



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































FILED
JAHMES RO

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO A0 SEP -1 A 3:33

WESTERN DIVISION AT DAYTON Ty
SOLT-EEy 28T

o 2 =i OHIO

WESTER D avion

IN RE SOCIAL SECURITY APPEALS

THIRD AMENDED MAGISTRATE JUDGES’ GENERAL ORDER NO. 11

To provide for the efficient adjudication of appeals to this Court of decisions of the
Commissioner of Social Security under the Social Security Act, it is hereby ORDERED with respect
to all such appeals:

1. All prior general Orders of the United States Magistrate Judges at Dayton with
respect to Social Security cases are hereby rescinded.

2. The Commissioner shall file and serve an Answer and a certified copy of the
administrative record within sixty (60) days of service of process.

3. Within sixty (60) days of service of the Answer and certified copy of the
administrative record, the plaintiff shall file and serve a Statement of Specific Errors upon which
the plaintiff seeks reversal or remand. This Statement shall be organized in the form of a
memorandum in support of the plaintift’s position and shall also include page references to the
administrative record as well as citations of applicable law and supporting authority. Statements of
Specific Errors shall present the detail ordinarily expected in a motion for summary judgment.

4. Within forty-five (45) days of service of the Statement of Errors, the
Commissioner shall file and serve a memorandum in opposition to the plaintiff’s Statement of
Specific Errors. This memorandum in opposition shall be organized in the form of a memorandum

in opposition to the plaintiff’s position and in support of the Commissioner’s decision and shall also



include page references to the administrative record as well as citations of applicable law and
supporting authority.

5. Plaintiff may file and serve a reply memorandum within twenty (20) days of
service of the Commissioner’s memorandum in opposition.

6. All cases will be decided on the memoranda and the administrative record, except
that the Court reserves the right to hold oral argument, by telephone or otherwise, in any such case.

7. In cases decided by the Magistrate Judge upon consent under 28 U.S.C. §636(c),
appeals shall be taken as provided by law. In cases in which the Magistrate Judge makes a Report
and Recommendations to a District Judge on the merits of the appeal, the time for filing Objections
is the ten (10) day period provided by 28 U.S.C. §636(b), Fed.R.Civ.P. 72 and all other applicable
provisions of law.

8. The practice of seeking lengthy (e.g., 30 day) extensions of time to file and serve
Statements of Specific Errors or Objections on conclusory grounds (e.g., “heavy caseload”) is
strongly discouraged. Repeated requests of this nature may lead to sanctions. The Code of
Professional Responsibility counsels attormeys not to accept more work than they can reasonably
handle.

9. When a case is remanded to the Commissioner for further proceedings and those
proceedings are completed, if the Commissioner’s new decision is adverse to the plaintiff, the
Commissioner shall file and serve a copy of the supplemental administrative record. The matter
shall then be briefed in accordance with this General Order: the plaintiff will have sixty (60) days
from the date of service of the supplemental administrative record within which to file a Statement
of Specific Errors in the form described above; the Commissioner will have forty-five (45) days

from the date of service of the Statement of Specific Errors within which to file and serve a



memorandum in opposition in the form described above; and the plaintiff will have twenty (20) days
from the date of service of the Commissioner’s memorandum within which to file and serve a reply
memorandum.
10. When a case is remanded to the Commissioner for further proceedings and those
proceedings are completed, ifthe plaintiffaccepts the Commissioner’s new decision, within ten (10)
days of receipt of the Commissioner’s new decision, plaintiff’s counsel shall notify the chambers
of the Magistrate Judge to whom the case is assigned that the plaintiff accepts the Commissioner’s
‘new decision and that the plaintiff does not seek further judicial review.
11. This Order is effective immediately and applies to cases currently pending before

' the Court.

