
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SIXTHJUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA

CHRISTOPHER GLEASON,

Plaintiff,

CASE NO.: 24-003717-CI
UCN:522024CA003717XXCICI

V.

JULIE MARCUS, in her official capacity as Pinellas County Supervisor of
Elections;
DUSTIN CHASE, in his official capacity as Deputy Supervisor of Elections of
Pinellas County, Florida;
MATT SMITH, in his official capacity as General Counsel for Pinellas County
Supervisor ofElections;
KELLY L. VICARI, in her individual and professional capacity;
JARED D. KAHN, in his individual and professional capacity;
and the CANVASSING BOARD OF PINELLAS COUNTY
Defendants.

PLAINTIFF'S RENEWED MOTION FOR
RECUSAL/DISQUALIFICATION OF JUDGE PATRICIA MUSCARELLA

PURSUANT TO SECTION 38.10, FLORIDA STATUTES

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Christopher Gleason, appearing pro se, and hereby
moves this Honorable Court for the recusal/disqualification of Judge Patricia
Muscarella from presiding over this case pursuant to Section 38.10, Florida
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Statutes, and Rule 2.330 of the Florida Rules of General Practice and Judicial
Administration. In support ofthis Motion, Plaintiffsubmits the following:

I. LEGAL BASIS FOR RECUSAL/DISQUALIFICATION

1. Section 38.10, Florida Statutes states:

"Whenever a party makes and files an affidavit stating fear that the party will
not receive a fair trial on account ofthe prejudice of the judge, the judge shall
proceed no further, but another judge shall be designated."

- The statutory mandate is unequivocal. When a party's affidavit alleges fear of
prejudice, and it is legally sufficient, the presiding judge must cease further
proceedings and transfer the case to another judge. The standard for sufficiency is
grounded not in proofofactual prejudice but in the appearance of potential bias.

2. Florida Rule ofGeneral Practice and Judicial Administration 2.330 dictates that:

- A motion for disqualification must be granted if a reasonably prudent person in
the movant's position would fear not receiving a fair and impartial trial before the
assigned judge. The motion and accompanying affidavit(s) need only be "legally
sufficient," a standard satisfied when the motion sets forth facts that, iftrue, would
place a reasonable person in fear of judicial bias.

II. FACTUAL BASIS SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION

3. Plaintiff's fear that Judge Muscarella is prejudiced is well-founded, substantiated
by his own sworn affidavit and corroborated by sworn affidavits from five
witnesses. These affidavits establish a consistent pattern of judicial conduct that
demonstrates actual bias or, at minimum, the appearance thereof.
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III. GROUNDS FOR DISQUALIFICATION

A. Repeated Failure to Rule on Critical Motions:

- Judge Muscarella has consistently failed to rule on Plaintiff's motions for
judicial notice, discovery, and other critical motions necessary to the litigation of
this case. Florida jurisprudence establishes that undue delay or failure to rule on
motions constitutes a denial of due process. As held in *State ex rel. Davis v.

Parks*, 141 So. 2d 638 (Fla. 1932), justice delayed is justice denied, and such
delays cast doubt on the impartiality and efficiency of the judiciary.

B. Evidence of Conflict of Interest:

- Plaintiff has obtained evidence indicating that the Pinellas County Supervisor of
Elections engaged in similar electoral improprieties during Judge Muscarella's
2010 judicial election. This creates an irrefutable conflict ofinterest. As noted in

State ex rel. Mickler v. Rowe*, 126 So. 2d 129 (Fla. 1960), a judge must recuse*k

themselves when an appearance of bias or impropriety exists. The conflict is not
merely hypothetical but grounded in Plaintiff's evidence, demonstrating Judge
Muscarella's potential vested interest in protecting the Defendant.

