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PE TiTlAN  FNAR REHEHARING

Pursuavt o Rule A% 1 Rehearine of 1he
Rules of this (Lourt, Petifioner Reouests this
Pedidion For A Rehearive of the afsrementisved

tase And, 1 sueeort, Reseeckfully shows?

pc*’r’c*ﬁoua@ heceby Presencts  Substanctial
o oueds  that were wnot Previsus\y Presented.

Peotidionte Never Rreurd that -lhe THPewriTrexn
eyt 1 fhe Conteact was not ConSistesxt

wi—th Reseondert s NandwRritfen NotesS onN Yhe
C‘_DN-QRau‘_,,AMd Al o€ —the Courds ovealooked £,

Adtacked hemeto A Freeeedic A s the
Comelaint ax RBecount that wrs Siled neamiwst

9&—\}’\20\{\{@5 A\\u.é?v(ﬂ?.1 he.\okr.s KARNo‘fd/ Uncrejnnﬁt&, L\clmrxn\
i & comPanion case. LT was £ied 1o hreass And mrlicious-

4 ivsure Pettionel nnd Delores Anvd whs noet Supesafed
with R’ Good Taith hatumen £, when —fthe exhibits webe

Ne+  Tulld Considered, Rrsultine ire biased and ewresneous
decisions., Peditionere due PRscess Rishds were clenied
Sevecal times in this case — a Consfifufional [SSve.

The  LoamPawt on httount ccred i Statine Thad
Resvordent was aetaived B¢ Pedifiones e @03 04 was 2o,
The waltafeosfine creavices weee ot vecLormed AS ~fhe LonteA cf
Stated. Pedtirtionee had +s. rRefuse 70 paY Suwll corsidec
rtiow, when The L ob was {NCDmP(t?'ffd And Not PerLormed

‘(‘_D(“C‘LCJH"(. Nt padtmendt ocutlice was merde by Reseondend,
The IiNcOnsiSHencties (N The (Loww@ac;f/ Cxhibit A attached 76
APPIUDIX A, ArRe AS Tollow -

1. Petivionec met Reseoadend in May Soid, Mot 2-26- A,



a. _Je the rRieht of the dinceam of
the <ive sf the house 1t Stades A vew font

porch will be ST The Sob was w~ot

L‘.bmpu-he&l _and A New {:mm‘_ Poochh wAe Not [ouilt,

¥ The 74pewtittes ]f\M(zUA[n& 4o the leff

. . u { .
o€ Frack Wiereec's (.(/\ER’&(MA‘(“{:_Q Feank’ ) <nafure
sHAAtes ¢ -

A madegial 1o cuseancleed 4o be as

cpeified. Al woak To be Lomp\eted
iM A \/\Joa\m\.«dika MANNEL AccordinG

+ 5 s4awdard vaactices. Awy Alteration
AR deviation Leom Abve seeakicadions
iwuolvint extrka Costs will be execuded
ONIM  uPoN wewitte~ 5RA::(>,57 Ased Wil
become Aw exfra Chwaace over avd Rbove
the tstimates Al Rereements CDM'{IN@eu{.
upo  Strikes, Accidests owr delavs hevond

ouR. Control. Dwwer o crRRRY ‘;me,, toevado

Awd ethef NetesSARY INSURAKCES .  Our

workens Are ‘?u[(‘{ ab\/tRaL }3“{ \/\)DRKMAN‘S
Comeeosntione Lusuranse,

The woal  wae Wt Comeleted, Avd fhe

woeerk  btefsemed was et berfommed 10 A W orkmadl e
maw bee The. aVteatioos avd Aeviatiows £ rom



The tontrraet Wene KNot sueePorted with

T\(\f_ thaee 1tems nAded

A WwRIAHen OrRdeR.
Te “The ¢&ontrack [bhf._ diom Delores And Tws

Leom F(LMM\ wepe. Pecdormed hetweew Tthe Time

Seotembtr lb, 202 And

Twe Job s;-ba&ffc(i
DL"@D(GQ(‘ ll 201D,

whew the =Zob toded,
Cuen  Thouoh No witted ocdecs mis%ﬂcﬂ,

‘UJ\L F\AAH[DU&( wotl. WARS &Arrt&A ou:-h

Resvondent used Gehibit B? Tnvoice, Adfached 7a

The aomol_/«iu{) A A WRiHfe ocdec Athowe b

_'H“ W AS ‘QRHuAu(eNL, Siee. i+ wAs Preprred
oveR ove Yeae ARfter the Fob ewded.

It was Aated ODetoben D, dolY. Thic

Aoaumem(f_ ANd @cs@om(m%'s Ackions of

Peclormme Tthe woak wWithout wWTittenre
a(d‘ﬂ(S, At the Hime Ffhe Tolbs were bheint

P{;ﬂ..-Cou,mpe(,l were Nof CtonSistent WiIth *the

CONECALK 'S otit+e e %C\/\‘t, ANA ‘ffhe_ Lower-
Coucte Al svedooked this Avd the

“gru‘\uc{u(%r\-( J’.k/\}u?ce’ (f)d.\i(oi-f &) +that Aid

Not have A S\@MA%L:;Qa/ o Awthorize RAAi7iowal

W DRI,



4 TThe tweewRittes Tfext +o the left of
Pﬁ.‘Lf‘LEDNf_R‘Q S lbNAture States %

~ P\Q_C_C.P‘{_amc_,& D'Q P(‘OF(: Sa\ - 'Uqr_, aba\/}_-ff
PR‘('_e.s cpecifications And conditions

ARE 5A+cs~€ﬂc;£ok‘f and Are  hemebv
accerded. lou ARe Authomized o de
the work As seecified.. Pavmest i\l
ke mmade As outlined Alaove.”

