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i IMTRODUCTION

Relator, The Honorable Angela R. Stokes, asks this Court to reverse a series of
administrative orders issued by The Honorable Ronald B Adrine, the Administrative J udge of the
Cleveland Municipal Court. Judge Adrine issued those orders pursuant to his broad authority o
be responsible for and control the administration, docket, and calendar of the Cleveland
Municipal Court. He did so only because he concluded that such orders were NECessary 1o
maintain the public’s confidence in the legal system. Relator’s Cornplaint requests extraordinary
writs be issued against not only Judge Adrine, but also against Cleveland Municipal Court
Visiting Judge Mabel M. Jasper, despite the fact that Judge Fasper played no role in the issuance
or enforcement of the orders. Relator’s Complaint fails as a matter of law to allege viable claims
for quo warranto, mandamus, or prohibition.

Relator does not allege a proper claim for quo warranto because she does not seek to oust
and replace the Respondents from public office. Relator’s Complaint does not allege viable
claims for mandamus or prohibition. Relator has failed to exhaust availsble adminisirative
remedies to have the Orders modified or vacated. Relator cannot establish that Judge Adrine
lacked jurisdiction to issue the administrative orders, cannot establish that she has a clear right o
have those orders vacated, or that Judge Adrine has an obligation to provide such relief. The
governing rules and precedent establish that administrative judges like Judge Adrine have broad
discretion to issue such orders. Finally, whatever claims Relator may have against Judge Adrine
as Administrative Judge, Relator’s Complaint against Judge Jasper should be dismissed, as she
played no role in issuing the administrative orders or in their enforcement.

i, BACKGROUND & STATEMENT OF FACTS

Relator The Honorable Angela R. Stokes (“Relator” or “Judge Stokes”) is a judge of the

Cleveland Municipal Court, with her most recent term beginning January 2012, Corplaint in



(Quo Warranto, Mandamus, and Prohibition (“Complaint™) 1. The Cleveland Municipal Court
is a statutory court whose jurisdiction is regulated by statute. See generally R.C. 1901.01(A).
Judge Stokes is one of 13 elected judges to the Cleveland Municipal Court. See R.C. 1901.08.

Judge Stokes is also currently the respondent in a disciplinary complaint filed by the
Disciplinary Counsel on October 14, 2013, pending before the Board of Commissioners on
Grievances and Discipline, Disciplinary Case No. 2013-057 (the “Disciplinary Complaint™).
Complaint 7. The Disciplinary Complaint alleges a pattern of abusive and unprofessional
conduct by Judge Stokes concerning her handling of her criminal docket, including claims that
she commitied abuse of court resources, abuse of court personnel, abuse of lawyers, abuse of
defendants and the public, abuse of constitutional freedoms, and numerous abusive legal errors.
See generally Disciplinary Complaint (copy attached hereto as Exhibit A).]

Respondent The Honorable Ronald B. Adrine (“Judge Adrine™) is the administrative and
presiding judge of the Cleveland Municipal Court. Complaint §2. Relator’s Complaint concermns
a series of administrative orders issued by Judge Adrine on March 14, 2014 (the “Administrative
Orders”), which are to remain effective during the pendency of the Disciplinary Complaint. See
generally Complaint §4. Generally speaking, these Administrative Orders transferred all of the
criminal cases then-assigned to Judge Stokes’ personal docket to Judge Adrine for review and
possible reassignment and removed Judge Stokes from the court’s random draw of criminal

CasCs.

" While the Disciplinary Complaint is not attached to Relator’s Complaint, this Court may
review documents that were incorporated by reference into the complaint, even if not attached
thereto. See Lisboa v. Lisboa, 8th Dist. No. 95673, 2011-Ohio-351, T438-39 (Jan. 27, 2011).
Likewise, “a court may take judicial notice of a document filed in another court ‘not for the truth
of the matters asserted in the other litigation, but rather to establish the fact of such litigation and
related filings.”” State ex rel. Coles v. Grawville, 116 Ohio St.3d 231, 2007-Ohio-6057, 877
N.E.2d 968, 9 20.



Specifically, Administrative Order No. 2014-603 transferred all criminal misdemeanor,
criminal minor misdemeanor, and traffic matters then-assigned to the Judge Stokes’ personal
docket to Judge Adrine for review and reassignment. Complaint §4.4. (A copy of Administrative
Order No. 2014-003 is attached as Ex. A to the Affidavit of Judge Stokes (“Stokes A
attached to Relator’s Complaint.}  Administrative Order No. 2014-004 transferred the
responsibility for the supervision of all criminal defendants on probation on Judge Stokes’
personal docket to Judge Adrine for review and possible reassignment. Complaint 4.B. (copy at
Stokes Aff. Ex. B). Administrative Order No, 2014-005 transferred responsibility for status
review of all criminal defendants sentenced to a period of incarceration by Judge Stokes to Judge
Adrine. Complaint 94.C. {copy at Stokes Aff Ex. C).  Administrative Order No. 2014-006
removed Judge Stokes from the cowrt’s random draw of criminal cases and increased the
percentage of civil cases to be assigned 1o her. Complaint §4.1. (copy at Stokes A Ex. 1))
Pursuant to Administrative Order Ne. 2014-008, Judge Adrine then instructed the Clerk and the
Central Scheduling Office to exercise all due diligence 1o retrieve all of the criminal case files in
the custody of Judge Stokes. Complaint §4.F. (copy at Stokes Aff, Fx. F). Finally, Judge Adrine
informed Judge Stokes that o the extent she required access to some criminal case files to assist
her in the defense to the Disciplinary Complaint, she would be provided access to such files
through the office of the Administrative Judge. Complaint 94.G (copy at Stokes AT Ex. G).

All of the Administrative Orders were issued pursuant to the authority granted Judge
Adrine under Sup. R. 4.01{4), Sup. R. 4.01{C), and “in order to maintain and enhance public

confidence in the legal system as set forth in Paragraph 1, Preamble, Code of Judicial Conduct.”™

? The original Administrative Orders 2014-003, 2014-004, and 2014-005 filed by Judge Adrine
on March 14, 2014, referenced “Sup. R. 4(B} and Sup. R. 4(BY( 1) On March 21, 2014, Jodge
Adrine filed nunc pro tunc versions of these Administrative Orders correcting the reference to



All of the Administrative Orders effectuating the transfer of Judge Stokes’ criminal docket
contained the following recitation as justification thereof:

s A certified complaint pending against Judge Stokes before the Ohio
Supreme Court’s Board of Commissioners on Grievances and
Discipline was gleaned from approximately 337 alleged violations of
the Code of Judicial Conduct presented to the Cleveland Municipal
Court,

s All of those allegations concerned her mishandling of criminal matters
and mistreatment of participants in criminal hearings, including
defendants, witnesses, police officers, prosecutors, private defense

counsel, public defenders, court personnel and other members of the
general public.

¢ BSince the original complaint was presented to the Disciplinary
Counsel, and continuing through and after the complaint’s certification
by the Board, nearly 100 additional written incident reports have been
received by this office alleging similar problems involving the Judge’s
handling of her personal criminal docket.

#= The court continues to average one to two new ethics complaints
against Judge Stokes per week.

Relator’s Complaint further alleges that Respondent The Honorable Mabel M. Jasper
{(“Judge Jasper”) was assigned by Judge Adrine to preside over Relator’s criminal docket on
March 18, 2014, and that upon information and belief, she will continue to preside over Judge
Stokes” criminal docket pursuant to Administrative Order No. 2014-003. Complaint 93.

Judge Stokes seeks the issuance of writs of que warranto (First Claim for Relief),
mandamus {Second Claim for Relief), and prohibition (Third Claim for Relief). Ultimately,

udge Stokes seeks orders from this Court reversing Judge Adrine’s Administrative Orders,

Sup. R, 4.01{A) and 4.01(C). Copies of these nunc pro tunc Administrative Orders are attached
hereto as Exhibit B.

? Judge Jasper 13 a retired judge of the Cleveland Municipal Court, who has been assigned by the
Chief Justice to preside as a visiting “on-call” judge in the Cleveland Municipal Court. See
Certificate of Assignment attached hereto as Exhibit C.



reinstating her to hear all matters transferred pursuant 1o the Administrative Orders, and
reinstating her to the criminal case draw.
Hi.  ARGUMENT

A Civ. R. 12(B)(6) motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim should be granted where,
presuming the truth of all factual allegations of the Complaint and making all reasonable
inferences in Relator’s favor, it appears beyond doubt that Relator could prove no set of facts
entitling her to the requested relief. See State ex rel. Conkle v. Sadler, 99 Ohio St.3d 402, 2003~
Ohio-4124, 792 N.E.2d 1116, § 8; State ex rel. Boggs v. Springfleld Local School Dist. Bd. of
Edn., 72 Ohio 8t.3d 94, 95, 647 N.E.2d 788 (1995). Here, taking all of the factual allegations
contained in Relator’s Complaint as true, Judge Stokes is not entitled to any of the extraordinary
writs that she seeks as a matter of law.

A, Relator’s Complaint Fails To Allege a Viable Claim for Que Warranto.

It is well-settled that the writ of quo warranto is the exclusive remedy to litigate the right
of a person to hold a public office. State ex rel. Ebbing v. Ricketts, 133 Ohio St.3d 339, 2012-
Ohio-4699, 978 N.E.2d 188, 9 8, citing State ex rel. Johnson v. Richardson, 131 Ohio St.3d 120,
2012-0hio-57, 961 N.E.2d 405, §15. ““To be entitled to the writ of quo warranto, the relator
must establish that the office is being unlawfully held and exercised by respondent and that
relator is entitled to the office.”” Id quoting State ex rel. Zeigler v. Zumbar, 129 Chio St.3d 240,
2011-Ohio-2939, 951 N.E.2d 405, § 23.

Because quo warranto is properly employed to test the actual right of the respondent to
hold oftice, “[i}t can afford no relief for official misconduct, and can not be employed to test the
mere legality of official action by public officers.” State ex ref. Berry v. Tackett, 60 Ohio St.2d
12, 12, 356 N.E.2d 743 (1979); see alse State ex rel. Hogan v. Hunt, 84 Ohio St. 143, 95 N.E.

666 (1911) paragraph two of the syllabus (“the legality of the exercise of a mere function alleged

i



to be erroneously exercised by one who ... is a public officer, can not be inquired into by a
proceeding in Quo warranio™).

Here, Relator’s Complaint fails to allege a viable claim for quo warranto. Relator does
not allege, and cannot allege, that either Judge Adrine or Judge Jasper do not lawfuliy hold their
respective positions on the Cleveland Municipal Court. Nor does Relator allege, nor can she
allege, that she is entitled to the offices held by either Respondent. In short, Relator does not
seek to oust and replace Judge Adrine or Judge Jasper from public office.

Instead, Relator’s Complaint challenges the legal validity of the actions taken by Judge
Adrine as Administrative Judge. In other words, she seeks to *“test the mere legality of official
action by public officers.” Tackert, supra at 12. Quo warranto does not lie for such relief as a

matter of law, and Relator’s claim for a writ of quo warranto should be dismissed.

B. Relator’s Complaint Fails to Allege a Viable Claim for Mandamus.

To prevail in a mandamus case, Relator must establish a clear legal right to the requested
relief, a clear legal duty on the part of the Respondent to provide it, and the lack of an adequate
remedy in the ordinary course of the law. State ex rel. Waters v. Spaeth, 131 Ohio St.3d 55,
2012-Ohio-69, 960 N.E2d 452, 9 6. Moreover, because mandamus is an extraordinary remedy
that is to be exercised with caution, a writ of mandamus should issue only when the ri ght is clear;
it will not lie in doubtful cases. State ex rel. Shafer v. Ohio Turnpike Commission, 159 Ohio St.
381, 589, 113 N.E.2d 14 (1953).

Here, Relator is not entitled to mandamus relief as a matter of law. First, she has failed to
exhaust her available adminisirative remedies to have the Administrative Orders vacated by a
vote of the majority of the Cleveland Municipal Court Judges. Second, she has not set forth a

clear legal right to the requested relief or a clear duty on the part of Respondents to provide it



i. Relator’s failure to exhaust availahle administrative remedies bars
ber mandamus claim.

it is well established that a relator’s failure to exhaust available administrative remedies
bars the issuance of a writ of mandamus. See Stare ex rel Bagley v. Indus. Comm., 62 Ohio S1.34
191, 192-93, 580 N.E.2d 1081 (1991} {workers' compensation claimant's failure to exhaust his
available administrative remedies of a rehearing as provided under the administrative code
barred issuance of writ of mandamus); State ex rel Schindel v, Rowe, 25 Ohio St.2d 47, 48, 266
N.EZ2d 369 (1971) (relator’s failure to make an application for a zoning variance barred
mandamus action).

Here, Relator challenges the validity of various Administrative Orders entered by Judge
Adrine, acting as the Administrative Judge of the Cleveland Municipal Court. The Rules of
Superintendence for the Courts of Ohio specifically provide an administrative remedy to have
those Administrative Orders modified or vacated. Specifically, Sup. R. 4.02 provides that “Ttihe
judges of & court or a division of a court, by majority vote, may modify or vacate the actions of
the administrative judge of the court or division.”

