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IN THE SUPREME COURT
OF THE STATE OF OHIO

The State of Ohio ex rel. : CASE NO. 2014-1141
Ohio Republican Party,

Relator,

RESPONDENTS' MOTION FOR
V. : PROTECTIVE ORDER

Edward FitzGerald, et al.,

Respondents.

Respondents County of Cuyahoga, County Executive Edward FitzGerald, and Public

Records Manager for the Cuyahoga County Department of Public Works Koula Celebrezze

move the Court pursuant to Ohio Civ. R. 26(C) for a protective order. Relator Ohio Republican

Party has issued notices of deposition duces tecum to Mr. FitzGerald and Cuyahoga County

Sheriff Frank Bova commanding their depositions on Monday, October 6, 2014. There is good

cause for granting a protective order for the reasons set forth in the attached Memorandum in

Support which is incorporated.

A certification showing that reasonable efforts were made to resolve this matter through

discussions with counsel for Relator prior to filing this Motion is attached as Exhibit 1 and

incorporated herein by reference.
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Respectfully submitted,

CUYAHOGA COUNTY DEPARTi1ENT OF LAW
Majeed G. Makhlouf, Director

I -Y
Majeed G. Makhlouf (0073853)
mmakhlouf@cuyahogacounty. us
Robin M. Wilson (0066604)
rwilson@cuyahogacounty. us
Cuyahoga County Department of Law
2079 East 9th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44115
Tel: (216) 698-6464
Fax: (216) 698-2747

Counsel for Respondents
County of Cuyahoga, Ohio;
County Executive Edward FitzGerald; and
Koula Celebrezze

[Representation pursuant to August 27, 2013
Agreement governing the division of
duties between the Cuyahoga
County Prosecutor's Office and
Department of Law]
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

INTRODUCTION

This matter involves Relator Ohio Republican Party's request for the security key card

swipe data that regulates access into the county's buildings from the Cuyahoga County

Department of Public Works and Respondent Cuyahoga County's determination pursuant to

R.C. § 149.433 that the requested security records are not public records subject to mandatory

disclosure pursuant to R.C. § 149.43. Despite confusing newspaper accounts to the contrary,

neither County Executive Edward FitzGerald nor County Sheriff Frank Bova are the custodians

of the requested security records.

Relator, however, has noticed the depositions of Executive FitzGerald and Sheriff Bova.

Neither of their depositions will provide relevant information or information reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Instead, the noticed depositions seek

simply to harass, embarrass, disparage and burden the deponents commanded for deposition.

The Court should enter a protective order barring the depositions.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The records at issue in this case involve governmental building security key card swipe

data-literally, data from a security system the purpose of which is to protect governmeiital

offices by regulating who has access into different parts of governmental buildings. The design

and installation of this security system is part and parcel of the security system for protecting

governmental offices and those who occupy them.

In fact, working with the County's Common Pleas Court to implement the Ohio Supreme

Court's security recommendations, the Department of Information Technology has just
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completed deployment of the very same system at issue in this case in the Justice Center for the

protection of the courthouse and the individuals who occupy it. See Exhibit 2, Notice from

Common Pleas Court to All Attorneys regarding deployment of security key card swipe system.

On July 9, 2014, Relator filed this mandamus action claiming that Respondents had failed

to respond to a public records request from Chris Schrimpf, Communications Director for

Relator for security key card data for Mr. FitzGerald, and the County moved to dismiss the

Complaint. On September 24, 2014, this Court granted an alternative writ setting the schedule in

this matter, and indicating that evidence will be due on October 14, 2014. On September 29,

2014 Respondents filed a Motion to refer the case to mediation to help resolve this dispute, or at

a bare minimum, work through discovery disputes.

With respect to the subject notices of deposition, Respondents' counsel received a phone

call from Relator's counsel wherein he sought dates for the depositions of County Executive

Edward FitzGerald and Cuyahoga County Sheriff Frank Bova. (See Exhibit 1, ¶2.) Since the

County Executive is not the custodian of the documents at issue in this case and the Sheriff is not

even a party to the litigation, Respondents' counsel asked Relator's counsel to explain the

relevance of the requested depositions. Respondents' counsel also explained that whether the

documents are security or infrastructure documents pursuant to R.C. § 149.433 is determinable

without any such depositions. Relator's counsel responded that Ohio's discovery rules are very

broad, and he owed no such explanation. Since the County is an entity, Respondents' counsel

asked Relator's counsel to at least identify areas/subject matters on which he needs testimony as

is usually the case pursuant to Ohio Civil Rule 30(B)(5). Relator's counsel refused again and

responded with the same line that Ohio's discovery rules are very broad and that he owed the

County no such explanation because Relator had named the County Executive-who is not the
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custodian of the records-as a party. Respondents' counsel eventually asked Relator's counsel

to send him an email explaining what he is seeking so that the County can properly understand

what he needs to be able to see and how the County can address it. (Id.)

Following this conversation, Relator's counsel sent an email to Respondents' counsel.

(Exhibit 1, ¶ 3.) Instead of responding to the request to identify the subject matters on which he

sought testimony or even the relevance of such testimony, Relator's counsel simply asked

Respondents' counsel to get back to him the following week with dates for the depositions.

Further, recognizing that Sheriff Bova is not a party, Relator unilaterally determined that Sheriff

Bova would be deposed as a representative of the County without regard to Civil Rule 30(B)(5).

(Id.)

Respondents' counsel responded to Relator's counsel's email and advised that

Respondents had moved the Court to refer the matter to mediation, in the hope that the parties

can work through the issues, including any confusion or issues with discovery. (Exhibit 1, ¶4.)

Respondents' counsel also advised that should the Court deny the motion to mediate,

Respondents would be agreeable to extending the deadline for submission of evidence to give the

parties an adequate opportunity to work through any of the issues or disputes. (Id.)

Relator's counsel responded by complaining that Respondents did not seek extension of

the case deadlines in their motion to refer the case to mediation and interpreting the County's

response as a refusal to provide him with dates for the depositions and declared that Relator "will

proceed accordingly." (Exhibit 1, ¶ 5.)

Respondents' counsel responded and explained that, ptirsuant to the Court's Rules,

referral of the case to mediation stays the deadlines, so there would not be a need to file a

separate motion to extend the deadlines. (Exhibit 1, ¶ 6.) Respondents' counsel also explained
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that the County's experience with the Court's mediation counsel has been very positive, and the

parties can work out the case deadlines with the assistance of the Court's mediation counsel if

the case is not resolved through the mediation. (Id.)

