonnel..., on July 15, 2011, returned to
plaintiff his legal mail dated July 1, 2011(0ne manilla sized
lega;1 envelope), on July 7, 2011 returned to plaintiff twe
pleces of hisg legal mail, on July 11, 2011, retirmed to
plaintiff eleven pieces of his legal mail, on July 14, 2011,
returned to plaintifff one piece of his legal mail, and on
July 14, 2011, plaintiff's legal mail; dated July 12,

2011, (one legal sized manilla envelope and two other nieces
of legal mail) was returned to plaintiff all umailed, #
through the ordinary incopming mafl chamnels by the block
officer during maileall.”



4.

A true and correct typewritten reproduction of paragraphs 4,5,7,

8,11,14,16,18%,19,20 & 22 of the complaint filed in the above-captioned

case states as follows:

a.

4.

i
.

PARAGRAPH FOUR(4): " COne outgoing legal sized manilla enve-
lope dated July 17, 2011, was returned to plaintiff on July
14, 2011, opened and its contents were rea y Without the
letter eveer having been mailed.

PARAGRAPH FIVE(S): " Also, two outgoing embossed sized en-

velopes containing plaintiffls legal mail dated July 12,
2011, were returned to plaintiff on July 14, 2011, im~
mailed and opened, by his block officer during regular
mailcall distribution.

PARAGRAPH SEVEN(7): " [Oln July 22, 2011, during regular
mailcall in his block, his blocvk officer returned these
pieces of outgoing legal mail to him with the exception
of one piece of which plaintiff onoly received the cash-
slip attached to that piece of legal mail; when he had
initially mailed the article.

PARAGRAPH ETGHT(8): "Plaintiff was never returned the mis-
sing piece of mail by John Doe(s) mailroom and cashiers
office personnel. :

PARAGRAPH HLEVEN(11): " [Oln March 8, 2011, while standO-
ing inside of the rules infraction boards conference room,
in Jane Doe(First Name Unknovm) Lieutenant Cowell's pre~ -
sence, Sergeant Foster(First Name Unknown) bursts into the
conference room holding two(2) stacks of letters and handed
one stack to plaintiff, and said she was gonna mail the

other stack; which also belonged plaintiff.

PARAGRAPH FOURTFEN(14): “[0ln July 26, 2011, hoth pieces
of outgoing legal mail were returned to plaintiff through
the institutions ordinary meil channels without ever hay-
ing been mailed causing plaintiff to miss a filing dead-
line. '

PARAGRAPH STXTEEN(16): "[On August 11, 2011, the article

of mail was returned to plaintiff without having been
mailed.

PARAGRAPH ZICHTEEN(18): " [Cln August 17, 2011, the letter

was again returned to plaintiff without having heen railed.

PARAGRABH NTMETTEN(19): "Ekmeﬁer} an imrelated article of

mail plaintiff placed In the MNCT's U.S, Postal mailbox on
August 156, 2011, was in fact mailed to Thio Attorney Gen-

erals Office.



3. PARACRAPH TWENTY(20): ' Moreover, on August 17, 2011, also
raturned to plaintitf by the mailroom staff were nine(%)
other outgoing pieces of legal mail initially mailed by
plaintiff on Auguist 16, 2011.

X. PARAGRAPH TWENTY-THO(22): "[0]n September 21im, 2011, the.
mailroom statf member(s) returned the articles of mail
to plaintiff without having mailed them.”

5. A true and correct. typewritten reproduction of paragrashs 30,32,
23, and 24 of the complaint filed in the above-captioned case states as

follows:

a. PARAGRAPH THIRTY(30): "[DJefendant's John Doe agent(s')
and named agents' by committing the above-described con-
duct has wrongfully intruded into the seclusion of plain-
tiff's private activities for the sole purpose to en-
gage in a campaign to harass and torment olaintiff.

b. PARAGRAPY THIRTY-TWO(32): "Such intrusion was calculated
*5 and proximately did cause plainiiff to endure outrage
and mental suffering, <hime, buniliation, inconvenience
and embarassment. - :

c. DPARAGRAPH THTRTY-THREF({33): "Plaintiff states that the
wrongful intrusion by defendant’'s agent{s') was such
as to cause outrage, mental suffering, shame, humilia-
iion and embarassment to a person of ordinary sensibi-

ities.

d. PARAGRAPH THIRTY-FOUR(34): "' As a direct and proximate re-
sult of the conduct of defendants JOHN DOE(s') and named
agents' acting within the course and scope of thier re-
spective duties as DRC employees, ' plaintiff has suffered
mehtal and emotional stress, anxietx, humiliation, de~

pression, anger, all to his damage.
FURTIFR, AFFIANT SAYEIH MAUGHT. /

Affiant, Pro Se

Sworn to and subscribed in my presence this Wc‘éay of 1 iad ,
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Kenneth Earl Rupert
Public, State of Ohio

Notary x
commission Expires 4/30/2012
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