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IN THE SUPREME COUR'T OF OHIO
S'.tA2"E OF OHIO ex rel.

RONALD $3AODW©RTH-#366-695
M1.Ei)0 CflRREC7.'IONAL. INSTITUTION CASE NO.
2001 East Central Avenue
P.O. Box 80033
Toledo, Ohio 43608

Relator

V. ( VER°

FRANKLIN COUM CDUR'l' OF APPT3Al:S,
1'E1:'H APPELI ATE DIS'TRICT
373 South High Street,23rd Floor
Columbus, Otiio 43215

ResEotntent

IN'E.BODUC7'ICN:

RONALD BIfODWOR73i(referred to herein as "Relator"), proceeding pro

se, pursuant to Sup.Ct.Prac.R. X, asks this Court for a Writ of Mandamus

directing the Respondent F'ranklin County Court of Appeals("CA°§) to rule on a

pending Application for Leave to Proceed under R.C.§2323.52(F)(2)rAPPLICATION

€iled.on January 26, 2012.^

1. By DECISION date^ci Uctober 31, 2011, the Franklin County Court of

Comon Pleas' judgenent found Relator to be a vexatious litigator, pursu ant

to R.C.2323.52 as a result of Surrmary Judgement Motions filed by all parties,

including relator.

2. Relator is an inmate in the lawful custody and control of the De-

partraent of Rehabilitation and Correction(DRC) pursuant to R.C.5120.16 in-

carcerated at the 7bledo Correctional Institution(TOCI), in Toledo, Ohio.

3. Relator is a party to Case Pdo.12API-01-0064(underlying case), a

case filed by relator in the Ohio Court of Claims on October 3, 2011, cap-

tioned Case No.2011-11564 against the Department of Rel-mbilitation and Cor-

rec:ion(DRC), as a pro se litigant. IRE C:. ' C(f11
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4. CA is the Appellate Court of Franklin County, Ctiio established
i

pursuant to R.C.25C1^J) and with jurisdiction established pursuant to

R.C.2501.02 and R.C.2323.52(F)(2).

5. 3his court has original jurisdiction over petitions for Writs of

MandaFinas(R.C.2731.02) and (Art. IV, Sec. 2 of the Ohio Constitution).

6. In his Application filed in the underlying case(attached hereto as

Exhibit "A"), the Relator alleges that there is a need for resolution of a

dispute regarding the Court of Clairns of Ohio's 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.
a pp^t¢^¢^ra

7. 11ze Respondent refuses to rule on the'°^^*;^n

8. Relator has a 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 t'ne first instance, may allow a tJrit of twk3ndakius to issue.

9. The Respondent 'nas a duty to rule upon the application pursuant to

Civil Rule 3.

10. For a reniedy at law to be adequ ate, the remedy should be complete

in its nature, bveneficial and speedy. S'I:A9R ex rel. LZBRR't'Y MILLS, INC.,

V. LE7CICEt2(1986), 22 OhioSt.3d 102.

ii. Relator lias no plain and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of

lara 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 contravention

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 hais application af;;ter an already ex-

tensive lapse of almost four rnonths is neither a complete, nor beneficial
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nor speedy remedy, nor is it an adeqvat-e remedy at law.

VdMMRE,

A. Relator prays for a writ of islandamus to issue compelling respondent

to rule on the application at issue.

B. Relator.prays for such further

dee;ns aVpropriate.

STATE OF OHIO )

iar

`tOLEM GORREC7'IOAIAL ]:NS9"I'Ti7'CIOI+I
2001 East Central Avenue
P.O. Box 80033
'l"oledo, flhio 43608

other relief as tiiis court

RONALD WLO()âiddR7M-f366=6

RELA3.'OR, PRO SE

) SS: RONALD BLOODWOR7H-#366-695

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 andco

knowledge, recollection and belief.

Sworn to and subscribed in my.presence this day of

20 ^20-

gonYQ^ G St^a^^ ohW /(
wo tan^ces-^'®
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EXHIBIT

RONALD DLC0D?•7n; !T;

Plaintiff-Appellant

V.

L2TPAR.'^.F„N'1' OF RLI*qrz17 ":
!:dn Ct'RRP_CI'TrmT

efendan t-Appellee

^At1^LT'd VC;tJ': `t, .^%'TdEEIi Tt uf CoUR T S

:,'^ r:I ;
'r̂ . ^.^

^^;irofntt 26 AM 10- 02
ITN-11 ? LTd 1.1 E DIS9RIGT

Court of Clairns Case No

rTn: r

a?' i{'0_R LEAVE 1:0 ?'Rn: ;:FP..,
UCIDEr. RE4TSFD !X.'-DE SE 1.'?
2323.52(F)f2)

Pl^,intiff-Appeliant, RORT4?1^ BLCCD4JC??°I) pursuant to R.C.§232.?.'?(^)(2), seeks

leave from this court of appeals to proceed with filing an appeal to t',.ris

Tenth A%,nellate District Court of A,npeals from the Ohio Court of Claims'