September 1, 2004 W w ] K

Michael R. Merz .
United States Magistrate Jédge

D £ OA—

'~ Sharon L. Ovingt
United States Magistrajg dudge

H:ADOCS\SS_Gen_Ord_New.wpd
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 58 &7y
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO h

WESTERN DIVISION AT DAYTON UtN 10 py 5, 37

s
IN RE: WEST: o
Rty e
SEALING OF DOCUMENTS
FILED WITH THE COURT

RE-ADOPTED GENERAL ORDER NUMBER 14

Whenever any person seeks to protect a privacy, confidentiality, or other interest in
documents filed in this Court, the following procedure shall apply:

No documents filed with this Court shall be withheld from disclosure to any
member of the public except upon a court order sealing the documents. This
does not limit the discretion of the court employee having custody of
documents (usually the Clerk) to make reasonable provision for the security
of court files and to set reasonable time, place, and manner restrictions upon
the availability of files to members of the public.

2 Applications for an order to seal must be by written motion filed with the
clerk. (On occasion a judicial officer may need to accept a filing at a time
when the Clerk’s Office is not open. In that case, a judicial officer will
forward the motion to the Clerk as soon as possible.) To the maximum
extent possible without compromising the interest sought to be protected by
sealing, in a case involving a search warrant, a movant shall identify in the
caption of the motion the premises or person to be searched.

3 Applications for sealing shall cover as few documents as necessary to protect
the claimed interest. For example, if the reason for sealing is to protect an
informant’s identity, ordinarily only the affidavit would need to be sealed, not
the warrant, inventory, and retum,

4. Ordinarily in search warrant cases, the Court will act on motions to seal ex
parte, but indulge a presumption in favor of public access to court
documents. Orders to seal will be public documents from the time of filing.

United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio
Woestern Division at Dayton



January 6, 2005.

General Order No. 14(c).wpd

Any person may move the Court in writing to unseal any sealed document.
The Clerk will promptly transmit a copy of any such motion to all counsel of
record in the relevant case (the United States Attorney in any search warrant
case) and to the judicial officer who issued the sealing order. Any opposition
to unsealing shall be filed within the time allowed by S.D. Ohio Civ. R. 7.2.
In deciding a motion to unseal, the Court will examine the sealed document
in-camera. The Court may order the entire document or a redacted version
thereof unsealed. If the initial ruling on an unsealing motion is made by a
Magistrate Judge, appeal will lie in the first instance to the District Judge.

All sealed documents shall remain sealed until further Court order, except
that all sealed search warrant documents (warrants, affidavits, returns, and
inventories) filed on or after February 1, 2002, shall be unsealed by the Clerk
without further order six months from the date of filing unless the United
States or some others interested party shows good cause to keep the
document sealed.

This Order is effective February 1, 2002. It has been re-adopted as of
January 6, 2005, to reflect concurrence of all the Dayton judges.

va m\Q

ted States District Jijge

W
Umted States Distri 2&&1{

Mlchael R. Merz

Q/ Ehlef United States Magl

Sharon L. - gton_

ge

United States gistrate Judge

United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio
Weatern Division ai Dayton
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO agMAR-S AM 9: 18

SR kil o “""J'I‘
: SR
IN RE: GENERAL. om)m!r& e
FEES FOR PRO HAC VICE
AND READMISSION TO THE
BAR OF THIS COURT

Pursuant to Local Rule 83.4 of this Court and subject to the provisions of the Plan for
the Admissions Fund of this Court filed November §, 19§S (attached), each attorney seeking
to be admitted Pro Hac Vice to the Bar of this Court for the limited purpose of participating in
a specific case or action must tender a fee to the Clerk of the Court in the amount of $50
immediately upon the filing of the request for such admission. Such fee shall be paid and
collected upon every such Pro Hac Vice application. Should the application not be granted,
the fee will be retumned to the applicant.

Each attorney, previously disbarred or suspended from the Bar of this Court, shall
tender a fee to the Clerk of this Court in the amount of $50 upon application for readmission
to the Bar éf this Court. Such readmission shall be subject to the Order for Readmission of
this Court which may require the successful completion of the next subsequent written
examination for admission to the Bar of this Court administered pursuant to Local Rule

83.4(d). Should the Application for Readmission not be granted, the fee will be returned to

the applicant.



All such fees collected by the Clerk shall be deposited for the use of the Bar and the
Court in the Court’s Attorney Admission Fund established and administered pursuant to the
herein stated Plan for administration of the Admission Funds.