Relator's counsel responded by emailing the notices of deposition to Respondents'

counsel. (Exhibit 1, ¶ 7.) Relator also took the highly unusual step of filing the notices of

deposition with the Court, thus triggering media coverage. (Id.) See, e.g., "GOP to Question

FitzGerald in Records Lawsuit", Columbus Dispatch, Sept. 30, 2014, available at:

http://w-%NTw.disL)atch.com/content/stories/local/2014/09%30/go1a-to-cluestion-f1.tzgerald-in records-

suit.html (explaining that "Ohio Republican Party potentially has canceled any campaign events

that Democratic gubernatorial candidate Ed FitzGerald had booked for Monday morning")

The Notice of Deposition directed to Mr. FitzGerald commands that he bring certain

records to his deposition including:

All documents which support or justify the withholding or failure to produce
copies of the records that are at issue herein.

All documents which support the existence of any claimed security threats against
you or otherwise which support or justify the withholding or failure to produce
copies of the records that are at issue herein.

All records (regardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference the above-captioned lawsuit currently pending in
the Ohio Supreme Court.

All records (regardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference any public records request since January 1, 2014,
which sought key card swipe data for accessing county buildings or facilities
relative to County Executive Edward FitzGerald.

(Exhibit 1, ¶7 and Exhibit 1(E).)

The Notice of Deposition for Sheriff Bova was directed to him as follows: "Notice of

Deposition Upon Oral Examination of Respondent Cuyahoga County through Frank Bova." The
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duces tecum attached to Sheriff Bova's Notice commanded that he bring the following

documents to his deposition:

All communications that you had with [Law Director] Majeed G. Makhlouf or
any individual in the Cuyahoga County Law Department wherein you have
confirmed or discussed the existence of verifiable security threats barring the
release of key card swipe data for Cuyahoga County Executive Edward
FitzGerald (as testified to by Mr. Makhlouf in the affidavit he filed herein);

All documents which support or justify the withholding or failure to produce
copies of the records that are at issue herein;

All documents which support the existence of any claimed security threats against
you or otherwise which support or justify the withholding or failure to produce
copies of the records that are at issue herein;

All offense or incident reports in your possession, custody or control in which
Edward FitzGerald (DOB: July 10, 1968) was identified in any of the following
capacities: (i) reportee; (ii) complainant; or (iii) victim;

All records (regardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference the above-captioned lawsuit currently pending in
the Ohio Supreme Court;

All records (regardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference any public records request since January 1, 2014,
which sought key card swipe data for accessing county buildings or facilities
relative to County Executive Edward FitzGerald;

All records (regardless of inedium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference security concerns relating to the disclosure of key
card swipe data for accessing county buildings or facilities relative to County
Executive Edward Fitzgerald [sic].

(Exhibit 1, ¶ 7 and Exhibit 1(F).)

Sheriff Bova, an employee of Cuyahoga County, is not a party to this mandamus action.

Neither he nor Mr. FitzGerald are the custodians of the records at issue in this case.
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ARGUMENT

Ohio Civil Rule 26(C) provides that the court in which the action is pending may make

any order that iustice requires to protect a party or person from annoyance, embarrassment,

oppression, or undue burden or expense, including that discovery not be had. Ohio R. Civ. P.

26(C)(1). Pursuant to Ohio R. Civ. P. 26, (made applicable to this original action pursuant to

Rule 12.01(A)(2)(b) of the Supreme Court Rules of Practice), parties to an action may obtain

discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, which is relevant to the subject matter involved

in the pending action. It is only if the information sought appears reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of admissible evidence that discovery may be had. Id.

The depositions sought by Relator are not calculated to lead to discovery of admissible

evidence. They were noticed to create newspaper fodder in the middle of a gubernatorial

campaign. The Court need look no further than Relator's verv unusual act of filing the notices of

deposition with the Court so as to trigger media coverage about the noticed depositions and its

intent to cancel "any campaign events that Democratic gubernatorial candidate Ed FitzGerald

had booked for Monday morning." See, e.g., "GOP to Question FitzGerald in Records Lawsuit",

Columbus Dispatch, Sept. 30, 2014, available at:

http:l/^^TNv.dispatch.com/content/stories/local/2014/09/30/go -̂̂to-cluestion-fitzg;erald-in-recordls-

suit.htn71 (explaining that "Ohio Republican Party potentially has canceled any campaign events

thatbemocratic gubernatorial candidate Ed FitzGerald had booked for Monday morning").

The Court should not tolerate such conduct.

1) Mr. FitzGerald is not the custodian of records at issue in this case, and his
deposition will not lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

The records at issue in this matter are security key card swipes from the security system

for the protection of the County's facilities. They are not kept by the County Executive or the
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Executive's Office. Relator submitted its request to the Public Works Department, to the

Communications Department, and to the Inspector General's Agency. It did not submit the

request to the County Executive or the Executive's Office, and neither of them is the records

custodian of the subject records.

Under the County's charter form of government, the appropriate defendant is the County

of Cuyahoga, Ohio (the corporate entity established in the County Charter) and not the County

Executive. And while a relator may nanie the custodian of records as a respondent in a public

records action, the County Executive is not the custodian of the records. Relator cannot just

arbitrarily name the County Executive as a defendant to avoid its obligations under Civil Rule

30(B)(5) to identify subject matters on which its seeks to conduct a deposition.

Moreover, Mr. FitzGerald does have not information that is relevant or reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and deposing him has no proper

purpose in this matter. Mr. FitzGerald's testimony is not relevant to whether the security key

card swipe data-data that is part and parcel of a security system for the protection of

governmental offices-is a public record..

Ohio Rev. Code § 149.433 (A) (2) and (3) provides that security and infrastructure

records are not public records and are not subject to mandatory disclosure, and defines both as

follows:

"Infrastructure record" means any record that discloses the configuration of a
public office's or chartered nonpublic school's critical systems including, but not
limited to, communication, computer, electrical, mechanical, ventilation, water,
and plumbing systems, security codes, or the infrastructure or structural
configuration of the building in which a public office or charted nonpublic school
is located.
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A security record means any of the following:

(a) Any record that contains information directly used for protecting or maiiitain the
security of a public office against attack, interference, or sabotage;

(b) Any record assembled, prepared, or maintained by a public office or public body to
prevent, mitigate or respond to acts of terrorism ...

Ohio Rev. Code § 149.433(B) further provides that "[a] record kept by a public office that is a

security record or an infrastructure record is not a public record under section 149.43 of the

Revised Code and is not subject to mandatory release or disclosure under that section.

(Emphasis added.)

As this Court has recognized in Plunderbund, if a record does not meet the definition of a

public record, or falls within one of the exceptions to the law, the records custodian has no

obligation to disclose the document. State ex rel. Plunderbund Media, L.L.C., v. Born, Slip

Opinion No. 2014-Ohio-3679, ¶ 18.

The security key card system at issue in this case is marketed, purchased, and installed as

a security system. Mr. FitzGerald is not the person who developed the security plans for the

County's facilities and is not the person who purchased and installed this security system.