Nover,i'-^er 7. 2011 "F°17RY OF DISMISSAL" .T.N t e above captioned case as a pro

se litigant declared a vexatious litigator bythe Franklin County C,ourt nf

Coranon Pleas, case no. 1L43VEI-01-265, in a Octobeir 31, 2011 decision. 'Cne

Court of Claims of Ohio dismissed the action for its lack of subjeet matter

jurisdiction over what it terms an action based on denial of access to

court allegations. I.owever, there is a need for resolution of a dispute in

that in CCUN7' I of the complaint plaintiff-appellant alleges that by con-0

mitting the conduct described therein (xi-L 1. i14t3-5,7,8,11,14,16,18)13,20 &

22; bt.it ^ee App.Aff,attch'd herewi.th 17413 & 4) the DRC agent(s)°"7as T•n:ong-

fully i.ntnrded into the seclusion of plaintiff's private activities for the

sole purpose to engage in a campaign to har.^ss and tornent r;laintiff."(Id.

at 5(a)). Plaintiff-Appellant also alleges therein that "Suc1.1 intrusion

!^7as calculated to and Froximately did car,se plaintiff to endure outr.age

and mental suffering, shame, Piumiliation, inconvenience, and enbarassment."

(.T.d. at 5(b)). Dl.aintiff-Appellant averred fetrther in *;,e ccxnpl.:iint that

ttie ":xongful intrusion by defendant agent(s) -aas such as to cause out-
r.age, mental :;uffering, shame, hrr,nili.ation and emi-,gr.assm.ent to a person
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of ordinary sensibil.ities."(Id. at 5(c)). PlaintiEf-Appellant al:;o avP red

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

fendant'd John Doe(s) and named agents acting i,,it!nzn the conr..,p and sco;^e

of thier res;-ctive duties as DRC employees, plaintiff Thas suffered mental

and emotional stress, anxiety, 'tudIiliation, depression, anger, ^ ll `o ?,_i.s

czriage." (Id. at 5(d)). C<usi,.gr -:I.aintiff-appellant to iniss critical
,
cieadlines and to l,ose cert^zn court action(;) Iaere all conseouences that

inter alia caused plaintiff-apmellant's mental and emotional pain and

suf fering as alleged in the colnplaint however inartfully pleaddd. On A,ppeal

plainti€f-appellant wi11 argue that COUNT I of his complaint states a clairn

for invasion of privacy at conmon law that is within the subject matter

jurisdiction of the court of claims of ohio ^aho is vested subject matter

jurisdiction over conrton lawe torts. corrnlitted by state erlp^oyee.^> Pcting

within t'rie course and scope of thier employment with n2alicious purpose, in

bad faith or in a wanton or reckless manner.

Eespectfully st3mlitted,

2001 Fast C,entral Avenue
P.O. Box 20033
'L'oledo, C'nio 43605

rG'iVAI.0 SLC^C,'^',=PJR7f? r3oE-
7l?LT:1'lJ .'.'.Oi 'C.1'I7tITAL INS.II7ZJT'LGii

_2-:z'_d't'If'F-APPF'L L4[QT, PRO SE
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^IL_ED

'.l'[!E C--URT OF APPEALS OF OaIO
T°NITH APPELLA7'E DIS7'ZICT

FRAi' ZLrp': COITN.T.Y, OHIO

RONAID BLOODWOR7-L,

Plaintiff-.whnellant

DI'PAR7MEPVT OF REI-.'AB3I.ITATION
AP7D 0ORREC7'ION

Defendsant-A-pnellee

STATE OF OT?IO )

n: ApPeAlz^

2012 JAN 26 PH 12: 39

CLERK OF COURTS

C^IMT OF CLA77",S CASE N0, 2'J11-11564

AFFIDAV21' OF TtONALD BLIX;DWOR7H

) SS; RONALD uL00DWOR7.24366-645

CCL'N1Y OF LUCAS )

RONALD BLCODt,10R7:1T, being duly cautioned and swnrn, made tmder oath, deposes

nd says:

1. I am RCNALD BLOODT'OR7 i-I. I a.m rnaking thi..s a E idavi t based on per-

sonal tmo-Nlet?ge and I arn corripetent to testify to the facts contained in this

affidavit.

2. I am the 6000YAW in the above-captioned case and arn currently

in the custody and control of the Department of Rehabilitation and Correc-

tion(DRC) incarcerated at Toledo Correctional Tnstitution(TCCI),

3• A triue and correct typewritten reproctuction of p,.sragrapil three(3)

of ttte complaint filed in the above-c,.aptioned case states as follows:

"fDlefendant DRC's mailrocsn, or cashiers department John/
Jane Does personnel..., on July 15, 2011, returned to
plaintiff nis legal mail dated July 1, 2011(One manilla sized
lega;l envelope), on July 7, 2011 returned to plaintiff t^ro
nieces of tiis legal mail, on July 11, 2011, returned to
plaintiff eleven pieces of tus le;al rnail, on July 14, 2011,
returned to plainti€ff 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

pieces
of legal mail) was returned to plaintiff all xjrunailed, #
through the ordinary inr_orming mail channels by the bloc'.c
officer during mailcall."