Relator makes no allegation that she has taken any actions to avail herself of this remedy.
Relator makes no allegation that she has requested the judges of the Cleveland Municipal Court
to have the Administrative Orders modified or vacated. Relator makes no ailegation that any
such request has proved unsuccessful or would be futile. Given that Relator has fatled to allege
that she has exhausted the administrative remedies available to her under Sup. R. 4.02, Relator’s
Complaint seeking a writ of mandamus should be dismissed.

2. A3 a matier of law, Relator cannot establish 2 clear legal right to the
relief requested or that Respondent has a legal duty to grant it

Relator seeks a writ of mandamus requiring Judge Adrine to vacate his Administrative

Urders and reinsiate to her all cases previously transferred pursuant io those orders. See



Complaint, Second Claim for Relief. As a matter of law, Relator has no clear legal right to the
requested relief, let alone a clear legal right to an order compelling Judge Adrine to reverse his
Administrative Orders. Administrative judges, such as Judge Adrine, have broad authority and
discretion 1o control the dockets of the judges in multi-judge courts, inchuding the authority to
transfer cases,

Sup. R. 4.01(A) expressly provides that an administrative judge shall “[ble responsible
for and exercise control over the administration, docket, and calendar of the court or division.”
Sup. R 4.0HC) provides thet administrative judges have the authority to assign cases to
individual judges of the court or division. Purswant to R.C. 1901.15, Judge Adrine “has general
supervision of the business of the court and may classify and distribute among the judges the
business pending in the court.”

Consistent with these provisions, this Court has recognized the broad discretion afforded
administrative judges in multi-jndge courts to regulate the dockets of the judges and to transfer
and/or reassign cases. As this Court stated in 1986, “the administrative judge ... does have
power to transfer cases, and whether that power was properly used is a subject for appeal”
Schucker v. Metcalf, 22 Ohio 8t.3d 33, 36, 488 N.E.2d 210 (1986), fn. 2. Thus, “{t}he transfer of
a case involves an exercise of judicial discretion, with which this court generally will not
interfere.” Id.; see also Brickman & Sons, Inc., v. National City Bank, 106 Ohio St. 30, 2005-
Ohio-3559, 830 N.E.2d 1151 (administrative judge did not abuse discretion in transferring case
to himself even though transfer order failed to state the reason for the transfer).

While this Court has granted extraordinary writs in limited circumstances to prevent
transfers, those cases involved transfers to judges who clearly and unambiguously lacked

jurisdiction to proceed. See, e.g., State ex rel. Russo v McDonnell, 110 Ohio St.3d 144, 2006-



Ohic-3459, 852 N.E.2d 145 (prohibition would le to prevent administrative judge from
assigning case to private judge for jury trial because jury trials were not authorized in civil
actions referred to private judges); Schucker, supra (prohibition would lie to prevent transfer of
case from general division to judge of probate division since any decree by probate court judge
would be void). Here, of course, Judge Adrine and the other municipal court judges that would
hear Relator’s criminal docket have jurisdiction and authority to preside over such cases.

Accordingly, lower courts have routinely held that an extraordinary writ challenging the
transfer of cases will not lic where, like here, the transferee judge has jurisdiction to proceed.
See, e.g., State ex rel. Carr v. McDonnell, 184 Ohio App.3d 373, 2009-Chio-2488, 921 N.E.2d
251, §19 (Bth Dist.) (neither prohibition nor mandamus would He to prevent transfer of case to
commercial docket; recognizing that “administrative judge of the Cuyahoga County Court of
Common Pleas possesses the discretionary authority to reassign any case between different
judges of the Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas™); State ex rel. Hexagram v. Friedland,
8th Dist. No. 87089 & 87105, 2005-Ohio-6764, 94 (because administrative judge did not have a
ciear legal duty to transfer action back to visiting judge to whom case was temporarily assigned,
defendant in underlying action was not entitled to writs of mandamus or prohibition; recognizing
that administrative judge possessed full responsibility and control over the administration, docket
and calendar of the court and had power to assign cases).

Tellingly, Relator cites no case law in support of her contention that she has a clear legal
right to be reinstated to the cases transferred from her docket or that she has a clear legal right to
participate in the criminal case draw. Rather, Relator argues that: (1) pursuant to the Gov. Bar R.
V Section 5a, only the Ohio Supreme Court has exclusive jurisdiction to suspend judges during

the pendency of a disciplinary matter; (2) Sup. R. 36 requires that cases be assigned using the



individual and particular session assignment procedures outlined therein; (3) the transfer of
Judge Stokes’ probation and sentence review matters (Administrative Orders 2014-004 & 2014-
005) violates Crim. R. 25(B); and {4) that Judge Adrine is precluded from transferring those
specific cases where recusal motions filed by defendants pursuant to R.C. 2701.031 had been
previously denied therein. None of Relator’s arguments establishes that she has a clear legal
right to have Judge Adrine’s Administrative Orders reversed.

First, assuming for the sake of argument that Gov. Bar R. V Section 5a provides the
exclusive mechanism by which an attorney and/or judge can be subject to an “interim remedial
suspension” during the pendency of a disciplinary matter, the Administrative Orders challenged
here do not amount to an “interim remedial suspension” of Judge Stokes. Judge Stokes has not
been suspended from serving, and in fact, continues 1o serve as a judge on the Cleveland
Municipal Court. Rather, Judge Stokes’ criminal docket has been temporarily reassigned. Thus,
contrary to Relator’s contention, Judge Adrine has not “taken it upon himself to suspend Judge
Stokes.” See Relator’s Memorandum in Support at p. 10.

Second, while Sup. R. 36 sets forth the default procedures for initially assigning cases in
multi-judge courts, Sup. R. 36 does not trump an administrative judge’s “responsibility for” and
“control over the administration, docket, and calendar of the court” pursuant to Sup. R. 4.01 and
this Court’s applicable case law. Again, Relator cites no guthority for the untenable notion that
Sep. B 36 limits an administrative judge from transferring cases previously assigned and/or
temporarily removing a judge from the court’s criminal case draw. And Relator can cite no
authority that precludes such actions where the administrative judge, like Judge Adrine here, has

concluded that such actions are necessary to maintain the public’s confidence in the legal system.
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Third, Crim. R. 25(B) simply does not apply here. While Crim. R. 25(B) protects a
criminal defendant from being sentenced by a different judge than the one that presided during
his criminal trial, that protection can be waived. See Stare v. Calloway, 1st Dist. No. C-810420,
1982 WL 8454, *2 (April 7, 1982) (recognizing a criminal sentence imposed by another judge is
not void and that defendant waived any violation of Crim. R. 25(B) by not objecting). Certainly,
Judge Stokes has no standing to enforce the mandates of Crim. R. 25(B) independent of the
criminal defendants in such cases. Moreover, Crim. R. 25(B) applies to post-trial sentencing; it
does not apply to probation and sentence review matters, such as those that are subject of
Administrative Orders 2014-004 & 005, See State v. Mathews, 10th Dist. No. 75AP-90, 1975
WL 181631, *1 (Aug. 5, 1975) (Crim. R. 25(B) did not preclude different judge from hearing
probation revocation proceedings).

Fourth, Relator fails to explain how a denial of motions to disqualify Judge Stokes filed
by criminal defendant pursuant to R.C. 2701.031 somehow bars Judge Adrine’s Administrative

rders. While denial of such motions may be dispositive as to the parties in those cases, there is
no authority that such rulings preclude the transfer of the case by the Administrative Judge
pursuant to his general supervisory authority.

Finally, Relator can assert no claim that she has the clear legal right to possess the case
files on matters over which she does not preside.  As a practical matter, the case files must be
transferred to the judge that has been assigned to hear that case. Moreover, as Judge Adrine’s
directives makes clear, Relator is to be afforded access to any criminal file necessary for her
personal defense to the Disciplinary Complaint. See Stokes Aff, Ex. G. While Relator suggests
that this directive is somehow inadequate, she makes no allegation that she has actually been

prohibited from having access to any such file.
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Relator’s claims for mandamus relief should be dismissed.

C. Relator’s Complaint Fails to Allege a Viable Claim for Prohibition.

In order for a writ of prohibition to issue, the Relator must demonstrate that: (1) the
Respondent is about to exercise judicial or quasi-judicial authority, (2) the exercise of the
judicial or quasi-judicial authority is not authorized by law, and (3) the denial of the writ will
cause injury to the Relator for which no other adequate remedy exists in the ordinary course of
the law. State ex rel. Wright v. Ohio Bur. of Motor Vehicles, 87 Ohio St.3d 184, 185, 718 N.E.2d
908 (1999). “Prohibition is a preventive rather than a corrective remedy and is designed to
prevent a tribunal from proceeding in a matter which it is not authorized to hear and determine.”
State ex rel. Stefanick v. Municipal Court of Marietta, 21 Ohio St.2d 102, 104, 255 N.E.2d 634
(1970).

Accordingly, prohibition will lie to correct the results of prior actions only where the
court patently and unambiguously lacked jurisdiction over the cause. State ex rel. Fogle v.
Steiner, 74 Ohio 8t3d 158, 161, 656 N.E.2d 1288 (1995); see also State ex rel Adams, v.
Gusweiler, 30 Obio St.2d 326, 285 N.E.2d 22 (1972) paragraph two of the syllabus (“Where
there is a total want of jurisdiction on the part of a court, a writ of prohibition will be allowed to
arrest the continuing effect of an order issued by such court, even though the order was entered
on the journal of the court prior to the application for the writ of prohibition.”). Relator’s
Complaint has failed to plead a viable claim for a writ of prohibition as a matter of law.

First, as already explained above, Judge Stokes has failed to avail herself of the
administrative remedy available to her under Sup. R. 4.02 to have the Administrative Orders
modified or vacated,

Second, as a matter of law, Relator cannot establish that Judge Adrine patently and

unambiguously lacked jurisdiction to issue the Administrative Orders. Again, as fully explained



above, Judge Adrine had the authority and discretion to issue the Administrative Orders under
Sup. R. 4.01 and all relevant law.

Relator’s reliance on State ex rel Buck v, Maioney, 102 Chio 8t.3d 250, 2004-Ohio-
2590, 809 N.E.2d 20, in support of its claim for writ of prohibition is misplaced. In Buck,
attorney Buck sought a writ of prohibition seeking to overturn an order by Mahoning County
Probate Court Judge Maloney barring Buck from practicing law in any case before the probate
court until further order of the Court. /d at T92-4. This Court ultimately issued a writ of
prohibition, holding that Judge Maloney acted without jurisdiction to render such an order. /4 at
117. In so doing, this Court reasoned that by prohibiting Buck from practicing law in all future
proceedings in the probate court, Judge Maloney had usurped this Court’s exclusive jurisdiction
over attorney discipline. /4. at 9 7-10. The Administrative Orders at issue here are different in
both degree and kind than the order invalidated in Buck.

While the order in Buck completely and indefinitely barred an attorney from practicing
law in the judge’s court, Judge Adrine’s Administrative Orders do not bar Relator from serving
as judge on the Cleveland Municipal Court. Instead, the Administrative Orders temporarily
remove certain cases (ie., criminal cases) from her personal docket, Judge Stokes continues to
serve as a municipal court judge.

Likewise, while the order in Buck involved a subject matter (the autherity to practice law
and attorney discipline) under this Couwrt’s exclusive authority, Judge Adrine’s Administrative
Orders involve matters over which this Court has never asserted exclusive jurisdiction — the
management of judicial dockets in multi-judge courts, In fact, as explained above, the applicable
rules and relevant case law expressly grant general “responsibility” and “conirol” over such

matters to administrative judges such as Judge Adrine. See Sup. R. 4.01{A).
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Because Relator cannot establish that Judge Adrine patently and unambiguously Jacked
jurisdiction to issue the Administrative Orders, Relator’s Complaint fails to allege a viable claim
for prohibition.

B. Judge Jasper is Entitled to Dismissal of the Complaint Against Her, Separate
and Apart from Judge Adrine.

Assuming for the sake of argument that Relator’s Complaint is sufficient to state a claim
for one or more extraordinary writs against Judge Adrine in his position as administrative and
presiding judge of the Cleveland Municipal Court, Relator’s Compilaint is devoid of any material
allegations setting forth a viable claim against Judge Jasper.

Relator’s sole allegation concerning Judge Jasper is that she was assigned by Judge
Adrine to preside over Relator’s criminal docket on and after March 18, 2014, and that upon
information and belief, she will continue to preside over Judge Stokes” criminal docket pursuant
to Administrative Order No. 2014-003. Complaint 93. Nothing, however, in Administrative
Order No. 2014-003, or any other Administrative Order, reassigned any case to Judge Jasper.

More importantly, nothing in the Complaint sets forth g basis for this Court to issue any
writ against Judge Jasper. Significantly, Relator’s Complaint seeks relief against Judge Jasper
solely with regard to the claim for a writ of quo warranto. See Complaint 2t §15 & p. 8. Relator
does not seek writs of mandamus or prohibition against Fudge Jasper, which is understandable
since Judge Jasper had no involvement in the issuance of the Administrative Orders or their
enforcement. See generally Complaint at Second and Third Claims for Relief,

Given that Relator has failed to allege a valid claim for que warranto against any
respondent, let alone Judge Jasper, and given that Judge Jasper played no role in the issuance or
enforcement of any of the Administrative Orders, Relator’s Complaint should be dismissed as

against her.
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V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Respondents’ Motion to Dismiss Relator’s Complaint should
be granted.

