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BASIS FOR JURISDICTIONAL APPEAL 

Substantial Constitutional Question 

 The Supreme Court of Ohio maintains jurisdiction over obstruction and denial of 1 

Constitutional rights, and thereby jurisdiction over lower Court having not permitted even 2 

modicum of Due Process of Law rights.  In fact, Appellants have been bombarded by trial / Appeal 3 

Court intentionally deceitful and prejudicial errors and associated terrorizing abuses of discretion 4 

including, but not limited to, Seventh District Court of Appeals failure to even obtain Docket 5 

Image, let alone perform any “close review” of Counterclaims Appeal evidence before inequitable 6 

jurisprudence and arbitrary/cursory dismissal despite jurisdiction Ohio Revised Code (O.R.C.) § 7 

2505.02(B)1 “An order that affects a substantial right in an action that in effect determines the 8 

action and prevents a judgment.”  Thereby evidencing Supreme Court of Ohio Jurisdiction over 9 

currently Closed Counterclaims County of Cuyahoga Journal Entry and Opinion No. 94899 10 

CitiMortgage, Inc. Plaintiff-Appellee vs. William J. Slack, et al. Defendants-Appellants, Case No. 11 

CV-661863 including, but not limited to, Appellees Breach of Contract, Breach of Settlement 12 

Agreement, fraud per Ohio Civil Rule 60, B(3), negligence, intentional misrepresentations, 13 

malicious harassment, retaliation and discrimination O.R.C. 5321 et seq., the Landlord-Tenant Act, 14 

for injuries proximately caused by the landlord’s failure to fulfill the duties imposed by O.R.C. 15 

5321.04(A)(B). Shroades v. Rental Homes, Inc., 68 Ohio St.2d 20, 427 N.E.2d 774 (1981). 16 

 Additionally, erroneous June 22, 2021 (See ATTACHMENT Pages 18 thru 20) Judgment 17 

Entry (JE), sans review of fully documented and supported evidence, continues ignoring and 18 

obstructing Due Process of Law ⎯ as usual ⎯ when neither bothering to approve nor deny 19 

Appellants timely Motion for Reconsideration Upon Latest Unopposed Motion. Ohio Rules of 20 

Appellate Procedure, Rule 26.  Application for Reconsideration, A(1) and U.S. Amendment 14, 21 
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Section 1 and State of Ohio Article 1, Section 16 Constitutional Due Process of Law and Ohio 22 

Revised Code, Title 25, Chapter 2505, (B)1. 23 

Case Is Of General Or Great Public Interest 

 Intentional Judicial Error in form of arbitrary, capricious, libelous and slanderous 24 

defamation of character including, but not limited to, Court active proliferation of Appellees 25 

violations and abuse of Ohio Revised Code, is matter of Great Public Interest for all Ohioans. 26 

 Slumlord (years long bed bug infestation(s), foot high grass, uncleaned common areas, 27 

indoor kennel with stench of multiple large dog feces and urine along with malfunctioning and 28 

malodorous sump pump(s) allowed to create pests - now – mice in other tenants apartments, etc.) 29 

LLC represented by two lawyers and still Court afforded extraordinary considerations and acted 30 

as Hickory Hills, LLC Lead counsel including, but not limited to, Clerk’s Office proclamations 31 

toward pro se Appellants that clarifications, even on just the rules and procedures, let alone legal 32 

Guidance, are strictly prohibited in order to ensure impartial, unbiased and unprejudiced proceedings 33 

yet Court prejudicial favoritism gives free legal advice to bar attorneys standing perplexed at the 34 

bench i.e., Magistrate to Appellees/Counsel “don’t you want to submit response to the 35 

counterclaim?,” “you should just file a 30-day Quit Notice” (day after farcical hearing, malicious 36 

30-day – instead of crooked 3-day Notice – suddenly on door), Court lying that did not receive 37 

Appellants Counterclaim Financial Disclosure Form, biasing even the façade of equitable 38 

jurisprudence for Appellees benefit when, in actuality, latest and numerous (over the course of 39 

Appellees Court sanctioned terror of the past more than two years) Answers & Financial 40 

Disclosure Forms have all been Docketed on Court record.  41 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

 For the record,  to reiterate, despite the unprofessional, discriminatory, inhumane cruelty 42 

and non-stop denigrating attacks on Appellants and right to “Self-Representation” in Civil 43 

