In accordance with the Code of Professional Responsibility DR 1-103 DISCLOSURE OF
INFORMATION TO AUTHORITIES (A) A lawyer possessing unprivileged knowledge
of a violation of DR 1-102 SHALL report such knowledge to a tribunal or other authority
empowered to investigate or act upon such violation. In compliance with said requirement, I
hereby set forth my knowledge of the following violations; violations concerning which I
became aware during the September 22, 2006 sworn testimony of Judge Dana Preisse,
before the Panel, in Case No. 05-087; In Re: Disciplinary Counsel, Relator and Hon. Carole
Squire, Respondent, a case pending BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ON
GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE OF THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO. The below
references to testimony before the Panel may be found in the official transcripts,Volumes I-
VIII, of proceedings in aforementioned Case No. 05-087.

4y

On September 22,2006, as noted in Volume V, pp. 1085-1088 of her testimony before the
Panel , Preisse stated she sent a letter to Chief Justice Moyer alleging Squire had violated the
law by not issuing a ruling on the same day a Civil Protection Order petition was filed in
regard to the Allison/ Patterson CPO petitions. During testimony before the panel, Preisse
acknowledged Ohio Revised Code Section 3113.31(D)(3) does not require a ruling on the
same day. In regard to the Allison/Patterson case, Squire held a hearing on the same day,
which Preisse agreed satisfied the requirement of the statute. 1d. at 1086. Preisse’ lack of
competence in regard to ORC Section 3113.31(D)(3) is both a violation of Canon 3(B)2 and
was prejudicial to the administration of justice during Squire’s management of the
Allison/Patterson CPO’s, in violation of DR 1-102(A)(5)

2)

In the case of Tylee Delibro, Preisse made a referral to the Disciplinary Counsel against
Squire, although she admittedly knew of no ethical violation committed by Squire Id. at
1096-1097. This wrongful filing of an unsupported ethical violation constitutes a violation of
the Code of Judicial Conduct Canon 3(B)(2) (A judge shall be faithful to the law and
maintain professional competence in it); Canon 3 (A judge shall perform the duties of judicial
office impartially and diligently); Canon 3(B)(5) (A judge shall perform judicial duties
without bias and prejudice); Canon 4 (A judge shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of
impropriety in all of the judges activities); and, Code of Judicial Conduct and DR 1-
102(A)(5) (A lawyer shall not engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of
justice).

3)

On September 22,2006, as noted in Volume V, p. 1066 of her testimony before the Panel
Preisse falsely testified she did not give Squire permission or authority to ignore a temporary
ex-parte emergency custody order Preisse signed in the Allison v. Patterson case. See also,
Preisse’s contradictory testimony set forth on p.18 of Deposition of Judge Dana Preisse
wherein Preisse testified she “didn’t think” she had granted such permission, and that she
“honestly[didn’t] remember that phone conversation a whole lot.” To the contrary, Preisse
had given Squire permission, during a cell phone conversation between the two of them, as
Preisse was in route to the bedside of her then seriously ill mother, for Squire to notify law
enforcement to ignore the at issue order, signed by Preisse, so that an unnecessary law
enforcement intercept of a then nine year old girl would be averted, Furthermore, Preisse
falsely testified she was not aware she engaged in certain behaviors that sought to undermine
Squire’s authority (see p.31 of the deposition of Judge Dana Preisse Before the Board of