The provisions of this General Order shall become effective upon its approval by the
Court and filing by the Clerk of this Court.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

; A

;!
LS Au.L,gC

‘Walter Herbert Rice, Chief Judge
United States District Court

.. ﬂ
= @_{
./ James 1. Graham ) Joseph ¥. Kinneary”™

ywd States District Judge Senior United States District Judge
rge C/Smith S. Arthur Splegsl !
United States District Judge Senior United States District Judge

o g f.'a-d
_84ndra §. Beckwith
United States District Judge

,«ﬁm&.@@b

Susan J. Dlott
United States District Judge
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KENNETH J. HURPHT

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT o
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 00MAR -2 AN 918

ORDER AMENDING
PRO HAC VICE ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that General Order No, 98-1, filed March 5, 1998, is further amended,
in addition to the amending order filed September 21, 1998, 1o also provide that the $50 fee
imposed in General Order 98-1 shall not be collected from attorneys representing governmental
agencies of the United States, members of ;.he Ohio .Attomey General’s Office or attomeys
employed by the Ohio Public Dcfcndcr who appear in either civil or criminal matters.

This order does not relieve or rescind the requircm@t to file an application to appear Pro
Hac Vice. All attomeys not admitted to ﬁxf: Bar of this Court, secking admission to appearin a
specific case, must file an application to appear Pro Hac Vice pursuant to the Federal Rules of
Civil and Criminal Procedure and the Local Rules of this Court.

The provisions of this Order shall become effective upon its approval by the Court and

filing by the Clerk of this Court.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED;__+-18-00

Uﬂwmtg Lo

Walter Herbert Rice, Chief Judge

United Sjates District Cm@
J. Weber r
nited States District Jddge




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
Filed 9-29-98
IN RE: GENERAL ORDER
98-3
DISCLOSURE OF PRETRIAL SERVICES
REPORT (PS3) FOR GOOD CAUSE

Order

Pursuant to the regulations issued by the Director of the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts under the authority
conferred by 18 U.S.C. §3153 (c){2) (as amended by the Pretrial Services
Act of 1982, Pub. L. No. 97-267, 96 Stat. 1136), counsel for the defendant
and the United States may retain Pretrial Services Reports (PS3) after
disclosure. Further dissemination or disclosure of the report by counsel is
prohibited, without order of the court.

Walter Herbert Rice, Chief Judge Sandra S. Beckwith
United States District Court United States District Judge

Herman J. Weber
United States District Judge

James L. Graham
United States District Judge

Qeorge C. Smith
United States District Judge

Joseph P. Kinneary
Senior United States District Judge

John D. Holschuh
Senior United States District Judge

Susan J. Diott
United States District Judge

Edmund A. Sargus, Jr.
United States District Judge

Algenon L. Marbley
United States District Judge

S. Arthur Spiegel

Senior United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT KENNETHL_J_ P-%RPH'{

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO L
WESTERN DIVISION AT DAYTON Q0MAR 2! AM 8: 03
S, DSV T goups
SOUTHER;. (- T CHiD
EAST. DIV, 0721 3315

In Re: REIMBURSEMENT OF ATTORNEY
EXPENSES IN INDIGENT LITIGATION

GENERAL ORDER NO. 00-2

To enable counsel representing litigants proceedings in forma pauperis to more
effectively represent their clients, there is hereby created a fund (the “Expense Reimbursement Fund)
for reimbursement of expenses incurred in such representation in accordance with the following
guidelines:

1. The Expense Reimbursement Fund shall be allocated $10,000 initially from the
Attorney Admission Fund. Disbursements from the Fund shall be made by the Clerk on order of a
judicial officer. Future allocations will be made on an annual basis at the discretion of the Court.

2 The Court will reimburse the following categories of expenses:

1. Mileage for necessary travel beyond 100 miles from the courthouse at the

location of court at which the case is pending at the then-current Government

mileage rate.

2. Copying at cost or $.15 per page, whichever 1s less, but no reimbursement
will be made for copying cases or articles.

3. Court reporter attendance fees for depositions of essential witnesses, and
transcription fees for such depositions tf approved in advance by the Court.

4. Necessary long distance telephone calls and postage.
5. Expert witness fees if approved in advance by the Court.
6. Interpreters’ fees and expenses.

