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'>* ((EXPLANATIO^,T OF WHY THIS CASE PRESENT))-4**

,``"q( ISSUES OF PUBLIC, OR GREAT GENERAL INTE. ,)**

'•^-*s`( (...REST, AND INVOLVE A SUBSTANTIAL CCNST-) *>°;

`', : ` ( ( - ITUTIONA.L QUESTION * `*) *4

cause present the constitutional legislative intent of ...

...R.C.2953.21(C), AND R.C.2953.21(D), an (APP.R.# 25/12)(01)(C)t

The (U.S.C.A.7','14/ DtIE'-PROCESS) is present in the cause herein and

previously been established, in prior (OHIO SUIL:'P.ENE COURT RULING).

The eighth district appellate court of appeals, in cleveland, ohio

have chosen to (IC:NORE CONCRETE NONE AMBIVALENT CASE OF TIIE LAW,AN

LAW OF THE CASE DOCTRTNTE BLUEPRINT) to be FOLLOWED by all lower..

APPELLATE, an TRIAL OHIO COMMON PLEAS COURTS!!

s''*<^-THE PUBLIC GREAT GENERAL INTEREST, IS THE NEED TO BE GUARANTEED

that the (DUE PR.OCFSS RIGHTS AFFORDED BY OHIO SUPREME COURT PP.ECE-

-DENTfi ENFORCEMENTS,OF LEGISL,ATIVE INTENDED STATUTORY EXECUTION OF

THE POSTCONVICTION PROCEDURAL PROCESSING, FOR ALL OHIO IMPRISONED)

(SHALL) be Administered, an NOT IGNGRED AS DISCRETIONA:R^.' PRIVILEGE

never provided by SUPERIOR AUTHCRITY! !rs;**

The OHIO SUPREME COURT MUST DETERMINE WHETHER ITS OWN PRIOR EOOT-

-NOTE AUTHORITY SUPPORT NEED TO TAKE (JURISDICTION OF INSTANT CASE).

"^ `'*,A APPEAL cannot be taken to a superior court for APPRORIATE RE-
-VIEW, AN APPEAL...AI3SENT A "JOURNAL ENTRY EXPRESSED PETAILS

`°>;':;`THIS PRQ SE: LOUIS CA,MPBELL:`S00-745, REQUESTED "PORTIONS AN PA-

-RTS, OF THE RECORDS IN TRIAL COURT, AN EVIDENCF, DEHOP. THE RECORD,

TO BE EXPLICITEY SHOWN IN THE CERTIFICATE OF JUDGE1,1ENT, THAT CRE -

-ATE RESJUDICATA BARRING SIXTEEN CL A IMS , FROM A E:jIJE'^TI"AR Ir stEA.R-

-ING, IN CUYAHOGA COUNTY COMMON PLEAS COURT, PURSUANT TO R. C.295 -1-
.21(C) , an (E') ! t t,L.<<,

- ..4*( (pAGE aI /OE 16 ) )-,̀  ,



'>* contznuance: of ereat Ret?era.l irttcrest) *..*

*^'?"THIs OHIO SUPREME COURT MUST EXC.FP ' JURISDICTION, T0 REINSTATE

THE ORDERLY OPERATION OF `I'^E 1`^EA^'dI.Tt;Fr^L RIGHT TO A FINAL APPEALA_-

-BLE ORDEP,... to be provided to the APPELLATE COURT, IN REGULATION

ESTABLISHED BY THIS COURT IN.. . . (STAT E V. PERRY), ( MA.v 03, 1957) , 10,
(OHIO/S. CT. ) , 2d. 175, LEXIS^ 257: . ,..(r^T^?2); If that petita.c^s aI-
Iege such facts, but the records., and the files, an records of the

case (NEGATIVE) the existence of facts, sufficient to entitle the
prisoner relief, the court may so find, and dismiss the petition!
HOWEVER, IN SUCI AN INSTANCE, THE PIND,INC OF "L'HE COURT S4 4ULD S:`r,̂ -.
-CTLY THE PORTIONS OF TH-E FILES, AND RECORDS, WHICH (NECATIVE)...
...THE EXISTENCE OF A.LLECEI? FACTS, THAT WOULD OTHERWISE ENTITLE T-
^i-AE PRISONER TO RE'LIEF: (VERBATIMLY CITEt} ACCUPATL'L^.')-;.^

a *.re G '^T ^^1 ^e^ .S.tATE V^£^^ L̂E}T.^R), (FE.^.^?5,1975)5413(C^FIC^/S.CT.),41,2c., LEXiy
I^.^,;=421 s.... 4: IN ANY INSTANCE, THE FINDINGS WHICH NEGA-

-TIVE THE fiXISTE'L;CE OF ALLEGED FACTS, THAT WOULD OTHERWISE ENTITLE
T1171E PRISONER TO RFLIEF: !! (HN$) : i'The determination of whether an
issue is barred by (RESJUDICATA), LARGELY INVCLVES APERtTSAI.. OF T--
-119 FACTS 017 hECORD, TURNING ON SUCH MATTERS AS THE (ISStJES RAISEI3

AT TRIAL, ANL UPON APPLAL, THL AVAILABIT I?Y C? EVIDE rT..,...^ ^ ^ .. ^ ^^...^.. L C E , AN s^I T NES S ) .
an the (JURISDICTION OF THE TRIAL COURT) ......A.N WEE'E APPROPRIATE
(SHALL SPECIF', THE PCRTICi4S, AN PA.RTSOF THL' RECCRDS AN FILES ),.
. . .THA11' STL ^^N '`7I^.^; iL^^ESJLiDICATAP^

,' ;'=.=Tkee preaedents of the OHIO /S . CT . , . .have been PRECISELY NC'TED

AN FOLLOWED BY THE LOWER aTHER (APPELLATE COURTS). SEE 13'E"LOt-7:

,-(STATE V. CJgNTHER) 4 (FEB.20 g 2007) ( Ĵ-th1 ,/I3I5^.̂  -}y .),2007, ohio app.681
LE'_1̂.IS; 622; '(1101) : VERBATIM NOTE'D AS ABOVE PRECEDENTS '̀€.

*(STATE V. PHILLIPS) 9(-rEB.G3,1999), OHIO APP.,L.EXtS r24G. ...ACIAT';
A(HN01): VERBATIM NOTED AS ABOVE PRECEJENTS.'`**

`;`(-`STA.TE V. :.r;ILES): (APRIL 14,1998), 126,OHIO APP. 32. 11 c4:)( j,

r`>°-..TCtRISDICTIO}r^T SHOULD BE GRANTED, TO RESTORE ORDERLY STATE PRQC:E-

-DURAL U.S.C.A.#-14,...DUE PRQCESS FINAL APPEALABLE JOURNAL ENTRY

IEA?^^St^GFLfL E).[PLICIT SHGWING OF PORTIC3N CL3_ECCR1_. AN REJ[JDICA.TA ! f

*,.. (PAG_E 02 /OF 16 ) r°„



*,.rL*(TH> HISTORY STgTEMENT OF )***
eS).w',;.,.R''^=F`(C&SE PR0CEEDIC PziOCE^- :,^

^ .14,2011, 7^E.
^ . . '' y •_ ^ .. ._ ^. ^ C; .. 4 ,.. , , ^ ^ -.. ^ ?_ ^) ^,^

4 , y .. ; f...

^ ^ ^ r p t r
ti J

''.a....C.sl....=^^,0..{_Vt^ . ;r?7 r a

('-ni1v.C t ..C: }. .. '^^ _...... ^. .. ^..i- 4....':T........^:.`^T...
%,rn •3:^ r''^iAL .

( Y' ^ ^ ^ 1" r r 4 ;•Tr; ^ ^ ^ . f ; t

13 ,.., t"' l ^"^

APEALS_1 14t £ ..._

C
^ .. ^ T ` ..: 4• . ' .

1_. Y° t U ^: '' tY^

urJ.e..^. W k_%lS^ 4. j_..^ ^ .,^^•i_' L. ^.r . t - `''•'_ .. , i.J_. .. ^ . . .. _ M1 ': F.. ^ ^.1

_' r7.. 4.^_C^`.7.

' .C.

(AFPsR.GS"'A/ 14-B), ^1^t.'-
. -^ . ^.^1 ^. c. , t. t o fi t) c"t? p i,..-^ ^

, •̂__,°"""°-- -" ^+ .r . ....-.._.___»....m......^
.1..
- c:. l. _ _ ^ . ........_..4._m.^^,,, .' ^ ^ ' ^- ~

. f .. ^ t . - -, .,•, ^^ .
,. •. f^ '" F ) ..: ^ '^ 1 ^' .' f ^ ^.:

k ^ . x ..-;c,: t. ^. ^ e, Y^ tv lt'`t.s ^ T r ; rti l f. .. 1 , f " >. ^ ^ 3 I ... 3. .'6 .. ^ ! ^ J

x. `K.^ L., ea,. ... ..