On referemce to the abave Prices, There
was owul\Y sne Pwrice thet was adicated on the
tonteact And ~that wes foe %9 500, 00." Alse,
there Wwas No osutline oF how PAUmMent Shou\d have
beew MaAe. ivcludive the Aowu?mmaxﬁ( ‘tI/\fre_\Cmc

the ‘(\ e o‘(: the C,DW\P\MML oK Px(:couu{/ WAS A
Atc_&‘l-f-‘\uu( act. The O.DMP\(‘MN{ ate  Atcout

Sheuld have breew dismisseds

AN oF 4he Sudies studied conteactsS in theie
Pusivess Law classes AN WKoew the TMpPorfance s+
Readine fTive PRIt rud _S‘\BMA*Lu.thS bud Nowve ot them
C.O\\S\d@(f—‘ci. the NONL.olemnu; »% Reseondent with

i-ts Pontlact — =he abarmee s A LRHAen oadezz_/
thavee pedec Lor the additional woakt 1he Absecce
oft A outlive »f PAYMeEnt Aand the AbSewce st A

Sievafuee SN ALY dawmem£ othee fhAas fhe odeiwal
&bu*(ﬂmc,-{’ 1o Aufhoeize —the addiviowal WORK So
PAY Mo Lou\d be Revdered.
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Aceencdiv & atfached heerts 1S the

Lackade of Hhe conteact. Tz shows Re~
S PoNENHES DwNER,  Frawk  Kicpeer's owWw-.
wandweitin e of the Addirional work
added to <he ("_mr\ﬂ‘t\c:é,‘ the dAA-LeS + ha-L
PAMYment WAS made Aﬁc& the RAmout PAid.
This is  Pedtitionents Newly discovered evi-
Aence that wae dewied. Tt e credible evi-
dence thet Feaok was kware s% how
Chavbe becders devedol. Tt was also made

at the time —the AAditiowel woex was
beive Pm*@pkﬁgc& An‘.;\ ot Over onE
MYenz Addec fhe Xo6b ended, AS Reseondent.
L\tc.e.i‘f‘ﬂll‘{ otated ow ite Twvoice. Althoush
there wWAS Nb Slenafure an erther, To
Rutholize the Additioval work . S fheee
Wwas NO WRitfesw aswmdee Too the. Additiowal

W oAK \‘\owe_uc&} the Additicval worl was
_?t(l*catuma&,

Text iu-
LORITTL

The dentod 8F the Motion S Rediet eom

Nudement with Newly cz\isuvcrecl»e_VIAmae, WAS fhe

Pleading that P rompdsd Respondewt 7o file w

Metion fon S nncdions aned A1vorRNELYS fres, 1t
wes the wmaring of A chiance order} That is wh' i+ was devied.

Ahie e I hconsisHend  with  fhe.
—the conTtact ~€hnt WAS TyPe-

5



Aprrendiv LA is AN example of hsw

The Lowee Courd <howed “favszmism to
Respondent, When Keseondent missed The
filine A/A‘ff;j because- 7"/5“ Atdpraty west ON

VALALI AN The ResPonse Statled !

O wat of exdamation, aud wst

excuse, allow me ts Advise why
L odid kot respond timely, Aust
A few davs affes T Receved the
Mad T sedee., Recewrt beine
Mayv Qo™ 2 (eft the sffice Lo A

95006 -mile drivinb +trip To The west
Aud  back. T waAs Gone Lor A
Perisd st A li77le aver. Two week s
Avd Aid Nob Reruen To fhe sffice
uatil duge e ?

P\r_beudewL WAS 1N PoSSESSIo A o€ the

May J7# ORd e be:(brza The VACA‘(I"DM; Aoweue/a/
A1t Gold did Net do Antfhine it it

tietil  he ReTurued, Fuethee IN The Resrowse
1t Stafrs s

“And sa whew I Rciu;azuedl there
ere A lot o€ Lwexeecdfed jecues
OV MY P\A{c) Avd T Flat- out foreot.
Ao st Mabisreate Cheg- MAssAcei’s
order  uutil she condacted me. "B+

b



hefore T hﬂz) A chadce TO Prepace

K Reduest for A cContinuance Re-
lated To +the mratt€eeS 1w hes

MAY L™ srder, L Recewed —the
Lourt's Auwe 1B shw cause ented,”

Masisteate Sheth-Massneer Aeted As A4fy.
Qo\d‘s seccetaly, whet she confacted and Reminded

