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SUMMARY

The Eighth District Court of Appeals dismissed David Goodykoontz’s procedendo action against
Judge Lauren C. Moore as moot. The trial court had ruled on all four underlying motions involving
motions for new trial and petitions for postconviction relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the procedendo action was moot after the respondent judge entered rulings on all four matters
for which the relator sought compelled action.



HOLDINGS

1. A procedendo action seeking to compel rulings is moot when the respondent judge has ruled on all of the
matters identified in the action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The four journal entries establish that the trial court has proceeded to judgment on the four outstanding
matters and that this procedendo action is moot.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Goodykoontz had filed motions for leave to file a late motion for new trial and petitions for postconviction relief
in two underlying criminal cases. The trial judge entered journal entries denying two of the matters on
November 19, 2025, and denying the remaining two matters on February 5, 2026. Because the trial court had
ruled on all four matters, no unresolved duty remained for a procedendo writ to enforce.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Goodykoontz filed a procedendo action seeking rulings on four matters pending in two underlying criminal
cases. The respondent judge successively filed motions to dismiss based on mootness after entering rulings on
the matters. After the final two rulings resolved all four outstanding matters, the Court of Appeals dismissed the
procedendo action as moot.
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On October 21, 2025 the relator, David Goodykoontz, commenced this procedendo action against
the respondent, Judge Lauren Moore, to compel the judge to rule on motions for leave to file a
motion for new trial and postconviction- relief petitions that he filed in the two underlying cases,
State v. Goodykoontz, Cuyahoga C.P. Nos. CR-19-641800-A and CR-20-647818-A. On November
21, 2025 the respondent judge moved to dismiss the writ action on the grounds of mootness.
Attached to the motion were copies of two certified journal entries: (1) a November 19, 2025 entry
denying the motion for leave to file a late motion for new trial and (2) a November 19, 2025 entry
denying the petition for postconviction relief. Recognizing that this motion to dismiss resolved
two of the four outstanding matters, this court granted the motion to dismiss, in part, and denied it,
in part. On February 5, 2026 the respondent judge filed a renewed motion to dismiss on the
grounds of mootness. Attached to the motion were copies of the following certified journal entries:
(1) the November 19, 2025 journal entry denying the motion for leave to file late motion for new
trial in case No. CR-19-641800, (2) the November 19, 2025 journal entry denying the petition for
postconviction relief in case No. CR-20-647818, (3) a February 5, 2026 journal entry denying the
petition for postconviction relief in case No. CR-19-641800 and (4) a February 5, 2026 journal
entry denying the motion for new trial in case No. CR-20-647818. The relator has not filed a brief
in opposition. The four journal entries establish that the trial court has proceeded to judgment on
the four outstanding matters and that this procedendo action is moot. Accordingly, this court grants
the respondent judge’s motion to dismiss and dismisses this procedendo action. Relator to pay
costs; costs waived. This court directs the clerk of courts to serve all parties notice of the judgment
and its date of entry upon the journal as required by Civ.R. 58(B). Writ dismissed.
__________________________
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