THE CA.5E NO.;13-CA94930, was REINSTATED.**

n r r.r. 4. ^ T S p . L, S ) :! ^. .' .., i
, ... 1. .,;. _ [p

_ . _, c. .. .
. ^ ^ ., . _.. . ., r .c. -I y

^ THE BRIEF ASSERTED SIXTEEN SPECIFIC CLAIMIS, AivATTtsC-
°HED A APPENDIX OF ONE HUNDRED AN ELEVEN JURYTRTA.L TRAtJSCRIPTS TO
SHOW COURT RULING L`XQNERATIN,C'.^ EVIDENCE INADMISSIBLE, THEREFORE Ul'w-
-AVAILABLE AT TRIAL, AN DIRECTAPPuAL.. , . BRIEF ALSO ATTACHED (A)-
VIA-(T}, ^4CLTi^^^zTuD HI?3ITS, EVIDF;vCE DEHOR THE RECORD.*°^

. ,^ ;^^ r , ..^tA ,-
. . . fil.ed the s tate t`RL`SPONS IVE OPPOSITION BRIEF, OPPOSING THE. . . .
.. sixteen claims, in the EIGHT APPELLATE DISTRICT COURT APPEA.LS*

'`(09):NOV.2013, pro-se filed a twenty four page (JUDICIAL NOTICE)

exhihitso(A)-VIA-(F) y showing actual 16-claims fzled.NOij.1.4;2t^11,
y anattached lists of those spec.^fie. ea^tside recorr.`c pvi^erce.*^,-*

' *{` ( PAGE 03 / 6



*,"'*,', (CONTINUANCF: OF HISTORY STATFMENT.. . }
6TCASEPIiOCFEDZNLS PRCCESS . ' .:,!-

*1(10):JAN.16, 20-14, (ORAL-ARGUEMENTS) w-as he1.d in case;; 1.S-CA-99955*

*(11) tFFR .?;8, 2{314, (CFRTIFICATE OF JUDGWMENT AF FITiMATIt}N FN1RY)..
. . .CASF NQ.'f_13-ca-,99936.* (t4?CTED): "THIS JOURNAL FNTRY WAS NEVER
INDEXFD BY VOL•UME', A:i^j PAGF NUMBER ON Tr3F DOCKETSHEET J4URi`,ALLg ...
PURSUANT TO (STATE V. HILL),(JUNE 08,2007),2007,vIHIC APP. 2852...
LEXIS#2'47. Therefore, pro-se request ohio s./ct., to order the
lower ei;hth as^^ellate oourt to commence aroper f 1I.i.° 's `

(SICNIFICANTLY NOTFD) : T'. E, n

;:^ (MOTTON FCR nFLAYED RECONSIDFRATION) ^ pursuant to......
(APPR2o-A/ 14 - B), ^2.1- r (FIRST ASSIGNL°FNT OF ERROR IN..

.THF EIGHTH APPELLATE COURT ^ PE^^T 0 ^P 4LS Pt^C1 S w T^ ^ SUR^^ITED '

(REQUEST TO AMEND POSTCU-
NVICCTIaIy,FILED;NGV 14, 2011, TiAS nFNIFD A.S MOOT^ over t_H_e

APPEALS COURT STATED, A VOID AB INITIO ISSUE, TkTQULD HAVE -.-^^FFit? DIS-
-M1SSED AS (^ESJUBICATA) !! P ???????

='°THF' (VOID AB INIT'IC ISSUE: THE PRIOR CONVICTION CASE NQ.T84-CR__

#L94750, APRIL 08.1985, in cuyahaga countyohio),is cansta.tutlort-
-ally infirm, whereas, prior used to enhance current case no.0_
10-CR-538673, june 14,2010 offense indictment of count two, the
(^TAVING WE.APCNS UNDER DISABILITY/R:.C.2923.12(A)(2)9 an CREATED A.
(`SSFNTIAL ELEIvi±.NT OF THFgFFF.NSE) , REQUIRING THE STAIF i ROOF. . .

_..(BFYQND A??EASONA.BI,F DCtTBT)t r t MICCTNFSS BY RESJUDICATA, CAN-

-NOT STAND, C;HE?F COLLATERAL CHALLFIutCE IS VALID WHEN TRIAL CQJRT
LACBJECi JURISDICFICN, CN ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF M.ARCH-
!23,2011, CCNVICTICN¢ !APRIL 08,1985, CASE I-?0 . 484-CP-19475C?, Court
APPOINT.FD-COUIqSEL, INT PRIORCONVICTICN IS CCNST.,(INFIRM), A^BSFNT
VLID JUVFNILF (BI^^.TD-GVuR), WHFN NCTYPH: BINDCVER LDRCCFDURE EVER..
...CaMMENCFD PURSUANT TO P.C.2151.26, an JUV.R.; 30e r FNCTYPE JUVE-

-NILE COUNSEL EVER APPOINTED, OR ;?AIVFD. ADULT COURT APPOINTED...
...COUNSL`L FOR INDIGENT DELINQUENT CHILD IS (VOID AB INITIO) .,,°;

(OUTSIDE F,VIDFNCE OF JUVENILE RECORDS INT S^,;PPCRT,NOT RESJUDICATA)!

-° r'.>` F` (P^A^ E 04 jG K \j
. ... ..^.^..._`_a?.J ^t,



'f'="`'{ (STAT:`,MENT OF FACTS)-'k*,`*
-,e; *,° (OiILLIO StFPRE14E COt.JRT)

'°="MARCH 03,2011, pro-se: louis campbell#600-748, was canvic'Led in

jurytrial, in case no.610-CR-538573, Adm.Judgee Mrs. Nancy Fuerst

on four count indzctment.... (01):2-nd/degree RE)BBP.,RY,...(02):hav-

-in,g weapons under c3:^saLility, 3-rd/degree. . . . (03).CarrySng concea-

-led weapons4-th/degree....(04);Resistzng Arrest, 01-st/deg_ree, a

notice of prior conviction, repeat violent offenaer,(CQNVICT1QN),

resulting "FC'UR YEAR CONCURRENT SENTENCE, MANDATORY TIME " *,' --

' *%'APR1L 05 2011 ^ ,^ ^e, , pro-se:Louis Camphel1,^60Q74-8, filed (APPI:,AL,)

CASE NO.#11-CA-96628, in the (EIGHTH A.PPE'LLATE JIJI7ICTAT BISTRICT

COURT OF APPEAL, IN CLEVELAND CU10), ,>°°'-^„̀̂-

;'::'`JUNE 21,2011, CASE N0.#11-CA-95628, in eighth court of appeals

"WAS DISMISSED, FOR HAILLTRL' TO PRCSECUTE..... (ABSENT TRANSCRIPTS ) !

_'`*OCT.43,2011, pro-se appellant:Louis Canipbell case no.n11.-CA--

9662i , was ``REIL^STATFI^, AN BRIEF DUE DESIEMBER Q2,2011.,`'JURYTRI:^<L

TRANSCRIPTS TEMPORARILY ..^^P.ANTE0, UNTIL NOV.07,2011, RETURNED!!

'' `*NCV.14,2011, pro-se:Louis Campbell#600-748, filed R.C.2953.21

pos; cerzviction motion, sixteen claims of const.,violation, also

(ATTAC?:±L'D APPENDIX: ONE HUNDRED ELEVEN JURYTRIAL TRANSCRJ:PTS o . . . .

...DETAILTNG COURT RULINC INTADMTSSIRL:^ E-AKQNERATINC EVIDENCE AT THE

MARCH 2011 trial!! ALS^, THE EXHTRI.TS;(.A)-VI!a.--('1`)--DOCUIiL'NTS OF EV-

-IDENCE `'POLICE R.EPCRTS/ETC.

'`*-^'^DEC.05;2011, P?ZOSECUTQR.JAMES PR?'CE'0073356, filed "OPPGSITTON

BRIEF UNTIMELY, BPYGN-D THE (DIRECTORY/ 10-DAY-33FAU'LINE6....rrr4

°°''f°,MAY 08,2013.. ,"QVER ONE .A.NT A HALF YEARS LATER", the P,ighith dis-

-trict Court of appeals, "DISMISSED THE POSTCONVICTION BASED UPON

A THOERY OF RESJIJDICATA"I rNC JOURNAL ENTRY DISMTSSAL EXPRESS:rNG

THF_, PORTIONS AN PARTS OF RECORDS, THAT NEGATE CLAIMS, REJUDICATA!**

7J
^ ^....._....^ - ....e.^

, . `..^ ^ A (' .n. /n r.+ 9. .f..



*-•°r,-(CnT4T: S^^TFI^''^'1^T OF̂ ' F"•CT),=:°;-^' .t ts_,,. C's v
:°. J..f. ^

, (^JHZO SL^PRE^.^E COU^ZT `.,°_:°-

:`r''sEE:(STATE V. CAMPBELL), (APRIL 19,2012),CHiC APP.1738,Lr.XIS1518

*r"APRIL 19 , 2012 , 17-day s after "ORAL A ^ s, I N ^ CASE ^: _--P^tr_^ T^r 7 c^.,,̂ .

11-CA-96628, TRL EIGHTH APPE.A.LLATE DISTRICT CJFIRT (;kZE;.^USED TO AD-

-DRESS THE EIG^gT ASSIGNMENT OF ERRORS INCASE z^<C^.^t1^C_A -9^628}, .^z

BASED UPON SUA-SPONTE RULING THAT PRO-SE BRIEF FORMAT DEFICENCY!!