C. Improper Reliance on Defense Counsel's Representations:

- On September 19, 2024, Judge Muscarella admitted unfamiliarity with relevant
election law and sought guidance from defense counsel, Mr. Jared Kahn, on how to
proceed. This reliance on defense counsel's guidance over Plaintiff's arguments
contravenes the judicial duty ofimpartiality, as articulated in *The Florida Bar v.
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Cox*, 794 So. 2d 1278 (Fla. 2001). The impartial role of a judge requires
independent evaluation of the law, not deferring to one party's counsel.

D. Acceptance ofMisrepresentations Without Verification:

- Defense counsel falsely claimed that Exhibit G contained information protected
under Florida Statutes §§ 119.0725(2)(b) and (d), despite the information being
widely accessible online. Judge Muscarella accepted this misrepresentation without
requiring proof. In *Holloway v. State*, 342So. 2d 966 (Fla. 1st DCA 1977), the
court held that uncritically accepting one party's assertions is indicative of
prejudice.

E. Disparate Treatment ofPro Se Litigant:

- The Florida judiciary recognizes the rights of pro se litigants to be treated fairly
and equitably (Platel v. Maguire, Voorhis & Wells, P.A., 436 So. 2d303 (Fla. 5th
DCA 1983)). Judge Muscarella's consistent deference to defense counsel and
disregard for Plaintiff's arguments exhibits a clear bias against the Plaintiffas a
self-represented litigant.

F. Prohibition on Recording Court Proceedings:

Judge Muscarella's prohibition ofrecording court hearings is contrary to the-
principles oftransparency mandated by In re Petition ofPost-Newsweek Stations,
Florida, Inc., 370 So. 2d 764 (Fla. 1979). The absence of any valid basis for this
restriction raises concerns about transparency and impartiality.

G. Excessive Sealing of Exhibits:
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- The Florida Constitution, Article I, Section 24, and Chapter 119 of the Florida
Statutes emphasize transparency and open government. Judge Muscarella's order
to seal all exhibits without using the least restrictive means violates Rule2.420,
Florida Rules ofGeneral Practice and Judicial Administration, and raises further
concerns about her impartiality. As ruled in Barron v. Florida Freedomt
Newspapers, Inc., 531 So. 2d 113 (Fla. 1988), excessive secrecy is inimical to the
public interest.

IV. AFFIDAVITS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION

4. Plaintiff's Affidavit is attached hereto, setting forth detailed facts substantiating
the claim of bias and prejudice.

5. Affidavits of Five Witnesses are attached, corroborating Plaintiff's assertions of
judicial bias and confirming specific incidents that exemplify Judge Muscarella's
partiality.

- Each affidavit attests to observations of Judge Muscarella's statements, rulings,
demeanor, and conduct that display a clear bias against Plaintiff, as well as her
overt favoritism toward defense counsel, Mr. Jared Kahn.

V. LEGALANALYSIS

6. Florida courts have consistently upheld that a judge must be disqualified where
there is an objectively reasonable fear ofbias. The Plaintiff's allegations, supported
by multiple sworn affidavits, provide ample grounds for such fear.
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- In MacKenzie v. Super Kids Bargain Store, Inc, 565 So. 2d 1332 (Fla. 1990),
the Florida Supreme Court reaffirmed that disqualification is appropriate where a
party harbors a well-founded fear ofnot receiving a fair trial, even in the absence
of proven actual bias.

- In Livingston v. State, 441 So. 2d 1083 (Fla. 1983), the Court held that the
appearance of justice must be maintained, stating, "It is the very essence of a fair
trial that the judge be impartial and that there be an appearance of impartiality.

VI. CONCLUSION

7. Based on the detailed facts and legal authorities presented, it is evident that
Judge Patricia Muscarella's continued involvement in this case would undermine
Plaintiff's constitutional right to a fair and impartial trial.

8. The facts, when viewed objectively, establish a reasonable fear of prejudice that
warrants the immediate disqualification of Judge Muscarella under Section 38.10,
Florida Statutes, and Rule 2.330 ofthe Florida Rules ofGeneral Practice and
Judicial Administration.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that:

1. This Honorable Court GRANT Plaintiff's Motion for Recusal/Disqualification.

2. This matter be reassigned to another judge who can ensure the fair, impartial,
and just adjudication of Plaintiff's claims.