\'\‘\m‘ This e wot faim 70 PRo se Ii-'/}éAu'—fS/:,
wheo Atlocners nnd Pao se lifivants ARe
suerosed fo be treated As eauals, Teritoners
Aue Paocess Rishis were. denied ARomin, Re-

Spondent's Kesbonse Ts The Juve ]57 X019
Entry Rel Atfocnet's fees shaudd have beex
Aewied. Tnstend, dudee Mary Jdane “TRAEP
Cotufaeusi‘f (‘am/é, Respondewt KN AAL{}{:‘ONQ(
Ceven dnrye o AtspPoxd  without AOY
bridtew Reowest Lfrom Restondentk

Wheo Petifrone filed n Motiorn foe

O ontinuance 6% the Rucust 5, 209 CUidesctiney
H‘-f/{?_i(oei RS R Resuld € wWAemee WeEALThtR Avd Pc-(;-(;onm‘s
W heu Pevitionew. e ouesded A CoPY

Ree, 1t was Aewied.
Pevivioven

¥ the CD Lcom —the CEvidendined Hmaiusl

Recewed A blawk . Pedidioner Adid not hive au
impartiad TR busned, Areeudix D —Aubust 1D, 2o Sudainent Eat1ry.

The CLometainge o0 Recound was Frivelows and

&QAudu({nJ and should hinve beww d/i?hﬁ;'SS(’af/ Sanctfoas and
Mmiseellantous coses should have \yeau impos:-d wPoN {Rc.sf’ouc(eu{.
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This hichest court iw the Uvited

Sdpdes Must  heae “dhis CrRse ABAIN And

aee\ —the Appexdices. Lt Pxoves “thal
Petitiones whas framed iwts A lencthy
\"\fqu—Jcim\g ASs A resutt 5§ A Sraudalend
and Loivslove  ComPlaink  ont Feeound that
made Pewiviovec ~ot onle Tile A Lom-
Plaivt Aeaivs+ RtSPDAC&EM*@ bt Asoe o

Nofion J;ora, Qv_\}ef NI Xudemend
that PCoved Respandend LORs A <caMm

Aw-tict, _EDC_R‘W\W\&&E NeverR ReSt., RP_SPN\A&/\-(_
“thew ‘Q'\\ec& A Meftion Yoo Sancfions  And

Attsrnet's Kees —that fhe | owee. (oursts
wzoue{u(\% APP&avecL

The scales oF =usdice. Are Not
t&uaij whett A Pro se liTibant Goes R &eanSE
AW Unethical A4 oR e Y \/\J\ms \has ‘Q\J\‘C_\\'SC&S i
The. Ccoucds. The. Hudees N aturally ‘pA\JoP\
The Party that is meeaesented \5&/ AN
A—t{o(nf}{? \Qf_mu_ce_ thel {fm?_ Pub lic

CriqicisM. L Awm Q’)—“Hfms_~ old. My dauchiee and €T
Newer did Anvhive wrRowe o Receive A fauHy (yatep-
PrReckivG PRo<ect That destroved ouw laudscaring

cnd the wialls s aur bAcemend . Then we wege

k]



{DRU_A "wte  CAuRY Cases, RS A result. 6F A
Ceuolous red fraudulent Comblaivd on Atcont

with Attached Leacddent  exhibits, +hnt fhe

Lowee. Counds Puaesselt ovcHOOkecC, o bevefit

'd\e__ PaptM -t’\/\A-L tOAS Rt?(‘c&r;w-feA/ by [eéa.l aauuse(.
The tupPrwtvttes -‘fg_»c.,i. 1w the Conteact Lwds

6Lt “o mead Secause af
\\Dwﬂdtﬂ_' A Secretarkd cou\d have easilv erlacs

“he PRiNL oW A cOPY machive o wrke 1
A e_(lg‘\)(e_ . Qevitioner oucted The .:_’_TC%LV IN
+hic Ascumen ~€_] s this Court co wld See

“lnt Reseondewt Tailed to Abide bt 1S
et aed The (ourts overlooked 1.

the Small ?&'mt;

Owi CONTRA

%eb?ou&ewf‘b Add{peney ].S A S;)\Ws—heﬂ_

1o wot. only file Cenvdulent PleadinGs, As the
Condrack AN Lvoice, but 6

Loe sanctions And
i€ WAS RCS\Pomdew{

C_b\mP\al\M,
nlco Tl A Motion

Attoenes Yees w hes
\’mussed Peditionea AN her A nue htee

wl-tn  Tthe Ccm*rmo-{*l L omelaint o8 Awaam@

T uvoice and bpthek oleadines, AW sf this
Reseondent hars AN

(3} (’lb

Loes uNNbTIced, \because.
A{{cmw Loko S\\I‘\’(“Ec(z ~fhe. S Ame ‘le R(Acfice

wifth @ Lonmee. Rbrellnfe Couct Hudse, dse

Mary Sone Traee thew Took his Place LPon
hic kevivemdnt She is the Nwdbe Wwho

9



Si6NS The Court Astuments v —Fhis cAse.
Yhe. Aud Hhe. o-thee =Redwes Violated

Cavow . A Audee Shall perform ~the Aucties
~5 acdiaal 6Sfice imeackialt Aud  dilicewtly.