1F'*.IAN.17,2012, an FEB.21,201.2,...PRO-se:Louis campbel.l.;11,600-748,

recieved "TWO PROSECUTORS SEPARATE BRIEFS, AN RESPONISES TO EIG^'T

ASSIGNMENTS OF ERRORS MERITS, AN NO MEtSTIONING OF A PROSECUTORS

AFFIRMATIVE DEFuNSE GF A PRO-SE BRIEF DEFICIENCY BY THE STAT`E! r! i

no Frior notice of dismissal Dursuant to cilVil r. (41)(B)' `-%°.*

*,':°;Thzs instant appeal to "OHIO SUPREME COURT", is need to recieve

5'CCUZT-CRDER, FC?R APPELLATE COURT TO ISSUE A EXPLICIT MEANINGFUL,

-FUL JUDGEMENT ENTRY, THAT EXPRESSIVELY PROVIDE ENOUG€? SUFFICIENT

INFORMATION TO I?'iFQRt; THE REVIEWING SUPERIOR COURT, WHAT PARTS OF

the trial, an dehor the record evidence that "(NEGA?'IVE THE DUE -

-PROCESS PRO-SE CLAIMED ASSERTIONS )'` { 8

***MAY 28,2013, pro-se:louis campbell "APPEALED THE MAY 08.2013--

dismissal of nov.14,2011 postcanvictien**=4(CASE Nu.10-CR538673)."+

***JUNE 21 , 2013, CASE N0.7#13CA-99935, "WAS RTENSTATLD AS A.PPE'AL°a*

***EVENTUALLY, °"(FED .1 32014 )se r,A.,̂ E ^ ^3 , the ,s trC.,; 1S-C:A-99936 , the. , .

. . . "GERTZ.FIC.4.TE OF JIJDGEMENT", by the "COURT OF APPEALS`f, `°CONSC-

-L IB4TED TH-E S IX-ASS IGNME?t7TS OF ERRORS, BY PRO-SE:L. CAMPPELL, ...

....FILED, SEPT.13,2013, in "APPEAL BRIEF ", allegedly for economy

purposes, "E?GWEVF;R OMIT THE `fVERBATIM WORDS IN PRO-SE ERRORS°`.

.L..4*`*'w (PAGF 06 10F 16 )



>'<;'':°(CQNT: STATEMENT OF FACTS)''-*'_

***(OHIO SUPREME COURT);°<**

*-'' `FE'B.1 3, 2014,"EIGP?TH APPELLATE COURT OF A.PPEALS", CONSOLIDATED,

THE PRO-SE FOURTH Aiti'" SIX ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR), an "RECCNSTRUCTrD

THE ERROR AS FOLL,GWS,. . . . {EXH.IBIT: PAG^7'-G2/of-08-ALPHARET-(

(verbatirn) :'°STATING. . .T:i_AT (CAMPBELL) . .. a.rgues t-

-he (TRIAL COURT), abused its discretion by DE^TYING HIS PETITIard,

on the basis of (RERESJUDICATA ), (I; ITP:OUT) es tablis'iing evidence

evidence to disprove his assertions. In tf-ie (SIX'TH ASSIGNME'NT OF

EPROR), (CAMPl3F,LL) ... argues the trial court erred in denying his

petition "WITHQUT A EVIDENTIARY HEARING". WE DISCUSS TNTESE ASSIGN-

-EDERRC?RSTCIGETHER....... BECAUSE THEY ARE INTERRELATEiJ`ff .. '-.',`

**re..
THE ACTUAL PRO-SE 4-TH/'S-TH, ERRfl_R DELCW)***

,`"-=`(PRO-S.E, ASSIGHED ERROR (04), FILED:SEI'T.1 3,2413,APPEAL BRIEF)*

(VERBATIM):" The trial court (unreasonably abused its discretion)
7-7-`a^s^n^.ssing t'ne (r.c.2953.21-(F), petition improperly, based up-
an a theory^ of resjudicata, absent a (factual show of evidence,
to N-EGATE pro-se asservi©ns, purst?ant to r.c.2^5?.21- nd...

...(EVIDENCE DEHORED THE TRIAL RECORD, AN ATTACHED-ONE HUNDKE'D, AN

ELEVEN , TRANSCRIPTS), inorder to (PROVIDE SUFFICIENT FACTS, AN..

.FINDINGS) for appeilate meaningful denova appeal review, of...
TRIAL FINDINGS ! ? t-'.;°. -;;*

'D 'f" 0 --.5 , A.SSIG^.EI^ ERROR (06), FILED:SEPT'.1?,2013,APPEAL BRIEF);`

(VERDATIM):''The trial court abused its discretion, an pre'udiced
pro-se appellant substantial rights, by (i^^OT) zranting a^EVID^'^;-
-TIARY HEARING), pursuant to r.c.2953.21- (F)...And, (^GNoRED) RE-
-VI.EWING ALL P-XHIDI'TS, AN JURYTRIAL TRANSCRIPTS, EVIDENCE DEHOR T-
-°14-E-TRIAL RECORD, prior to MAY 08,2013, SUA-sponte dismissal entry*

>"`The MAY 08,2013,disn,issal trial court entry, an the EEB.13,2014

ETGHTH CCURT OF APPEALS, CERTIFICATE OF J[3DGEYiETdT ENTRY, ^TEV^P, ONCE

MEIvzTIONED IN COURT-4PDER, WRAT P©TIOtq, AP^ PART C3FRECORD NEGATE!*

*;a-":*(PAGE 07 /OF 16



*,-*(CJNT. STA.TEM E N T Or FAC'. .,_*^ i 5 ) __'
,`;^'' ( ZN O^IC SUPRF.ME COURT );= 4,`-

***THE EIGHTH APPEALS COURT, .^,GII^? aPBREt^I.xT__ E^' `_`RF ^'RC ^,- (PF7 I':^ A^-
-SSIGNh,ENT OF ^;PRCR), rILEI}:(SFPT,l.s,2C_^13)iY ^HERFAS the APiE.A.LS
COURT STATED GN (ATTACHEB ExHIPIT^^ ``;S=P^GF;-^5/of't?8). . ..T^^T
(VERBATIM):"In the fifth assignment of error, (CAMPDL'LL) states..
(ARGUES) the trial court (AB^.TSED ITS DISCRFTIGN) by (NOT ISSUIttIG

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF FA:CTS , AI`^ CONCLUSIONS OF'LAW! t -' -',

-^.`*(Pi,.O-SE: ASSIGNED ERROR (05), FILFD;SFPT.13,2013, APPEAL BRIEF)

(VERBATIM): The trial court UNREASQNABLY ABUSED ITS LISCRETIQN, ..
BY (NOT) ISSUEING MANDATORY FACTS, A?vi ^'I?^DINGS, as to the substan-
-tive basis of each, (SIXTEEN ASSIGNMENTS OF ERRCci),pursant to...
(QH I0 APP.R .(12),(Q1),(C) , t here^y prejudicing pro-se ^p^Il.ant,
(A MEANINGFUL APPFAI., DFNOVAR.EV'TEW,CF THE TRIAL COURT), ^(R^'̂ASCiv),.
for it ° s clai.m facts finding based on theory of res judzcata+yi r'-

`` =''The EICHTq APPL'LLATE COURT, have (NOT) (E.^̂ TFORcEn THE PRIOR CASE

LAW PREC.FDE?`tiTS, )>.. that dictates, t:hat (INORDER FOR A FINALAPPF-

-ALABLF: ORDER TO BE MEANINGFULLY INFQRMATIVE TO APPEAL REVIEWING,

OF THE LC?WERCtiURT DENIAL REASONING, PURSUANT TO R. C. Z953 . 21 , the

SECTIC3N: (C) i THE (COURT CERTIFICATE OF ENTRY), MUST (SHOW WHAT f^^AS

PARTS, AN SPL'CIFTC POTIONS C?F THE TRIAL RECORDS, NEGATES TrrE CLAIN,)!

*'*The trial court HAVE (IINREASONADLY APPL IED OHIO Si7PRL`MIE COUTT.

PRIOR LA;;? OF T14E CASE DC}CTP.IN.E, DENYI^,FG DUE PROCESS U.S.C.A.41114)!

***(LAGI PRC?POS ITIO^ti^ ; ^^0.:, ^ C}NF')« , ,^:^:T

,,.''',,-, ( (LAW AN AP.GUMENT INSUPPORT Or ) ) <<-F't *

'` `*"-"TjTE JUDICIAL TRIAL, AN APPELLATE COURTS (BQTH),(MUST ) EXPRE-
- 88ty PROVIDE WRITTEN EXPLICIT SHGs?ING PURSUANT TO R . C . 2953. 21, (C ) ,
A MEANINGFUL DEMONSTRATION IN CL'RTIFIGATE ENTRY, T^T^AT PARTS AN
PC^RTION OF TRIAL RECORDS, THAT NEGATIVE PRO-SE, ' INDIVIDUAL CLANS ^`

.,; ;_
^(ARGUMFNT); THE EIGHTH APPELLATE COURT OF APPEALS, have provided

(RF,Jt1UICATA) as a BLANKET REASON FOR DENIAL OF SIXTEEN CLAIMS' !-' *

***(PAGE 08 IVF-15-)S,,-x44



*`" '(CONT. PiZCPOSrTTO^,,^ Cr LA^ ; ) =_^.,vr7 OI^^'

-'°(LAII^'^-ARCUE'MENT) . . . CCIvTT • . . . ^^RE, S.TUDICATA BLA NKET REASON FOR DENTYI99

SIXTEEN ASSIGNED CLAIMS, IS VERY SIMULAR TO -DRIOR APPELLATE CASELAW

TO FOLLOW IN,CITE,DCITED:(STATE V. TAIILE'S),(APPTL 14
2d. 71 709, LEj,^ISi 1J4 2: "st-a tir.g . . . .The ^act
(FATLEn TO DDRESS SPECIFTCALLY SOME 22-CLAIMS all.eging U.S.C..A.,
OF DEFENDANT, therefore facts an finding was 2NSUFFICIENT?Zir 1T'S
(COURT JOURNAL ENTRY), the TRIAL COURT EXPr,E'SSLY ADDRESSED TWO OF

TF-IE CLAIMS IN THE PETITION) VAGUELY ADDRESSED (SIX OF THE CLAIMS)
an as to the REMAINTNG CLAIMS, merely stated that a°`MAJ0RITY",CFthe CLAIMS were PARRED BW RESJUDTCATA, the court shou.Id SPECTFY T
THE PARTS 0F TNE RECORD THAT ESTA.DLISH THE DAP !!

