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November 21, 2003

‘Cinda Nichols

‘Assignment Commissioner

Franoklin County Court of Common Pleas
Domestic Relations/Juvenile Branch

373 S. High Street, 6 Floor

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Dear Cinda: |

This is in response to your email, dated November 10, 2003. I sincerely appreciate the courtesy
you have shown me by informing me of the dilemma created by the administrative judge’s directive to
you to ignore my constitutionally established right to control my own individual docket. AsI’m sure
you are aware, judges of the Court of Common Pleas have the inherent right to control their own
dockets, and those of us elected to serve in the Franklin County Domestic Relations Division, Juvenile
Unit also have the duty to decide both domestic relations and juvenile matters. : .

While the administrative judge has the authority under the Rules of Superintendence 4(B) to
assure the efficient allocation of cases and resources among the judges, that is not tantamount to the
power to encroach upon my inherent right to control my docket or the obli gation conferred upon me by
a vote of the people of Franklin County to decide both juvenile and domestic cases. There is nothing
in the Rules of Superintendence, Ohio Statutory or case law that provides for judges of this division to
shirk their responsibility to handle juvenile cases. Further, there does not exist authority for an
administrative judge to usurp a duly elected fellow judges inherent right to manage his or her
individual docket absent a legitimate issue of the individual judge’s scheduling of his or her docket
interfering with the efficient allocation of cases and resotirces among the judges. A scarcity of
resources should not either unfairly or disproportionately impact juvenile cases only. Itis the duty of
the administrative judge to make the case, to the individual judge, prior to issuing directives to staff
members who provide services to all the Jjudges, if the administrative judge believes it is necessary to
interfere with a duty which an individual judge has an inherent right to perform. Ihave not heard.
directly from the administrative judge regarding this issue. Finally, I am convinced that my handling
juvenile cases twice a week need not interfere with the efficient allocation of resources among the
judges. ' '

I'have endeavored through my previous instructions to you (reference email dated October 1,
12003) to fulfill my responsibility to discharge my duties to properly manage my juvenile caseload. As
an update regarding this matter, at our October 27, 2003 judges meeting, Administrative Judge Mason
placed on the meeting agenda the item “Discussion of case assignment issues.” The minutes of the
October 27, 2003 aforementioned judges meeting, reads in part thusly: .
. “Judge Mason discussed several issues of concern regarding the assignment of the Juvenile Docket for
each judge. He indicated that Judge Squire has expressed an interest in conducting her juvenile docket on
more than one day, which is the current practice. Judge Mason stated that his concerns included the

strain on resources including security, stenos and transporting of youth from the JDC to the Courtroom
and back. Judge Lias confirmed that the juvenile dockets had been set with one Judge having a docket
one day a week to conserve resources.”

1am not persuaded by the argument advanced by any judge in this court that conservation of
resources is the primary motivating factor behind having only one day per week per judge set aside for
the hearing of Jjuvenile related matters by the assigned judge. The unilateral decision, by the present
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