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Franklin Counfy Common Pleas Court, :

. IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO %ﬁ?
"'sfc‘%*}ﬁ’ FYp
gy
State of Ohio ex rel.
Chance Catudal,
2783 Martin Road # 353
Dublin, Ohio 43017,
Relator,
VS.

Case # 12-1795
Judge Kim A. Browne,
373 South High Street
6% Floor, Courtroom 66,
Columbus, Ohio 43215,

and - Original Action in Mandamus

Domestic Relations Division, : - |
373 South High Street : FU LE D
Columbus, Ohio 43215
olumbus, Ohio 15, : oeC 112012
Respondents. : CLERK QF COURT
SUPREME COURT OF QHIO

RELATOR’S MOTION TO STRIKE
RESPONDENTS’ RESPONSE

Relator moves the Court to Strike Respondents’ Response to Relator’s
Motion to Strike Respondents’ Motion to Dismiss.

Relator’s Motion is more fully supported by the Memorandum in Support
that is attached and incorporated herein.

Respectfully submitted,

Chance Catudal, Plaintiff
2783 Martin Road # 353
Dublin, Ohio 43017
ccatudal@ymail.com
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

I SUPREME COURT RULES OF PRACTICE

to Relator’s initial Motion to Strike, not a Memorandum in Opposition. The words
Memorandum in Opposition were not used anywhere in said filing.

I

o
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Relator attempted to file a Reply to Respondents Response (See Exhibit W);
however, Justin T. Kudela rejected Relator’s filing claiming that Relator cannot
file a Response/Reply to a Memorandum in Opposition. Relator indicated to Case

Management Counsel that it was a response that he was replying to, not a
Memorandum in Opposition. The Court is well aware of how difficult it is for a
pro se litigant to get anyone to acknowledge a mistake of this sort.

III. CONCLUSION

It is inappropriate and prejudicial to incorrectly code a pleading in favor of
Relator’s opposition. Furthermore, it is inappropriate and prejudicial not to allow
Relator to file a Reply to a Response.

IV. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Relator prays for the Court to Strike Respondents’ Response
to Relator’s Motion to Strike Respondents’ Motion to Dismiss. In the alternative,
Relator prays for the Court to allow him to file a reply/response to such. Relator
prays for any other such relief that the interests of justice may require.

Respectfully submitted,

7 A

Chance Catudal, Relator
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

V. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Plaintiff hereby certifies that a true and accurate copy of the foregoing was
served upon all parties or their counsel via Regular Mail or in person on the 11"
day of December, 2012.

CL. czLL

Chance Catudal, Relator
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

State of Ohio ex rel. R
Chanee Catudal, X Exhibit W
- 2783 Martin Road # 353 .

Dublin, Ohio 43017,

Relator,
VE.,
Case # 12-1795

1 Judge Kim A. Browne,

373 South High Street
6™ Floor, Courtroom 66,

{ Columbus, Ohio 43215,

and : Original Action in Mandamus

| Franklin County Common Pleas Court,

Domestie Relations Division,
373 South High Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215,

Respondents.

RELATOR’S REPLY
T() RESPGNDENTS’ RESP()N SE

RESPONDENTS’ MOTI()N TO DI‘?MISS

L SUPREME COURT RULES OF PRACTICE

Per S.Ct. Prac. R. 14.2. (D), Respondents do not have any legal basis or

| argument to oppose Relator’s Motion to Strike.

1. RELATOR’S REPLY
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

Relator’s Response to Respondents’ Motion to Dismiss, Exhibit V, was put
forth only as an exhibit to show the Court that his oppositional intent had been
thwarted by malfeasance. Had that not happened, Relator would have filed a
Memorandum in Opposition per S.Ct. Prac. R. 14.4. (B).

III. MALFEASANCE

Paul Thies (0074641) has served Relator previously in another case using
the correct address. See Service Exhibit (attached). It is impossible to confuse

Dublin and Chillicothe. Furthermore, considering Respondents’ argument (i.c., the
Magistrate did it), adversarial misconduct is evident.

IV. CONCLUSION

Respondents’ Motion to Dismiss should be stricken from the record.
V. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Relator prays for the Court to Strike Respondents” Motion
to Dismiss. Relator prays for any other such relief that the interests of justice may
require.

Respectfully submitted,

Chance Catudal, Relator
2783 Martin Road # 353
Dublin, Ohio 43017
ccatudal@ymail.com

V1. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Plaintiff hereby certifies that a true and accurate copy of the foregoing
Motion was served upon all parties or their counsel via Regular Mail or in person
on the 10™ day of December, 2012.

M

Chance Catudal, Relator

Page 2




Service Exhibit

{0074641)
tant ..msecutmg Attorney

. High Strset, 13%Floor

s, Ohio 43215

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

o Jime 12, 2012, acopy of the: foregoing was fited. eicctremcaﬁy
The: Ceurt ¢l ¢ filing systes will send notice to all'p 1tie W ag

filing ’shmugh the Cﬁurt § systein. In addition, T served & e
"Mail, posiage prepaid, on June:12, 2012, to the ;qiiowmo

Isf Mavhew S. Teetor

Matthew S, ?gs-:tar
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