Attached as Exhibit 3, for instance, is the justification memorandum for the County's

purchase and deployment of this system for one of its buildings and the accompanying form

approving the purchase and deployment of the system. The October 1, 2012 Memorandum

expressly provides that the system provides "the Sheriff's Office and Protective Services with

verifiable information that employees attempting to gain access to these are in fact current

employees." The approval form, at Question 12, expressly provides the purpose of the purchase

and installation of this system is to "assist the County in providing a safe and secure environment

for its employees and visitors to this facility." (Exhibit 3.) Mr. FitzGerald's testimony will not
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add any value to whether these records constitute security records pursuant to R.C. 149.433 and

are therefore not public records.

Furthermore, in light of the fact that Mr. FitzGerald is not the records custodian and was

not included in any of the e-mailed public records requests or responses thereto, he has no

information that would prove relevant to this matter. There is no basis on which he should be

deposed and this Court should protect him from any annoyance, oppression or undue burden that

a deposition of him would entail.

2) The Deposition Notice to Sheriff Bova is Improper and Seeks Privileged and
Other Materials, and this Court Should Also Bar His Deposition.

Ohio R. Civ. P. 30(B)(5) provides:

A party, in the party's notice, may name as the deponent a public or private
corporation, a partnership, or an association and designate with reasonable
particularity the matters on which examination is requested. The organization so
named shall choose one or more of its proper employees, officers, agents, or other
persons duly authorized to testify on its behalf. The persons so designated shall
testify as to matters known or available to the organization.

Along with Mr. FitzGerald, Relator noticed "Respondent Cuyahoga County through

Frank Bova" for deposition on Monday. That is not a proper notice of deposition for an

organization. The notice does not designate with reasonable particularity the matters on which

examination of "Cuyahoga County through Frank Bova" was requested. Accordingly,

Respondents have no idea as to what matters Relator plans to depose Sheriff Bova. Additionally,

while the documents Relator has requested of Sheriff Bova shed some light on the matters on

which Relator seeks to examine, the documents themselves are problematic for a nuinber of

reasons.

For example, Relator has requested that Sheriff Bova bring with him:

All communications that you had with [Law Director] Majeed G. Makhlouf or
any individual in the Cuyahoga County Law Department wherein you have
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confirmed or discussed the existence of verifiable security threats barring the
release of key card swipe data for Cuyahoga County Executive Edward
FitzGerald (as testified to by Mr. Makhlouf in the affidavit he filed herein);

All documents which support or justify the withholding or failure to produce
copies of the records that are at issue herein;

All documents which support the existence of any claimed security threats against
you or otherwise which support or justify the withholding or failure to produce
copies of the records that are at issue herein;

All offense or incident reports in your possession, custody or control in which
Edward FitzGerald (DOB: July 10, 1968) was identified in any of the following
capacities: (i) reportee; (ii) complainant; or (iii) victim;

All records (regardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference the above-captioned lawsuit currently pending in
the Olzio Supreme Court;

All records (regardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference any public records request since January 1, 2014,
which sought key card swipe data for accessing county buildings or facilities
relative to County Executive Edward FitzGerald;

All records (regardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
control that address or reference security concerns relating to the disclosure of key
card swipe data for accessing county buildings or facilities relative to County
Executive Edward Fitzgerald [sic].

Not only are some of the records requested by Relator subject to attorney-client privilege,

they also are "security records" and thereby not subject to being produced even if Sheriff Bova's

deposition were properly noticed. See Plunderbund v. Born, 2014-Ohio-3679, ¶ 30 and T 31

(holding that investigative reports of threats are security records and exenipt from disclosure and

declining to view the records at issue in camera because they are "security records .")

Sheriff Bova, an employee of Cuyahoga County, is not a party to this mandamus action

so commanding his deposition pursuant to a Rule 30 Notice of Deposition as Relator has done is

improper. See Ohio R. Civ. P. 30(A) stating ("[t]he attendance of a witness deponent may be

compelled by the use of subpoena as provided by Civ. R. 45. The attendance of a party deponent
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may be compelled by the use of notice of examination as provided by division (B) of this rule.")

Based on Ohio Civ. R. 30(B)(5), a deposition of Sheriff Bova would only be proper should the

County determine that he is the proper representative to respond to the topics noticed in the

Deposition Notice, which topics Relator failed to include.

In light of the fact that Sheriff Bova was improperly noticed for deposition and the

documents commanded by Relator in deposition are either privileged attorney/client

communications or security records, this Court should order that Sheriff Bova's deposition also

not be had.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should grant Respondents' Motion for Protective

Order and bar the taking of Mr. FitzGerald and Sheriff Bova's depositions.
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Respectfully submitted,

CUYAHOGA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF LAW
Majeed G. Makhlouf, Director

^ .,.^

Majeed G.1Vlakhlouf (0073853)
mmakhlouf@cuyahogacounty. us
Robin M. Wilson (0066604)
rwilson@cuyahogacounty. us
Cuyahoga County Department of Law
2079 East 9th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44115
Tel: (216) 698-6464
Fax: (216) 698-2747

Counsel for Respondents
County ofCuyahoga, Ohio;
County Executive Edtivard FitzGerald; and
Koula Celebrezze

[Representation pursuant to August 27, 2013
Agreement governing the division of
duties between the Cuyahoga
County Prosecutor's Office and
Department of Law]
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a copy of the foregoing was served on all parties of record by regular U.S.

mail and electronic transmission this 2nd day of October, 2014 to:

Curt C. Hartman
The Law Firm of Curt C. Hartman
7394 Ridgepoint Drive, Suite 8
Cincinnati, OH 45230
(513) 752-2878
hartmanlawfi.rni@,fttse.net

Daniel P. Carter
Law Firm. of Daniel P. Carter
1400 West Sixth Street, Suite 300
Cleveland, OH 44113
(216) 392-4509
d c^ (t-W-ocarterlaw.com

Christopher P. Finney (0038998)
Finney Law Finn LLC
4270 Ivy Pointe Blvd., Suite 225
Cincinnati, OH 45245
(513) 943-6655
chris@finneylawfirrn.com

Counsel for Relator

N
Ck.

Counsel for Respondents
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Exhibit 1

CERTIFICATION OF REASONABLE EFFORTS
TO RESOLVE THIS DISCOVERY DISPUTE

1) I am the Director of Law for the County of Cuyahoga, and also Counsel of Record in the

matter of State ex rel. Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald, et al., Ohio Supreme Court

Case No. 14-1141 ("Action").