Respectfully Submitted,

"V&vin E. Mathews, Jr. 7V (9038660)
Gerhardt A, Gosnell 11 (0064919}
James E. Amold & Associates, LPA
115 W. Main Street, 4th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Ph: 614-460-1600

Fax: 614-469-1134
amathews@arnlaw.com
ggosnell@arnlaw.com

Counsel for Respondents
The Honorable Ronald B. Adrine
and The Honorable Mabel M. Jasper
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of the foregoing Motion to Dismiss of
Respondents was served via regular U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, this 2nd day of May, 2014, upon

the following:

Richard C. Alkire, Esq.

Dean Nieding, Esq.

Richard C. Alkire Co., LPA
6060 Rockside Woods Blvd.
Suite 250

Independence, Ohio 44131-2335

Counsel for Relator
The Honorable Angela R. Siokes

verhardt A, osm;:i} I
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65 SoUTH FRONT STREET, 5™ FLOOR, CoLUMBUS, (O 43215-3431
Telephone: §14.387.9370 Fax; 614.387.937%
www.supremecourt.olio.gov
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the attached is a true and accurate copy of the certified complaint
that was filed with the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline on October 14,
2013 against Judge Angela Stokes, Case No. 2013-057.

In witness whereof I bave subscribed my name and affixed the seal of the Board of
Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohio on this 24” day of

April, 2014,

Richard A. Dove
Seeretary

Ah
Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence this '59\1% day of April, 2014,
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(/t}@/ / @j {7

Naotary

My commission expires:
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Hon. Angela Bochelle Stokes
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1208 Ontario S5
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Attorney Registration No. (0025650)
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Now comes relator, Disciplinary Cownsel, and alleges that respondent, Angela Rochelle

Stokes, an attorney at law, duly admitted to the practice of law in the state of Ohio, is guilty of

the following misconduct:

1. Respondent was admitted to the practics of law in the state of Ghio on October 29, 1984.

2. Respondent was elected to the Cleveland Municipal Court in November 1995 and has

served 2s a judge of that cowrt since that tirne. She is currently one of 123 judges on the

court.

3 Ap an attorney and & judicial officer, respondent is subject to the Code of Professinnal

Responsibility, the Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct, and the Uhio Code of Judicial

Conduct,



Coupt One — Abuse of Court Hesources

Since taking the bench in 1995, respondent has consumed & disproportionate amount of

the court’s human and material resources due to her inability to administer her docket in s

timely manner, her lack of organization, and her unreasonable expeciation that all court

employees be at her beck and call.

Starting in or around 2000, the Cleveland Municipal Court began enacting several “court-

wide™ nules in an atternpt to address respondent’s inordinate consumption of court

resowress. [n addition, sach department within the court has revised its policies and

procedures to address issues created by respondent’s behavior, actions, and demands,

For example:

&

The court enacted a rals reguiring the bailiff department to Gapsport al}
prisoners back 1o the workhouse by 4:00 P.M. The rule was later amended
require the bailiff depariment to collect all prisoners at 12:45 P.M. for retum
o the workhouse,

The court enacted a rule requiring that the Cleveland House of Corections be
in charge of coordinating all transportation to and from peychistric freatment
facilities,

The court epacted mandatory lunch breaks for employess.

The court enacted a “10-minute” role requiring probation officers, case
managers, paychistric clinic employees, and interpreters to return 1o their
assigned workstations if not utilized within ters minutes of arrival in 2
courtroom to which they have been surnmoned.

The court enacted 4 rule that no judge can occupy more than 10% of any court
administrative staff’s time. Additionally, zach administrative staff member is
lirnited to spending 30 minutes in any given judge’s courtroom, afler which
the employee is to return to their workplace,

The cowrt epacted a rule giving the head of the probation department the
authority o question referrsls or conditions of probation when he/she does not
believe that the referral or condition is appropriately related to the offense. In
such cases, the head of the probation department is to contact the referring
Judge, the presiding judge, and the court administrator whereupon 3



conference will be held to determine what should be done with the case as i
relates 1o probation.

g The court enacted a rule requesting that all official courtroom business end by
5:00 P.M. and permitting employess to leave the courtroom if the timelins is
not adbered fo.

h The court enacted 2 rule ordering that no probation officer or case mansger be
called to a courlroom after 3:45 P, unless the individual would be gble to
leave the cowrtroom by 4:00 P.M.

i. The bailiff department and probation department scheduled some employees
to work four 10-hour days rather than five 8-hour days to accommodate
respondent’s late courtroom hours,

j. The court enacied & rule limiting the request for second psychiatric evaluation
requests to two per guarter.

k. The court enacted a rule ordering the probation depariruent not to conduct any
substance abuse screens and/or assessments on individuals charged with
driving vnder suspension, no driver’s license, hit-skip, or escalated moving
violations unless the charge is also accompanied by g charge involving
alcohol, drugs, or other mind-aliering substances.

. The éourt enacted a rule requiring peychiatric clinic staff to interview victims
and/or witnesses only if they deemed 11 to be appropriate in their professional
clinical judgment regardiess of what may be stated on the referral form,

m. The court enacted g rule requiring judges to contact probation officers
assigned to a specific case If assistance is needed. I{the probation officer
agsipgned 1o 8 case i5 not available, then the following tndividuals should be
contacted in nrder listed: the probation officer’s supervisor, the supervisor of
the day, the deputy chief probation officer, and the chief probation officer.

In addidon to the above rules, several agencies, ags well as departments within the court,
have reduced rotations in respondent’s courtroom to avoid siaff burnout, For example,
security bailiffs are only assigned fo four-hour shifts in respondent’s courtrooin, whereas
they are assigned to eight-hour shifts in 2!l other courrooms. Public defenders only serve

a two-nonth rotation in respondent’s couriroom, whereas they serve a thres-month

rotation in other courtrooms. Moreover, after completing 8 two-month rotation in



respondent’s courtroom, public defenders are permitted to pick the courtroom that they
would like 1o serve their next three-month rotation in as a “reward.”

Similarly, the probation depariment assigns cases from respondent’s courtroom 1o a
specific set of probation officers. This is in large part due 1o respondent’s difficult-to-
decipher referral forms, the inordinate amount of requirements that respondent places on
defendants, and the fact that respondent does not provide the probation department with
relevant information in a timely manner making it difficult for respondent’s probation
cases to be monitored.

As slleged in Count Two, respondent treats seourity bailiffs in her courtroom in a rude,
demeaning, and voprofessional manner. In an attempt to 1l the confrontations that
may scocwr fFom respondent’s exratic treatment of security batliffs in her courtroom, the
bailiff department has created a list of “restricted assignasent” bailiffs. Bailiffs on this
list are prohibited from serving in respondent’s courtroom for a restricted period of time
ranging from a few weeks to indefinitely. There are currently 14 bailiffs on this list, The
“restricied assigniment” list only applies to respondent’s courtroom — no other cowrtroom
has need for a “restricted assignment” list because in no other courtroom are bailiffs
subjected to the treatment they receive from respondent.

Prier to the enaciment of the sbove mentioned rules and/or policy changes, it would not

have been unusual:

a. For respondent to be holding court until 7:00 P.M. or even 8:00 P.M, when
cther judges on the cowrt had typically comypleted their dockets by 3:00 P.AM,;

b Forsix to eight prisoners to be held for several howrs —in 8 holding cell
designed for two prisoners — while waiting for respondent to ¢all their cases;

¢, Forcity employees and attorneys, such as prosecutors, public defenders,
bailiffs, probation officers, and staff support, to work well beyond their
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scheduled hours incurring excessive amounts of overtims of compensaory
thne;

For bailiffs to transport defendants assigned o respondent’s docket Lo local
hospitals and wait for several hows while the prisoner’s evaluation was being
completed;

For respondent to request that a second peychiatyic evaluation be performed
when she was not satisfied with the results of the first exarvination; and

For court parsonnel who respondent summoned to her cowrtroom o wail in
excess of 30 minutes before being wiilized.

Tiven after the enactment of the above-mentioned rules, respondent has persisted in

conduct fhat led to the imposition of the rules in the first place, For example:

On Agpzil 28, 2004, Tudge Larry A. Jones, who was the Presiding and
Administrative Judge at the time, issued an inter-office correspondence stating
that “interviews conducted by the doctor and staff of the Claveland Municipal
Court’s Psychistric Clinic of alleged victims and/or witnesses shall be
restricied 1o thoss oocasions when it is deemed appropriate by the doector using
wis ar her professional clinie judgment.”

Despite this memoranduam, respondent continued to request that psychiatric
clinic staff interview victime and/or witnesses.

5 one partionlar occasion, on September 24, 2008, respondent refused fo
mroceed with & mitigation hearing because the court psyehiatric clinie declined
to interview thres witnesses that respondent requested b interviewed. In
open court, respondent berated the psyehiatric clinic and stated that it had
“yichmized” the witnesses again by choosing not to “plck up.a telephone” and
interview the withesses. Respondent continued the matier until the witnesses
sonid be subpoepasd to “voice thelr opinion” a5 10 whether the defendant
should be released.

Yo respondent’s courtroon, it i not unusual for a matter to be continued five or six times

before being resolved thus requiring repeat appearances by attorneys, couat staff, and

defendants. In fact, when Cleveland State University professors Dana I, Hubbard and

Wendy . Regoeczi reviewed respondent’s couriroom and practices as part of 2

comprehensive review of Cleveland Municipal Court programs, they noted that
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continuances in respondent’s courtroom were 300% greater than in any other judge’s
courtroom on the Cleveland Municipal Court.

A majority of the contimuances in respondent’s courlroom are designated as being at the
“Jdefendant’s request,” whes in reality they sre net.

Thue to the manner in which respondent conducts her dockst, the court administrative
office has a difficult time Anding assigned counsel to handle cases in respondent’s
courtroom when the public defender’s office is conflisted off & case.

Many stiorneys on the court’s assignad eounsel list will not accept cases in respondent’s
ceurtroom given the amount of time they anticipate spending on a case and the maximuam
fee to which they are entitled for the case.

Respondent regularly sxhausts her yearly aliotment of funds for drug and alcobol testing
early in the year and much earlier than any other judgs on the Cleveland Municipal Cout
hesause she orders defendants to undergo drug and alechol tasting even when it has no
reasonable relation to the charges against the defendant. For example:

2. In 2009, each judge was allotted $5,000 for thewr Indigent Driver’s Aloohol
Assessment Fund. Respondent’s fund was exhausted by May 1, 2009, At that
time, every other judge on the court had at least $2,727.83 remaaining.

b. In 2009, each judge was allotted $5,000 for their Defendant Dimug Testing
Account. Respondent’s fund was exhausted on or about April 14,2009 At
that time, every other judge had at least 34,127 remaining.

c. In 2010, respondent’s Indigent Driver’s Alcohol Assessment FPund was
exhausted on or about July 31, 2010

4. In 2011, each judge was allotied 35,000 for their Defendant Drug Testing
Accomt. Respondent’s Drog Testing Account was exhausted on or about

July 18, 2011.
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When respondent’s ailotment of funds for drug and alcohol testing is exhausted, she
requires defendanis 1o pay for their own testing oftentimes causing a hardship on
defendants with limited financial resources.

Respondent’s conduct a3 sutlined above viclates the Code of Judicial Conduct, the Code
of Professional Responstbility, and she Rules of Professional Conduct, specifically Canon
1 {a judge shall uphold tha integrity and independence of the judiciary), Canon 2 (2 judge
shall respect and comply with the 1aw and shall act at all times in a mapner that promotes
public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary) snd Jud R. 1.2 (2
judge shall act at ali simes in a manner that promotes public confidence n the
independence, integrity, and impartiality of the judiclary}; Canon 3{e)1) (a judgs shall
diligently discharge the judge’s administrative duties without bias or prejudice and
maintain professional competences in judicial admindstration, and should cooperate with
other judges and court officials in the administration of court justice) and Jud R. 2.5 (8
judge shall perform judicial and administrative duties competenily and diligently and
shall comply with guidelines set forth in the Rules of Superintendence for the Courts of
(shio}; and DR 1-102{A}S) (8 lawyer shall not engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the
adrmiristration of justice) and Prof. Cond. B. 8.4 (d) (a lawyer shall not engage in conduct

that is prejudicial to the administration of justice).

