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(Two CASES.)
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Appeals dismissed as having been improvidently accepted.
(Nos. 2014-1236 and 2015-0186—Submitted July 13, 2016—
Decided August 24, 2016.)
APPEALS from the Court of Appealsfor Cuyahoga County,
No. 100146, 2014-Ohio-2390 and 2014-Ohio-5680.

{11 1} The causes are dismissed, sua sponte, as having been improvidently
accepted.

O’ CONNOR, C.J., and PrEIFER, FRENCH, and O’ NEILL, JJ., concur.

O’'DONNELL, J., dissents, with an opinion joined by LANZINGER, J.

KENNEDY, J., dissents.

O’DONNELL, J., dissenting.

{112} | respectfully dissent from the mgority’s decision to resolve these
appeals by declaring that they were improvidently accepted.

{11 3} These appeals involve an issue that should be decided on the merits.
In my view, the matter should be briefed because it has been pending in this court
since July 2014 and was held for Taylor v. First Resolution Invest. Corp., __ Ohio
St.3d _ , 2016-Ohio-3444,  N.E.3d ___, and the important question left
unanswered by that decision regarding when a claim for breach of a credit card
contract accrues should be promptly resolved. Thisquestion isone of great genera
interest and islikely to reoccur in light of the fact that one context inwhich it arises
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is “from the now common phenomenon of debt sales,” id. a T 2, and “[a]
predictable result of debt buyersfiling ahigh volume of lawsuits based on imperfect
information [about the debtsthey have purchased] isthat lawsuitsareregularly filed
after the right to collect debts has expired * * *,” id. at 6.

{11 4} Accordingly, | would maintain jurisdiction of these appeals, consider
the issue involved, and resolve the matter for the benefit of the jurists who will
confront this issue without our guidance and for the benefit of the lawyers and
litigants who will undoubtedly be wholly frustrated by the majority’s resolution,
which avoids the question.

LANZINGER, J., concurs in the foregoing opinion.
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