2) On September 24, 2014, I received a phone call from Relator's counsel wherein he

sought dates for the depositions of County Executive Edward FitzGerald and Cuyahoga

County Sheriff Frank Bova. Since the County Executive is not the custodian of the

docuinents at issue in this case and the Sheriff is not even a party to the litigation, I asked

him to explain the relevance of the requested depositions. I also explained that whether

the documents are security or infrastructure documents pursuant to R.C. 149.433 is

determinable without any such depositions. He responded that Ohio's discovery rules are

very broad, and he owed me no such explanation. Since the County is an entity, I asked

him to at least identify areas/subject matters on which he needs testimony as is usually

the case pursuant to Civil Rule 30(B)(5). He refused again and responded with the same

line that Ohio's discovery rules are very broad and that he owed me no such explanation

because Relator had named the County Executive-who is not the custodian of the

records-as a party. I eventually asked him to send me an email to explain what he is

seeking so that we can properly understand what he needs to be able to see how we can

address it.

3) Following our conversation, Relator's counsel sent me the email attached hereto as

Exhibit A. Instead of responding to my request to identify the subject matters on which

he sought testimony or even the relevance of such testimony, Relator's counsel simply
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asked me to get back to him the following week with dates for the depositions. Further,

recognizing that Sheriff Bova is not a party, Relator unilaterally determined that Sheriff

Bova would be deposed as a representative of the County without regard to Civil Rule

30(B)(5).

4) I responded to Relator's counsel's email and advised that Respondents had moved the

Court to refer the matter to mediation, in the hope that we can work through the issues,

including any confusion or issues with discovery. I also advised that should the CoLut

deny the motion to mediate, Respondents would be agreeable to extending the deadline

for submission of evidence to give the parties an adequate opportunity to work through

any of the issues or disputes. A copy of my response email is attached as Exhibit B.

5) Relator's counsel responded by complaining that we did not seek extension of the case

deadlines in our motion to refer the case to mediation and interpreting my response as a

refusal to provide him with dates for the depositions and declared that Relator "will

proceed accordingly." A copy of Relator's counsel's email is attached as Exhibit C.

6) I responded and explained that, pursuant to the Court's Rules, referral of the case to

mediation stays the deadlines, so there would not be a need to file a separate motion to

extend the deadlines. I also explained that our experience with the Court's mediation

counsel has been very positive, and we can work out the case deadlines with the

assistance of the Court's mediation counsel if the case is not resolved through the

mediation. A copy of my email is attached as Exhibit D.

7) Relator's counsel responded by emailing me the notices of deposition, copies of which

are attached hereto as Exhibits E and F. Relator also took the highly unusual step of

filing the notices of deposition with the Court, thus triggering media coverage.
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8) ln light of the limited time period, my telephone conversation with Relator's counsel

where he refused to discuss the relevance of the depositions or to even provide me with

subject matters on which he sought testimony, and our following email communications,

it became apparent to me that, without the assistance of a neutral like the Cotirt's

mediation counsel, no amount of additional discussion between us would help resolve

this discovery dispute. We, therefore, decided to file this Motion.

-.^^ai . ^^^
Majegd G. Makhlouf

&^o L., z
Date
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EXHIBIT A
Robin Wilson

From: chartman@fuse.net
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 2:13 PM
To: Majeed G. Makhlouf
Subject: Fwd: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGeraid

From: chartman ,fuse.net
To: mmmakhlouf(aD-cuyaho ag count .yus
Cc: rwilson@cuyahogacounty.us
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 1:59:58 PM
Subject: State ex re( Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGeraid

Ohio Supreme Court, Case No. 2014-1141

Dear Mr. Makhlouf -

As I indicated during our just completed telephone conversation, in light of the Supreme Court issuing an
alternative writ and setting forth a short time frame for the submission of evidence, we desire, pursuant to Ohio
R. Civ. 26 and 30, for available dates for the depositions of Mr. FitzGerald and the Cuyahoga County Sheriff. I
would note that while Mr. FitzGerald is a named party in this action, the Sheriff has not been named but, based
upon the prior contention of your office (through Ms. Wilson), he is being considered as a representative of the
respondent Cuyahoga County. As you can appreciate, time is of the essence so please promptly provide me
available date(s) for the depositions next week.

Sincerely,
Curt Hartman
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Robin Wilson
E^IBI'' B

From: Majeed G. Makhlouf

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 11:31 AM
To: 'chartman@fuse.net'
Cc: Robin Wilson

Subject: RE: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Dear Mr. Hartman:

You are correct. Under our charter form of county government, the appropriate defendant is the County of Cuyahoga,

Ohio (the county corporation), and not any individual parties. Both Executive FitzGeraid and Sheriff Bova are county
officers under the Charter. We have moved the Court to refer the matter to mediation, where we will hopefully be able
to work through the issues and any confusion. At a minimum, we can use the mediation to narrow the scope of issues
or even use the mediation process to resolve discovery disputes. Subject to and without any waiving any objections, if
the Court denies the referral to mediation, we are agreeable to extending the deadline for submission of evidence to
give the parties an adequate opportunity to work through any of the issues or disputes.

Regards, Majeed

Majeed G.Malchlouf, Director
Cra.yahoga County Dep,artinen.t of Law
2079 East 9th 5treet
Cleveland, Ohio 44115
Tel: (216) 698-6464 l Fax: (216) 698-2744
Direct: (2 16) 698-6549
legal,cuvaho^acouiitv.us /iTittiak-`/2/oi,f/ L C'21VCthogctcC)2tYtty'.us

This e-mail and. ariy attachments to it may be privileged, confidential, or contain trade secret information. If this
e-mail was sent to you in error, please notify me immediately by reply e-mail and please immediately delete and
do not use, disseminate, retain, print, or copy tlze e-mail or its a.ttaclln3ents.

From: chartman@fuse.net (mailto:chartman@fuse.netl

Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 2:13 PM

To: Majeed G. Makhlouf
Subject: Fwd: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

From: chartmanC^fuse.nefi
To: mmrnakh{oufft-cuyahogacounty.us
Cc: rwilson a_cuyahogacounty.us
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 1:59:58 PM
Subject: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Ohio Supreme Court, Case No. 2014-1141



Dear Mr. Makhlouf -

As I indicated during our just completed telephone conversation, in light of the Supreme Court issuing an
alternative writ and setting forth a short time frame for the submission of evidence, we desire, pursuant to Ohio
R. Civ. 26 and 30, for available dates for the depositions of Mr. FitzGerald and the Cuyahoga County Sheriff.
would note that while Mr. FitzGerald is a named party in this action, the Sheriff has not been named but, based
upon the prior contention of your office (tlirough Ms. Wilson), he is being considered as a representative of the
respondent Cuyahoga County. As you can appreciate, time is of the essence so please promptly provide me

available date(s) for the depositions next week.