7 A Investigative services, if approved in advance by the Court.



8. Lay witness fees for attendance at depositions and mileage.

3. The Court will not reimburse expenses for any other category of expenses, including
without limitation the costs of lodging and meals or computerized research expenses.

4, The maximum allowable reimbursement per case 1s $300 without prior Court
approval. Requests for reimbursement must be accompanied by an explanation for their necessity
and proof that they were incurred.

5. Amounts reimbursed must be repaid to the Expense Reimbursement Fund if the case
is settled with a payment of money, if fees and costs are awarded under 28 U.S.C. §1988 or any other
fee-shifting statute, or if plaintiff is awarded monetary damages.

6. No reimbursement is available under this Order for expenses incurred by pro se
litigants or for expenses which are reimbursable under the Criminal Justice Act.

7. The Court initially allocates $2,200 to the Cincinnati location of court, $2,100 to the

Dayton location of court, and $5,700 to the Columbus location of court.

February 18, 2000.

Kﬂ-*f a4 (I ! ;
Walter Herbert Rice, Chief Judge
United States District Court

Gebrge COSmith
Unitéd States District Judge
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PSR founban X

Sédra ¥’Beckwith

United States District Judge

duzn o Ot

Susan J. Dlott g
United States Disti¥et Judge

SN

Edm . Sgrgus, Jr.
Unut s District Judge

Joseph P Kinneary
United States Semor District Judge

b L,

S. Arthur Splesga
United States Senior Dlsmct Judge

. Holschuh
ed States Senior District Judge



v THE UNITED sTATEs DisTRicTcovrt | ILLED
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO  TIME:

SEP 3 0 2005
JAMES BONIN!, Clerk
InRe: REIMBURSEMENT OF PRO BONO ATTORNEY COLUMBUS, OHIO
EXPENSES IN INDIGENT LITIGATION

GENERAL ORDER NO. 05-1

To enable counsel representing litigants proceeding in forma pauperis to more effectively
represent their clients, there is hereby created the Expense Reimbursement Fund for
reimbursement of expenses incurred in such representation in accordance with the following
guidelines:

1. The Expense Reimbursement Fund shall be allocated $30,000 initially from the
Attorney Admission Fund. Disbursements from the Fund shall be made by the Clerk at the order
of the Chief Judge upon the recommendation of the judicial officer assigned to the case in
question. Future allocations will be made on an annual basis at the discretion of the Court.

2. The Court will reimburse the following categories of expenses:

1. Mileage for necessary travel beyond 100 miles from the courthouse at the

location of court where the case is pending at the then-current Government
mileage rate.

2. Copying at cost or $.15 per page, whichever is less.

. 3 Court reporter attendance fees for depositions of essential witnesses, and
transcription fees for such depositions, if approved in advance by the
Court.

4. Necessary long distance telephone calls and postage.
5. Expert witness fees, if approved in advance by the Court.

6. Interpreters’ fees and expenses.



7. Investigative services, if approved in advance by the Court.
8. Lay witness fees for attendance at depositions and mileage.

3 The maximum allowable reimbursement per case shall be $1,000, without prior
Court approval. Requests for reimbursement must be accompanied by an explanation for their
necessity and proof that they were actually incurred.

4. Amounts reimbursed must be repaid to the Expense Reimbursement Fund if the
case is settled with a payment of money, if fees and costs are awarded under 28 U.S.C. § 1988 or
any other fee-shifting statute, or if plaintiff is awarded monetary damages.

<4 No reimbursement is available under this Order for expenses incurred by pro se
litigants or for expenses which are reimbursable under the Criminal Justice Act.

6. The Court allocates $10,000 to the Cincinnati seat of court, $10,000 to the Dayton
seat of court, and $10,000 to the Columbus seat of court. The Clerk shall transfer those amounts
from the Attorney Admission Fund to three separate accounts entitled, “Expense Reimbursement

Fund.”

)
September 20 /, 2005

Sandfa S. Beckwifh, Chief Judge
United s District

Susan J. Diott
United States District Judge

S0 S

Edmund A. Sargus,Jt.
United States District Judge




omas M. Rose "
nited States District Judge

&regory L. Frost

U“im Di;ﬁczt/%ge/!