Count Two — Abuse of Court Personnel
Relator incorporates paragraphs through 17.
Respondent regularly acts in a rade, demeaning, and unprofessional manoer towards

court persormel sssigned o her COUNEOOm. For exarople:



a. Respondent has regularly subjected personal bailiffs and security batliffs
assigned to her courtroom to “smell tests” in order 1o determine whether they
are wearing any perfume, cologne, or scented lotions, to which respondent
allegedly bas a sensitivity. In doing so, respondent invades or causes apother
to invade the personal space of her batliffs,

b. Respondent expels court personne] from her courtroom for conghing or
sneezing whils making comments such as “we don’t want to xpose this entive
courtroom to whatever you have.” On one occasion, respondent told a court
employes not to coree to work for six weeks because the employee’s mother
had shingles and the employee’s daughter may have had chickenpox. Even
after the employee provided respondent with a doctor’s note indicating that
shingles were not contagious and that her davghter did not have chickenpoy,
respondent sl accused the employee of exposing her to “disesses.”

c. Respondent regularly makes upprofessional personal comments about court
personnel, For example, respondent accused one of her personal bailiffs of
being s “bad mother,” and she accused a security bailiff of “switching,” L.¢,
walking with expressed hip movement.

Respondent regularly accuses bailiffs and probation officers in her cowrtroorn of being
incompetent and not knowing how to do their jobs. Respondent makes these accusations
in open court and in front of members of the public.

Respondent imposes requirements on bailiffs in her courtroom that prevent them from
doing their jobs; however, when they attempt to perform their jobs and/or abide by
respondent’s restrictive requirements, they are publically humilisted by respondent. For
example:

a. Respondent does pot allow her bailiffs w answer general guestions from the
public, but then accuses the bailiffs of incompetence of of not doing their job

when & person intermupts court to ask respondent & question.

b. Respondent does not allow bailiffs to speak in court even ifitistoask
someone 1o be guiet, but then accuses the balliffs of incompetence or of not
doing their job when the courtroom becomes 100 boud.

c. Respondent does not allow bathiffs to remove a person from the courtroom for
any reason without her permission, but then acouses the bailiffs of
incompetence or of not doing their job whes the cowrtroom becomes ton loud



sndfor 3 bailliff interrupts respondent 1o reguest permission io remave an
individual from the courtroom.

4. Respondent does not allow bailifls in her cowrtroom, fo review files in advance
of court, but then accuses the bailiffs of incompetence or of ot doing their
jobs when the bailiffs are not aware of what happened on a previcus day in
sont,

5% Inpcidents securring on May 2, 2013 are instrative of conduct that regularly oocurs in
respondent’s courtroom. Ui May 2, 3013, Andene Vasguez was assigned to
respondent’s courlroom a3 8 securily bailiff.

s Upon arrival in respondent’s courtroom at approvimately 12:20 F.M., another
serurity bailiff asked Vasquez 1o oblain information from & man standing negr
the joumalizer's desk, As Vasquez was atteropting to do 5o, respondent asked
Vasquez what she was doing. Vasguez responded that she was fying to
ohtain information from the man; however, respondent stated that she did not
ask her to do that, Vasguez never obtained the man’s information.

b, Shorily thereafter, Vasquez positioned herself at the back door of respondent’s
conrtroom. Moments later, Defendant Dyanthea Taylor entered the courtroom
and atiempted to speak to Vasquez, Vasquez informed Taylor not to speak.
When respondent saw Taylor attempting 10 speak to Vasguer, she stated in s
rude and demeaning manner that Taylor could not “eoptinue to disnpt” courty
that the bailiffs could not anywer her questions, and that if Taylor had e
question, she needed to direct it 1o the coml. Respondent informed Taylor
that if she disrupted court one more time, she would beplaced in g holding
celt. Taylor apparently rolled her eyes, whereupon respondent had Tavior
immediately placed in the holding cell.

c. Respondent ordered that another security bailiff in the couriroom, Terry
(iallagher, place Tayior in the holding celf and that Vasquez assist Gallagher
in doing so. Once in the holding cell area, (altagher told Taylor to apologize
to respondent, and Taylor agreed to do so. Taylor, (Gallagher, and Vasguez
began to re-enter the eourtroorn; BOWEVEr, a3 SO0 28 respondent saw them,
she ordered them back to the holding cell area. After re-entering the holding
cell ares, Tavlor informed Vasquez that she was a disbetic and that she did not
have her medication with her, She further informed Vasquez that she had
heen at the courthouse since §:30 A M. (approximately 4 3 honrs) waiting for
her case to be called. Vasquez then contacted 2 bailiff department SUPErvisoy
regarding Taylor.

d A short time later, respondent asked another bailiff n the cowriroorn to band
some files to Vasquez to take to probation. Respondent then requestsd those
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same files back, while making the offband comment that she frespondent] has
10 do the bailiffs’ jobs.

o Sometine during the course of the dav, a defendant, Tyisha Mormson,
imfnrmed Vasquez that ghe had recently delivered premature tWins who Were
otill i the hospital. Momison asked Vasquex to pray for her twins, and
Yasquez said that she wonld, Later inthe day, Vasquez Lowed her head and
prayed for Morrison and her twins. At the end of Vasquez's silent prayer, she
spiled. At that momsent, respondent hergted a bailiff supervisor, whom
respondent had requested come 1o her conrtoom, for standing and “laughing”
with Vasquez.

f Betweenthe incidents Hsted above and prioy incidents, Yasguez fett oo hurt
emé disrespected by respondent that che had to leave the courtroom.

Respondent requiies shat court personnel act immediately upon her reguest. 1f action is
not taken immedistely, respondent will accuse the employee of incompetence,
inaubordination, and/or have the employes removed from her courtioon

Respondent’s public criticism of andfor personal commments about oot employess has
reduced several cmployees to tears, Moreover, respondent’s public criticism of
employees makes it very difficuit for employess 10 perform their jobs hecause their
credibility has been diminished.

Respondent’s imnpossible atandards and dictates creale an extremely stressful and hostile
work enviromment. Inan attornpt 10 address the work envirpmment in respondent’s
couriroorm, secuTity bailiffs only sewve a four-hour st in respondent’s courroo, rather
than the regulsr sight-howr ehift ip other courtrooms.

Tn addition, the court has decided not to provide respondent with 8 personal bailiff since
respondent has employed 21 different personal bailiffs at 27 different fimes since 1aking
ihe bench in 1995, Respondent’s personal hailiffs have resigned fom their position — &

position that pays pearly double the salary of a security bailiff - after a year of less.



27.

28,

28,

Respondent’s conduct a3 outlined above violates the Uhio Rules of Indicial Conduct and
the Ohic Rules of Professional Conduct, specifically Canon 1 (A judge shall uphold the
integrity and independence of the judiciary), Canon 2 (a judge shall respect and comply
with the law and shall act at all times iIn 2 mammer that promeotes public confidence in the
integrity and impartiality of the judiclary}, and Jud. R. 1.2 (A judge shall act at all times
in a manner that promotes public confidence in the independence, itegrity, and
impartiality of the judiciary); Canon 3(BY(4} (A judge shall be patient, dignified, and
mﬁrtaous to Hiigants, jurors, witnesses, iauvyéz's and others with whom the judge dealsin
an official capacity} and Jud. R. 2.8 (A judge shall be patient, dignified, and courtecus to
litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others with whom the
judge déais in an official capacity); and DR 1-102(AX(5) (a lawyer shall not engage in
conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice and Prof. Cond. R. 84{d}{»

lawyer shall not engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice).

Count Three —~ Abuse of Lawyers
Relator incorporates Paragraphs 1 fhrough 27.
Prosecutors, public defenders, and private defense counsel that appear befors respondent
are prohibited from asking guestions about courtroom procedurs or requesting Rurther
clarification of respondent’s rulings. If they do so, they are iold that they are “out of
order” and threatened with contempt or referral 1o a disciplinary authority. The following
are some examples of the confrontations that respondent has had with prosecutors, public
defenders, and private defense counsel in her couriroom.

David Eidenmiller

11~
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On May 21, 2009, Matthew (iabriel appeared before respondent with his atforney, David
Bidenmiller, for septencing on Driving Under Suspension (DUSF) charge. {Case No.
5008 TRD 071751.) Gabriel's license had been suspended dueto 2 DT convichion.

The maximure penalty for DUS is 180 days injail and a 51,000 fine.

Gabriel had already spent two days in juil. Respondent sentenced Gabriel to an
additional three days in jail and 8 £300 fine. She suspended the remaining 175 days.
Respondent regquested the 1ocation of Gabriel’s vehicle so that she gould have it
ramobilized.

Ciabriel informed respondent that he had sold the vehicle in January 20608, but that he did
not have proof of the sale with hizn in court.

Respondent poted that the probation report indicated that as of April 21, 2009, (Gabriel
still appeared to be to the titled owner of the vehicle.

Based on this information, respondent ordered the full 178 days into execution, but set
the matter for a mitigation hearing on May 27, 2009,

When Bidenmiller tried to advocate o hehalf of his client and explain that the probation

report only reflects the last person who registered the vebice, respondent threatened to
4old Bidenmiller in contempt and place him in the holding cell with Gabriel,
The following day, Gabriel’s family was able © provide proof that the vehicle had been

sold, and respondent reduced Gabriel’s sentence to the criginal three days.

Michael Winston
On August 19, 2014, Xeynan Williams pled no contestio 8 minor misdemeanor Drug

Abuse marijuana charge and a 1% degree Driving Under Suspension (DUS) charge in

13
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exchange fora 4% degree Open Container chargs and 2 minor misdemesnor seat belt
charge being dismissed. {Case nos. 2010 CRB 021617 and 2010 TRI (381703
Om August 23, 2010, Williams was i court with his attorney, Michael Winston, for

septencing.

(in the DUS charge, respondent sentenced Williams to 180 days in jail with 178 days

suspended and 2 $1,000 fine with 3300 suspended. On the drug abuse charge, respondent

fined Williams §30. -

Respondent also ordered Williams to one year of active probation with random
breathalyzer and urinalysis testing,

After the sentencing, Williams was taken 10 the holding cell. After Williams left the
courtroom, Winston atternpted to make an objection on the record as to the imposition of
active probation because it was not related to the DUS charge and not permnitted by the
drug abuse charge.

Respondent proceeded 1o 52y that “this mekes absolutely no sense” and that she would
wave never accepted the plea if she knew that Williams objected o getting treatment. She
then threatened to sentence Williams to the fatl 180 days because of Winston's obj sCHON.
Dring the confrontation, respondent told Winston rwice to “shut your mouth” and

threatened to place him in the holding catl with Williams on conternpt charges.

Ting Tricarichi
O October 28, 2010, Tina Tricarichi was in respondent’s eourtroom with her client,
Darius Andrews, for sentencing oo several cases. (Case nos. 2010 CRB (40350, 2010

CREB 008032, 2010 TRD 001047.)

~13-~
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48,

43,

30.
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52,

53,

During the sentencing, Tricarichi did not hear one of the conditions imposed on Andrews
hecause Andrews was talking to her,

Tricaricki said “Pardon,” and repeated what she believed was the condition to ensure that
she had heard it corretly.

Respondent stated that Tricarichi was correct, but that she should have been listening to
the court in the first place. Respondent futher stated that it was “oulrageous” that she
had to repeat herself “three or four times” during a sentencing.

After the sentencing was compiste, Andrews stated “Thank you, your Homor”
Respondent continued to berate Tricarichi by stating, “He [the defendant] understands.
He knows. She [Tricarichi] dossn’t understand what the court i saying.”

Respondent accused Tricarichi of wiking during the sentencing, but when Tricarichi
atiempied to explain herself, respondent stated that she was “tired of going through this
for the past two months” and that she was not “going o tolerate it

Respondent then stated--in open court--that she had afready spoken to Tricarichi’s
supervisors about Tricarichi,

The confrontation ended with respondent threatening to hold Tricarichi in contempt and

placing her in the holding cell if she said “one other word.”

Angela Rodriguez
On January 13, 2011, Attorney Angela Rodriguez was assigned to respondent’s

courfroom as the cify prosecutor.

On at least two occasions, respondent asked Rodriguez what was reflected on the LEADIS

report for various defendants without being specific as to what type of information she



56.

57.

60.

61

62.

63.

&4,

was secking, 18- rumber of previous convictions, nurober of previous driver’s license
SUSPETSIONS, OF both.

In sach case, Rodriguez anawered as she believed appropriate, and respondent did not ask
fbii@wup questions OF request sdditional information. ’

1 ater, when additional information on the LEADS veport was revealted, respondent
publically accused Rodriques qf intentionally providing the cowrt with inacouraie

information.

Scott Malbasa
On Jupe 16, 2011, Attorney Scolt Mialbasa was representing 2 defendant in a trial pefore
respondent.
One of the defense wiinesses was being cms&cxamined by the prosecuior, however, the
individual was pot seated in the witness gtand. He was standing at the podiun with
ralbasa.
At one poiot during {he prosecutor’s guestioning, fhe witness began tatking gt the saIne
tirne a5 the prosecutor.
Respondent interrupted the irial and instructed the witness not 1o speak at the 5808 {ime
as the prosecutor.
Respondent then stated that it would e better for the individual to sit in the witness stand
hecause he was “out of control in this courtroom” and she was “not going 10 permitit”
Al that point, Malbasa atterapted to place a8 pbjection o0 the record.
Respondent would not permit Malbasa to make his cbjection, and the situation quickly
deteriorated info 8 shouting match between Malbasa and respondent with respondent

telling Malbasa 10 “ghul yout mouth” and ihreatening to hold him in contempt.
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68,

69.