(WILES/SUP.RA) ;'!CLL`ARLY PROVIDE SPECIFICALLY HOW NUMEROUS CLAIMS M-

-UST BE ADDRESS, BY THE REVIE^WTNC COURT, AN WHAT TNFORMATICN (MUST)

BE INCLUDED IN THE CERT'IFC4TE OF JUDGEMIENT, AS THE EIGHTH APPEAL,

DISTRICT COURT (CITED) IN T`1'`S (FEB.13,201vjENTP.Y )...THE CASELAIvr

(STATE V. PERRY),^NIAY03,1967),10,(CHTO SUPREME COURT),2d.175,LEXTS

# ^?87 `^OLDZi^?C:`. . . . ( II^T02 ) ; ::1f that petition alleges such facts,
but the_`tR'h-=7DS and tne FILES of the CASE, NiEG the EX.ISTENCE)

of FACTS SUFFTCIE.NT to ENTITLE the (PRISJNER RELTEF), t`ne court m-•

-aY so FIND, and DISMTSS THE PETITZ0N! s However, (1N SUCH INSTANCE)
the(FINDING OF THE COURT, SHOULD SPECIFY T^^̂^'̂, PORTIONS OF TYE FILE,
an RECORDS, WHICH NEvATIVE THE EXISTENCE OF ALLEGED FACTS, THAT..
...WOULD OT HER[IISE ENTITLE THE PRISONER TO _RELIEF! ± ,'--

***THE OHIO SUPREME COURT CITED:(PERRY/SUPRA) in it ° s ' ^(rE D.1 ^, 2 0 2 3 ^

EIGkTHMDISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS! ! FtTRTHER CASELAW, IN APPELLATE,..^._..._. -^-.-^..... ^._.....

COURT JU.PTSDICTiCIv'S FiECITE THE SAME LAW.-'`* SEE:(STATE V. CU"NTH_L:a:x)
(FE3.O5,1975), (FEB.20.2007),2007,Oi-II4 APP. 681 Z:exis^5?2=' L<<:^^°
;:(STATE V.JA(kSn?%T),Otf#O(198o),64, (OIsxo/S.CT. ) , 2d. ,107,413@fta
*(STATE V. PHIL LIPS ),(FEB. 03,1999),CHIO APP. LEX IS7-245*,`*

..t..4

^ L_AW&-ARGU2REIt7T) : The "(7 AGJ IS CLEAR CASE DOCTPIHE I;p.) , by

the "EICHTH ti^APPELLATE COURT, in CLLVELAiV.D CHIO I?! Agian, pro-se

recuest this court (CRANT JUPISDICTIt^I^ TO HE.A.R MERITS OF CASE) ;;_.,._,.,

.....r,_*(PAGE 09 /C:F 1G )**e,.*

t1990,125,01KO APP.
that the trial court



**'ILAW AP, A:RCUEMENT INSUPPCRT
*,',`(PRQPOSITION OF LAW:NO&TWO

=;-'rTUF' STATE VIOLATION OF STATUTORY (liIRECTIVE) R. C. 2c53. 21(G:) ...
..PC3STCONVICTIQN, 10-DAY/ DEADLINE TO RESPCNI3, IS (NOT) A HARM-
-LESS ERROR, OR (FLEXIBLE), (ABSENT) REQUEST FOR EXTENSION, AN
GOOd CAUSE SHOWN EXPLANATION , thereby VOIDING STATE JURISDICTION
ALLQWIN;( SGLL') RLSPOteSIVF' t?UTY TO TRIAL JcjDGE (SLLF,.LY) !!***

(LAW & At,GUEMENT) : FEB.13,2014, . . . .The eighth judicial ciistrict.,

...court of appeals a"(CE'Rt.IFICATE OF JUDGEMENT), AFFIRMED TKEMAY_

-08, 2013 DISMISSAL by the (LOWER TRIAL CCFURT/COMMA PLEAS/CUYAHOGA

COUNTY, OHIO), ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE:Mrs. Nancy Fuerst tHOWEtjER, ..

the JUDGE HOO.TED THE MOTIGN OF PRO-SE: LOUZS CAMPBELL, REQUESTING

(OBJECTION OF PROSECUTCR&??. JAMES PRICE#0073356 UNTIMELY OPPOSIT-

-ION RESrCNSE bR?EF2 DEC.0S,2C)11.... AND, FILED SIIMPfARY JUUGEMEfidT

MOTION REQUESTING, DEC.2fl12, FOR (SOLE TRIAL JUDGE RESPONSE)! !W"-r°<*

,`;,:Y(LAW & CTT.ATICN): (STATE V. sLAGTERI,(LCT.13,2041),*C@.,?`d.E.2d.
ohio app. WL-1243945, LEXIS 7-4856...(S-TP/DISTRICT):.STATING:,
in HOUSE NC3TE....(I-iN2): The state (QUST) respond to a petition for

pcstconviction relief (WITUIN 10-DAYS), after petition filed, alt-
-hough (R.G.2953.21),(d)..... sa.ys the state (SHALL) respond, IT Nm
-eed (rtot) to! !"IF THE ST,A.TE DL'IGNS TO RESPOND AT ALL, IT (P UST)
DO SO (BEFORE) Tf-iE (PRESCRT_BF fl TIi^^E) ' '.,°

WN04): Les itetheharacterization of oh1:c Ras (

DIRECTURY) s....(SKELNAR), DCES (NOT) STAND FC?R THE PROPOSTTICN TU-
-AT THE (1^-DAY/ TI^fELIMIT) S^T ^©RTU T^ THE STATUE IS (FLEXIBLF)?r

(N?`105) : The triaZ court ( MUST) consider the (APPELLANTS FIRST PET-
°ITIOr^ FL?^ PCSTC^Jt'^?VICTIC^I^ REIIEF, ( tqITHOUT) THE BE'^^TE^'IT OF AESP-
-aNSE FROM THE STATE t ° ' :',?'-

*.:'`(HN08): ISSUES ( PROPERLY) MADE IN A POSTCONVICTION RELIEF PETI-
-TION, ARE THOSE WHICH COULD ( NOT) BEEN RAISED ON (DIRECT APPEAL)
BECAUSE THE (EVIzDFit;CF, SUPPC??TLNG SUCY !SSU.FrS IS (OUTSIDE) . . .CClNT: . . .

LJJ.''^ (PAGF 1^^ /OF A ) **;-



****(CDNT OF PROPOSITION OF LAW: NO. TC•70) us^.,L,,_
`

(CONTINUES) : . . . . (HN05): . . .TFIE RECORD, TC? (GVE'_R.Ci r^E) THE (RESJUDIC-
-A DA,R)? THE (CUTSIDE EVIDENCE. MUST SHOW), that the petitioner...

..(COULD NOT), have (APPEALED) the (CONSTITUTIONAL CLAIM) BASED
ON THE (.iNFCRMATIUN I?oT THF QRIGINAL TRIAL REGCRD) ,*G G,..

`*`Tf'tiS citation of authority ;Y^ (sLAGTE}?/sUPRA) et is the (LANGUAGE)
of the (EI(3NTH DISTRICT APPELLATE JUDICIAL COURT OF APP:SALS) !°-:"^f*

``*THL' .FEI3.1 s, 2014, CERTIFICATE OF AFFIRMING ENTRY, ON THE PRO-se

(SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERRCR/'10-DAY DIRECTIVE DEItiG NONE FLEXIBLE) ,

the (EIGHTH COURT OF APPEALS) have (NOT) (CITED .AtEY CASELAW AUTHO-
,........._^

-RITY,)Si7f PQRTING .T^.̂ pS (ux.A,RIv?LESS ERRQR RIILING OF R.C.2953.21: DIR-

-ECTORY, AS HARt^LESS JUSTIFICATION)!! (PAGE-#07/of-^=08), of the..

,,,(FEB.1S, 2014) , CERTIFICATE OF JUDGE?vIENT ,``CONCEDES", that the

(STATE) OFFERED NO .EXFLAINATIOIvT, for it ° s (tTNTIP4ELINESS) NIETHER

did (STATE OFFER AI,-IiYTYPE OF REASON FOR GOOD CAUSE SHQtqN, AS EXCUSE.).

r4*(ARGUEtiENT); THE STATE (UNREASONABLY APPLIED LESGISLATIVE INT-
-ENT OF R..C.295S.21(d);'-=`:-n*

*-*"''THE EIGHTH APPELLATE DISTRICT COURT, (CREATED CONFLICT WITHIR

IT'S OWN PRIOR COURT RULING, ON ISSUE, OF (10-DAY/'.NQNE FLEXIBILITY

OF DEADLINE ABSENT REQUEST PRIOR TO VIGL.qTION, A^? FCR GOOD CAUSE

SHQI47N, P[1RSUANT TC R.C.29^3.21(d) DIRECTIVE IN (SLAGTER/SUPRA) i i

11
'` **PRG -SE. LOUIS CAMPBELL#600-748, do (NOT) have any (<' INA.NCIAL . . .