Michae!l H. Watson
United States Distri Judge

S. Arthur Spiegel
United States Senior District Judge

e D4

S

’(‘Eof'ge C. Smith
Unit

Walter H. Rice
United States Senior District Judge



IN THE UNTIED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
0500T 24 PHI2: 0Z
IN THE MATTER OF: st L M‘iflé
WEST T AT
BANKRUPTCY JURISDICTION AND
PROCEDURE UNDER THE BANKRUPTCY
AMENDMENTS OF 1984

GENERAL ORDER NO. 05-02

By virtue of 28 U.S.C. §§151 and 157 (a) and §104 of Title I of the Bankruptcy
Amendments Act of 1984, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that all cases under the
Bankruptcy Act and Title 11 of the United States Code and all actions, matters or
proceedings arising under Title 11 of the United States Code or arising in or related to a
case under the Bankruptcy Act and Title 11 of the United States Code shall be referred to
the Bankruptcy Judges for this Judicial District, who shall exercise the authority
conferred under the Bankruptcy Amendments Act of 1984, except as otherwise provided
by law or by rule or order of the District Court. This Order supercedes the prior Order of

Chief Judge Carl B. Rubin, dated July 30, 1984, and filed under Case No. MS-1-84-152.

IT IS SO ORDERED:

7
DATED éa‘v&vu/ Zo0S AN
" Sandfa S#Beckyth, Chief Judge
United States District Court




-ILED
JAMES BONINI
CLERK

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

AND 5. 0 n Ok
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 30U:it it L oT O
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO -/ 111/ F1HHHBLS
General Order 05-04

|
t
¢

GENERAL ORDER, EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2006, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO
THE LOCAL BANKRUPTCY RULES AND FORMS FOR THE UNITED STATES
BANKRUPTCY COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

Following various meetings and communications among the United States
Bankruptcy Judges for the Southern District of Ohio, including communications with
members of the Bar and a period of public comment, the United States Bankruptcy
Judges unanimously recommended to the United States District Court the adoption of
Amendments to the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of Ohio
Local Bankruptcy Rules and Forms effective January 1, 2006.

In accordance with Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 9029 and Rule 83 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the United States District Judges for the Southern
District of Ohio have unanimously approved and hereby adopt, effective January 1,
2006, the Amendments to the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern
District of Ohio Local Bankruptcy Rules and Forms, which, following January 1,
2006, shall govern practice in all bankruptcy cases and proceedings referred by this
Court to the Bankruptcy Judges of the District and, where applicable, shall also govern
practice in all bankruptcy cases and proceedings before the United States District
Judges of this District.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

December 16, 2005

L]

THOMAS F. WALDRON, CHIEF JUDGE SANDRA § BECWITH, CHIEF JUEE

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE COURT FOR THE COURT




FILED
TIME:

IN THE UNITED STATES COURT SEP 3 1 2005
OF APPEALS FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT AND JAMES BONINI. Clerk

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT COLUMBUS, OHIO
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

IN THE MATTER OF:
SECURITY PROCEDURES

SIXTH CIRCUIT GENERAL ORDER NO.

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO GENERAL ORDER NO. 05-05

This order supersedes and replaces all prior orders of these Courts on these subjects and

establishes the security procedures to screen all persons entering United States Courthouses in

the Southern District of Ohio. It is entered pursuant to authority reserved to local building

security committees in Southern District of Ohio Civil Rules 83.2(e).

SECURITY PROCEDURES

Screening of Persons Entering the Building

1.

The United States Marshal Service Court Secunty Officers shall operate an x-ray
machine and a walkthrough magnetometer at the public entrance on the first floor
of each United States Courthouse (referred to hereafter as the “Facility” or
“Facilities™) for the purpose of screening persons entening the building. All
persons and their belongings are subject to search by the United States Marshal
Service while in these Facilities.