CERTIFICATE OF GOOD FAITH
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I, Christopher Gleason, certify that this motion is made in good faith and not for
purposes ofdelay. The facts presented are true to the best of my knowledge and
belief, and I genuinely fear that I will not receive a fair trial if Judge Muscarella
continues to preside.

Respectfully submitted,

/sChristopher Gleason

Christopher Gleason

1628 Sand Key Estates Court

Clearwater, FL 33767

727-480-2059

gleasonforpinellas@gmail.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy ofthe foregoing was served via
email on this October 1, 2024 to: JARED N. KAHN, ESQ., Attorney for Defendant
Julie Marcus, in her official capacity as Pinellas County Supervisor ofElections,
Dustin Chase in his official capacity as the Deputy Supervisor ofElections and
Matt Smith in his official capacity as General Counsel for the Pinellas County
Supervisor of Elections, at jkahn@pinellas.govand eservice@pinellas.gov and to
KELLY L. VICARI, Attorney for Defendant Julie Marcus, in her official capacity
as Pinellas County Supervisor ofElections, Dustin Chase in his official capacity as
the Deputy Supervisor of Elections and Matt Smith in his official capacity aS

General Counsel for the Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections, at
and eservice@pinellas.gov

JARED D. KAHN

Florida Bar Number 105276
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Senior Assistant County Attorney

Pinellas County Attorney's Office

315 Court Street, Sixth Floor

Clearwater, FL 33756

Primary e-mail address: jkahn@pinellas.gov

Secondary e-mail address: eservice@pinellas.gov

Attorney for Julie Marcus, in her official capacity as

Pinellas County Supervisor ofElections

KELLY L. VICARI

FBN: 88704

Assistant County Attorney

Pinellas County Attorney's Office

315 Court Street, Sixth Floor

Clearwater, FL 33756

Phone: (727) 464-3354 / Fax: (727) 464-4147

Primary e-mail address:

Secondary e-mail address: eservice@pinellas.gov

JEFFREYN. KLEIN

Florida Bar Number 1025117

Assistant County Attorney

Pinellas County Attorney's Office

315 Court Street, 6th Floor.
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Clearwater, FL 33756

Tel: 727-464-3354/Fax: 727-464-4147

Primary e-mail address: jklein@pinellas.gov

Secondary e-mail address: eservice@pinellas.gov

Attorney for Defendant, Attorney for the Pinellas

County Canvassing Board

s Christopher Gleason

Dated: 09/23/2024
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA

CHRISTOPHER GLEASON,

Plaintiff,

CASE NO.: 24-003717-CI
UCN:522024CA003717XXCICI

V.

JULIE MARCUS,

in her official capacity as

Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections; et al.,

Defendants.

AFFIDAVIT OF CHRISTOPHER GLEASON IN SUPPORT OF RENEWED
MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared CHRISTOPHER

GLEASON, who, being first duly sworn, deposes and states as follows:



1. My name is Christopher Gleason, and I am the Plaintiff in the above-captioned

currently pending before the Circuit Court of the Sixth Judicial Circuit in andCase

for Pinellas County, Florida.

2. I am over the age of 18, competent to testify, and make this affidavit based on

my personal knowledge and belief.

3. Ihave a well-founded fear that I will not receive a fair trial in this case due to

the demonstrated bias and prejudice ofthe presidingjudge, the Honorable Judge

Muscarella. This fear is reasonable and based on the following facts and

circumstances:

A. Reliance on Defense Counsel's Misrepresentations

4. Throughout the proceeding, Judge Muscarella has consistently relied on the

representations and arguments made by defense counsel, Mr. Jared Kahn, without

independent verification or examination of the accuracy and legal validity of these

statements.



5. Specifically, defense counsel misrepresented the legal status of Exhibit Gby

claiming that it contained critical infrastructure information protected under

Florida Statutes §§ 119.0725(2)(b) and (d). Despite there being no valid basis or

supporting evidence for such a claim, Judge Muscarella accepted these assertions

without requiring defense counsel to provide proof or further clarification.