70.

71.

72.

Henry Hilow
Omn September 25, 2012, Attomey Henry Hilow wes in court with his client, Frank
Petrucey, for a first pre-trial. {(Case No. 2012 TRC 05093%.)
Hilow and Petrueel both checked in at approximately €:30 AM.; however, the case was
not calied uniil approximately 11:40 A M.
When the case was called, Hilow informed respondent that be had alrezdy spoken to the
prosecutor and that the prosecutor had agreed 10 a continuance. Hilow requested that the
pre-trial be rescheduled for October 24, 2012,
After confirming Hilow's statements with the prosecutor, respondent asked Hilow what
time he would like the pre-irial 16 be set.
Hilow inquired into whether it would be appropriate to request a later start thme because
based on his observations, respondent called caszes with police officers first,
Respondend stated that Hilow’s observations were incorrect for various reasons.
When Hilow informed respondent that he was r'mt trying fo insult the court, respondent
replied T think that you are. I think you are out of order. This cowrt is not going to
accept it.” Résponden‘& then told Hilow that he was “out of order” again and that he

needed 1o “watch his conduct” in the courtroom.

Ashley Jones/Joanna Lopez
On May 7, 2013, Attorney Ashley Jones was in court with her client, Robert Downing.
Dovwning had been charged with Driving Under the Influence of Alcohol/Drugs (DUL),

(Case No. 2013 TRC 016088.)
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74.

75.

78.

71.

This was Downing's 3% DU in 6 years; therefore, the offense carted mandatory jail ime
and mandatory vehicle forfeiture.

Prior to Downing’s CA30 being called, Jones had advised the city prosecutor, Joenna
{opez, that Diowring was willing 1o plead guilty 1o the DL, 50 long 45 50Me kind of deal
could be worked out where the vehicle would not forfeited. Jones informed Lope that
the vehicle was a family vehicle and that it would cause hardship on the family if it was
forfeited. Jones further informed Lopez that she believed there was some Type of
hardship exception in the statute that would allow the vehicle not 1o be forfeited.

Jones and Lopez discussed all sorts of possibilities including amending the charge 0 2 o
in 6, which did not require mandatory vehicle forfeiture, Ultimately, Jones and Lopez
agreed to spproach respondent with detsils of their possible plea eifer.

At the first sidebar, respondent was initially Teceptive 0 the idea of & hardship exception,
tut was concemned with the legality of sucha proposal. Jones offered to brisf the issue
for the court, however, respondent would not permit it. She ultimately informed Jones
and Lopez that she would not accept 2 plea offer without mandatory vehicle forfeitare,
and that she would recall the case in a few moments.

Jones left the sidebar and informed ber clisnt a8 10 what respondent had stated at the
sidebar. Downing then informed Jones that he wanted a jury trial.

At a second sidebar, Jones informed respondent that her client wanted a jury trisk.
Respondent then stated that Jones was the reason this case was not being resobved today
and that she could not believe that Jones and Lopez would ask her to do something
“iHegal.” Respondent informed Jones and Lopez that she was “disgusted” by them and

that she should report them 10 the Supreme Cowurt of Ohije for ethical violations.

17



79.  Respondent’s conduct as outlined above violstes the Ohio Rules of Tudicial Conduct and
the Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct, specifically Jud. R. 1.2 (a judge shall act at sl
times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and
impartiality of the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of
imnpropriety); Jud. R. 2.8 (8 judge shall be patient, dignified, and courteous to litigants,
jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others with whom the judge
deals in an official capacity); and Prof. Cond. R. 8.4(d} (2 lawyer shall not engégc in

conduet that is prejudicial to the administration of justice).

Count Four — Abuse of Defendants and the Pablic
80,  Relstor incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 78,
g1,  The Cleveland Municips! Court receives complaints from defendants and the general
public about every judge op the court; however, the number of corplainis received
against respondent is proportionally moach higher than any other judge on the court,

g, Most, if not all, of the complaints allege that respondent’s aftitude towards
them was patronizing, demeaning, insulting, or dismissive.

b. Many of the complaints allegs that respondent has no respect for their time.
The complaints highlight scenarios in which 2 defendant was in cowtall day
waiting for his or her case to be called, only 1o be told that he or she veeded (o
return the next day. In some cases, a defendant has been required 1o come
back for a third day.

¢. Mapy of the complaints also allege that an individual has or is in danger of
losing his or her job due to the armount of time spent in respondent’s
COUTIROOIL.

82.  Respondent also ireats defendants and the public in her courfroom in an impatient and

unprofessional manner. She publically reprimends individuals, expels them fom her

conrrirnom, or phaces ther in holding cells for minor infractions such as whispering.
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g4,

g5,

86.

g7.

8.

Respondent regularly confiscates all cell phones in ter covrtroom due (o presence of a
single displayed of ringing phose.

As with attorneys in her courtroon, iF an sndividual speaks up -~ claims innocence of
sttempts 1o explain his or her condoct - respondent will threaien the individual with
corternpt of court and up to three days in ail,

Below are some examples of respondent’s impatient and nreasomable ternperament in

response 1o activity in her couriroom, including cell phone usage:

Cell Phone Usage
On October 28, 2010, respondent confiscated all cell phonas in the courtroom.
O Ry 20, 2011, respondent confiscated coll phopes belonging 0 tWo individuals and
had the individuals thrown out of the courtroome for using the phones, She also
threatened to place the individuals in 2 holding cell
On August 9, 2011, respondent publically herated & woman in the courtzoom because her
cell phone rang. Specifically:
s OmAugoest 9, 2013, respondent was in the process of septencing a defendant.
b, During the plea colioguy, respondent heard a cell phone say “droid.”
c. Respondent ardered that the phone be confiseaied, but either out of fear o1
because she was unaware that it was her phone making the noise, the woman
did not admit owoership of the phone.

4. When no one adimitted ownership of the offending phons, respondent grdered
her bailiffs to confiscate alt cell phones in the courlroom.

o, Asthe bailiffs were confiscating phones, the woman's phone said “droid”
again, and respondent sdeniified the phone ag belonging to the wornan.

£ The woman begin t0 387 that she thought her phone was off, but respondent
accused her of lying and ordered her to be placed in the holding cell.
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89,

* 80.

91.

93.

94,

95.

96.

97.

g. Thewoman attempted 1o say that she did not know that it was her phone that
was ringing, however, respondent would not permit her to speak. Respondent
further sialed that if the womman said another word, she would hold her in
comterapt and place her in jail for “thres consecudive days” because her
conduct in the courtroom was “outragecus.”

On March 21, 2013, there were two people in the courfroom who were using thelr
cellular phones; however, the phones did not create a noticeable disruption fo cowrtroom
procesdings. Kather than just confiseating the phooes that were being used, respondent
ordered that every phone in the courtroom be confiscated.

The shove Hsted examples are only a sampling of the fimes when respondent has

confiscated sither an individual's or the entire couriroom”’s phones.

Novella Black
On October 28, 2010, Novella Black was in cowrt on charges of domestic violence and
endangering children. {Case No, 2010 CRB 021049))
The public defender’s office was unable to represent Black due to a conflict of interest;
therefore, the matter was continued for appointment of counsel.
As Black was leaving the courtroom, the doors to the courfrooin made an audible noise.
Respondent instructed her bailiffs o bring Black back into the courtroom.
When Black re-entered, respondent stated that she was holding Black in contempt and
placing her in the holding cell.
Black asked respondent what she had done, and respondent stated that Black bad
slammed the doors and was rade to the cowrt.
Black stated that she did not slam the doors, but respondent spoke over Black and ordered
her bailiffs to take Black into custody. Respondent then ordered Black not to “say

another word to this Court before you go to jail for three days.”
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98.  Black was taken into custody at approximately 11:42 AM.

5%, At approximately 2:55 P.M. (over fhree hours leter), Black was brought back into the
courlrooin.

100. Respondent asked Black if there was anything she wanted 1o 5ay. Black replied that she
had nothing to say.

101. Respondent then stated that if Black did not apologize to the court, she would be placed
in jail for three days. Respondent “offered” to place Black back in the holding cell to
give her time to think about whether she wanted to apologize to the court.

102. At that point, Black abruptly stated, “1 apologize fo the court.”

Charlotie Shutes

103, On September 27, 2011, Charlotte Shutes was in court with her son, who had a case
before respondent.

104. Upon entering the courtroom, Shutes was advised to remove her earpiece becauss
respondent permitted absolutely no talking in the courtrooin. Shutes did as instructed.

105. At one point, Shutes left the courtroom to pay her son's fine. When she returned, she
hended the payment receipt to her son, who said “Thanks” or “Thank You” Afew
mimates later, Shutes was expelled from the courtroom for talking.

106, Shutes was humilizted by the situation.

Shatauna Moore
107. Omn November 20, 2012, Shatauna Moore was in court with her attorney, Margaret Walsh,

for a probation violation hearing. {Case No. 2012 TRD 007856.)



108.

110.

112

113

114

115,

116

Moore had alse been charged with a felony that was set for 2 pre-irial on the following
day, November 21, 2012,

Walsh requested s continuance of the probation viclation hearing due to the fact that the
felony was still pending.

In deciding whether or not to grant the continuance, respondent began reviewing Moors's
file.

Respondent inquired into whether Moore had taken a wrinalysis test recently. Moore
stated that she had approximately two weeks sarhier through Key Diecisions Treatment
Center.

Respondent informed Moore that she needed fo take a urinalysis test through the
probation department and that she needed to do it before she would grant 3 continuance
of the probation violation hearing.

Walsh advised respondent that Moore did not have the 39 1o pay for the urinalysis test
that day, but that she could bave it the following day.

Respondent told Moore that she was not poing fo place the matter on her docket for
tomorrow and that Moore needed to figure out how she was going to pay for the
urinalysis test that day.

Moore 1esponded by rolling her eyes.

At first, respondent stzted that if Moore rolled her eyes ove more time, she was going to
take Moore into custody; however, respondent quickly changed her mind and decided to

take Moore into custody irmmediately for rolling her eyes.
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Kenneth Taylor
On November 27, 2012, Kenneth Taylor was representing himsell pro se against a minor
misdemeanor charge of disorderly conduct. {Case No. 2012 CRB 038736
A few days earlier, Tavior had filed a Motion to Dismiss, which the eity had not yet

responded to.

The case was continued until December 14, 2012 so that the city could respond to the
Motion to Dismiss.
Taylor calmly stated that he would like to make another Motion o Dismiss because this
was his third time In court with no officer present.
Respondent replied in a rude and condescending manner:

Sir, let me tell you something. That's what you don't understand.

That’s why you need to hire an attorney because youdon'thave a

clue as to what you are doing in a courtroom. You filed the

mation. The city has a right to respond to the motion, She just got

the motion and she’s gonna respond,  And it’s set for a hearing

December 14 at 2:00 P. M. Is there anything else?
Whan Taylor attempted fo address another motion that he had filed, respondent requested
that Taylor be escorted to the elevator. As Taylor was leaving, respondent instructed her

baiiiff to bring Taylor back into the cowrtroom to go to the workhouse if he does

“anything ouwt of line” or if he “says another word.”

Jamese Johnson, Jasmine Edwards, and Lisa Barbee
On March 5, 2013, Jamese Johnson was in respondent’s courtroom on @ charge of Petty

Theft. She was accompanied by her mother-in-law, Lisa Barbee. (Case No. 2011 CRB

043197.)
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127.

128.

130,

On the same day, Jasmine Edwards was also in respondent’s couriroom on charges of
Driving Under Suspension, Driving while Under the Influence of Aleohol or Drugs, and
sther charges that were eventually dismissed. (Case Nos. 2011 TRC 002970 and 2012
TRD 068011.)

Johnson and BEdwards did not know each other; however, while waiting for their
respective cases to be called, Johnson (and Barbee) and Bdwards sat in the same row.

At approximately 11:45 AM,, Johnson caught her hair in the zipper of a piece of clothing
that she was wearing. Johnson reacted by saying “Crach,” “Fk,” o1 something similar
to express the momentary pain caused by getting her hair caught in the zipper.
Respondent heard Johnson’s expression, but attributed it to Edwards. Without requesting
any further information, such as a name or 2 explanation, respondent ordered hex bailiff
to place Edwards in the holding cell.

At that point, Jobnson speke up and stated that she was the one who had said something,
not Bdwards. Respondent then ordered her bailiff to place Bdwards gnd Johnson in the
holding cell.

As the bailiff approached, Barbee stated that Edwards and Johnson had done nothing
wrong. At that point, respondent ordered “all three” (Fdwards, Johnson, and Barbes) 1o
be placed in the holding cell.

Edwards and Johnson were in the holding cell for approximately 30 minutes to an hour,
and Barbee was in the holding cell for 15-20 minutes longer than them.

During the above events, Attorney lan Friedman was present. Although closer in

physical proximity to Johnson, Edwards, and Barbee than respondent, he did not hiear any
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133.

134,

135.

136.

discussion or distuptive behavior from them prior to respondent ordering her bailiff to
place Hdwards in the holding cell.