All employees (except those indicated in item number 5 listed below) and persons
having business with the Courts or any other offices in these Facilities shall pass
through the walkthrough magnetometer for the purpose of detection of firearms,
explosives, pepper spray, incendiary devices, knives, or any other item prohibited
by law, regulation or court order from introduction into these Facilities. These
persons shall submit to further screening by a United States Marshal Service
Court Security Officer if the readings of the magnetometer indicate the presence
of metallic objects. This further screening may encompass the removal of all
metallic objects on their person, screening by a portable hand-held metal detector,
or other screening procedures as necessary. Any person refusing to submit to this
screening process shall be denied access to these Facilities.



3. All employees (except those indicated in item number 5 listed below) and persons
having business with the Courts or any other offices in these Facilities who are
carrying, delivering or otherwise transporting any briefcase, suitcase, package,
electronic device (including cell phones, pagers, electronic organizers and
portable computers), or any other container (hereafter referred to as “carried
item”) shall surrender such carried item for screening through an x-ray device
and/or personal inspection by a Court Security Officer. Any person refusing to
submit the carried item for screening through an x-ray device and/or personal
inspection by a Court Security Officer shall be denied access to these Facilities. If
a Court Security Officer concludes, after x-ray and/or personal inspection, that any
ttem which the person seeks to bring into these Facilities contains firearms,
explosives, pepper spray, incendiary devices, knives, or any other dangerous item
prohibited by law, regulation or court order, the individual may be subject to
arrest.

The following persons are exempt from the screening procedures set forth above (with
appropriate official identification):
a. Judges of the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit; and

b. Judges of the United States District and Bankruptcy Courts for the
Southern District of Ohio; and

c. United States Magistrate Judges for the Southem District of Ohio; and

d. Other judges of the United States Courts who are serving by designation or
assignment in these Facilities; and

e Deputies of the United States Marshal Service, contract guards on duty,
and employees of contractors of the United States Marshal Service who
serve as Court Security Officers who are authorized by law and agency
regulations to carry firearms; and

f. Probation Officers who are employed by the United States Probation
Office who are authorized by law and agency regulations to carry firearms;
and

g Employees of the United States Federal Protective Service of the

Department of Homeland Security and their contract private security
officers who are authorized by law and agency regulations to carry
firearms; and



h. Pretnial Services officers who are employed by the United States Pretrial

Services Office who are authorized by law and agency regulations to carry
firearms.

4, No person having authorized access to security areas after having passed through the
screening devices or having authorized access via key, card key or other device, shall
permit any person access to these Facilities or to any elevator, locked stairwell door, or
any other locked door in these Facilities without proper written authorization from the
employee’s appropriate agency manager.

5. Only government employees and contract employees authorized by their appropnate

agency manager and possessing an authorized card key may enter these Facilities through
any locked entrance.

Cameras and Recording Devices
No camera or recording device is permitted in these Facilities:

a. Cameras and recording devices are permitted if authorized for a
specific occurrence by a Judge of the United States Court of
Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, a Judge of the United States District
Court for the Southern District of Ohio, the Circuit Executive for
the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, the Clerk
of the United States District Court for the Southermn District of
Ohio, or their authorized representatives. The permitting authonty
shall notify, in writing, the United States Marshal Service of such
authorization.

b. Employeés of the United States Courts and the tenant agencies in
these Facilities may possess cameras and recording devices. No
recording or picture may be made of the courts, court hearings or
other court functions without specific authorization by a court
official (as listed above).

c. The General Services Administration’s Property Manager or his
designee can authorize an individual or contract group to possess a
camera or recording device for the purpose of maintaining or
enhancing a Facility, to include repair and alterations. The
permitting authority shall notify, in writing, the United States
Marshal Service of such authorization.



d. Tenant Managers or their designees are required to obtain
permission and authorization from the United States Marshal
Service to permit, for a specific occurrence, authorization for a

person or group to possess and carry cameras and/or recording
instruments into these Facilities.

Computers, Cellular Phones, Pagers and Related Electronic Equipment

L. The use of portable computers and related electronic equipment in courtrooms and
facilities adjacent to courtrooms is subject to restrictions and requirements imposed by a
judicial officer in connection with a case pending before that judicial officer.

2. The use of cellular phones in chambers or courtrooms is prohibited unless
specifically authorized by the judicial officer presiding therein. Cellular phones may be
used in the public hallways so long as such use does not disrupt courtroom or other
official proceedings.