Sincerely,
Curt Hartman
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EXHIBIT C

Robin Wilson

From: chartman@fuse.net
Sent: Monday, September 29, 201412:16 PM
To: Majeed G. Makhlouf
Cc: Robin Wilson

Subject: Re: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Mr. Makhlouf -

Thank you for apprizing me of the motion wliich you filed, though I have yet to receive a copy from your
office -- either in your e-mail or otherwise. As for you statement as to "the appropriate defendant", if there was
an issue as to who was or wasn't named as a respondent, such issue should have been raised previously with the
Court in your motion to dismiss. Having not done so, the issue is waived. Furthermore, I would note that the
Public Records Act imposes duties upon and provides for mandamus actions against "a public office or the
person responsible for public records." Thus, individuals, a.e.,"persons responsible", are within the ambit of the
Public Records Act, including being named as respondents in mandamus actions arising from the failure to

comply with the failure to produce public records.
While you indicate that you are amenable to extending the deadlines, etc., in the event the Court should

grant your, motion to refer the matter to mediation, I note that you did not include such a motion in conjunction
with the motion to refer to mediation. Thus, at this stage, we are subject to the schedule and deadlines
promulgated by the Court when it issued the alternative writ. I take it from your e-mail that, notwithstanding
our request for dates for depositions, you will not be providing any such dates. We will proceed accordingly.

Sincerely,
Curt Hartman

From: "Majeed G. Makhlouf' <mmakhlouf cuyahogacounty.us>
To: chartmanCc_r^__fuse,net
Cc: "Robin Wilson" <rwilson 0)cuvahogacountv.us>
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 11:30:46 AM
Subject: RE: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Dear Mr. Hartman:

You are correct. Under our charter form of county government, the appropriate defendant is the County of Cuyahoga,
Ohio (the county corporation), and not any individual parties. Both Executive FitzGerald and Sheriff Bova are county
officers under the Charter. We have moved the Court to refer the matter to mediation, where we will hopefully be able
to work through the issues and any confusion. At a minimum, we can use the mediation to narrow the scope of issues
or even use the mediation process to resolve discovery disputes. Subject to and without any waiving any objections, if
the Court denies the referral to mediation, we are agreeable to extending the deadline for submission of evidence to

give the parties an adequate opportunity to work through any of the issues or disputes.

Regards, Majeed

Majeei! G. Makhlouf, Director
Cuyahoga County Department of Law



2 079 :i=•;ast 9th Str.ect
Cleveland, 0hio 44115
17el: (216) 698-6464 /` Fax: (2_ 16) 698-2744
Direct: (216) 698-6549
legal.cuyahogaeoi=nty.us i rrarmk/aloztf ucuyerlrogacozrntYus

This e-nia.i.l. and any attactanents to it may be privileged, confidential, or contain trade secret in:Tormation. Ii.'th.is
e-mail was sent to you in error, please notify me immediately by reply e-mail mld please immediately delete and
do not use, disseminate, retain, print, or copy the e-mail or its attachments.

From: chartman@fuse.net (mailto:chartman@fuse.netl

Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 2:13 PM

To: Majeed G. Makhlouf
Subject: Fwd: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

From: chartman@fuse.net
To: mmniakhlouf(a7cuyahogacounty.us
Cc: rwi[son'ia cuyeho ag county.us
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 1:59:58 PM
Subject: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Ohio Supreme Court, CaselrIo. 2014-1141

Dear Mr. Makhlouf -

As I indicated during our just completed telephone conversation, in light of the Supreme Court issuing an
altern.ative writ and setting forth a short time frame for the submission of evidence, we desire, pursuant to Ohio
R. Civ. 26 and 30, for available dates for the depositions of Mr. FitzGerald and the Cuyahoga County Sheriff. I
would note that while Mr. FitzGerald is a named party in this action, the Sheriff has not been named but, based
upon the prior contention of your office (through Ms. Wilson), he is being considered as a representative of the
respondent Cuyahoga County. As you can appreciate, time is of the essence so please promptly provide me

available date(s) for the depositions next week.

Sincerely,
Curt Hartman
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EXHIBIT D

Robin Wilson

From: • Majeed G. Makhlouf

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 3:20 PM
To: 'chartman@fuse.net'
Cc: Robin Wilson

Subject: RE: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Attachments: Matter CEO-0188 Motion to Refer Case to Mediation w-transmittal ltr - Pleadings-

Filings (Matter) (60406).pdf

Mr: Hartman: I thought you had already received a copy of the motion to refer the case to mediation. In case you didn't
receive it, a pdf copy is attached for your convenience. As you are aware, the pendency of mediation automatically
stays the deadlines under the Court's rules. We further moved the Court to do so as part of the motion. Thus, there is
no need to move to extend the deadlines at this point. As explained, we are amenable to an extension of the deadlines,
but are hopeful that we can work through all those issues with the assistance of the Court's mediation counsel. Our

experience with the Court's mediation counsel has been very positive.

As you are aware, our motion to dismiss is based on procedural, subject-matter grounds. If the case is not resolved
through the mediation, the question of who can be properly included as a defendant will be properly answered by the

Court.

Thank you.

Majeed G. Makhlouf, Director
Cuyahoga Cotrnty I7epartment of Law
21079 East 9t1i. Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44115
Tel: (? l. 6) 698-6464 iFax.: (? 1 6} 698-27=I4
Direct: (216) 698-65=I9
legal.cuyahoQacounty.us / mra2iakhlouj;Jcuyahogcaccaunty. tr.3~

'I'his e-mail and any attachments to it may be privileged, confidential, or contain trade secret infoi-mation. If this
e-mail was sent to you in error, please notify me immediately by reply e-mail and please inunediately delete and

do not use, disseminate, retain, print, or copy the e-mail or its attachments.

From: chartman@fuse.net [mailto:chartman@fuse.net]

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 12:16 PM

To: Majeed G. Makhlouf
Cc: Robin Wilson
Subject: Re: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Mr. Makhlouf -

Thank you for apprizing me of the motion which you filed, though I have yet to receive a copy from your
office -- either in your e-mail or otherwise. As for you statement as to "the appropriate defendant", if there was
an issue as to who was or wasn't named as a respondent, such issue should have been raised previously with the
Court in your motion to dismiss. Having not done so, the issue is waived. Furthermore, I would note that the
Public Records Act imposes duties upon and provides for mandamus actions against "a public office or the
person responsible for public records." Thus, individuals, i.e.,"persons responsible", are within the ambit of the



Public Records Act, including being named as respondents in anandamus actions arising from the failure to

comply with the failure to produce public records.
While you indicate that you are amenable to extending the deadlines, etc., in the event the Court should

grant your motion to refer the matter to mediation, I note that you did not include such a motion in conjunction
with the motion to refer to mediation. Thus, at this stage, we are subject to the schedule and deadlines
promulgated by the Court when it issued the alternative writ. I take it from your e-mail that, notwithstanding
our request for dates for depositions, you will not be providing any such dates. We will proceed accordingly.