Counterclaim, Appellants in fact sought assistance from Legal Aid. 44 

 However, Legal Aid advised they did not have adequate resources but indicated, since this 45 

is not a complex matter and Appellants have legal right to defend selves against fraudulent 46 

allegations, can handle as Pro se.  Obviously, forecasting the magnitude of corruption, graft and 47 

muck which Appellees and trial / Appeals Court have unloaded upon Appellants, for merely seeking 48 

legal rights, was humanly impossible.  49 

 Notwithstanding, despite multiple near-death hospitalizations directly caused by Appellees 50 

& Court Denial of Due Process of Law and physical abuse over the past two long years, Appellants 51 

have professionally defended against the personal and unprofessional Court attacks, malicious 52 

misappropriation and theft of bond monies, improper and malicious trial / Appeals Court threats to 53 

attempt silencing Appellants for defending themselves and seeking their Constitutional right to 54 

redress on Court malfeasance. 55 

  Further, Appellees and trial / Appeals Court depraved bad faith obstructed timely Due 56 

Process of Law, ludicrously alleging jurisdiction over Paid “claim(s) for unpaid rent” i.e., timely 57 

and in full Paid rent is an irrelevant “technicality” to the arsonist and irrational Court.   Preferring, 58 

instead, to ignore opposition motions and engage in physical violence against old and permanently 59 

physically disabled Appellants even as Clerk of Court “Closed” all cases in the matter (See 60 

CourtVIEW image – Closed Public Notices, Page 4.)  Not to be deterred from abuse of discretion, 61 

Court fortification of Appellees refusal to cease their misconduct including, but not limited to, 62 

forced Appellants to file security video police reports of Appellees malicious retaliation, 63 

harassment, extortion, incitement of menacing, obscenity, vandalism, criminal damaging, hate 64 
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crimes, attempted break-in/robbery, intimidation and physical threats of “going to kill you,” 65 

thereby further violating Appellants right to Quiet Enjoyment while simultaneously harming 66 

Appellants safety, health and well-being.  67 

 Additionally, Appellees most recently failed to oppose Appellants Counterclaims, failed to 68 

oppose Appeal and failed to oppose timely Motion to Reconsider Counterclaims, yet lower Court 69 

failed to again honor any semblance of Appellants Due Process of Law.  In actuality, following 70 

Closed Dockets including, but not limited to, trial court Cases #2019 CV 02405 & #2021 CV 71 

00200, lack proper jurisdiction over Paid Appellants and should be Void Miller v. Nelson-Miller, 72 

132 Ohio St.3d 381, 2012-Ohio-2845 and expunged. 73 

 Indeed, Counterclaims Civil Appeal/Motion to Reconsider should be Open:  74 
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 Clearly, Appellees fraudulent “claim(s) for unpaid rent” and frivolous Forcible Entry & 75 

Detainers (FEDs) are moot and initiated for the sole intent to maximize injury toward Appellants, 76 

for daring to pay rents timely and in full, after Appellants inadvertently got in the way of Appellees 77 

pattern of money laundering and arson (See Federal District Court Case #4:2008cr00171).  78 

Spending thousands of dollars over the years on slumlord material maintenance obligations, ibid 79 

Line 16, replacing apartment appliances, door security locks, switched electric meter, drainage 80 

pipes, etc. Appellants, before Appellees destroyed Appellants health, even agreed to get away from 81 

Appellees almost six (6) years of Ohio Revised Code violations, of which the last two (2) years 82 

have been proliferated by Court assisted breach of lease Contract and Settlement Agreement.  83 

 And, as early as January 2019, Slumlord Nasseri/third-party Borda again lied with their so-84 

called “offer” to assist moving heavy furniture, instead unreasonably and categorically reneging 85 

on physically disabled Appellants following acceptance: 86 
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 Further, in failing to make the matter about Appellees breach of the lease Contract i.e., 87 

rental income, the Court emboldened Appellees to circumvent O.R.C., Constitutional Due Process 88 

of Law, instead encouraging Appellees fabrications of multiple libelous and slanderous 89 

Defamations of Character via devastatingly vicious and deceptive “claim(s) for unpaid rent” (See 90 

reverse dated image partial history, Pages 6 thru 13):   91 
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Retaliatory Rent Increase - AFTER Contractual Rent Returned by Slumlord Agent and – 

DURING Rent Escrow & “Claim(s) for Unpaid Rent” Eviction Cases See Line 81 
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ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSITION OF LAW 

Proposition of Law I: 