.. .RESQURCES),TO PURSUE (CONFLICT OF DISTRICT RULINGS )! Therefore,

REQUEST THIS COURT (SUA-SPONTE) INITIATE CCNLICT IN SAME DISTRICT

EIGHTH APPELLATE DISTRICT,...TuERE BY (GRANTING JURISDICTION), TO

(RULE UPON MERITS AT ISSUE),WARRANTING (SCLE SUA-SPQNTE CONFLICT)*

*IN THE ALTERNATIVE, THIS COURT REVERSE, TO TRIAL COURT, FOR (SOLE)

UBGE REVIEW, AR^T JURISDICTIONAL RULING, AN E'XPLICIT SHCWING ENTRY)*

;;L--(PAGE11 !16 )r4i^n



**A! '- (LA,:ĵ A N ARGULp4^ rENT I N ^^'-::: .`7 SUPPORT O F

*.:>L*(PROPQSITIQN OF LAWKQ X THREE)a*', t*

*'°' ` (Mt3QTNESS OF A MOTION TO AMEND ) , ^.^, . C . 295 3. 21 PQSTCUNVICTION,. .
..R.C.2953.21-CQLLATERAL CHALLtNGE, BASED UPON A(VQID AB INITIQ)

"ESSENTIAL ELEIfEirTS OF cJFFENSEf", (LACKING SUBJECT M<4.TTER JURISDIC-

°TIOIZ) , is (NOT) BARRED BY (RESJUI?IC:4TA) . . .WNEN (EVIDENCE DEHOR T-
-HE RECQRL})!_*;'--;a

'`('`LAt^ & & ARGUEMENT): NOV.14,2014, PRO-SE: LQUTS CAMPBELL.,` 5Q0-?f,-.8,

requested to file a (R. C. 2955 . 21/PQSTCQNV?CTIQN), (AMEND WITH LE,A-

-VE MQTIGN) . . . .WAS FILED:DEC.2011! ? `s„` Although, (CAMPBELL), fail-

-ed to FILE A ISSUE OF (SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTIQiv/N;;V.14, 2U1.1. )
when initially filed. The R.C.2953.21 PETITION. Neverless, the...

...'^( ISSUE OF VOID AB INITIO)), was determined by the (FEB.13,20-

-10'/ CERTIFICATE, OF ,TUDGEMENT) to be (RESJUDICATA),as (COURT REA-

-SON FOR MOOTNESS), (SEE. EYHIBIT: Q), PAGE^" 05/af ,'''`'-084t`=4;'b,'._.`'

***(ARGUES ): The (FEL .1 3, 2014/ CERTIFICATE OF JUDGEMENT) DECISION

fails to'`CITE ANY AUTHORITY JUSTIFYING RESJUDICA.TA PARRTNG A. VOID

AB INITTQ LACK QF SUB,3ECT MATTER JURISDICTION ISSUE. `'

_' *` (THF PRO-SE VOID :4.S INITIO ISSUE IS ) : , . . "PRQ-SE is allowed by

LAW TO(CQLLATERALLY CHALL EeNGE) the PRIOR CONVICTION, that was CON

-STITUTIQNALLY INFIRM, VIOLATION OF (U.S.C.A.4 06), an (f 14-DUE-

PROCESS). Whereas, the(PRIOR CQNVICTIQN), lacked subject matter j-

-urisdxctzon, FAILING to (BIND-OVER, JUVENILE COURT ADJUDGED DELI-

-QUENT, 19-YEAR OLD/ on JUVENILE PARQLE),(NEVER PRQVIDING JUV.ENI-

°L.E ANY COUNSEL, PRIOR TO ADULT CUYAHOGA COUPTY, CLEVELA.N, QHIO..

...CQMMQN PLEAS COURT, APPOINTING ADULT COUNSEL, FOR NEGOTIATIQN

OF PLEA-DEAL, GUILTY CONVICTION)))!!

'`_`'4 PA^°uE 12 / 1 ) i^i°i iiS



.P..J:*.,(CCNTINUANCE. CP PROPOSITIQN. #-03)*L',

-4**(MEAtQRANDUM): (STATE V. CHIOMINTO),(JULY 09,200°),(11-th./DIS'', f
2008,-OHIO APP. 3393, LEXIS ^- (._A^G^) (PRInR CcNV--^ 285^_..-_ ^1 : ^^'Iy^hen a
-ICTION) is used by the STATE (NOT), to simply (ENHANCE A PENALTY)

but to (TR.ANSFORM, THE CRIME), itsel€ . . . . , .. by ( INCREASING IT'S DEGR-
-EE), the (PRIOR CONVICTION IS AN ESSENTIAL ELEMENT OF THE CRIME),
and (MUST BE PROVED BEY0ND A. REASONAI?LE DCUBT) ! Where th.e STATE is

(REQUIRED TO PROVE) the (PAST CONVICTION), adefendant POSSESSES T-
-he LIMITED RIGHT TO COLLATERAL CHALLENGE THE VALIBITY OF ANY, vR

ALL CF THE Cd7'vVICTIONS >','INCLUDING ...(STATF V. LEWIS ),( SEPT .10 , 2Q»

-10), 2010-OH.IO APP.,4288, (1I.-THT), LEXZS;^ 36-30et AGIAN, CITING:

(STATE V. DOt)7HAN), (FEB,1S,200°), OHIO APP. 684, LEXTSr-576,_;*

**(FEDERAL CITED AUTHORITY CASELAW): (A,L LEN V. CCLL.INS ) , (FEB, 19, -
- 91),924,F.2U. 88, U.S.,APP. (5-th7'CI: ), LEXIS #-2555--g'HELD".
.,.(VOIB OR VOIDABLE)ISSUE I.RRELEVNT, A(PRIC?R CONVICTION COMPLET-

-ED SENTENCE, USED TO ENHANCE A CURRENT SENTTENCE, CC3li.LU BE CINALLE-

-NGED VIA uABEAS CnRPC]S, ) T@

'. ,°'`,THE RECORD IS CLEAR, that (SIXTH/CIR.CUIT--U.S.,APPEA.LS COURT),

have made (VERY CLEAR), that (PR0-SE ALLEGATIONS OF FACTS), BASED

UPON (EVIDENCE OUTSIDE THE RF'CQRU, TS NOT BARRED BY RESJUDICATA)!

SEE: (CITATIC?e ) . . . . (GATON V, CHIJ), (A.UGJST 20, 2001) , (6-THICIRCUIT)
27, FED. ,APPX. , 301,LEXISi-18586 *• *-_..., P *'.*

(ARGUEMENTS ) : The i eb.13, 2013, . . . (CERTIFICATE OF ,7JDGE`ME'NT) . . .

(STATED VERBATIM): "NONE OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS ^17CULT) HAVE....

. . . . (RAISED ISSUES NOT BARRED BY RESJUDICATA, AN THEREFORE IT WAS

WITHIN THE (TRIAL COURT. ^ISCRE;T.IGN TO DENY CAMPBELLS MOTION TO...

AMEND THE PETITION AS MDOT) `*,'>*,'- * PRO -SE: CAMPBELL, CLAIM THIS

THE EIGHTH APPELLATECOtIRT DECISIQNDENY, ADEOUATE: COLLATERAL REM-

-EDY REDRESS TO COURTS, GUARANTEED BY. THE fffft(U.S.C.A .aQ6, #-14,

Whereas, the (PRO-SE: CAMPPELL), MUST BEABLE TO PROVIDE (OUTSIDE

EVIDENCE IN HIS POSSESSION, TO THE AMEND MOTION), TO PROVE THE.. .

*,° <4-,L ( PA:GE 13 /CF 16 ,: :



`*.'=(CONTINUANcE: QF PROPOSITION:#-03)-"^-.L-='~

(ARCUE CONTINUE): , . . . . (ESSENTIAL ELEMEtiTS OF HAVING WEAPONS UNDER

DISABILITY, uAVE NOT BEE^,' PROVEN -^EYONU AREAcQNAELE DOUBT,ANU

(LACK, SUB>JECT MATTER J"lilRTSDICTION)E r s;; *TttE' :.K ^̂k -_ PRIOR IS CA SE 0. -,'« . .

S' -C"R-1°47500 AGG. ROBBERY, APRIL 08,1985, da-te of- conviction,..

SENTE.NCE r 08-TO-,2S -TEA:.RS t! 1 ,='•--',-( SU?3JECT TO CCLLATERAL CHALLENGE ) s,`----^-----_

' `*`' '' `° (_SUMMARY OF MEtfORANDUt^ JURIrUICTIO vT )°' `'-°*.'.^,..._.._ ^ ^ r

.';''*A UNREASONABLE UNDUE DELAY, BETWEEN (NOV.14,2011) FILTIITv OF...