R, Adsudicative wreseoncibilivizg (2) ‘oLl A
Sudee Shall et be swaved by Partisan 'l\\Here_c.-ts/

»
Public c_lAmo&,, pr  fear ofF criticism,

Feaud
wras A Lactor feom The Verd beeianineg  with
ResePondents contract. Nowe of fhe Zudees

ccid Auvthine Rbout it T\ne_uf e (oicacd

Municieat  Couct Xu d(a&7 T 118 Noanuaty as,

aom  Auboment CarrY, misindterpcedted the
Reseondeati s lwudica, theat was Siled  suewe
A Yrar After the Xcbv evded AS R Lhavse
Ocdee, AW of the Lower Coucts sveclooksd
—thic €orn AN estdbliched A7vorned.  The
Nudoes Would Recewe more Votes Yeom
Che AHornev's ‘er'stwdsj Rathee Tthauw a

a1- Yere- s\d  whose Leievde comerise A

'Si’_Y}AKN,EL‘R sector  of the ocounty. Ther Tewed eublic
CRIATICIS M,

All 5€ -fhe wronetu Aecisions Viosladted,
Cavow 2. B, (3) “ A 3udee Shall Perfspm
::}Y\;Aiela\ Auties withousf h;A& OR Pre:&uch‘ce.'. e &
€ PRITICIPAtING 0+
dis ciPlinARRM A+ o1 : i ?:S AL;):QZPZLZWU'?;{LZﬂML
has Deew A Patteer of Tmpeoper Actwite Thaé

1o



Seoibicamtdy  Tmeacted Leqiqionee i hee

\‘r("e_wP\ws}aM\%, J;‘manc_lA\\“f ch\/ .‘E)OL‘I(\\\\{»-"

with -the “udbes’ b{\ASt’:‘c‘L And efConeoLSl
d&dS*IDUS‘ _Th'lﬁ A\l V;b[A‘f&g Pc-,}—-]}o“.crts

Aue eeaocess RiWls,

Res Pondent's crbtocney, Ned (. ém_ld/ Ae,
Violated -the (ode &b Peobessional Reseorsibiliv
Cawow I, Discielivary Rules, DR -0
Miscouduct (1) Encase I LoNAuLt TV

UolutnG  dishonesty, fesaud, deceit, of mis&esre

cemtation. Neb mattee what Lo titionee. OR

hee AAuchntee SaA AR WRbtE, he pesporded
wih lies, AS IN Respondent's ResPonse, Aeeendik &,
wRonefu Y sTATIinL That “Pyecruse The Kaewnorel's

Act Pro S e And  hence ANGCIA  AT70RNEY'S \‘crs)‘
N

ey Imae A hebby o liticaTinG, - . This 15
Lalse. Delores nlss does Not Act AS Peritioner'S
A-<ttorntY, Petitionere has maculae Aeceveradion
and hies A AEficuld —time wriTive And holding

R B at hee ree, so hee daushter handwrites
\r\ﬁg_ Asruments., FesPondendt wnumed the hous e
exterion [indetior  With The Fawity (Oater-
Puooline Profect And ‘c(lﬂufnea(« Ptﬁ‘fiomm Ard
hee dnueww_i bﬂ(o(ﬂ, 1i70 Privity Res Sudiata
Ard  now SAanctionS Aud AT700mer's S ees
This s no } '
) t ethicel canduet, Pf‘?“l'lic)rwe( Cou(cﬁ

Not tod An Attomey, and Lesal Aide Advised hew

. [ ‘ C, ‘ .E < «
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the caste were Not faiR. Pdf-ﬁouw and DNeleres
w o' XKed \I\IAQA) Simiiek  ANA u honest Waus for

heie iwcome A Seend i wiselt  undil these

cwnses Aeveloeed . Prritiowee Awd Deloces do nof

Wt e ‘?i\e. EV*NKR&LNLY. T\z\ﬂ“f weRe '@RJ\M&L\

Vwto the Lcivelous And  Fraudu ent cases,

RS A Resuld ot A veclicent cenvracrot And ax

uustcupulous AttormeY anvd AdudseS.

PUEHEoncc‘s éuc, PCocess RS leee dtnleA/

cevecal times ww this cAse, Aud 1t went LN~

NoTiced., Favoridisvn WAS Gven 1o Respowdens
Wi The ovesithds s f The Q(}uolous ﬂomf’la;mf

$¢audulew exhibi4s Awod Pleadite 5 ANA:ewinG Re-
crovdeit Addiviowal Time wheo 1t Missed A

’Q}\‘mc. Aafe. J\«co “the s?éosi—(e for Ff:ﬁﬁc)r\ff)
et is, oveclokive Do qitioncc's Covteact [aw foe

the Imeoctance 5€ A chanree scdrer, “the 1NCoB™
iN The Contract with Receond ent's wofes

+the imporrance ot The

evidenc e, the denial ot Oc
(S\ﬁ(:(@n\(l"'f\ﬂy HEm‘in:. o a

Rucus+ And thew

eiasteacizs
sh fhe ConTgAcH,
bewly discovegedf

confivuavee. of “fhe
aQé-ytav-old Pco se (?“I;éﬂ/bf in
sendine Pevitsonee A “Klavk DY fhat wAs

suetoses 7o be Yhe Evidentiary Neorins.