 Court substituted its arbitrary and capricious judgment and abuse of discretion for Ohio 92 

Revised Code statutes, disregarding O.R.C. plain language.  Despite Court Rules,  erroneous JE 93 

effectively circumvents Appellants Due Process of Law rights while concurrently disparaging 94 

codified protections as irrelevant “technicalities” per trial court JE of March 3, 2020.  Ohio Revised 95 

Code (O.R.C.) 1923.02, 5321.02, 5321.04, 5321.07, 5321.17(b); Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure 12 96 

& 10(d)(1); and, Local Rules of the Mahoning County Area Courts Amended October 1, 2018, 97 

Rule 8(C), 8(H)(2) & (3), Rule 9, Rule 12(B)(6) & (7) and Rule 14(C)(2) and U.S./State of Ohio 98 

Constitutional Due Process of Law. 99 

 Thereby, Appellants raise objection to and request for Counterclaims decision to be based 100 

upon merits, as June 22, 2021 JE (See ATTACHMENT Ohio Seventh District Court of Appeals 101 

arbitrary, capricious and abuse of discretion Judgment Entry, Pages 18 thru 20) evidenced as non-102 

material, vague, ambiguous, inadequate, fabricated and out of accordance with the Rules.  To 103 

reiterate, despite being docketed, trial court went so far as to even lie about Financial Disclosure 104 

Form not being received, wrongfully executing power to prejudice the Appeals Court while 105 

permanently physically disabling Appellants’ health for the virulent hilarity of being able to do so.  106 

Proposition of Law II: 

 When a Court lies, the Judiciary vaporizes Due Process of Law, summarily plunging hard-107 

working law abiding citizenry into chaos.  Without an iota of due diligence, not even collecting 108 

and reviewing Docket Image which resulted in the nonsensical and blatantly false JE (ibid, Lines 109 

101-102), Court abuse of discretion abruptly dismissed Appellants substantial right to 110 

Counterclaims, in an action that essentially predetermines the outcome and prevents judgment. 111 
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 Appeals Court ignorance of trial court Financial Disclosure Form deceit and Appellees 112 

Retaliation, Harassment and Discrimination Court of Appeals of Ohio, Eighth Appellate District, 113 

2013-Ohio-2905 (July 3, 2013), K&D Management LLC v. Deirdre Masten, hides behind 114 

fallacious allegation of “rather than filing an Answer.”  This, to reiterate, despite fact “Answer & 115 

Motion to Dismiss” legally invalid “claim(s) for unpaid rent” timely submitted and docketed 116 

beginning August 2019 and, again, November 2020.  Assuredly, trial court wholly lacked 117 

jurisdiction, as rents PAID timely, in full and verified Cashed, maliciously Held or Returned by  118 

Hickory Hills, LLC.  Court malicious aiding of Appellees unrelenting bad faith and forcing of 119 

Appellants to constantly Defend against same legally invalid claim(s), over and over again, 120 

violates O.R.C., lease Contract and Settlement Agreement i.e., Appellees withdraw documented 121 

and evidenced fraudulent and frivolous “claim for unpaid rent”/retaliatory rent increase (See 122 

bottom image Page 8 & e-mail Page 11) then Appellants withdraw Counterclaim/Motion for 123 

Discovery Contempt of Court.   Expectedly, even though Appellants bent over backwards to reach  124 

resolution, LLC Appellees Agent knowingly failed to endorse Settlement and intentionally 125 

breached mediation Agreement (See bottom image Page 9.) 126 

 

CONCLUSION 

 As a result, Court rallying of Hickory Hills, LLC et al abuses necessitates Counterclaims 127 

award for damages.  Therefore, since past due and ripe for determination, respectfully request 128 

honorable Supreme Court of Ohio grant eligible Counterclaims upon Appellants latest timely and 129 

UNOPPOSED November 25, 2020 Counterclaim, May 4, 2021 Appeal and July 9, 2021 Motion 130 

to Reconsider.  131 
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SIGNATURE 

 

      Respectfully Submitted, 

     

     

     

  

      Cheryl L.D. & M. Christos Makris  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned certify this 23rd day of July, in the year two thousand twenty one, the foregoing 

Notice of Appeal with Memorandum in Support of Jurisdiction was emailed Appellees counsel, 

James R. Scher via jim@title-company.net. 
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ATTACHMENT 

June 22, 2021 Stamped Copy of Latest Final & Appealable JE 
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