R.C.2953.21 postconviction, an (ATTACHED APPENDIX: ONE HUNDRED-

JURYTRIAL TRANSCRIPTS, an DOCUMENT EXHIBITS:(A)-VIA-(T), AN THE

(MiAY 08,2013) TRIAL COURT DISMISSAL ENTRY, (WAS PREJUDICIAL) ►

*;=*N0 WHERE WITHIN THE CASELAW AUTHORITY, IS IT FOUND, THAT A ATT-

-ACK UPON THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF A OFFENSE, THAT LACKS SUBJECT

MATTER JURISDICTION, (CANNOT BE COLLATERALLY CHALLENGED) ! A ADEQU-

-ATE REMEDY IS EY.PEDTENT...... (NOT) A. (4VER ONE AN A HALF YEAR RE_

-SP ONSE) , P.ULI' G'J.RnzTIBITING EFFECTIVE (SHOWING OF f7UTSIDE EVII}EN-

-CE), is `gDENIAL OF 1,1EA:NZNGFUL ACTUAL INNOCENCE PROOF OF EN HANCED

3-RD/DEGREE WEAPON CHARGE, LACKING SUBJECT MATTER JURTSDICT'I074)
_,.,^_Y

,^(THIS COURT SHOULD GRANT JURISDICTION TO HEAR MERITS OF C.ASE)*

;.°.'*(NQV.14,2411, R.C.2953.21).-`*.`
attached outside EV"TDENCE

' 3'''`'(DEFOP TxdE RECORD AT TRTAL! ) 4r'°*

Is P,:.ima-Fac.ie SHOWING OUTSIDE EVIDENCE , in CASE.
-#10CR-53$673, of (STATE WITNFSS PERJURED CONTRADICTING.. . (COHT):

.,_ **;°- ( P A G E 14 /QF 16 ) ;-^ ^ -



*r ** CGFVT: OF NGV.14,2011, QUSIDE.. ) *%L**
EVTDENCE . . SHOWING ACTUAL INN0-
-CEiv.CE CLAIM OF ROBBERY UNAVAILABLE!!

. . . . (CGNT. ) . . .JUNE 14,2010, Date of event, (DAVID FOSTER),WRITTEN

WITNESS COMPLAINT STATEMENT, GR CRIME SCENE,...ALLEGING, CAMPBELL
DID NOT SEARCH THE POCKETS OF URCONCIGUS PERSON! THIS EVIDENCE...
WAS MADE "(UNAVAILABLE AT TRiAL-BY COURT RULING INAD'.VIISSABLE)Yr !r f

`-`;`:''(EXHIBIT e E(E) :.. SHOWING A (THREE PAGE POLICE REPORT, OF ^Gs GsFIC-
-ER : MR . PEY'TGN). . (RULED INADMISSIBLE AT TR IAL , BY JUDGE ) , THEREFO-

-RE tJRTAVAILADLF p EXQNERATING EVIDENCE OF OFFICER STATEMENT THAT..
. .. (STATE WITI4ESS : DAVID FGS TEp. ) , LIED AT JU??YTRIAL, (MA?:CH-201.1) ,
CLAIMIt^G CAMPBELL) DI'D SE'ARCHED THE (POCKETS) OF A UNCONCIOUS ...
...PERSGN! HOWEVL'R, DOCUMENT EXHIBIT (SHGW THE EXCJNERATION TRUTH) !

`''=(SUMMARY) : NIETHER MAY 08 201?, , -FEB . 28 , 2014 , ( DUAL COURT ENTR IES )
SHOW TI:AT (A SPECIFIC PORTION OF RECORDS WAS M.ADE PRIOR TO RULIG)*

,' <'' ;;' (ATTACHED EXHIBITS: TO INSTANT)* ,'<<'-
*°=`*(G HIC3 SUPRFME CGUR.T APPE_A:L e! t)', `;`;,-

'`*'`'(EXHIBIT: (A)-'`THE SENTENCING JOURNAL ENTRY CASE NQ.,,^'-1.C?-CR-5386fi3
(SHOWING COURT UECLARATTGN OF INDIGENCY) . . . (TtaQ-PAGES ) : ! :°,****/4aRC9 03,10

*.,_,,. ^, ^ s^,.,(.^X^bIBIT: (B) -^THE EIGHT PAGE ( I'EB.13,2011k), E'IGNT APPELLATE.. .
...JUDICIAL DISTRICT, COURT OF APPEALS, CASE NG.1#1."sCA-9Q9S5, cert-
-ificate of juqgernent, (RE'GA.RDINGMAY 08,2013-DISMISSAL FNTRY)!4':
9a

*'`*(EXHIDITS: (C)-" THE (NsAY.08,2013),
-ismissal ebtry, based upon a theory
(SHOW WITHIN ENTRY, ANY MENTIONING OF
THAT (NEGATIVE ANY OF SIXTEEN CLAIMS)

CASE NO. 14-11 -CA- ( D-
af resjudicata. And, fails to
A PART, GR PORTIJ,N OF RECORD
. .VIQI.ATING U. S.C.A..m-14)!-r-.

.,` `'.*(RELIEF SOUGHT BELOW ),`°: ;r,

*:`-*«>°z PRO-SE: LOUIS CAMPBELL#600-748, REQUEST THE OHIO SUPREME CG-

--URT, TG REMAND THE CASE NG.#13-CA-99936, FEB.13,2014-CERTIFICATE
OF JUDGEMENT, TO EIGHTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS, TO INSTRUCT THE
LOWER COURT (CLEVELAND UHIG/CGMASC??`T PLEAS), CASE N0J10-CR-538673_....^_-^^
TO PRGVZDE CGMPL^`TE II^EO^.^^ATIO^^ Iid EI^TTRY, EC^ C?I^IG SUPREME COURT....

`'°PA.GE 1^ %OF 16 )*-' -4
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T ('1 /Tj'^ fy {^^} .

^L ;'Lry .cJ^.%UL7/ZT L^`4^TI1.^ SV^PREi^lE 4Y^.^RT)^q^:f,'ii^'

^ *iiet._^ (i^
?

...^

^ Y I.^S^^nit^^ OTICE Q^' _APPEAL/t^ENCRAt^DUM IN JU?ISriICTIO T
^^)= ,

C4NTINUAN£L ENDING )':

(CONT); . . . . . . .TQ DECIPHER 1WHAT POTIOi-?S, AN PARTS OF RECORDS, IS..

...AN NEGATIVE THE (SI^TEEN CLAIMS), OF PRO-SE ASSERTIONS, COi:;SIS-

-TENT WITH PRIOR CTHTO SUPREME COURT RULINGS, IN (LESTER/PERRY-SUPRA)*

ABSENT SUCH REQUIRED INFORMATION, THE FEB.13,2016 (2014) ENTRY, IS

A (NONE APPEALAPLE FINAL ORLER., DF.;PRIVING THIS COURT OF JURISDICT-

°ION} r t A COMPLETE UNDERSTANDING OF (4-16/ISSUL'S-CLAII+i.S)^ D,-PFZC1L?qT} `

*(R.ELIEP Nt3.7-al-02): INADDITION, THE REMAND FOR. FINAL APPEALABLE OR-

-DER INFCRMATION REC?UIREtqENT....(MUST INCLUDE), THAT (SOLE JURISD-

-ICTIOLN TO RULE ON MOTION R. C. 292? . 21, PELOi^'GS To TRIAL JUDGE ONLY*

(CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE :-

* I PRO-SE: LOUIS CAMPBF'LL^ 600-748, CERTIFY THAT I SEND A(SCAN-

R.EADY°-FCRM-CCPY) , OF THE (TWO-PAGE/,rOTTCE OF APPEAL), AN (MEMORAN-

-DUM, IN JURISDICTION, (iP15-PAGE) )!i r TO THE OHIO SUPREME CCURT^:

INABDITION, (A COPY TO PRGSFCUTRR:JAViFS PRICEr'4072255), 1200-ONTA-

-RIO STREET/JUSTICE CENTER(PROSECUTCFR-OFFICE), CLEVELAND 0HI0^441-

-1 ? . . . . . (BOTH), BY U . S . PGSTAL REGULAR MAIL PCiSTA.uE ; ^^.''0N THIS DA Y

(MAPCHoUZ, 2014)' '-;'-,'

RESPECTFUL.LY: 1-18

*(PRO-SE : LOUIS CAMPBELL)*
;<;;(600-748)>4t:

'`(MARION CORR. IN5T. ),'-

r`(P.O.-BOA#-57)F4
MARION , OHIO , 43301-0057

(PAGE 16/OF 16)**
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67529193

IN TI-TE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIO

THE STATE OF OHIO
Plaintiff Case No: CR-10-5,38673-A

Judge: NANCY A FUERST

LOUIS CAMPBELL,II
Defendant INDICT: 2911.02 ROBBERYIFORS lNPC /RVOS

2923.13 HAVING WEf1PONS V+UME UNDER
DISABILI`1'Y /FORS

2923.12 CARRYiNG CONCEALED WEAPONS
/FORS • '
ADDITIONAL COUNTS...

JOtiRNAL ENTR.Y

DEFENDANT IN COURT WITH COU*SEL (STAND BY) - DEFENDANT PRO SE, PROSECUTING ATTORNEY ?vMELISSA
RILEY PRESENT.
COURT REPORTER CARYN LOTT PRESENT.