T Stafe v Pause 1D Disk No 07-AP- 6D,

’

&om-t)\{.o-%ﬁl 4 states !

(28 . -
c.. the Pro se livicunt 1s 76 be freafed
the Same AS One TRaived N THE Law AS faR

N



‘AS the ReouiRement To Tollow Pracediral

Taw avd the adheaewce to Courd Roubes. 1
Tihe coucts —Treat. s se \itisants differenly
“he ecourt Leoiws To decant from 1Ts durr

et "\vn?r*cv’(int\\i“r‘l Aud PRefudices the haodlive
of fhe case AS relates To othen litieants

) >
Poe Plesested by couwsel. ?

In Reeacds 16 the Abova, the Lower (ourts
A';d deenete feom thee duttes of LmPo«(—h’a[i*t‘(, and T£
Pmt:‘);ld(aed the hawdline of the cases for Yercrionce.
The. lowee C(ouets cost PC_{it{oMm_, D elores and
the Tatpavers R ls€t of moned and trme $or

theie. Diaced Aond erooneous decisiobs. ‘Pdh‘ion&?_

Placed hen trucd with fhe Counts, Aned the
Counts Violadted Yhe Trusd, 1 A conrractor,
Atfoney on Some Public offict ol would haem
The fucdees R Fhey haame S Pﬁ*—f;%iowu%
the matte would he RrRrcolved, becaus e
they Kuow woac audves [law thae Pevivionen. Aldhoush
“he Courts ot oy svedooked the [aw

Avd Authtudici1d of documents T8 Yhis

cAage, bhute \Phﬁg wlso Violadeof the Cade o€

Audicial Conduedt. The Niehest Couct 1w Lhe
Ubited srtadec must addcess. these unethical Acts.

A+ 1S well whow —fin<t Seamimers -fake RAvan-fAee of
o\der Peorle, but the Ceourts showd weot.

I3



'714:: Uhi‘-b:A States Cény\i-lwkou RS WRtleN

buea 20D Mtaes Aes’ hawevee, v does not work As
well Now as vt did thex, because there ARe too

mavYel Uxethical Sudees. pe*h‘h’ovxea Plecescted Reasonalde

sutstions Tor meview for the Lower Lourts, ANA theY
did not consider Some, avd sthees were wot fTuly consideced.

‘T\m’;‘-l weee oileamd o w "}bwc(i'-fiouﬁ's condCac— /AM)/

&in:4n Conettuction Contrace ~ Detween swuee ald Aon-

Tenedoe - Genecad Londitions Acticke Y. Clhirntes 10 fhe \(\}or.L

Section 3 — Without Authoeizations of & clinwée ocder A con -
Tlactorn 1s nNot evfitled 76 An ineccease 18 the coavcact Price’
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GIRARD MUNICIPAL COURT
TRUMBULL COUNTY, OHIO
Superior Waterproofing, Inc. ) Case No. o)Y /oGS
9680 Cain Drive, N.E. - ) Ael7 VF
Warren, OH 44484 ) Judge Jeff Adler ’
Plaintiff ) '
B ) COMPLAINT ON ACCOUNT
\2 ) '
. )
Delores M. Karnofel- )
1528 Greenwood Avenue’ )
Girard, Ohio 44420 )
. . . . )
Defendant )

Plaintiff for its Complaint says as follows:

1. Plaintiff is in the business of waterproofing predominately residences.

2. Plaintiff was retained by Defendant to perform waterproofing services on her home at

 the address indicated above in 2012. A copy of the agreement is attached as Exhibit A.

3. The total consideration to be paid to Plaintiff was $9,500.00.

- 4. Plaintiff performed the services as required pursuant to the contract, but Defendant has

réfuséd, to pay full consideration and still owes $6,000.00 to Plaintiff on an account. A copy of

the account is attached as Exhibit B.

Respectfully submitted,

Ned C. Gold, Jr., Esq. (0018306)

Ford, Gold, Kovoor & Simon, Ltd.

8872 E. Market Street

Warren, OH 44484

Phone: 330.856.6888 Fax: 330.856.7550

Email: gold@neo-lawgroup.com




Instructions for Service

Please serve a copy of tl_ie foregoing Complaint with summons on Defendant at the address }

VEUS M//

Ned C. Gold, Jr., Esq. (0018306) I

shown above by certified mail.
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SUPERIOR WATERPROOFING, iNC. _ 7
WARSE%, %szl(lg4424482 3 30-58 33737

-(330) 856-9133

Proposzal

I Deloces Kocaotl  [™suc/203

DATE
— @,. 2
STREET _ A @ R ' JOB NAME 6 Q- /
15286 Tee~wWooll aue | :
CITY, STATE and ZIP CODE JOB LOCATION

L

ARCHITECT

(Gicacd LO b qy4o

DATE OF PLANS JOB PHONE

We hereby submit specifications and estimates for:

B\‘(Q \’S Qb(‘ \\&WQ J\'qa(r\q /03 ‘(:L'C““ O'S: ba&ma\*}— (ally .