Attorney Bryan Ramsey was also present during the above evens. He heard some type
of audible noise shortly before respondent ordered Edwards to be placed in the holding
cell; however, the noise was not disruptive to court proceedings.

Respondent’s conduct as outlined above violates the Ohdo Code of Judicial Conduct and
the Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct, specifically Jud. R. 1.2 (a judge shall act at ali
times ina manner that promuotes public confidence in the independence, wnlegrity, and
impartiality of the judiciary); Jud. R. 2.6 (s judge shall accord to every person whohasa
legal interest in a proceeding the right to be heard according to the law); Jud. R. 2.8 (&
udge shall be patient, dignified, and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers,
court staff, court officials, and others with whom the judge deals Inan official capacity);
and Prof. Cond. R. £.4(3) (a lawyer shall not engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the

administration of justice}.

Count Five - Abase of Constitational Freedoms
Relator incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 133,
Respondent requires gll individuals entering her courtroom, including family and fiiends
of defendants, to sign in and provide information as to why they are in the courtroom. Al
times, respondent has also prohibited individuals from leaving her cowrtioom, even ifitis
t¢ use the restroom.
These practices inhibit the free flow of individuals from a public courtroom and may

even immact an individual’s ability or willingness to attend & public proceeding,
X



137, As discussed further in Count Gix, respondent oversess the court’s Project Hope docket.
When respondent conduets these dockets, they oftentimes have a religious overione. Fox
example, duging past Project Hope somplignce hearings, respondent has had an
individual standing by her side on the bench that served as her “religious adviser.” Onat
least ons oocasion, a member of respondent’s church presented Project Hope participants
with & scarf that had s cross on it and blessed each participant as they received the scarf,

138, Respondent regularly prohibits or inbibits the right of defendanis 10 represent themselves
pro se. Respondent will question defendants ghout their choice o represent themselves
and imply that they may be sentenced 1o 8 longer jail sentencs of jarger fine if they do not
ohtain counsel. In 2l least one case, respondent told a pro s¢ defendant that be had to be
represented by counsel in her courtroom.  Below are s0m08 of the most offensive
exaraples of instances where respondent has vequired or implied that g defendant needs to

be representsd by coungel.

Carolyn Massengale-Hasan

139, On January 20, 2011, Carolyn Massengale-Hasan was in court on a License Required to
Operate, Seat Belt, and Expired Sticker charges. {Case No. 2010 TRD 0774383

140, Massengale-Hasan informed respondent that she was not represented by counsel.

141, Respondent asked Massengale-Flasan what she stended to do about her legal covnsel in
5 case that carried a maximom fine of up to six rponths in jait and a $1,000 fine.

147, Wassengale-Fasen asked sespondent whether she wag permitted to ask 8 guesticn.

143, Respondent would not permit Massengale-Hasan 1o ssk 5 question watil Massengale-

Hasan had answered respondent’s previous question ahout legal counsel.
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145,

146.

147,

148,

149,

150.

151,

Massengale-Hasan again informed respondent that she did pot have legal connsel, so
respondent continued the matter until Jamuary 21, 2011

Massengale-Hasan informed respondent that she had school on the 21%, to which
respondent stated that that was Massengale-Hasan’s problem. Respondent stated that
Massengale-Hasan bad to be in cowrl on the 21 or a capias would be issued for her
arrest.

When Massengale-Hasan atiempted 1o speak, respondent threatened to hold Massengale-
Hasan in contermpt of court. Respondent then had Massengale-Hasan escortad out of the
courtroom so that she would not “slam doors or act up in this courtroom.”
Massengale-Hasan returned O respondent’s courtroom on January 21, 2011 with counsel
that she retained in the hallway just prior to entering the couttroom. She pled no contest
to the License Required to Operate charge, and the remainder of the charges were

dismissed.

Dezi Walker
On March 7, 2011, Walker sppeared ip courton @ traffic control violation (running a red
fight}; however, the matiar had been chergad as 2 3 degree misdemeanor. (Case No.

2011 TRD 007301

Walker appeared in court without counsel. He informed respondent that he had spoken to
the public defender’s office, but that they would not represent him.
The public defender assigned to sespondent’s courtroom then informed respondent that

Walker did not qualify for assistance.

Respondent informed Walker that he had “options,” but the only option she gave him was

to continme his case 1o obtain counsel.
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153,

154,

155,

156.

157.

138,

Walker atterpt to make a motion to dismiss because the officer was not present;
however, respondent inforreed Walker that the matter was not set for trial and that since it
was a 3" degree misdemeanor carrying up {0 8 $500 fine and 60 days in jail, he needed to
discuss the matter with an attorney.
Respondent continued the matter until March 29, 2011,
On March 29, 2011, Walker appeared without counsel. Although he still did pot qualify
for assistance, the public defender assigned to respondent’s courtzo0m agreed to assist
Walker if he wasted to resolve the matter that day. The public defender informed Walker
that the prosecutor would probably reduce the charge to a 4™ degree misdemeanor, but
Walker stated that he was not guiliy.
Respondent continued the matter until April 13,2011 at 9:00 AM. and advised Walker
that he had to retain counse! and that his counsel had to be present on April 13, 2011
Although Walker's case was scheduled for 9:00 AM. on April 13,2011, it was not calied
until 5:40 P.M. after the public defender had left for the day. Since Walker did not have
retained counsel with him, respondent inquired into whether he wanted the matter
continued so that he could be represented by the public defender.
Walker stated that he did not want a continuance and that he wanted the matter set for

ial. Respondent stated that Walker needed the public defender’s office to make that :
determination for him, but since the public defender was no longer there, she was
continuing the matter until the following day.
Walker informed respondent that be could not appear the following day, so respondent
arbitrarily set the matter for April 18,2011, When Walker attempted to question

respondent about why his case kept getting continued, respondent stated that she was not
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160,

161.

162.

163.

164.

166.

167.

going to “argne” with him. As Walker continued {0 talk, respondent threatened him with
contempt and time in the holding cell the next time be appeared in cant.

Walker failed to appear for his pre-rial on April 18, 2011

The matter came before respondent again on Fune 29, 2011 at which time the prosecutor
digmissed the charges because they had been incorrectly charged a3 2 3 degree
misdemeanor rather than a punor misdemneancr asd the time for bringing the matier o

trial had passed.

Fernado Taylor
On May 25, 2011, Fernado Taylor was incourtona charge of Tow Truck/City License.
(Case No. 2011 CRB 115357.)
Taylor was not represented by counsel, nor 4id he want & continuance to seek legal
counsel.
Respondent would not allow Taylor to proceed with his case and stated that “in this
couriroom, you need to be reprasented by an attorney.”
Respondent then told Taylor to “sit down” and “think about this.” She then munbled
under her breath, “this is oulrageous.”
While Taylor was waiting for his case 1o be recalied, a ballitf in the courtreon: informed
Taylor that the only way he was going to be ableto resolve his case is if he retained
counsel. |
When Taylor’s case was recalled, he stated that he would obtain an sttorney, whi chhe
subsequently did.
Respondent’s conduct a5 outlined above violates the Ohio Code of Judicial Conduct,

specifically Canon 1 (2 judge shall uphold the independence and integrity of the

G



-
o
b

16%,

170.

171

judiciary} and Jud R 1.2 (2 judge shall act af gll timpes in 2 AT that prorootes pubiic
condidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of the judictary}); Canon 2{A
judge shail respect and coroply with the law and shall act at all imes in 2 manner that
comotes public confidence in the inte grity and irppartiality of the judiciary} and Tad. R
2.2 (A judge shall uphotd and apply the law, and shall perform a1l duties of judicial office
fairly and impartially); and DR 1-102(AX5} {alawyer shall not engage in conduct that is
prejudicial 10 the administration of justice) and Prof. Cond. R £.4(8) (a lawyer shall not

engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice).

Count Six — Abusive Legal Exrors
Relator incorporales Paragraphs 1 through 167.
Respondent regularly cocIces pleas from defendants by implying that they will receive &
harsher sentence if they g0 1o trial or by treating defendants ina Srostrated and impatient
marmer until they enter 2 pleato the charges.
Respondent regularly solicits inforrpation from defendants about their mental health
atatas and/or drug and alcohol use even Whep it has no reasonable ralationship fo the
charges against the defendant. Oftentimes, respondent will reveal this information in
open court, L8 reading from. peychiatric reports, thus publically revealing personal and
confidential information ahout defendants and making defendants very uncomforiable in
the courIonn.

FHasty Decigions

Respondent B8es information learned from defendants about their mental health statas
andfor drag and slcohol use to make basty and unwamanied decisions about the

defendants and/or about conditions for probation. For example:
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174,

175.

176.

177.

178.

179.

James Luster
On January 31, 2002, James Luster appesred before respondent with Iis attomey,
Margaret Walsh, for sentencing on a License Required to lﬁpm"atfz Charge. {Csase PMo.
2001 TRD 108484.)
Luster had previously been in court on Jamsary 7, 2002 and January 30, 2002 for
sentencing; however both tnes, Luster’s sentencing had been comtimued.
O Jenuary 31, 2002, respondent sentenced Luster to 180 days in jadl, with 150 days
suspended, an alechol assessment, and substance abuse counseling. Bhe also fined Luster
$100.
Following the sentencing order, Walsh challenged the court’s imposition of an aleohol
asssessment and substance abuse counseling because they were not reasonably related 1o
the charge against Luster. Walsh also requested that Luster be given credit for time
served for the two days that Luster spent in respondent’s couriroom waiting for his
sentencing hrating.
Respondent denied Walsh's request and instead decided to suspend only 120 days of
Luster’s sentence thereby doubling Luster’s actual time in jail to 60 days.
Om February 15, 2002, Luster filed a Notice of Appeal with the Eighth District Court of
Appeals.
On March 15, 2002, respondent sospended all fines against Lusier and gave him credit
for the 34 days of jail time that he had already served. She suspended the remaining 146
days of Luster’s sentence.
On Novernber 27, 2002, the Court of Appeals dismissed Luster’s appeal a5 moot because

Luster had already served his thme in jail; however, the court noted that “a trisl court
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180.

181

182.

186,

187.

abuses its discretion when it irnposes a sentence based upon the conduct of the defense

attorney.”

Gabriel Matthew

See Paragraphs 30 through 38 of Count Two for facis regarding Gatmel Maithew.

Daniel O'Reilly
On June 3, 2009, Daniel O’ Reilly appeared before respondent on charges of aggravated
trespass and aggravaied menacing, {Case Mo, 5009 CRE 014228.) He was not
represented by counsel.
O’ Reilly politely asked respondent for permission o 58 something on his own behalf,
bt respondent would not permit him 1o speak without tegal counsel present. At that
point, Atiomey Travid Bidenmiller (public defender) agreed to assist O Reilly with his
case.
(’Reilly’s file indicated that " Reiily had some kind of mental itiness. Accordingly,
respondent asked (7 Reilly whether he was taking Ids medication.
(’Reilly responded that he was not taking his medication and that he had not taken s
medisation for over 30 days due to a npumber of 1easons involving Medicere, Social
Security, eic.
Respondent then requested a sidebar on the record; however, halfway through the
sidebar, respondent muted all microphones in the courtroom.
Druring the sidebar, O Reilly agreed 10 speak with Jerome Qgunders, a court paychistric
emplovee, regarding his mental bealth condition and lack of medication.

Thereafter, O’ Reilly oet with Seunders.

232~
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190.

191,

192.

194.

195,

O’Reiily’s case was recalled approximately two hours later.

When the case was recalied, respondent asked Saunders to place his findings on the
record as to whether O'Reilly was suicidal, homioidal, or needed emergency psychiatric
hospitalization.

Sannders tesiified that O°Reilly was not suicidal or homicidal and that he did not requize
emergency psychiairic hospitalization. Saunders stated, however, that O’Reilly needed to
obtain and take his medication.

Based on Saunder’s testimony, respondent continued the raatter until June 5, 2009 (six
days later). 3he allowed O’Reilly’s personal wond 1o remain in effect on condition that
he not go to Tower City Mall, not have any contact with his alleged vietim, and go
immediately to Lakewood Hospital to obtain his medication. O’Reilly confirmed thet he
understood the cowt’s orders and that hé would abide by them.

As everyone was preparing to leave the couriroom or move on 1o the next case,
respondent told Saunders that O’ Reilly takes four Tylenol PM per night, which was
against the dosage recommendation on the box.

Saunders stated that O°Reilly had not told him this information during their conversation,
bt that he still believed that £ Reilly was willing and able to obtain his medication as

previcusly indicated.

(g,

Respondent then commented that if O°Reilly averdoses on the Tylenol PM, it will be “on

all sur consciences for the rest of our lives.”
Respondent then ordered that O"Reilly appear in her courtroom on June 4, 2009, mather

than June 8, 2009, with proof that he had gone to Lekewood Hospital o obiain his

medication.
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198,

195.

200.

201.

203.

Thereafter, respondent changed het mind again because she did not have “neace” with the
sitpation.

Respondent ardered O Reilly © e taken into sustody irrpediately and transported to St
Vincent’s Charity Hospital. She otated that “it isnot going to be on oy conscience. 1L1s
pot going 1o be onmy conscience.” She then continued O’ Reilly’s case until June 3,
2009, (Emphasis added.}

Om Fune 5, 2009, (yReilly appeared in corurt with ATOmey Ridenmiller.

