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MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AND TO STRIKE UNETHICAL STATEMENTS

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

Tesia Thomas

Appellant

v.

Ghassan Salahaldin, et. al.

Appellees

On Appeal from the Cuyahoga County Court
of Appeals,
Eighth Appellate District

C.A. Case No.23-113234

Now comes the Plaintiff-Appellant, Tesia Thomas, and hereby moves this Court to strike

Defendant-Appellees' Memorandum in Response for unethical statements pursuant to Ohio

Rules of Professional Conduct, particularly Rule 3.4(e) and 4.4(a), and to impose sanctions on

Defendant-Appelles’ attorney for signing a pleading that contains information lacking good

ground to support it pursuant to Civ.R. 11 and R.C. 2323.51.

Respectfully Submitted,

/Tesia Thomas/

Tesia Thomas (PRO SE)

8600 Tyler Blvd

#1481

Mentor, OH 44060

Supreme Court of Ohio Clerk of Court - Filed November 12, 2024 - Case No. 2024-1462
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoingMOTION FOR SANCTIONSAND TO
STRIKE UNETHICAL STATEMENTS was sent by electronic mail per established written
consent on this 12th day of November, 2024 to:

MARK C. LINDSEY (0086249)
Attorney for Defendants Ghassan Salahaldin
And Mohammed Salahaldin
Progressive_OH_HC@progressive.com

/Tesia Thomas/

Tesia Thomas

Plaintiff Pro Se

8600 Tyler Blvd., #1481

Mentor, OH 44060

tesiathomas@pm.me
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Sanctionable conduct under R.C. 2323.51 and Civil Rule 11

R.C. 2323.51(A)(2) defines “frivolous conduct” that may justify an award of sanctions to

include conduct of the opposing party's counsel of record that consists of allegations or other

factual contentions that have no supporting evidence. Sanctions an also be imposed for conduct

that only serves to harass or maliciously injure the other party.

Civil Rule 11 is not as specific as R.C. 2323.51(A)(2) and only requires the following:

The signature of an attorney . . . constitutes a certificate by the attorney . . . that the
attorney . . . has read the document; that to the best of the attorney's . . . knowledge,
information, and belief there is good ground to support it; and that it is not interposed for
delay. If a document is . . . signed with intent to defeat the purpose of this rule, it may be
stricken as sham and false and the action may proceed as though the document had not
been served. For a willful violation of this rule, an attorney . . ., upon motion of a party
or upon the court's own motion, may be subjected to appropriate action, including an
award to the opposing party of expenses and reasonable attorney fees incurred in bringing
any motion under this rule.

Both statutes concern claims that are not supported by facts in which the person making

the claim has a good faith belief. Jones v. Bellingham, 105 Ohio App. 3d 8,12 (2d Dist., 1995).

I. Attorney Lindsey Accuses Appellant Thomas of “Slander”

Appellant Thomas states in her Memorandum in Support that the trial judge hallucinates

a date on an exhibit. This is a fact. Attorney Lindsey regards this as a “slanderous statement”

while referencing non-record material of a transcript which should be stricken pursuant to Ohio

Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 3.4(e). Lindsey states on page 1 of Appellee Memorandum

in Response, “In fact, had Appellant filed a transcript of the trial proceedings, what would be

clear is that the photo in question was properly authenticated by the Appellees through testimony

at trial.” Not only is this a reference to a transcript, which is an unethical reference to irrelevant

and non-record material, as Attorney Lindsey notes on that same page of the Memorandum in
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Response but it also does not diminish the trial judge’s hallucination. It does not matter why the

magistrate hallucinated a physical date on Appellees exhibit as Attorney Lindsey writes on page

2 of his memorandum in response, “There is no requirement that photographic evidence must

have a literal date written on the photo…”; all that matters is that the trial judge hallucinated

something that wasn’t required, and it is not slander because Appellant can prove it and will do

so to provide support for these sanctions and the striking of this inflammatory accusation which

should be stricken from Appellee memorandum pursuant to Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct,

Rule 4.4(a) which is a rule to prevent disparaging or personally attacking opposing parties

without evidence.

I will list how this Honorable Court can see that Attorney Lindsey’s personal comments

are without evidence:

Step 1: Consult the Record on Appeal Pursuant to Ohio Appellate Rule 9(A):
(A) Composition of the record on appeal; record of proceedings.
(1) The original papers and exhibits thereto filed in the trial court…and a certified copy
of he docket and journal entries prepared by the clerk of the trial court shall constitute
the record on appeal in all cases. [emphasis added]

Step 2: See that the only two documents that Appellant claims are needed to see the plain

error actually exist as the record on appeal.