We. will A \‘3 Hown Jro\J \jr\\{/ Qoo*cr ondl (‘Cl‘\\o&(. AL Laoder ope.
Do P pie will be Nsrelle? B craeids Coll e TeRen e O:

(e Lol be Seele? Wit See, e will boelelil oL |

\nJC\\\r\(‘/\J?o\vc&. _To'? S,oi\ \_)'\ l\ \DC_lD\C\Q_&,Q Q’\{"O?\ F('On'&— 'I)J‘OTQ}\ UH\ 1
be Yolzen Dosm | " |

i ] 36' . : . P‘ ‘f\t-\lJ -@QQ,\}- Qq\‘c_k\ WL‘\

i S

3‘ De Bl consis brna of

Bie\~ \)\\ od<, an® L \\\{r\oj {o

!
29 o Dottiee Nely conciebe

£l

e #lrnpmm hereby to furnish material and labor — complete in accordance with above specifications, for the sum of:

doliars ($ q S OO O ).

Payment to be made as follows:

manner according to standard practices. Any alteration or deviation from above specificatioris
invalving extra costs will be executed only.upon written orders, and will become an extra

‘ . ' / Aq
All material is guaranteed to be as specified. All work to be completed in a workmanlike Authorized ﬁl [
Signature iz - /{-7/’17/ .24 S

charge over and above the estimate. All agreements contingen! upon strikes, accidents P
or delays beyond cur control. Owner to carry fire, tornado and other necessary insurance. ) Note: This proposal may be ’
withdrawn by us if not accepted wvithin days.

Our workers are fully covered by Workman's Compensation Insurance.
) ' . /()
(Lo [ Oreofo
] / 3

AL‘L’PptHntB Uf mtunﬂﬂai — The above prices, specifications

and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. You are authorized
o do the work as specified. Payment will be made as outlined above.

( /,/71‘7 /1’5’*’% Signature
AR v ar~ g

S'anature

Date of Acceptance:




- S | EXHIBIT B
Superlor Waterprooflng, Inc

9680 Cain Dr.
Warren Ohio 44484 .
330.883.3372

INVOICE: #229
DATE: 10/3/2014

TO: o o FOR: WATER PROOFING BASEMENT WALLS
AND REPLACE FRONT PORCH

Ms. Delores Karnofel
1528 Greenwood Avenue
Girard, Ohio 44420
330.545.6303

DESCRIPTION - HOURS RATE 'AMOUNT

Original Bld Basement and

Bid is for hand digging 103’ of basement walls. Will dig

down to the footer and replace old footer pipe. New PVC

pipe will be installed. All cracks will be repaired. Walls will

be sealed with tar.  Will backfill with wash gravel. Top50|l

will be placed on top.

Front Porch

Front porch will be taken down. A new front porch will be

built consisting of binch block and filling to grade. Pour new $9,500.00

concrete pad 15' x 6’

Additiona,l Wbrk Requested _

Inst._all new downépouts to street $1,600.00

Additional waterproofing on back wall $1,200.00

1- French Drain replaced with solid PVC pipe 1$200.00

Total $12,500.00

Amount Paici:l'to Date -$6,000.00
BALANCE DUE $6,500.00




p aﬂc& X—\O N\ \ QGD_GO Sﬂv Cp\)o} Nt O\'\"OLV\,C |
, - N

. (/LV\V’D’O N

@O\\Yp ?)DO’\CO OQQCJV\QC\\;MQ/\JV\ ;14 (7\

%Ox o\/\c/Pm_ "7/"70 o O
. '-:\“. -.
y A5 00. o
- [(,oo co .
[a—oo @o

C%'\'T’f?\-%\thm goc.o=
| | f ;15' 0,00
L e ‘JJOOo.oo OQOUMpaofM'(_ Cl DM' lj

qgoo e
3000 o0 Qﬂmeﬂ'\’ q- 3"“/\3

APPENDIX A



APPENDIX [

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
ELEVENTH APPELLATE DISTRICT
TRUMBULL COUNTY, OHIO
ANN KARNOFEL, ) CASE NO. 2018-TR-00055
)
PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, )
) .
vs. ) FILED
) COURT OF APPEALS
SUPERIOR WATERPROOFING, INC., ; I 2i’0{ 201
DEFENDANT-APPELLEE. ) TRUNBULL COUNTY, OH:
) _KAREN INFANTE ALLEN, CLERK

APPELLEE’S RESPONSE TO
COURT’S JUNE 13, 2019 ENTRY RE: ATTORNEY FEES

INTRODUCTION

- In its Junel3, 2019 Judgment Entry, the Court directed Appellee to show cause [within
seven days from June 13, 2019] as to why this Court should not determine that he is not entitléd
to any monetary expenses, including attorney fees and costs, related to the instant appeal pursuant

to App. R. 23.

This response addresses that directive and then presents evidence of the fees and costs

incurred in defending the appeal.

First, Appellee apologizes to this Court, and specifically to Magistrate Judge Sheth-

" Massacci for not responding timely to her May 16" Order.

