" Carale R Squie - To: Jim MesonJuvenle Domestic Relations/Common Meas
08/20/2003 04:10 Pi Court@Common Pleas Court

co: - :
: Subject: Judge Mason's emall dated Sept. 24, 200310 ‘
i ‘ : Carole Squire, inre: ™, motlon for removal pf counsel

i . T agree that Rule 41 of the J‘Lles of Superintendence for the Courts of Ohio permits a party to
petition the administrative Judge ﬁ’ removal of counsel under certain circumstances. |However, T
disagree with your conclusion that “lit was appropriate” [to have your bailiff set on your docket the at
‘issue Motion for Removal of Coung ), without first speaking to either me or a member of
a fhreshold matter, prior to an attorney deciding to utilize the remedy of having an administrat ¢ judge
consider a motion for removal of ﬁm : i
. judge handle the matter. “fit is-we

docket and the progress of i
2001), 2001 Ohio App. LEXIS 1772, ‘
i Regarding the instant” :;motion, Magistrate * : has presided over Plaintif

23, 2003, filed contempt motion, sind ’its inception. The Court recalls no time during the
WS motion when Plaintiffs orney, . - » approached the trial court with an| objections
Or concerns in regard to the number {conﬁnuanqes'gmntedbyMagistmte . Furthet, the record
ot M. - agreed to two of the tohlconﬁnuandesgrantedby‘theMa istrate in| thi
- on April 14 and July 1, 2003, and sighed the Temaining two continnances granted on June 5land Angust
6, 20@3, over objection. Moreover, c#: teach of the days the Magistrate granted a continuance o

| * objection, I was available in My courtroom to addsess any such issues.

I Rule 41 of the Rules.of Superi; gten‘dence provides that “[aJll motions shall be ruled

e motion was filed, except as otherwise noted o

, 8.

i
1

the report

one hundred twenty days from the ‘ th

ﬁmnéi.'” However, in the . . ,%, : “agreed to 64 of the 163 total days that the hearing
on Plaintiff’s contempt motion has belnlrconﬁxmed. I certainly appreciate that, as stated jn the subject
email, “Tyou] [are] not interested in hc%mng any matter that is assigned to [me].” Howeves, by allowing
matters such as the instant motion tojbe placed on your docket, you encourage attorneys to| circumvent

ﬂleasgignedmalmdge,inmstancw lereﬂ:eyhavefaﬂed‘m'exhaustavaﬂablemmb-meﬁal
judge. To.do so prematurely, int iwiﬂlﬂneinhmmtﬁ@tofthet_tialjudgeto manage his or her

own docket.
% Finally, the conclusion in September 24, 2003, email that Plaintiff’s Motion for Removal of
Counsel “is a rare and unnsnsl one, ai d the first of its kind [you] have seen in the five yeats [you] have

ﬂmt,masituaﬁonsuchasﬂﬁs,removalofco by the

L ( ﬂn]s, ' .
Adl'nim;’stmﬁve Judgeofﬂﬁg PIILS nant to Slmerinte.ndence Rule 41, should be issed ag
Prematurely filed and the matter refertod the assigned Judge. e