3; Cellular phones and pagers shall be set in a mode to emit no audible signals while on any
of the courtroom floors in these Facilities.

4. Cellular phones or other electronic devices capable of taking photographs or
making recordings are subject to the provisions of Southern District of Obio Local
Rule 83.2, which deals with cameras, recording devices and other electronic
devices.! An exception to the restrictions contained in this Order and in Southern
District of Ohio Local Rule 83.2 is the use of non-flash cameras and recording
devices during a Naturalization hearing and on the floor of the Courthouse where
the hearing is being held. This permission does not include taking photographs of
United States Deputy Marshals, Court Security Officers, other law enforcement
officers, or any court security device. Photographs of this nature are strictly
prohibited.

Except as specifically provided herein, no person shall possess a weapon in these Facilities.
It is illegal to possess firearms, explosives, pepper spray, incendiary devices, knives or
any other dangerous weapon in any federal building with or without the intent to commit a crime
(Title 18, U.S.C. § 930(a)(b)); persons who do so are subject to arrest. Firearms, explosives,

pepper spray, incendiary devices, knives and any other dangerous weapons brought into a Facility

*The provisions of Southern District of Ohio Local Rule 83.2 are incorporated herein by
reference. A copy of which is attached hereto.



will be confiscated by the United States Marshal Service, except as follows:

a. Employees of the United States Marshal Service, including Court
Security Officers, who are authorized by law and agency
regulations to carry firearms, may possess firearms within this
Facihity.

b. Employees of the United States Probation Office, who are
authonized by law and agency regulations to carry firearms in the
performance of their official duties, may possess firearms in these
Facilities to the extent necessary to transport such firearms by the
most direct route available to and from the offices of the Probation
Department. In accordance with regulations of the Probation
Department, all firearms shall be secured while present in the
Facilities and within the offices of the Probation Department. The
Chief Probation Officer will notify the United States Marshal
Service, in writing, of the names of the officers with the
authorization to carry firearms.

c. United States Federal Protective Service Officers and their contract
security officers of the Department of Homeland Security, who are
authorized by law and agency regulations to carry firearms in the
performance of their official duties, may possess firearms in these
Facilities.

d. Employees of the United States Pretrial Services, who are
authorized by law and agency regulations to carry firearms in the
performance of their official duties, may possess firearms in these
Facilities to the extent necessary to transport such firearms by the
most direct route available to and from the office of Pretrial
Services. In accordance with regulations of the United States
Pretrial Services Department, all firearms shall be secured while
present in a Facility and within the offices of Pretrial Services. The
Chief of Pretrial Services will notify the United States Marshal
Service, in writing, of the names of officers with the authorization
to carry firearms.

e. Agents, officers and inspectors of all federal law enforcement
~ agencies who are authorized by law and agency regulations to
make arrests and carry firearms in the performance of their official
duties may be armed in these Facilities only under the following
circumstances:



1) While transporting a defendant/prisoner for an
initial appearance before a Magistrate Judge and/or
an authorized purpose in the United States
Attomney’s satellite office. In such circumstances, a
call prior to arrival at a Facility must be placed by
the agent, inspector or representative of same to the
United States Marshal Service advising that an
armed agent or inspector of that agency will be
transporting a prisoner into a Facility. Additional
internal policy, developed by the United States
Marshal Service, will be required (such as lapel
pins, entry log signature, etc.).

2) State and Local Law Enforcement Officers, while in
uniform, may enter and retain their weapons while
investigating/responding to a reported crime within
a Facility, but excluding the courtroom floors.

These provisions regarding weapons will be in effect unless otherwise authorized, for a
specific occurrence, by the United States Marshal, Chief Deputy United States Marshal, or his
designee.

Any person who refuses to abide by this Order governing the possession of weapons will

not be permitted access to these Facilities.

VIOLATIONS

A violator of this General Order is subject to arrest and may be charged with any
applicable criminal offense and/or contempt of court. Property brought into these Facilities or
used herein in violation of this General Order is subject to confiscation and forfeiture upon

court order.
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UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE’S Lre Eqpe
SECURITY ALERT PLAN

The UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE SECURITY ALERT PLAN is
divided into five levels. Escalating levels provide additional security requirements designed to
supplement security procedures already mandated by United States Marshal Service policy.