Fidenmiller informed ﬁc covrt that O'Reilly had been seen by the eourt’s psychiatric
chmic and by Bt Vincent's, and both had released him without providing him with any
medications.

Based on this information, respondent initially stated that she was not going 1o release

O Reilly from custody because she believed that he was 8 harm to himself and others.
The stated, “IE 1 don’t have peace, e won’t be Iéieas&d.”

However, respondent iater changed her mind and gave O Reilly a personal bond on

condition that he obtain Bis medication irumediately.

Melvin Cary
On December 21, 2010, Melvin Cary was in court with bis gounsel, 'I;hom&s Kraus.
{Case No. 2010 TRD 064130.)
Cary pled no contest to the two charges against him - Driving Under Suspension and Full
Time and Attention. The matier was referred to the probation departinent for & pre-
sentencing report and was continued until January 19, 201L
Op January 19,2011, Cary appeared with Kraus for semtencing. The pre-sentencing

report indicated that this was Cary’s 12™ conviction for driving under suspension and that
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205.

206.

2407,

208.

209,

210,

212.

213

be had last used aleohol and marijoana in early December 2010, There was no
soformation suggesting that Cary’s alcohol or marijnana usage was connected to the
pending charge.

Tiased on this information, respondent sentenced Cary to 180 days in jail and placed him,
on two years of active probation with random drog and alcohol screening. Respondent
set the matter for a mitigation hearing on February 24 2011; bowever, it was later
continued until March 8, 2011,

Om March §, 2011, Cary appeared with Kraus for a mifigation hearing,

Dhuring this hearing, respondent expressed concerns with Cary's marijusna and aleohol
use and stated that it was a “buge risk” to release Cary into the public.

She stated that if she released him from custody, she was considering placing him on
house grrest and/or requiring him to wear a continucus alcohol monitoring device,

The matter was continued until March 9, 2011 in order to obtain details, 1.2. cost about
the contiruous aleohol monitoring device.

On March 9, 2011, respondent suspended the remainder of Cary’s sentence on condition
that he complete outpatient treatment and wear a continuous alcohol monitoring device.
Thereafter, a continuous alcohol momitoring device was placed on Cary, which he wore

until Avgust 4, 2011

Denise Pederson
On August 28, 2011, Depise Pederson was in court on an open container charge.
Pederson was represented by counsel, (Case Mo. 2011 CRB 029832.)
Pederson pled no carﬁest to the charge and was sentenced o 2 $20 fine, which was to be

paid within the next 24 howrs.
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217,

218

219,

224

221,

Pederson informed respendent that she was upabls to pay the fine within 24 hours
hecause she was on disability and would not receive her next disability check until
September 3, 2011,

Respondant asked Pederson what her disability was. Pederscn stated that she was
schizophrenic, but that she was not required to take medication.

Based on this information, respondent placed Pederson on ope year of active probation
and referred her 1o the court’s psychiatric clinic,

At that point, Pederson’s stiomney stated that it might be best if Pederson withdrew her no
contest plea.

Respondent stated that she would allow Pederson o withdraw her no contest plea,
however, she was still referring Pederson to the court psychiatric olinis because Pederson
needed to be evaluated. |

Pederson was then taken into custody.

Burdensome Conditions
Respondent also places unduly burdensome conditions on individuals charged with other
offenses including, but not limited to solicitation.
Project Hope
Project Hope is a time-intensive specialized docket for defendants, primoarily women,
who are on probation from soliciting offenses. Each month, Project Hope participants are
required to attend monthly compliance meetings.

Respondent oversees the Project Hope dociket.

e



973, When Project Hope was reviewsd in 2011 by Cleveland State University Professors Dana
1 Hubbard and Wendy . Regoeczi as part of comprehensive review of eight court
programs for effectivensss and efficiency, the following observations were made:

a. There are no clear goals for the program. For example, the program was
initially designed for women convicted of solicitation, but at the time of the
review, the caseload consisted of 19 cases including five “jolms,” one male
solicitor, and one woman convicted of open container and disorderly offenses.

b, Maotivational speakers are brought in every month to speak to Project Hope
participants; bowever, the speakers are not likely to have any effsct on
recidivism rates.

There iz no incentive for participents who do well in the program © contine
doing well, 1.2. graduated meeting sttendance. Participants are reguired to
attend monthly compliance mestings regardiess of the circumstances, and they
know that if they do not attend for any reason ot if they say something
“wrong” at the compliance meeting, they will be sentenced 1o jail. At the time
of the review, most of the participants expressed concern that they would
never complete the Project Hope docket because their cases were constantly
heing continued so that another assessment could be performed, another social
service agency could be contacted, or more information could be obtained,

g'}

4. Respondeni publically eriticizes the Project Hope probation officer in front of
the participants. This crentes confusion for the participants regarding whom
they should trest or listen to.

¢. Respondent has no respect for the participants’ tme, Project Hope
pariicipants are often required to be in the courtroom by 9:00 AM,, Tt the
docket will not start until 10:30 AM. or 11:00 AM. It then takes respondent
the whole day to coraplete the docket. Many participants have stated that they
are fearful of leaving the courtroom to make a phons call ox go the
bathroom because they are afraid that respondent will sentence them 1o jail.
Many participants have also reported having problers with employers, child
care, ot other conunitments due to Project Hope complisnce meetngs.

934, On one oceasion, 8 Project Hope participant filed a motion requesting that her jail
centence be ordered into exseution so that she could cesse attendance at the monthly
roiect Hope complisnce meetings.

4. On Movember 17, 2009, Sharon Lawson-Dennis appeared before respondent
on two charges of public intoxication, two charges of having an open

-3



coptaingr, DNG ChATES of hitekhiking, and one charge of entering of leaving &
moving vehicle, In exchange for 1 awson-Lenns’ s oo comntest plea o aue
chargs of pubiic intowication, one charge of having an open comtainer, and the
charge of entering oF leaving a motor vehicle, the remaining charges against

[ AwWson-Liemms Wers dismissed. Case IMos. n009 CRE 036688, 2065 TRD
gaz231, 2009 CRB 115822, and 2008 TR 00375%.)

Respondent sentenced 1 gwson-Dennis 10 30 days in jail, bul gave her credit
for eight days of tiroe served, Respopdent suspendad the comaining 22 days
of Lawson-Denpis’s sentence and placed her op TWo-years of active probation
through Project Hope even though T awson-Lrennis had not been cherged with
any solicitation offenses.

Between November 17, 5009 and Aprit 25, 2011, { awson-Dennis attended ot
least 14 Project Hope cornplisnce meelings. She was also required to roest ‘
with her probalion officer at loast onct 2 month, complete regular urinalysis
coreens, bndergo 4 poychistric evaluation, attend grief counseling, and submit
erself for a vocational skills assessment.

Atthe April 25,2011 compliance roeeting, another Project Hope participant
wrought piotares of her child to share. Lawson-D enmis hegan crying because
her daughter bad vecently passed away, Respondent instructed Lawson-
Tiennis to leave the courtroom until she could control herself. As she was
leaving the cowrirooim, T awson-Denmis pushed the dnor of the courtronm 100
hard and it slapymed shut. Respondent bad 1 awson-Denmis brought back inte
the courtroom Whersupon respondent procesded (0 hold her in contempt and
order the full 22 days of her sentence ifo execy ion. Lawson Dennis wes

weld in custody for three days unti} April 8, 2011

On April 28,2011, 1 awson-Lennis was wronght back before respondert on 2
wotion to Mitigate her semtenee. Respondent gravied the wotion to Mitigate
and released Lawson-Dennis from custody; however, she refused to release

1 awson-Lyenmis from sctive profation 28 raguested.

Lawson-Denrs attended Project Hope compliance meelings in May of 2011
and June 2011

On Tuly 14,201 1, L awson-Dennis, through her aftoroey, James C. Young,
filed & motion to terminale her probation early. Tnthe alternative, Lawson-
Dermis requestad that the remainder of her jail sentence be ordered into
execution 50 that she would not have (0 attend any further Project Hope

compliance meetings.
O August 22, 2011, 2 hearing was held o0 1.awson-Dennis’s motion. At that

Hme, Lawson-Dennis withdrew her rootion upon realizing that she only bad
swo months left of active probation.
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975, Intheir June 2011 final report regarding court prograros and efficiency, Hubbard and
Regoeczi recommended that Project Hope be suspended, revampad, and/or handled by
another judge.

326.  On June 9, 2011, Chief Probation Officer Jerry Krakowski submitled 2 proposed list of
Project Hope guidelines to respondent for her seview and approval. These guidelines
inchuded but were not Jimited to the following:

a. Only persons charged with or convicted of solichiation will be assigned to
Project Hope;

b, “Tohns” or buyers of prostitution will not assigned to Project Hope;

¢. The probation officer will determine what services will best assist the
defendants; howeves, it will be mandatory for Project Hope participants to
complete a substance abuse assessment, weekly urinalysis testing, HIV and
ST education classes, and educational or vocational training;

d. The probation officer will determine if it is necessary for Project Hope
participants to attend monthly compliance meetings with the caveat that ali
Project Hope participants will aftend st Jeast one complisnce meeting before
successiul completion of the programm;

e. Project Hope participants will be required to complete all recommended
treatment plans and programs; and

iy

The judge shall be notified.of all positive dmg screens and if the participant
may be in danger or a danger to themselves.

937, Respondent never contacted Krakowski regarding these recommendations, nor did she
p - & 2

take any formal steps to implement the recommendations.

Bobbi Williams
528,  Bobbi Williams was charged with a 1% degree misdemeanor of Allowing Another to
Operate a Motor Vehicle without the Legal Right to Do So. Williams was represented by

counsel. {Case No. 2013 TRD 004239}
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230,

231,

234,

Wilkiams® boyfriend, Freddie Jobnson, had operated the vehicle, and he had also been
charged with various misdemeanors, inchuding but not limited to, License Reqguired o
{Cperate.

Jotmson appearsd in court on February 14, 20173 and pled not guilty 1o the charges against
him. A subssguent court date was set for February 19, 2013; however, Johnson failed 10
appear. Accordingly, 8 capias was issued for J ohmson.

On February 21, 2013, Williams appeared in court and pled no contest to the
rmisdemeanor charge against her. Dhzing the sentencing portion of Williars’ case,
respondent became aware that a capias had been issued for Jokmson.

Respondent refused 1o coptinue serdencing Williams until Jobnson appeared.

Respondent stated “It's her boyiiend, She can make sure that he comes into thas
courtroom, or | can iropose the jail time that | belisve is appropriate today.” {Tmphasis
added.)

Williame® atiorey tried to inform respondent that Williams could not make her boyfiend
appear. In s very irritated manner, respondent then procesded to sentence W iHams to

two days in jail and a $100 fine.

Bond Increases
Respondent increases bonds for defendants who request a trial. For exarmnpie:

2 OnJupe 30, 2009, Mawrice Tucker appearsd before respondent on two
charges — a recent Driving Under Suspension (DUB) charge and & 2008 minor
misdemeancr traffic charge for which a capias had been issued. (Case [Nos.
5008 TR 052369 and 2009 TRD 040682.)

b. Tucker was represented by Atlomey Dizvid Eidenmiller.

e Tucker had 2 $1,500 bond on the DUS charge and a personal bond onthe
waffic charge.

-40-



d. Fidenmiller informed the comt that Tucker wished to enter 2 no contest plea
to the traffic charge, but that he wanted a continuance on the DUS charge.

e. Respondent accepted this proposal, but rather than granting a continuance, she
set the matter for trial. She also inguired into whether Tucker would be able
1o pay the 53,500 bond on the DUS charge.

far

As the parties were irving 1o pick a trial date, Hidenzoiller requested that the
tria] be for both the DUS charge and the 2008 uaffic charge.

g Hespondent stated that she was fine with Tucker withdrawing his no coniest
plea on the 2008 wraffic viclation, but that if he wanted a trial on the 2008
raffic violations, she was going 10 increase the bond on the DYUS charge
hecanse Tucker “doesn’t come 1o cowrt” on the traffic charge.

h. Respondent further stated that “when we set bonds, we take everything into
consideration, and this is 2 gentlernen that does not come back o cowrt.” She
specifically noted, however, that she did not want o get 2 bond on & minor
misdemneanor case.

i Atthe time that respondent initially set the $1,500 bond, she had all the same
information available to ber as when she decided 10 increase the bond. The
only difference was that Tucker had requested a trial,

foiproper Revocation
236, O at least ope occasion, respondent improperly revoked a defendant’s probation due to
what she perceived to be rude and disrespectful conduct to the court.

2. On March B, 2012, Angela Beckwith pled no contest to a charge of
solicitation. (Case No. 2012 CRB 002344.)

b, She was sentenced to 180 days in jail with all 180 days suspended and 2 $200
fine. She was also placed on two years of active probation with an order that
she complete the cowrt’s Project Hope Program.

c. Om December 17, 2012, Beckwith was in court for a Project Hope compliance
meeting. Late in the afternoon, Beckwith's case was called. Beckwith was
presented with a Certificate of Achievement and some gifis from local donors,

d. As Beckwith was leaving the courtroom, the door slamuned because
Beckwith’s hands were full. Respondent asked ber bailiffs to bring Beckwith

-



138,

hock into the courtroom wWhereupon respondent informed Beckwith that she
was being held in contempt.

