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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that Civ.R. 6(D) does not add three days to the deadline for filing

objections to a magistrate’s decision under Civ.R. 53(D)(3)(b)(i) when the decision is mailed by the

clerk. Because the objection period runs from the filing of the magistrate’s decision rather than service

on the parties, the court affirmed the Ninth District Court of Appeals’ judgment.
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1. Whether Civ.R. 6(D) adds three days to the 14-day period for filing objections to a magistrate's decision
under Civ.R. 53(D)(3)(b)(i) when the clerk serves the decision by United States mail or commercial-

carrier service.

2. Whether the objection period begins when the magistrate's decision is filed with the clerk or when it is

mailed to the parties.

HOLDINGS

1. Civ.R. 6(D) does not add three days to the period for filing objections to a magistrate's decision when the

decision is served by mail or commercial-carrier service.

2. The 14-day period for objecting to a magistrate's decision begins when the decision is filed with the

clerk, not when the clerk mails the decision to the parties.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that the plain language of Civ.R. 6(D) does not give parties to whom the clerk mails a magistrate’s

decision an additional three days to file written objections.” ( 1)

“Civ.R. 6(D) does not extend the time a party has to object to a magistrate’s decision that the clerk serves by

United States mail or a commercial-carrier service.” (Y 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Eggleston and Wood had a child in January 2021. In December 2023, a magistrate issued a decision ordering
Wood to pay $25,000 per month in child support, retroactive to January 2021, despite finding that the child-
support schedule supported an amount of $2,144.39 per month. The magistrate's decision was filed with the
clerk and mailed to the parties on December 13; Wood filed objections on December 28, one day after the trial

court determined the 14-day objection period had expired.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A magistrate in the Lorain County Court of Common Pleas, Domestic Relations and Juvenile Division, issued a
decision concerning visitation and child support. Wood filed objections after the trial court determined that the
objections were untimely, and the trial court denied his motions for leave and for leave to file a supplemental
brief. The Ninth District affirmed, holding that Civ.R. 6(D) did not extend the time for filing objections under
Civ.R. 53(D)(3)(b)(i). The Supreme Court of Ohio accepted a single proposition of law and affirmed the Ninth
District.
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