When the United States Marshal Service Security Alert protocol is activated, the national
policy guidelines directing security levels will supersede this court order.

It is so ORDERED on behalf of the entire Court this 30th day of September, 2005.

Wi

Chief Judge %.ny I. Bofggs Tudge Algenon L. Marbley
United States Circuit Court United States District Court
Chief Judge Sandra S. Beckwith Judge Thomas M. Rose
United States District Court United States District Court
Judge Susan J. Dlott Judge Gregory L. Frost
United States District Court United States District Court
Judge Edmund A. Sargus, Jr. Judge Michael H. Watson
United States District Court United States District Court



UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE'’S
SECURITY ALERT PLAN

The UNITED STATES MARSHAL SERVICE SECURITY ALERT PLAN is
divided into five levels. Escalating levels provide additional security requirements designed to
supplement security procedures already mandated by United States Marshal Service policy.

When the United States Marshal Service Security Alert protocol is activated, the national
policy guidelines directing security levels will supersede this court order.

It is so ORDERED on behalf of the entire Court this 30th day of September, 2005.

Chief Judge Danny J. Boggs Judge S:?m L Maﬁey
United States Circuit Court United
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Judge Susan J. Dlott %— Judge Gregory L. Fr Frost
United States District Court United States District Court
Judge E@jlld A. Sargus, Jr. J udge Michael . Watson
United States District Court United States Distnct Court



SENIOR JUDGES:

N

Judge S. Arthur S;Negcl
United States District Court

0.

Tudde John D. Holschuh
United States District Court

/Juckc Geo}'g)e C. Smith
United States District Court

Doma .

Judge Herman J. Vm\f}b{ar o
nited States District Court

%(" Jan(lcs L. Graham
ed States District Court

Vv aN

Judge Walter H. Rice
United States District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

Procedure for Assigning Filed 12-18-98
Multi-Defendant Criminal
Actions

It is the determination of the Judges of this Court that all criminal
actions containing twenty (20) or more defendants should be assigned
equally between the Judges in each division of the Court.

In Columbus and Cincinnati, the Clerk shall prepare a separate and
additional deck of assignment cards comprising all of the Judges of that
division accepting criminal assignments. The deck shall contain one card
for each such Judge. The cards shail be shuffled and numbered. The cards
shall thereafter be placed in envelopes containing the same number as the
card. The assignment cards shall be placed in the envelopes in such a
manner as to preciude any ability to determine the Judge named on the
card without opening the envelope.

The envelopes shall be sealed and remain in the custody of the
Office Manager. The lowest numbered card shall be used to assign a Judge
in the normal procedures of that office whenever a criminal action
containing twenty (20) or more defendants is filed.

When the cards are exhausted, the Office Manager shall make a
confidential report of the deck to the Judges of that division and make a
new and replacement deck as set forth herein. When the new deck is
prepared, the Clerk shall make any adjustments to the cards necessitated
by activities which occurred during the administration of the prior deck.
These adjustments shall be explained to the involved Judges in the
confidential memorandum.

No deviation from these instructions shall be permitted without
consulting with the Clerk of Court who shall, in turn, consult with the
Senior Active Judge present in the division and/or with the Chief Judge of
the District. :

These instructions shall apply to the Dayton.Division whenever
criminal assignments are routinely made to more than one Judge of the
Court at that location.

ITIS SO ORDERED



Walter Herbert Rice, Chief Judge
United States District Court

Herman J. Weber, Judge
United States District Court

James L. Graham, Judge
United States District Court

George C. Smith, Judge
United States District Court

Sandra S. Beckwith, Judge
United States District Court

Susan J. Dlott, Judge
United States District Court

Edmund A. Sargus, Jr., Judge
United States District Court

Algenon L. Marbley, Judge
United States District Court

Joseph P. Kinneary, Senior Judge
United States District Court

S. Arthur Spiegel, Senior Judge
United States District Court

John D. Holschuh, Senior Judge
United States District Court