& Respondent then ordered the full 180 days of Beckwith’s sentence into
execution without affording Reckwith any due process oI conducting a proper
comempt hearing.

£ Respondent set the matter for a mitigation hearing 0T December 19, 2012 at
which time regpondent ardered Beckwith to be beld in custody for five
additional days.

g Respondent suspended the repmaining 172 days of Beckwith’s sentence.

As noted in previcus counts, individuals (prosecutorns, defense counsel, and defendants)
are pot permitted 10 guastion rezpondent’s rulings of decisions without being threatened
with contempt.

Respondent’s conduct as outlined above viclates the Ohio Code of Judicial Conduct and
the Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct specifically Canon 1 {a judge shall upbold the
independence and mtegrity of the judiciary) aod Tud R 1.2 {a judge shall act atall times
in a manper that promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and
mpartiality of the judiciary}y, Canon 2 (A judge shall respect and conply with the law
and shall act at all times in & mannet that promotes public confidence in the integrity and
impartiality of the judiciary) and Jud. R, 2.2 (A judge shall uphold and apply the taw, and
shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially)y; DR 1-102(AY5) (a
la*:wf:r chall not engage in conduct that i prejudicial to the administration of justice) and
Prof. Cond. R, 8.4(d) (2 lawyer shall not engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the
administration of justice); snd DR, 1-102(43(6) (a lawyer chall not engage in any other
conduct that adversely reflects on the lawyer’s filness 10 practice law) end Prof. Cond. R,

§.4(h) (a lawyer shall not engage in conduct that adversely refleacts on the lawyer's filness

to practice law).

&



Count Seven -~ Reguest for Mental Health Evaluation
239,  Relator incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 238,

240, As alleged in the counts above, it is clear that for the past several years respoadent:

241,

242,

243,

n.  Has been unable {0 efficiently run a courtroom;
b, Perceives problems where there are none;

c. Fngages in unprofessional conduct, including needless shouting matches with
progecitors, defense counsel, court employees, and the public; and

d. Views cornments/questions sbeut ber decisions or ections as a personal atiack
on her and the integrity of the court,

From a global perspective, respondsnt’s behavior has negatively impacted every
component of the criminal justice system that she has come info contact with a3 a judicial
officer including prosecutors, public defenders, security bailiffs, personal bailifls, court
reporters, psychiatric clinic employses, probation officers, defendants, and the public —
and has led 1o the adoption of several court-wide rules or departmental policy changes in
grder to accomgnodate respondent’s un*war;amtad use of court resources and constanily
changing expectations.

Drespite these acconunodations, respondent has been unable or unwilling to recognize that
most, if not all, of the problems in her covrtroom are the resull of her own actions.
Rather than accenting responsibility for ber conduct and working towards a resolution,
respondent persists in blaming others for the problems in ber courtroom.

Based vpon the sbove facts and allegations, relator believes thet respondent may be
suffering from 2 mental illness that substantially impairs her ability to perform her duties
as u judicial officer. In accordance with Gov. Bar R,V {7)(C), relator requests that the

Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline o7 the hearing panel assigned to



this case order a psvchiatric examination of respondent by one or mors physicians
p

designated by the Board or hearing pansl.

A4
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CONCLUSION
Wherefore, pursusnt to Gov. Bar K. v, the Obio Code of Judicial Conduct, and the Chio
Rules of Professional Conduct, relator slleges that respondent is chargeable with misconduct;
therefore, relator requests that respondent be disciplined pursuant 10 Rule V of the Rules of the

Government of the Bar of {hto.
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Special Prosecutor o the

Ofice of Disciplinary Counsel

14701 Detroit Avenue, Suite 535
Lakewood, (hic 44107
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CER’I‘EFICATE
The undersigned, Jonathan E. Coughlan, Disciplinary Counzel, of the Office of
Disciplinary Counsel of the Supreme Court of Uhio hereby certifies that Michael E. Murman is
duly authorized {o represent relator in the premises and has accepted the responsibility of
orosecuting the complaint o its conclusion, After investigation, relator believes reasonable
canse exists to warrant 3 hearing on such somplaint.

Dated: September ”2_5;, 2013

R %,C%}L\ el ooy e )

onjathan ?{ @ghﬁan, Disciplinary Counsel

/

WS
Gov, Bar RV, § 45} Reguirements for Filing a Complaint,

(1}  Definition. “Cormpleint” means 8 forrazl written allegation of misconduct or mental
iliness of a person designated as the respondent.

%k

(71 Complaint Filed by Certified Grievance Committes. Six coples of all coroplaints shall be
Fled with the Secretary of the Board. Complaints filed by a Cextified Cirievance Computiee shall
ve fled in the name of the commities a8 colator, The complaint shall not be accepted for filing
unless signed by one or more stiomeys admitied to the practice of law in Ohblo, who ghall be
counsel for the relator. The complaint shail be ascompanied by a written certification, signed by
the president, secrefary, of chair of the Certified Grievance Comnmities, that the counsel are
anthorized o represent the relator in the action and have accepted the responsibility of
prosecuting the complaint to conclusion. The certification shall constifite the authorization of
¢he counsel to represent the relator in the action as folly and completely as if designated and
appointed by order of the Supreme Court with all the privileges and immunities of an officer of
the Supreme Court, The complaint alse may be signed by the grievant.

(%)  Complainl Filed by Disciplinary Counsel. Six copies of all complaints shall be filed with
the Secretary of the Board. Complaints filed by the Disciplinary Counsel shall be filed in the
aame of the Disciplinary Counsel as relator.

(5}  Bervice. Uponthe filing of & complaint with the Secretary of the Board, the relator shail
forward a copy of the complaint o the Disciplinary Counsel, the Certified Grievance Commities
of the Ohlo State Bar Association, the locsl bar association, and any Certified {ricvance
Commities serving the county or counties in which the respondent resides and maintaing an
office and for the county from which the complaint arose.
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INTHE CLEVELAND MUNICIPAL COURT

STATE OF OHIO J”‘Dﬁf%@f%%%u%& HERTRATIVE ORDER

CUYAHOGA COUNTY AR 272014 NO-2014-003
EARLE EQWRNER, CLERY

IN RE: Temporary Transfer and Reassignment of all Pending Criminal
Misdemeanor, Criminal Minor Misdemeanor and Traffic Matters Currently

Assigned to the Honorable Angela R, Stokes

Responsibility for all criminal misdemeanor, eriminal minor misdemeanor and traffic matters currently
assigned 1o the personal docket of the Honorable Angela R. Stokes is hereby transferred to the
Administrative Judge of the Cleveland Municipal Court, for review and/or pending temporary
reassignment.  Any such transfers and temporary reassignments will be in effect only during the
pendency of the certified complaint filed against Judge Stokes with the Supreme Cowrt’s Board of
Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline on October 14, 2013, anless the transferred case is
otherwise resolved in the interim, The transfers are made pursuant to avthority granted under Sup. R,
4.01(A), Sup. R. 4.01(C), and in order to maintain and enhance public confidence in the legal system
(Paragraph 1, Preamble, Code of Judicial Conduct).

The transfers are justified for the following reasons:

» A certified complaint pending against Judge Stokes befove the Ohio Suprems Court’s Board of
Commissioners on Grievances snd Discipline was gleaned from approximately 337 alleged
viclations of the Code of Judicial Conduct presented to the Cleveland Municipal Court,

s All of those allegations concerned her mishandling of criminal matters and mistreatment of
participants in criminal hearings, including defendants, witnesses, police officers, prosecutors,
private defense counsel, public defenders, court personnel and other members of the general

publiz,
¢  Since the original complaint was presented to the Disciplinary Counsel, and continuing through

and after the complaint’s certification by the Board, nearly 100 additional written incident FepoTs
have been received by this office alleging similar problems involving the Judge’s handling of her

personal criminal docket,
s The court continues to average one to two new sthics complaints against Judge Stokes per week,

Pending resolution of the certified complaing, no additional criminal misdemeancr, minor misdemeanor or
traffic matters are 1o be assigned to Judge Stokes.

IT I8 SO ORDERED, mune pro tunc, for this court’s earlier order regarding the same subject

matier journalized on March 14, 2014, (\ "
o 5 i ™
Date: 3/0(!/020“{ @\js C&W
‘ i

Ronald B. Adrine
Administrative & Presiding Judge
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INTHE CLEVELAND MUNICIPAL COURT

)

STATE OF OHIO JUPGMENT ENTRY BEGEMBRISTR ATIVE ORDER
CUYAHOGA COUNTY Rz iy NO-2014-004

EARLE B, T)URM ER, CLEPY

INRE: Temporary Transfer and Status Review of all Probation Matters on the
Personal Docket of the Honorable Angela R. Stokes

Responsibility for the supervision of all criminal defendants currently maintained on probation on the
personal docket of the Honorable Angela R, Stokes is hersby transferred to the Administrative Judge of
the Cleveland Municipal Court, for status review and/or possible temporary reassignment.  Said transfer
and temparary reassignments will only be in effect during the pendency of the sertified complaint filed
against Judge Stokes with the Supreme Cowrt’s Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline on
Cectober 14, 2013, unless a case is otherwise resolved in the interim. The transfer is made pursuant to
authority granted under Sup. R. 4.01{A), Sup. R, 4.01(C), snd in order {0 maintain and enhance public
confidence in the legal system (Paragraph 1, Preamble, Code of Judicial Conduct),

The tramsfer is justified for the following reasons:

= A certified complaint pending against Judge Stokes before the Ohio Supreme Court’s Board of
Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline was glesned from approximately 337 alleged
violations of the Code of Judicial Conduct presented {o the Cleveland Municipal Court,

# Al of those allegations concerned her mishandling of criminal matiers and mistreatment of
participants in criminal hearings, including defendants, witnesses, police officers, prosecutors,
private defense counsel, public defenders, court personnel and other members of the general
public.

#  Since the original complaint was presented to the Disciplinary Counsel, and sontinuing through
and after the complaint’s certification by the Board, nearly 100 additional written incident reports
have been received by this office alleging similar problems involving the Judge’s handling of her

personal criminal docket.
* The court continues {0 average one 1o two new ethics complaints against Judge Stokes per week.

Pending resolution of the certified complaint, no probation matters shall be assigned to hudge Stokes for
supervision.

IT IS 8O ORDERED, nunc pro tune, for this court’s earlier order regarding the same subject
matter jowrnalized on March 14, 2014,

~ /3 (//\) ho-
. J1 1 )
Date: 3/&5 /&"2056"{ 6\,\[\ \JWM
’ ' Ronald B, Adrine
Administrative & Presiding Judge

JOURNALA 16 raGE



IN THE CLEVELAND MUNICIPAL COURT

STATE OF OHIO ) CEl MMENI% TRATIVE ORDER
CUYAHOGA COUNPYREM JQ&@E&&% NO. 20614-005
AR 21 ::}J
EARLE B. TURNER, CLERY
INRE: Temporary Transfer of Responsibility for Status Review of Individuals
Sentenced fo Incarceration by the Henorable Angela R. Siokes

Responsibility for status review of all criminal defendants sentenced to a period of incarceration by the
Honorable Angela R. Stokes is heraby temporarily transferred to the Administrative Judge of the
Cleveland Municipal Court.  Said transfer will be in effect only during the pendency of the certified
complaint filed against Judge Stokes with the Supreme Court’s Board of Comimissioners on Grigvances
and LHscipdine on October 14, 2013, unless the case is otherwise resolved in the interim. The transfer is
made pursuant to authority granted under Sup. R. 4.01(A), Sup. R, 4.01{C), and in order to maintain and
enhance public confidence in the legal system (Paragraph 1, Preamble, Code of Judicial Conduct).

The transfer is justified for the following ressons:

# A certified complaint pending against Judge Stokes before the Chio Supreme Court s Board of
Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline was gleaned from approximately 337 allsged
viclations of the Code of Judicial Conduct presented to the Cleveland Municipal Court.

s Al of those allegations concerned her mishandling of criminal matters and mistreatment of
participanis in eriminal hearings, including defendants, witnesses, police officers, prosecutors,
private defense counsel, public defenders, court personmel and other members of the general
public,

e Since the original complaint was presented to the Disciplinary Counsel, and continuing through
and afler the complaint’s certification by the Board, nearly 100 additional written incident reports
have been received by this office alleging similar problems involving the Judge’s handling of her

personal oriminal docket,
» The court continues to average one 1o two new ethics complaints against Judge Stokes per week.

Pending reschution of the certified complaint, no incarceration status reviews shall be conducted by
Judge Stokes,

IT IS 50 ORDERED, nunc pro funge, fci this court’s carlier order regarding the same subject

matier journalized on March 14, 2014. e

~ V¢ < é
Date: 5/ fz[ // f} L( t"“- A ) {é)!/ Lf/’/“
/ / Ronald B. Adrine
Administrative & Presiding Judge
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