By way of exclamation, and not excuse, allow me to advise why I did not respond timely.
Just a few days after I received the May 16™ order, receipt being May 20", I left the office for a
4500-mile driving trip to the west and back. I was gone for a period of a little over two weeks and
did not return to the office urftil June 11,

In-addition, a few months ago, I made a decision to begin winding down my 53-year
practice. (I am nearly 78 years old and it is time to “smell the roses” — as directed (make that

ordered) by my wife and children). I advised my partner, Sarah Kovoor, of my plans. We set a

ORIGINAL



target date of May 31%. However, we had not completed a severance agreement by that date.
Nevertheless, while on vacation I learned that Attorney Kovoor had abruptly — without any
announcement, discussion or warning - left our offices on E. Market St. in Howland over the last
weekend in May and moved to a new office - much to my and our staff’s surprise and chagrin.
Because I was in a western location where cell service is sparse, I did not find out until a few days
later. I was taken aback; others affiliated with the firm (employees and those attorneys who are “of
counsel”) were taken aback as well. It was unclear to all of us what Sarah’s intentions were, but,
regardless, it threw our small firm into turmoil. And so when I returned, there were a lot of
unexpected issues on my plate, and I flat-out forgot about Magistrate Sheth-Massacci’s order until
she contacted me. But before 1 had a chance to prepare a request for a continuance related to the

matters in her May 16" order, I received the Court’s June 13" show cause entry,

Accordingly, I respond to that entry.
/"

RESPONSE /
I do not have to remind the court of the saga that Appellant, Ann Karnofel, and her daughter
Delores, have put Appellee, Superior Waterproofing, Inc., and undersigned counsel through over
a four-year period as related to a contract entered between the parties for waterproofing at the
Karnofel home in Girard. It has been onerous to say the least! This is especially true in view of the
relatively insignificant amount of the judgment - $5,000. The time, effort and money put into this
case and the related cases far exceeds the amount of the judgment. And while I have not advised

Superior of this, there is no way I can charge it for all the work put into this appeal.

. While this case on the outside appears to involve only Ann, Delores is still tied into it by
virtue of the earlier case in which Appellee sued Delores on the same transaction for which Ann
then brought suit against Appellee. The Common Pleas Court and this Court ruled in summary
that, because the same issue involved in these Ann cases was tried and lost by Delores in her case,
Ann’s cases are barred by the doctrine of res judicata and related legal principles, though Ann was

not a party in the Delores case. Hence, the cases are inextricably tied together.

And why was the case carried as far as it has? Because the Karnofels act pro se and hence
avoid attorney’s fees; they make a hobby of litigating. All one need do is look at the docket entries

for the Kamofels in this Court in this case and several others in Trumbull County; there are literally



dozens of Karnofel cases, all pro se. And it is Delores, who is really behind all this, acting as Ann’s
de facto attorney. As this Court well knows, Delores has been deemed a “vexatious litigator”
(pursuant to an order in Trumbull County Court of Common Pleas Case No. 2008 CV 874). 1
believe it is part of the Karnofels strategy to make the opposing party spend money on legal fees

so that pursuit against them won’t be worth the while.

The Karnofels even assert they are indigent. No one has put them to the test on this but I
am convinced this is not true. For one, the home in which they live and apparently have for over
60 years, is nearly free and clear except for a line of credit through Citizens Bank and the judgment
lien I have filed in this case. They had enough money to enter the Superior contract_and others

which they have litigated (and lost).

As all the courts that have been involved in this case and the related cases have determined,
there is no merit whatsoever to the Karnofels’ contentions. This Court’s fee order relating only to
this appeal barely touches the incredible amount of time and expense incurred in the single merit
issue, but at least it is something. The sanction imposed hopefully will cause the Karnofels to think

more than twice before they again start off on a spurious litigation journey.

I guarantee that the response to this memorandum from Delores - speaking through Ann -
will be a rehashing of previous spurious arguments advanced by the Karnofels in these cases and
go something like this: this court is prejudiced against Ann (read that as Delores as well) because
she is a woman and pro se; this court is biased in favor of undersigned because my now-deceased
Jaw partner, the Hon. Donald Ford, was a long-term distinguished member of this Court; Appellee
behaved in a fraudulent manner; because and because and because..... The point is they will
continue to rehash the merits long ago found in favor of Appellee by all involved courts, and they

will continue to assert procedural irrelevancies.

Maybe ----- just maybe, if one of them is sanctioned financially, maybe they will quit this

stuff and find some other hobby.

For all these reasons, this Court determined that fees and expenses are due to undersigned
from Ann for her spurious appeal in this case (Case No. 2018-TR-00055), particularly bearing in
mind that Ann had filed a previous unsuccessful appeal in this case under Case No, 2017-TR-

00026 which, when appealed to The Ohio Supreme Court, was rejected for consideration. Supreme



Court Case No. 2018-0908 dated Sep. 12, 2018. My failure to respond timely (resulting from the

reasons noted above) should not deter this court from its previous decisions in this regard.

And again, I apologize to the Court for the extra work it has had to expend in this matter.