Sincerely,
Curt Hartman

From: "Majeed G. Makhlouf" <mmakhlouf .cuyahogecounty.us>

To: chartman@fuse.net
Cc: "Robin Wilson" <rwilsona_cuyahoqacounty.us>
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 11:30:46 AM
Subject: RE: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Dear Mr. Hartman:

You are correct. Under our charter form of county government, the appropriate defendant is the County of Cuyahoga,
Ohio (the county corporation), and not any individual parties. Both Executive FitzGerald and Sheriff Bova are county
officers under the Charter. We have moved the Court to refer the matter to mediation, where we will hopefully be able
to work through the issues and any confusion. At a minimum, we can use the mediation to narrow the scope of issues
or even use the mediation process to resolve discovery disputes. Subject to and without any waiving any objections, if
the Court denies the referral to mediation, we are agreeable to extending the deadline for submission of evidence to

give the parties an adequate opportunity to work through any of the issues or disputes.

Regards, Majeed

Majeed G. Makhlouf. Director
Cuyahoga County Department of Law
2079 East 9th. Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44115
Tel: (21 6) 698-6464 i Fax: {? 16) 698-27=14
Direct: (216) 698-6549
legal.cuyalio<gacounty.us I' inmakNoucuycrhogmc°cji.cnty. at.s

This e-mail and any attaclunents to it may be privileged, confidential, or contain trade secret information. If this
e-mail was sent to you in error, please notify me immediately by reply e-mail and. please immediately delete and

do not use, disseminate, retain, print, or copy the e-mail ot• its attachments.

From : chartman@fuse.net mailto:chartman fuse.net]

Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 2:13 PM

To: Majeed G. Makhlouf
Subject: Fwd: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald



From: chartman@fuse.net
To: mmmakhlouf@cuyahogacounty.us
Cc: rwilsong cuyahogacounty.us
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 1:59:58 PM
Subject: State ex rel Ohio Republican Party v. FitzGerald

Ohio Supreme Court, Case No. 2014-1141

Dear Mr. Makhlouf -

As I indicated during our just completed telephone conversation, in light of the Supreme Court issuing an
alternative writ and setting forth a short time frame for the submission of evidence, we desire, pursuant to Ohio
R. Civ. 26 and 30, for available dates for the depositions of Mr. FitzGerald and the Cuyahoga County Sheriff. :
would note that while Mr. FitzGerald is a named party in this action, the Sheriff has not been named but, based
upon the prior contention of your office (through Ms. Wilson), he is being considered as a representative of the
respondent Cuyahoga County. As you can appreciate, time is of the essence so please promptly provide me
available date(s) for the depositions next week.

Sincerely,
Curt Hartman
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EXHIBIT E

SUPREME COUR'I'
OF THE S'I'ATE, OF OHIO

STt#^,TE OF OHIO ex r^,^L
OHIO REPUBLICAN PARTY,

Iielator,

V.

EDWARD FITZGERALD,
Cou.u9y Executive, Cuyahoga County, Ohio, et aI:

Respondents.

Case No. 2014-1141

NOTICE OI' I3EP®SITION
UPUN ORAL EkAMIINATION
OF RESPONDENT

: EDWARD I'ITZGERALI)

Pursuant to R:les ?b and vU of the Ohio RulPs of Civil Procedure ( made applicable to

this original action pursuant to Rijle I2.01(A-)(2)(b) of the Supreme Court Rules of Practice), the

State or Ohio, by alid through Rwlator Ohio Republ'zcari l'arty, hereby luives i^atic: of the

DEPOSITION UPON ORAL EXAMINATION OF RESPONDENT EDWARD

VITZGER.4I.,][3, 3'10 W. Lakeside Avenue, Suite 700; C(eveland, Ohio 44:t 1_}, which shall be

recorded by stezzograpfiic iiicans before, a persor, authorized tn administer oaths a:i, the following

date, tu-i1e aird location:

Monday, October 6, 2014, conarrterxcing at 10:00 a.riP., Eti Law Office of DanieI P.

ICartier, I400 West Sixth St. Suite 300, Clevelat2d,OU 44113

Additionally, pursuant to R:Lile 30(B)(4' of the (^hio Rules of Civil Procedure (r.^acle applical^lc

t,o this original action pursuatlt to Rule 12.0 1(A)(2)(6) of the Suprerne Court Rules of Practice),

you are also heraby corlirnartd;d to produce at said deposition the following ^locume:1ts and

tazlgible things:

All ciocum.ents which support crr- ^usri^y the wi4;al;t^Idini; or faa'^ere to g^r^aduee

copieg of the records that are at issue herc:i7A.



All docunrents which support the existence of any elFiiaricd security ihreais
against you or otherivise which support o'e- justify thewithholdingor failup-e to
produce copies of the records that are at issue herein.

All ra:cords (regardless of medium or format) in youf- hossession, custody o:r
controt that address or refereiice thC above-captioned lawsuit vurrent€y periditg;
in the Ohio Supreme Court.

All records (regardless of ine:dium ot• forn2at) in yotir possession, custody or

control that address or refea`ence any public recoi`ds request siiice .danuary 1,

2014, which sought key card swipe data for accessazyg county buildings or

facilities t-elative to CountvE.xecutive Edward F'itzGerald,

Resp : fillty s hm(tied,

Curt L Hartnian {04)6'42'42a)
'Da^^ ^A w Fmm c,i^ CURiC:1^1A RrrvrAN
7_^ 94 I^i dgepoint Drive, Suite 8
Cinc.innati. OH 45230
(513) 752-28 78
ITr.r^^rr^^rt^lu^s!fir•i^a^} irs=e.r^e^

Daniel F. Carter (0074848)
;; r rr r`ip-?,,, or,- D,=t:vrEr. P. CA :z1Eh
1400 West Six.tli Street, Suite 300
C.Ievel«nd, OI-I 44t ta
( % i0) 3^1L-4Dl1 4
dpi:^7C^^^^ Ck1'tBYi^^"si'. <T Ftl

ChristopherP, Fii-uiey '(0038993 "
k'rNNLv LAw FtRm LLC
4270 Ivy Poiiite Blvd., Suite 225
Cinchuiati, Ohu14.52.4:5
(513 ) 943-6655
^ht isn tn^^eylc^tit ^ir,^r. co-n

Attarraeys f.ar Relctoa-

..2_



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certifythat a copy of the foi-egoing ^,?il.I be sei-ved xipon t.4e fbilowing :1ia reguIai mail

and e-m:ait on trie 29th r^ay of Sehter-zber 20i4:

Majeed G. I4iaklilouf
Robin M. Wilsort
Cuyahoga C,ounty Department of Law
-Cuyahaga County Administrative Headquarters,
2079 East Ninth Street, 7th Floor
Cleveiand, Ohio 44115

_3-
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EXHIBIT F

SL1P'RE?VIE CoLiRT
C3I+' THE STATE OF t7HIO

STATE OF FJi-TIO ex rel.
OHIO REPUBLICAN PARTY,

Relator,

: Cose No. 2014-1141

v. NOTICE OF DEPOSITION
ITPCiN ORAI, EXAMINATION

EDWARD FITZGERALD, : OF RESPONDENT

County Executive, Cu;y6;bhog6r County, Ohio, t:t ai< : CI.' YYAIIOGA COUNTY
Lhr+aragh FRANK BC1VA

Respondents.