From Appellant’s Memorandum in Support, page 6:

According to the Rocky River Municipal Court's docket, the exhibits submitted to and
accepted by the trial judge became part of the docket on September 25, 2023, and thus
part of the record on appeal, which was submitted to the appeals court on November 27,
2023. The final appealable order/judgment entry of the trial court was submitted to the
appeals court by the Appellant on November 24, 2023, in order to perfect the appeal.
These documents are the only two documents required to see the plain error that the
Appellant describes, and these documents are in all instances of the court record at both
the trial and appellate levels.
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Step 3: View the Final Appelable Order/Judgment Entry and ViewAppellees Exhibits to

See the Plain Error Hallucination and Juxtaposition Which Prejudiced Appellant

Exhibit R1 (attached below): Shows the portions of the judgment entry,

highlighted/emphasis added by Appellant, (a sort of statement of the evidence approved

by the court) which show that the trial judge did in fact require physical dates on

exhibits to prove testimony; the trial judge states that she does not find a physical date on

Appellant’s exhibits but does find (hallucinate) a physical date on Appellees Exhibit D

photos of the car.
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R1



5

R1



6

Exhibit R2 (attached below): Exhibit D are the car photos of Appellees

submitted at trial and to the appeals court as part of the record on appeal which do not

have any sort of date on them, unlike the trial judge claims. Notice how Attorney Lindsey

still does not mention that the exhibits he filed to the trial court are dated. Clearly,

Lindsey knows that would be a losing, sanctionable argument because it is false. This

 proves Attorney Lindsey does not have a good faith belief in his words but strives 

to misrepresent the issues. The transcript issue is a red herring.

Appellant has attached the first photo of the Appellees trial exhibits starting with A and

then one of the exhibits of the Appellee’s car, the first exhibit of the photos of the car,

which is labeled “D.” If you cannot see a date on these car photos then the magistrate

hallucinated it. It doesn’t matter why she hallucinated a date, just that she did and so

prejudiced Appellant. These documents are part of the trial court and appeals court

record and are readily viewable by anyone who wishes to inquire about such public

information.
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Step 4: Read the Above Court Documents that Show How the Magistrate’s Hallucination

Prejudices Appellant as she Juxtaposes Exhibits to Deny Defendant Car

Involvement in CarAccident

From Appellant’s Memorandum in Support, page 8-9:

The Magistrate clearly writes in her findings of fact adopted by the Judge: "She

[Thomas] introduced a picture of the vehicle and plate into evidence, but it was not

dated nor was a location of the photo provided. During trial she then did find a picture

of Defendant’s car on her phone that appeared to be dated 4/8/23. She did not print

the dated photo.” The Magistrate also writes, “He [Appellee] stated there was no

damage to the car and had photos of the car dated the morning after the alleged

incident and no damage is shown, which were introduced into evidence."

The trial court judge even writes that Appellant showed a dated photo on her

phone which signifies Appellant was also testifying to and supporting the authenticity of

her exhibits just as Attorney Lindsey claims his clients did. So, his client’s testimonies are

not a point which supports Lindsey’s inflammatory statements about Appellant slandering

the trial judge and should be stricken from the record.

CONCLUSION

Impugning the character of a judge is a highly offensive, sanctionable conduct for both

bar licensed attorneys and Pro Se litigants pursuant to Rule 8.2(a) of the Ohio Rules of

Professional Conduct for all who come before this Court. Attorney Lindsey misrepresents that

Appellant did such a thing in order to continue his misapprehension of the facts of this appeal.

There is no relevancy as to who testified what during trial beyond what is detailed in the
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judgment decision and all of Attorney’s words pertaining to a cited transcript. non-record

evidence, should be stricken from his memorandum. Appellant is not trying to file a reply

memorandum so sticks to exactly what is necessary to prove that she is not slandering the trial

judge and cites from her memorandum in support; as you can see there is no mention of

Constitutional Rights which is what a brief or reply would be predicated on. Attorney Lindsey

should be sanctioned for making such an inflammatory, false statement about opposing

counsel/pro se litigant.

Respectfully submitted,

/Tesia Thomas/
Tesia Thomas

Plaintiff Pro Se
8600 Tyler Blvd #1481

Mentor, Ohio 44060
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoingMOTION FOR SANCTIONSAND TO
STRIKE UNETHICAL STATEMENTS was sent by electronic mail per established written
consent on this 12th day of November, 2024 to:

MARK C. LINDSEY (0086249)
Attorney for Defendants Ghassan Salahaldin
And Mohammed Salahaldin
Progressive_OH_HC@progressive.com

/Tesia Thomas/

Tesia Thomas

Plaintiff Pro Se

8600 Tyler Blvd., #1481

Mentor, OH 44060

tesiathomas@pm.me