4. A true and correct typewritten reoroduction of paragraphs 4,5,7,

8,11,14,16,18#,19,20 & 22 of the comolaint filed in tne above-captioned

case states as follows:

a. PARAGRAPH FOUR(4): " One outgoing legal sized manilla enve-
loge dated Ju y 12 , 2011, was returned tp plaintiff on July
14, 2011, opened and its contents were read, without the
letter eveer having been rnailed.

b. PARAGRAPH FIVE(5): " Also, tw outgoing embossed sized en-
velopes containing plaintiffls legal mail dated July 12,
2011, ;aere returned to plaintiff on July 14, 2011, im-
rnailed and opened, by his block officer during regular
mailcall distribution.

c. PARAGRAPH SEVEN(7): "[0]n July 22, 2011, during regular
mai call in his block, his blocvlc 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; wh.en he had
initially mailed the article.

c3. PARAGRA.PH EIGE"C(8): "Plaintiff was never returned the mis-
sing piece of nai by John Doe(s) mailroom and cashiers
office personnel.

e. PARAGRAPH F.ZOIEPd(11): "[0]n March 8, 2011, while stand0-
zng insn 2of the ru es infraction boards conference room,
in Jane Doe(First Name Unknoom) Lieutenant Cowell's ore-
sence, Sergeant Foster(First tti'ame Unknown) bursts into the
conference roan holding two(2) stacks of letters and handed
one stack to plaintiff, and said she :•ias gonna rnail the
other stack; which also belonged plaintiff.

E. PARAGRAPH FOpRTE'FCT(14): 90[0]n July 26, 2011, botlt pieces
of outgoing legal mail were returned to plaintiff through
the institutions orclinary mail channels without ever 'nav-
ing been mailed causing plaintiff to raiss a filing dead-
line.

g. PARAGRAPH ST:{7.iE1"T(16): 91[0]n August 11, 2011, the article
of 'mai3: t;as returned to plaintiff .r.itltor.rt having been
mailed.

PAP,AGRAPH EZGHTmN(18): "[0^?n August 17, 2011, the letter
,aas again return.d to nlaintiff without having been r?ailed.

i. PARAGRA9I NIT?T7^1(19). " Hor.rever, nl.rnrelated article of
'^il D aintlEE placed in tcte 7.0^?'.s U.S. Postal rnail?xax on
Aug,lst 163 2011 was in fact mailed to 0'lio Attorney Gen-
erals Offi.ce.
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j, PAjA^=c'RAPH 'BaE1V'lY(20): 'P4oreover, on ^ugtist 17, 2011, also
returned to plaintiff by the mailroom staff ^uere nine(9)
other outgoing pieces of legal mail initially mailed by
plaintiff on Aunuist 16, 2011.

k . pARAGRAPH 31aEN7Y-7110(22): "[0]n September 21m, 2011, the
mai -room sta mem:er s returned the articles oE ^:iail
to plaintiff Naithout havi.ng mailed them. "

5. A true and correct typewitten rearoducti.on of paragraohs 30,32,"

33, and 34 of the complaint filed in the above-ca.ptioned case states as

follows:

a. PARAGRAPH 7IiIRTY(30): "[Djefendant's John Doe aPent(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-
;age in a campaign to harass and torment plaintiff.

h„ PARAGItA?P?:? 71IlRTS'-'1170(32): "Such i.ntruaion Ams calculated
to and ?roximately did cause i?1..:,intiff to endure outrage
and raental suffering, snumiliation, inconvenience
and embarassment.

c, PABACP,ApH 7IlIR9Y-7fIREE(33): "Plaintiff states that the
^,:rngful intrusion by de endant's agent(s' ) was such

as to cause outrage, mental suffering, shanie, IT-smilia-

tion and embarassment to a person of ordinary sensibi-

lities.

PARAC>RAPh 7147R7Y-FOUR(34): As a direct and proximate re-

suit o f the conduct o f efendants JCHN DOE(s') and named

agents' acting within the course and scope of th:ier re-

spective duties as DRC empioyees,' plaintiff ;ias suffered
mental and emotional stress, anxiety, humiliati.on, de-
pression, snger, all to his damage!,"

2 [JRT-lFR , AFFIf1N.i' SAYEIH NAIICR7'..

Affiant, Pro Se
OP A7ALD i=3I.OCn634R'[1

Sworn to and subscribed in my presence this _/'Iday of ^^3w^

nnelh'FM RupedK .e
^ary Pubiic, State of Ob ►o

CommsSSIon Expites 415^l2D12
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