THE JURY RETURNS A VERDICT OF GUILTY OF ROBBERY 2911.02 A(2) F2 UNTDER COUNT(S) I OF TIM INDICTMENT,
THE JURY RETURNS A VERDICT OF NOT GUILTY OF FORFEITURE SPECIFICATION(S) (294I.I417) AS CHARGED IN
COUNT(S) I OF THE INDICTMENT.

THE COURT FINDS THE DEFE1vDANT GUILTY OF NOTICE OF PRIOR CONVICTION SPECIFICATION(S) AS CHARGED
IN COUNT(S) 1 OF THE INDICTMENT.

THE COURT FINDS THE DEFENDANT GUILTY OF REPEAT VIOLENT OFFENDER SPECIFICATION(S) 294 t,' :1 AS
CHARGED IN COU1vvT(S) I OF THE INDICTMENT,

BASED UPON EVIDENCE ADDUCED AT TRIAL, THE COURT FINDS THAT Th"H STATE PROVED BEYOND a.
REASONABLE DOUBT THAT DEFENDANT IS GUILTY OF NPC AND RVOS SPECIFICATIONS AS CHARGED IN COUNT

THE NRY RETURNS A VERDICT OF GUILTY OF HAVING WEAPONS WHILE UNDER DISABILITY 2923.13 A(2) F3
1VITH FORFEITURE SPECIFICATION(S) (2941.1417) AS CHARGED IN COUNT(S) 2 OF TI-iE I1N-DICTIv1ENT,
THE JURY RETURNS A VERDICT OF GUILTY OF CARRYING CONCEALED WEAPONS 2923.12 A(2) F3 WITH
FORFEITURE SPECIFICATION(S) (2941.1417) AS CHARGED IN COUNT(S) 3 OF THE INDICTMENT,

THE JURY RETURNS A VERDICT OF GUILTY OF RESISTING ARREST 2921.33 B Iv.tl UNDER COtJNT(S).; OF THE
IND1CTIv1EN'I`.

FORFEIT'i)RE SPEC ON COUNT 4 PREVIOUSLY DIS?v1ISSED.
DEFENDANT TO FORFEIT TO THE STATE: HANDGUN.

DEFENDANT ADDRESSES THE COURT.
THE COURT CONSIDERED ALL REQUIRED FACTORS OF THE LAW.
THE COURT FINDS THAT PRISON IS CONSISTENT WITH TI-IE PURPOSE OF R. C. 2929. 11.
TTU COURT MPI,SES A PRISON SENTENCE AT THE LORAIN CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION OF 4 YEAR(S).
4 YEARS MANDA T ORY TIME ON COUNT 1; 3 YEARS ON COUNT 2; 12 MONTHS ON COUNT 3. COUNTS TO RUN
CONCURRENT TO EACH OTHER

POST RELEASE CONTROL IS PART OF THTS PRISON SENTENCE FOR 3'YE ARS M.ANDATORYFOR THE ABOVE
FELONY(S) UNDER R.C.2967.28. DEFENDANT ADVISED THAT IF POST RELEASE CONTROL SUPERVISION IS
IMPOSED FOLLOWING HTSIHER RELEASE FROM PRISON AND IF HE/SHE VIOLATES THAT SUPERVISION OR
CONDITION OF POST RELEASE CONTROL UNDER RC 2967.131(B), PAROLE BOARD MAY I1vIPOSE A PRISON TERM AS
PART OF.THE SENTENCE OF UP TO ONE-HALF OF THE STATED PRISON TERM ORIGINALLY IMPOSED UPON THE
OFFENDER.

DEFEIaTDANT TO RECEIVE JAIL TIIvfE CREDIT FOR 267 DAY(S), TO DATE.
(MANDATORY 3 YEARS PRC ON COUNT 1, UP TO 3 YEARS PRC ON COUNTS 2 AND 3)
SENT #► • ^
03103/20I1 1!.

RECEIVED FOR FILING
0310712011 08:3 8;10

fiyc CLSJO
GERALD E. FUERS•P. CLEI21;

Page 1 of 2
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AS TO COUNT 4, DEFENDANT IS SENTENCED TO TIIvM SERVED.
DEFENIl.?ANT ADVISED OF APPEAL RIGHTS.
TRANSCRiPT AT STATE'S E>'.PENSE.
DEFENDANT WISHES TO APPEAL PRO SE.
DEFENDANT IS TO PAY COURT COSTS.

COLLECTION OF'COSTS STAYED PENDING DEFENDANT'S RELEASE FROM PRISON.
DEFENDANT REMANDED.

SHERTFF ORDERED TO TRANSPORT DEFENDANT LOUIS CA1viPBELL,7I, DOB; 09129/1 965, GEiv'DER: MALE, RACE:BLACK.

03/03/2011
CPED B. 0 3/0=1/2 011 16 :24: 5 G

Judge Srgnature 03/04/201 I

SENT
03/03/2011

RECEIVED FOR FILING
03/07/2011 08:38:10

By: CL.SJO
GERALD E. FUERS°I', CLERK

Page 2 of 2
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EIGHTH APPELLATE DISTRICT

COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA

JOURNAL ENTRY AND OPINION
No. 99936

STATE OF OHIO

PLAINTIFF-APPELLEE

vs.

LOUIS CAMPBELL, II

D E FENDAhTT-APP ELLANT

JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED

Criminal Appeal from the
Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas

Case No. CR-538673

BEFORE: E.T. Gallagher, J., Celebrezze, P.J., and Rocco, J.

RELEASED AND JOURNALIZED: February 13, 2014

- .. r .^. ^: ... . ^ . . ^.. ...^... ^. . :



EILEEN T. GALLAGHER, J.:

(¶ 1) This cause came to be heard on the accelerated calendar pursuant to

App.R. 11.1 and Loc.R. 11.1.

{¶2} Defendant-appellant, Louis Campbell, II ("Campbell"), appeals the

denial of his petition for postconviction relief. We find no merit to the appeal

and affirm.

{¶3} In March 2011, Campbell was convicted of robbery, having a weapon

while under disability, carrying a concealed weapon, and resisting arrest. The

court sentenced Campbell to four years in prison. Campbell appealed the trial

court's judgment, and this court affirmed Campbell's convictions. See State v.

Campbell, 8th Dist. Cuyahoga No. 96628, 2012-Ohio-1738.

{¶4} On November 14, 2011, during the pendency of his appeal, Campbell

filed a petition for postconviction relief styled, "Petition to Vacate or Set Aside

Sentence." Campbell subsequently filed a petition to amend his petition for

postconviction and a motion to disqualify the prosecutor's, untimely response to

his petition. The trial court denied Campbell's petition as barred by res judicata

and denied the other motions as moot. Campbell now appeals and raises six

assignments of error, which we combine where appropriate and discuss out of

order for the sake of economy.

= <I / OF a>



Res Judicata and. Evidentiary Hearing

{¶5} In the fourth assignment of error, Campbell argues the trial court

abused its discretion by denying his petition on the basis of res judicata without

establishing evidence to disprove his assertions. In the sixth assignment of

error, Campbell argues the trial court erred in denying his petition without an

evidentiary hearing. We discuss these assigned errors together because they are

interrelated.

{T6} A trial court is not required to hold a hearing on a petition for

postconviction relief if the record and the petition fail to show that the defendant

is entitled to relief. State v. Calhoun, 86 Ohio St.3d 279, 714 N.E.2d 905 (1999),

paragraph two of the syllabus. Under R.C. 2953.21, a petitioner is entitled to

postconviction relief "only if the court can find that there was such a denial or

infringement of the rights of the prisoner as to render the judgment void or

voidable under the Ohio Constitution or the United States Constitution." State

v. Perry, 10 Ohio St.2d 175, 226 N.E.2d 104 (1967), paragraph four of the

syllabus. "A. postconviction petition is not intended to provide a petitioner a

second opportunity to litigate his or her conviction." State v. Williams, 8th Dist.

Cuyahoga No. 99357, 2013-Ohio-2706, ¶ 17, citing State v. Hessler, 10th Dist.

Franklin No. 01 AP-1011, 2002-Ohio-3321, ¶ 23.

{¶ 71 In deciding whether to grant a petition for postconviction relief, the

trial court must: (1) consider the record from the underlying proceeding and any

^̂ a/>



evidence submitted in support of the petition, and (2) determine whether the

petitioner has set forth "sufficient operative facts to establish substantive

grounds for relief." Calhoun, paragraph two of the syllabus.

{¶8} In Calhoun, the Ohio Supreme Court held that a trial court could

dismiss a petition for postconviction relief without a hearing "where the petition,

the supporting affidavits, the documentary evidence, the files, and the records

do not demonstrate that petitioner set forth sufficient operative facts to establish

substantive grounds for relief," Id. at 1286,. The Calhoun court further held

that the trial court "is entitled to deference, including the court's decision

regarding the sufficiency of the facts set forth by the petitioner and the

credibility of the affidavits submitted." Id. at ¶ 285. Accordingly, reviewing

courts will not disturb the trial court's decisions in a postconviction proceeding

absent an abuse of discretion. Id.

{¶91 Here, the trial court denied Campbell's petition as barred by res

judicata. Res judicata, which applies to postconviction proceedings, bars the

assertion of claims against a valid, final judgment of conviction that had been

raised or could have been raised on appeal. State o: Perry, 10 Ohio St.2d 175,

226 N.E.2d 104 (1967), paragraph nine of the syllabus; Stat,e U. Blalock, 8th Dist.

Cuyahoga No. 94198, 2010-Ohio-4494, 119. Thus, a defendant may not raise

any issue in a motion for postconviction relief if he could have raised the issue

in a direct appeal. State v. Reynolds, 79 Ohio St.3d 1.58, 679 N.E.2d 1131 (1997).