TURNING TO THE MERITS PER THE MAGISTRATE’S MAY 16 ORDER

The Magistrate’s order directs that I provide pre-hearing evidentiary material supporting
the fees associated with this appeal and address the relevant factors set forth in Rule 1.5 of the

Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct.

My Normal Hourly Rate and Charges to Client:

I cannot in good conscience charge Superior Waterproofing — which really means its sole
owner, Frank Kiepper - for the time and effort put into this appeal. I have represented Superior for
nearly 20 years. My charges to Superior are based on my normal hourly rate at the time services
are rendered. That rate is and has been for a few years $275 per hour. Even though I am not
charging Superior for the appeal in this case — as said earlier, I have never advised Superior that I

do not plan to charge - Ann is nevertheless no less responsible for the fees.

Lest it be asserted that because I have not charged Superior for the legal work, I cannot
include that time in my fee motion. To be clear, as far as my client is concerned, he has never been
told that I am not going to charge for the appellate work; as far as he understands he is legally
obligated to pay my legal fees. In the case of Grove v. Gamma Cnitr, 2015-Ohio-1180, the 3
District, in construing the term “incurred” as used in R.C.2323,51, the statute providing for fee
motions as well as, held that when a party has a legal obligation to pay legal fees or otherwise
becomes legally accountable for them, regardless of whether the fees have been or will be paid,
they have been “incurred” and therefore may be assessed against the defaulting party. See also
Marshall v. Cooper & Elliott, 2017-Ohio-4301 (8" Dist,) at 31, et seq. (Also pertinent are Civ.
R.11 and R. App, P. 23.)



My Qualifications:

As a lawyer who has been i practice 53 years and represented many classes of clients from
steel mills and hospitals with thousands of employees to one-man band companies, I have vast
experience in many aspects of law and am well worth $275 per hour or more. If you do a Lexis
search on my name, you will see the extensive appellate experience I have had representing many
varieties of clients in numerous fields of law and usually prevailing. Had I not had to respond to
the spurious claims in this case I easily could have filled in the time with work for clients who
routinely pay my normal hourly rate. Instead, I had to take up my time with this case on which I
can earn nothing except what Ann might be ordered to pay, and then catch up on other lucrative
work in time I would rather have been spending with my family. Whether I will ever receive any

award adjudicated herein is quite speculative.

Potential Expert Witness:

Either Atty. Michael Grove or Atty. Tom Nader will vouch for the reasonability of fees at

the hearing.

Hours Spent on the Appeal:

Frankly, because I made a decision that T would not charge Superior for work on this
appeal, I have not kept the meticulous time records I normally do. So, I am giving an estimate of
the number of hours spent on the actual appeal That time includes: review of the initial appeal -
2 of an hour; review of the 17 page brief — about 1 hour; an abbreviated response (abbreviated
because what was raised was nothing new and nothing but a répeat of Case No. 2017-TR-00026)
— about 1 hour; prep for oral argument — about .5 of an hour; attendance at oral argument — about
1.5 hour (which includes travel and waiting time); motion for sanctions — about .5 of an hour; and
this pre hearing memo related to the court’s order for sanctions for attorney’s fees and costs — 4.2
hours and that figure is exact inasmuch as I have kept time on that. Total: 8.9 hours X $275 =

$2,337.50.

In addition, the further time that will be spent on prep for and trying of the sanctions issues.
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There are no expenses directly attributable to this appeal other than copying charges and

mail costs which are nominal.
UPDATE

This matter just won’t stop! We see by way of the court docket, that Appellant has
filed 2 Motion for Reconsideration today. We have yet to receive a copy. This has got to be

brought to an end.

Respectfully submitted,

(01 (L)) —

Ned C. Gold, Jr., Esq. (001§306)

Ford, Gold, Kovoor & Simon, Ltd.
Attorney for Defendant-Appellee

8872 E. Market Street, Warren, OH 44484
Phone: 330.856.6888 Fax: 330.856.7550
Email: Gold@neo-lawgroup.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

A copy of Appellee’s Response to Court’s June 13, 2019 Entry re: Attorney Fees was sent
via U.S. regular mail on May 20, 2019, to:

Ms. Ann Karnofel

1528 Greenwood Avenue
Girard, Ohio 44420

Pro Se Plaintiff-Appellant

V.

W),
: 8309) -
Ford, Gold, Kovoor & Simon, Ltd.
Attorney for Defendant-Appellee



STATE OF OHIO )

COUNTY OF TRUMBULL )

ANN KARNOFEL,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
- VS -

SUPERIOR WATERPROOFING,
INC.,

Defendant-Appellee.

APPENDIX D

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

ELEVENTH DISTRICT

JUDGMENT ENTRY

CASE NO. 2018-T-0055

Appellant's August 12, 2019 pro se motion to stay the evidentiary hearing

scheduled for August 15, 2019, is hereby denied.

The evidentiary hearing shall take place as scheduled on August 15, 2019.

THOMAS R. WRIGHT, P.J.,
TIMOTHY P. CANNON, J.,

concur.

Ml ae s drans)

&@E{J\AARY JANETTRAPP

FILED ‘
COURT OF APPEALS

AUG 1 32019

TRUMBULL COUNTY, OH
KAREN INFANTE ALLEN, CLERK