^Parsuai-iz to Rules20 and 30 of the Ollio Rules of Civil Proc.edtire (nzade applicable to

this original action pursuant to Rule 12,01(A)(2)(b) of the Stipreme Court Ku?e:^ of Practice), the

State, of Ohio, by mid through Relator Oliio Republican harty, hereby gives notice of the

DEPOSITION UPON ORAL EXAMINATION OF RESPONDENT CUYAI-IOGA.

COUNTY fhrouglh. FAANK BOVA, t;ityahoga County Sheriff, 1215 West 3rd Street,

Cleveland, 01-1 44113, which shall be recoz-ded by steriobiaptYie n.leaiis before a person

authorized to adrriinisteroaths attilefoiiowing date, t%rz7e and lo(;ation:

Monday, OctQbei• 6, 2014, eoniniencing at 2:00 p.»a., at L:aw Office of DanielP,

f_`arter, 1400 West Sixth St. Suite 300, Clevcylaiid, ("J1-I 44113

Additionaliy, ptlrsuant to Rtile 30(B);4) of the C)i.iio Rule.s of Civil Procedure
(tnacie applicable

to ihis origirzal action pursuant to Rule 12.01(A)(2)(b) of t1-ie Suprerr.e Courl Rtlles of Practice),

vou are also hereby c.oinmar}ded to produce at said uepositioit: the followino iiociiments an(i

tar^^^ible thinffs:

All communications that you h^ve, had with Illajeed G. Makhlouf or any
individual in the Cuyahoga County Law 13epartment whereiir you have
ca.nt'irmed or €tisc.ussedthe existence of verifiable security threats barring the
release of key card swipeclata. for Cuyahoga CouniyB+lxecntive Edward FitzGerald

(as testified to by Mr.Matz_hlouf ini the affidavit he filed herein)



All documents which support or justify the withholding or failure to produce
copies of the records that are at issue herein.

All documents which support the existeiice ofany claimed security threats
against you or othenvise which support or justify the withholding or faiiure to

fsi-oduce copies of the records that are at issue herein.

All offense or incident reports in your possession, custody or controt in which
Edward FitzGerald (DOB: July 10, 1968) was identified in. any of the following

cs►pacities: (i) reportee; (ii) complainant; or (iii) victiin.

All records (regardless of inediutn or forniat) in your possession, custody or
control that address or ref'ereuce the above-captioued iawsiait curreratly pending

in the Ohio Suprenie Court.

All records (regardless of naediuni (ir foi•ruat) in your possession, custody of•

control that address or reference any public records requestsilrce ,tanirary 1,
2014, -tivhich sought key card s,,vipe data for accessing county buildings or-

facilities relative to County Executive Edward FitaGeratd.

All records (re(yardless of medium or format) in your possession, custody or
contrbl that address or reference security coucerns relating to the discIosure of
key card swipe data t°or accessing county buildings or facilities relative to County

Executive Edward Fitzgerald. n }

izespcctfiLllI a bmit d,

C:lh`i.stooher P. Finrzey (0038998)
FIn^;NY LAw FiRn,t LLC
4270 Ivy Pointe Blvc.[:, Suiie 225
Cincizrnatz, Oliio 45245
(513) 943-6655
chrzs^a:^j^eylu^rfirrn. con?

Ctitrt`C."[-1.arMlan (00M'^4^) '
TjrE .aw Fm,\,i aF Ct;R-rUHARTVAN
7394 ^Adgepoint Drive, Suite 8

Cincinnati, OII 45230
(S1 3 ) 752-2878
har-trncinlcr,iftt-tta.^irise.net

Daniel P. Carter (0074848)
L:1 rr%FtRA to.F RaNtEL P. C<i rTt,R
1400 West Sixth Street, Suite 300
Cleveland, OIl 44' 13
(216) 39:2-4509
cli-) c rz^di) c.a -rter Ecrw. co nt

,Ittorre,l's_for Relator

-2-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a copy oftiieforegoing will be served upoi3 the followim, via regular rnstil

and e-nltii': on the 29th day of September 2014:

1 3̀Iajeed G. Makhlouf
Robizi M. Wilson
Cuyahoga C."otinty Deha.rianent of Law
C'.uyahoga Gotmly A>clministrative Headquarters
2079 East Ninth Street, 7thFloor
Clevelanc.T, Ohio 411-11 5

-a-
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Exhibit 2

Robin Wilson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To All Attorneys:

cpcourt_administrationCa'cuyahogacounty.us
Tuesday, September 30, 2014 2:21 PM
Robin Wilson
New Justice Center / Courthouse Security Protocol

Administrative & Presiding Judge John Russo and the Court Security Committee have reviewed recommendations from
the Supreme Court and from various other sources to determine what measures should be taken to improve security in
the Justice Center/courthouse. One identified need was to better secure the areas behind the courtrooms for the safety

of the Judges, Court staff, and attorneys who work in this area on a regular basis.

To this end, the Court made a substantial investment to secure the doors leading to the JudgesA chambers and the
areas immediately outside where attorneys conduct business with the Court. Specifically, card swipe readers were
installed on all doors leading to chambers. Additionally, cameras and monitoring equipment were installed in the lobby

and at the entrance to the doors located on the east side of the Justice Center which lead to chambers.

The new security equipment installed on the 17th floor of the Justice Center is now activated. All doors leading to a
Judge®s chambers on the 17th floor are now secured. No longer will the public or attorneys be able to access the areas

surrounding a Judge*s chambers (bailiff areas) through the courtroom door. The only doors attorneys will be able to
use to gain access to the areas surrounding chambers are the ones located on the east side (located at the far end of the
lobby) of the Justice Center. Attorneys appearing for court proceedings in civil and criminal cases can open these doors
by swiping their County issued ID card. Any other persons wishing to gain access through these doors will only be

permitted to pass with permission from the bailiff or other court personnel; they will need to be manually *buzzed* in

by Court staff.

The improvements on the 17th floor will be reviewed and once approved they will be replicated on the other courtroom

floors (15-23) with expected completion by year end.