3f^.^.



}¶10} In his petition for postconviction relief, Campbell argued his

conviction and sentence should be vacated because: (1) his convictions were

against the manifest weight of the evidence and not supported by sufficient

evidence, (2) the trial court violated his right of confrontation, (3) the trial court

made erroneous evidentiary rulings, (4) the trial court committed a structural

error by allowing certain jurors to remain on the jury, and (5) the indictment

was defective. All of these arguments could be li.tigated in a direct appeal and

are therefore barred by res judicata. Having determined that Campbell's

petition for postconviction relief was barred by res judicata, the court properly

determined that a hearing was unnecessary. We therefore find no abuse of

discretion in the trial court's decision to deny Campbell's petition without a

hearing.

{¶ 11} The fourth and sixth assignments of error are overruled.

Disputed Issues of Fact

{¶12} In the third assignment of error, Campbell argues the trial court

erred in denying his petition for postconviction relief because there were

disputed issues of fact. However, as previously stated, the issues raised in

Campell's petition could have been raised in his appeal. They were therefore

barred by res judicata and the trial court properly denied the petition. Perry, 10

Ohio St.2d 175, 226 N.E.2d 104, at paragraph nine of the syllabus.

}¶13} The third assignment of error is overruled.



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

M14} In the fifth assignment of error, Campbell argues the trial court

abused its discreti.on by not issuing mandatory findings of fact and conclusions

of law.

{¶1 a} R.C. 2953.21(G), which governs postconviction proceedings, states

that "if the court does not find grounds for granting relief, it shall inake and file

findings of fact and conclusions of law and shall enter judgment denying relief

on the petition." Findings of fact and conclusions of law are required to allow

meaningful judicial review of the allegations raised in a petition. State U. Lester,

41 Ohio St.2d 51, 56, 322 N.E.2d 656 (1975),

{¶16} Despite Campbell's argument to the contrary, the court provided

findings of fact and conclusions of law i.nits judgment entry denyingthe petition.

Although Campbell listed 16 "assignments of error" in his petition, they were

duplicative and there was no need for the trial court to address each "assigned

error" individually so long as the trial court made a finding as to the substantive

basis of each claim for relief. Id. Furthermore, all of Campbell's arguments

were barred by res judicata and the court explained this fact in its judgment

entry:

This matter is before the court on Deft Louis Campbell II's 11/14/11
pro se Petition to Vacate or Set Aside Sentence pursuant to R.C.
2953.21. Findings of fact and conclusions of law in support of his
petition, petitioner essentially submits a copy of his appellate brief
alleging numerous trial errors, failure to grant motions for acquittal



and deficiencies in the indictment, Petitioner's conviction was
affirmed on appeal by the Eighth District Court of Appeals in Case
No. 096628. The Ohio Supreme Court dismissed Deft's appeal on
10/22/12. The Ohio Supreme Court has held that the doctrine of res
judicata bars the assertion of any issue which was raised or which
could have been raised at trial or on direct appeal, State u. Perry,
Ohio St.2d 175, 226 N.E.2d 104 (1967); State U. Ishmail, 67 Ohio
St.2d 16, 423 N.E.2d 1068 (1981); State v. Steffen, 70 Ohio St.3d
399, 639 N.E.2d 67 (1994). Accordingly, the court denies Deft's
Petition to Vacate or Set Aside sentence on a theory of res judicata.

{^17} Therefore, the trial court provided sufficient findings of fact and

conclusions of law in its judgment entry denying Campbell's petition.

Accordingly, the fifth assignment of error is overruled.

Leave to Amend Petition

{¶ 18} In the first assignment of error, Campbell argues the trial court

abused its discretion by dismissing his petition for postconviction relief without

ruling on his motion to amend the petition.

{¶19} In his motion to amend the petition, Campbell explained that he

wished to amend the petiti.on "to include deficiency requirements, and add two

claims of void abinitio [sic] substantive violations of U.S.C.A. #14, #5," and "to

include extensive statement of proceeding and statement of facts." None of the

proposed amendments would have raised issues that were not barred by res

judicata. Therefore, it was within the court's discretion to deny Campbell's

motion to amend the petition as moot.

{¶20} Therefore, the first assignment oferror is overruled.



Motion to Disqualify State's Response

{¶21} In the second assignment of error, Campbell argues the trial court

abused its discretion by failing to rule on his motion to disqualify the state's

response to his petition. He contends the state's response should have been

stricken as untimely.

{¶22} R.C. 2953.2I(.D) provides that the state must respond to a petition

for postconviction relief within ten days after the docketing of the petition. It

also gives the trial court discretion to consider responses filed beyond the ten-

day deadline "for good cause shown." Id.

{¶23} The state did not explain why it filed its response after the ten-day

deadline. Nevertheless, any error in refusing to strike the response is hax.mless

because Campbell fails to show how his substantial rights were affected by the

trial court's acceptance of the state's late response. Furthermore, because all of

the arguments raised in Campbell's petition are barred by res judicata, the court

would have denied his petition even in the absence of a response from the state.

{¶24} Therefore, the second assignment of error is overruled.

{¶25} Judgment affirmed.

It is ordered that appellee recover from appellant costs herein taxed.

The court finds there were reasonable grounds for this appeal.

It is ordered that a special mandate issue out of this court directing the

common pleas court to carry this judgment into execution.

= (7/er-
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A certified copy of this entry shall constitute the mandate pursuant to

Rule 27 ot'the Rules of Appellate Procedure.

EILEEN T . GALLAGHER, UDGE

FRANK D. CELEBREZZE; JR., P.J., and
KENNETH A. ROCCO, J., CONCUR

-- < gA F 8 ^ =



FOR APPELLANT

Louis Campbell, II, pro se
Inmate #600-748

Marion Correctional Institution
P.O. Box 57
Marion, Ohio 43301

ATTORMEYS FOR APPELLEE

Timothy J. McGinty
Cuyahoga County Prosecutor

BY: James M. Price
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
The Justice Center, 8th Floor
1200 Ontario Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44113

FILEC) AND JOURNALiZED

PER APP,R, 22(C)
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CUYAH ^ G, U CLERK
0F TH;: ^ PPckLS
By Dep!.;fy
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
CUYAHQC'A COUNTY, OHIO

THE STATE OF 01-H0
Plaintiff Case No: CR-10-53 8673-A

Judge: N.ANCY A FL'ERST

LOUIS CAMPBELLJI
Defendant IlVDICT: 2911.02 ROBBERY /FQRS /NPC /RVOS

2923.13 HAVING WEAPONS WHILE tTNDER
DISABILITY /FORS
2923,12 CARRYING CONCEALED Wr-APONS
/F1 ORS
ADDITIONAL COL'NTS...

JQURI^rAL ENTRY

THIS }vSATTER IS BEFORE THE COURT ON DEFT LOUIS CAMPBELL II' S:1/14/11 PRO SE PETITION TO VACATE OR
SET ASIDE SENTENCE PURSUANT TO R.C. 2953.21.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

IN SUPPORT OF HIS PETITION, PETITIONER ESSEIvI'LALLY SUBMITS A COPY OF HIS APPELLATE BRIEF ALLEGING
NLTMEROUS TRIAI, ERRORS, FAILURE TO GRANT MOTIONS FOR ACQUITTAL AND DEFICIENCIES IN THE
INDICTMENT, PETITIONER'S CONVIVTION WAS AFFII2MED ON APPEAL BY THE EIGHTH DISTRICT COURT OF
A.PPEALS IN CASE NO. 096628.
THE OHIO SUPREME CO"LTRT DISMISSED DEFT'S APPEAL ON 10122/12,

TH.-P OHIO SUPREME COURT HAS HELD THAT THE DOCTRINE OF RES JUDICATA BARS THE ASSERTION OF ANY
ISSUE WHICH WAS RAISED OR Vq-IICH COLZD HAVE BEEN RAISED AT TRIAL OR ON DTRECT APPEAL. STATE V.
PERRY ( 1967), OHIO ST.2D 175;STATE V. ISHMAEL (198i), 67 OTUO ST. 2D 16; STATE V. STEFFEN (1994), 70 OHIO ST.3D 399.

ACCORDINGLY, THE COURT DENIES DEFT'S PETITION TO VACATE OR SET ASIDE SENTENCE ON A THEORY OF
RES .NDICATA.

ALL REMAINING MOTION ARE HEREBY RENDERED MOOT.

CLERK ORDERED TO SEND A COPY OF THIS ORDER TO:
DEFENDANT; I,OUIS CAMPBELL,II #600-748; MAI2ION CORR INST PO BOX 57 .lv1ARION, OIi 43301-0057
PROSECUTOR; JUSTICE CENTER 1200 ONTARIO ST, 8TH FLOOR CLEVE 44113

05/08/2013
CPINF 05/08/2013 14:33:13

HEAR
05/08/2013

ORIGINAL"

Judge Signature 05/08/2013

:^ ,̂}RECEIVED FOR FILING
05/08/2013 14:33:49

By: CL1DB '_%^
ANDREA F. ROCCO, CLERJ{
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