If you are an attorney without a County issued ID and wish to obtain one, please contact Ruth Justice at (216) 443-7576
to schedule an appointment. Her office is on the 4th floor of the Justice Center next to the Common Pleas Court Jury
Room. Please note that to obtain an ID, you must be an attorney in good standing with the Ohio Supreme Court. To
process your request, Ms. Justice will need your Attorney Registration Card and Driver's License. The County charges

twenty dollars ($20.00) for the I0.

if applicable, please advise staff in your office who periodically drop off courtesy copies of motions or other documents
with the Court that baskets will be placed outside the secured doors at the end of the lobby. lf a signature is required or
if a document needs to be hand delivered to the Judge or bailiff, the court runner or an attorney without proper

identification, will need to be manually *buzzed* in to gain entrance to the bailiff area outside a Judge*s chambers.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Court Administration at (216) 443-8560.
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CUYAHC)GR COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF

;AT
Exhilbit 3

MEMORANDUM

Tp: Jeff Mowry, CI®

FROM: David DeGrandis, Sr. Administrative Officer

DATE: October 20, 2012

RE: TAC Approval for Purchase & Installation of Tv;ro Video Verification Stations

Please accept this merrioraiidum and supporting documentation as a request for approval from the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for the purchase of hardware and software to install two

video verification statioals for the Department of Children & Family Services (DCFS) at the Jane

Edna I-funter Building.

The two video verification stations will beinstalled at each of the entrances. When an employee
enters the building, he or she will present their Cauiity-issued photo identificat:ion badge to the
proxiinity card reader. If they have a valid ID badge, their photo will appear oii the monitor and
they will be identified as a current/active County employee. If their ID is invalid, their photo will
not appear and the event transaction will be highlighted itt red.

This equipment currently is being used at the Justice Center, Courthouse Square, the Courthouse,
the 1Vlarion Building and the Virgil E. Brown Building. It provides the Sheriff's Office and
Protective Services with verifiable information that the employees attempting to gain access to

these are in fact current empl+ayees,

Integrated Precision Systenxs, Inc., (IPS) is the anly authorized vendor of +fialaxy Coritrol Systems
on the State Term Schedule. In addition, by having one vendor provide service and equipment for
this netwurked access control system, we are ensuring the integrity of the systein. Multiple
vendors could void existing warranties andinerease the cost of providing secure facilities.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Enclosures

}255 EL^ciic! Aveotue, 4`r` Floor, C4eveland t^N ^^115 ^^'hone (226) ?i43-5095 •(7hio Relay Service (TTY) 1 800-750-0750



0 iGl7YAHOGA COUiV`i'Y1NFL`3RMAi`ION SERVICES CENTER
CUSTOMER SERVICE REQUEST (CSR)

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION FtEQIlEST

EIJSC PROCESS ORDER TO COMPLETION RINfEDS TAC APPROVAL ONLY

®fSC INTERNAL USE QNLY hlO TAC APPRO1fAL REC$tJIREa)
Reset Farm Print Forrn

1. REi.2UESTURNAME. 2.REQUE5TOP.PFlONE:#

CSR TraGking Number - fpr lnterrtal Flsa f3nly

Charige contral.use oniy -in[tIa6 and dite

3. REQUESTOR DEPARTMENT

David DeGrandis 443-5095 DCFS

4. AUTHORIZED BY (type or prtnt narne) S. AUTHCtR1ZED SIGNATURE 6. DATE SIGNED

October
David DeGrandis 20, 2012

Hxs®^rtY- usa:RCdnE 8, Fut^tNNGSaURCEFDR'rFitSREQUE5T
T. INDEX CODE ['^ AGENCY ^- GRANT GENERAL HoMELANp OTNER

(s..F T3^67 1^ FUND I FtiNr3 I FUND ^ SECURITY FUNDING

8a. tF BOX 81S'tlT14ER', PROVIiSE REFER£NCE # OR DESCRIPTION OF FUNDING 50URGE: 9. TflTAL ESTIMATED COSTs

$7,915.40

10. TYPE OF REQUEST

PURCH SEE El PURCHASE ^ PR(3POSALDR

Q N WRAf T
^ ENEW/A END R€Q ESjT

^ EQUtPMENT
Nr DEV

WEB ELOPMENT ^ ERVERP©R 0 GSLSERdiCE5 ^ ORNET1iUQRK ^ QTHER

11. STATEMENT OF REQIII

Ei^^^

EST...^^^(IPdCLU[3E NIfMRER f;}i"-. UNITS TO BE PURCHASED, IF APPLICABLE)

TheDepartment of Childter & Family Setvices requests approval for the installation of two video veriffcation stations at
the Jane Edna Hunter Buildin,g. This procurement includes two access contfol panels, two card readers, two user

accounts, installation and five years of goid maintenance.

12. HOW DOES THIS PRaetJREMENT BENEFIT THE CtllfNTY7 (ATTA+CH ADDITIONAL DDCUPA€NTATItktV AS NECESSARY)

The purchase and installation of this equipmenfi vvil( assist the Count in providing a safe and secure environment for its

employees and visitors to this facility;

13. CLIMPLIETE Ttl1S SECTION FOR SQE"t1AfARE CONTRACT RENEWALS / AMENDMENTS J MAINTENANCE REQf3ESSSONLY

13a. VEfVpOR NAME:

13b. HOW OFTEN IS THE VENDOR Ct3NTACTED FOR MAINTENANCE?

13c. t5 THIS THE LATEST VERSi(7N OF THESL7FTIMARE? 1:1 YES ® Nfi

13d. IS THIS A COST INCREASE OR DEGREASE FRt7Pr4 PREVIOUS YEARS? LJ(NCREASE Lj DECREASE

13e, WHAT WAS THE C7RiG1NAL PURCHASE PRICE OF THE SOFTWARE? $ o-oo

13f. NUhnBER4F LICENS£:5: 13g. Ct)UNTY TERiVIS AND C{3NDITI!)NS? MYES

13h. SERVICE QUAL3TYRATING: ( 1 t5 LQINEST; 10 tS HIGHEST) [I] ^^ i^^ ^®

13i. HAS THE VENDOR COMPLETED ETHtCS TRAINING WITH THE INSPECTOR GENERAL? C]YE'S ® NO

®NO

MMEJ IQ

THIS SECTION TO BE C£?MPl.ETEO BY BUSINESS GROUP ONCY:.

METHOD OF PROCUMENT41STAT€ TERNS [JFIELD BUY []S&3LE St)URCE []CdDMPETITIIIE f4FLr/RFP Date:^

THIS SECTION TO BE CC1MF?LETEDBY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ONLY:

Recommended for Approval by 7RC tRate:
Chair or Designee tS6gnatureJ:

THIS SECTION T08E COMPLETED UPON FINALACCEPTAN+CE OF COMPLETED OF REQUEST:

Date:
ACCEPTED flY(sigrtature{:

CSRTAC„REY6 03-2012
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