6. By adopting the defense counsel's misrepresentations, Judge Muscarella has

shown a lack ofimpartiality and a predisposition to favor the defense's position,

thereby undermining my confidence in her ability to preside over this case fairly

and without bias.

B. Disregard for My Rights as a Pro Se Litigant

7. I am representing myself in this matter as a pro se litigant, which places me ata

disadvantage compared to the represented defendants. It is my understanding that

as a pro se litigant, I am entitled to the same fair treatment, consideration, and



protection ofmy rights as any other party appearing before the court, regardless of

whether I have legal representation.

8. Despite this, Judge Muscarella has demonstrated a consistent pattern offavoring

the defense's arguments and legal positions while disregarding or dismissing my

legitimate legal arguments and evidence.

9. On multiple occasions, Judge Muscarella sought guidance and clarification from

defense counsel regarding legal procedures and the interpretation of the law. This

conduct suggests that Judge Muscarella is improperly relying on defense counsel's

advice to guide the proceedings, rather than independently evaluating the issues

and ensuring that both parties receive equal and fair treatment under the law.

10. The court's deference to defense counsel has created an imbalance in the

proceedings and a well-founded fear that Judge Muscarella is not providing me, as

a pro se litigant, the fair and impartial trial to which I am entitled under Florida

law.



C. Unjustified Prohibition on Recording Court Proceedings

11. During the course of these proceeding, Judge Muscarella issued an order

prohibiting the recording of court hearings, without providing any valid legal basis

or compelling justification for such a restriction.

12. As a pro se litigant, I rely on the ability to record court proceedings to ensure

that I have an accurate record of the hearings, which is essential for preserving my

right to appeal or seek review ofany adverse rulings. The prohibition on recording

has significantly hindered my ability to protect my legal interests and maintain an

accurate record of these proceedings.

13. The Florida Supreme Court has held that court proceedings should be open to

the public and that recording should be permitted unless there is a compelling

reason to restrict it (*In re Petition of Post-Newsweek Stations, Florida, Inc. *
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370 So. 2d 764 (Fla. 1979)). Judge Muscarella's prohibition on recording, without

a valid justification, raises concerns about transparency and suggests an attempt to

limit public scrutiny, further contributing to my fear of bias.



D. Appearance of Impropriety and Bias

14. The Florida Supreme Court has made it clear that a judge should be

disqualified ifthe facts create a reasonable fear that a party will not receive a fair

trial (*MacKenzie v. Super Kids Bargain Store, Inc. *, 565So. 2d 1332 (Fla.

1990)). The appearance of impropriety, partiality, or favoritism is sufficient

grounds for recusal.

15. Based on the totality ofthe circumstances, including Judge Muscarella's

reliance on defense counsel's guidance, disregard for my rights as a pro se litigant,

and the unjustified prohibition on recording court proceedings, I have a well-

founded fear that Judge Muscarella is biased and unable to preside over this case

impartially.

16. Statement ofGood Faith

16. Imake this affidavit in good faith and not for the purpose ofdelay. I genuinely

fear that I will not receive a fair and impartial trial ifJudge Muscarella continues to

preside over this case.

WHEREFORE, I respectfully request that Judge Muscarellabe disqualified from

this case pursuant to Section 38.10, Florida Statutes, and that this matter be

reassigned to another judge who can ensure that I receive a fair and impartial trial.



FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT

dtudplt z027Dated thisute
Christopher Gleason

Plaintiff

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PINELLAS

of Sep+ 2024bySWORN TO and subscribed before me this@ day of
Christopher Gleason, who is personally known to me or who has produced FL
Drivers License as identification

Vntr.Pom
Notary Public

State of Florida

My Commission Expires: insert date
[Seal]

CHRISTINEPETERS
Cemmission#HH 496653
Expires February 26,2028



ReginaHansenAFFIDAVIT OF

REGARDING JUDGE MUSCARELLA'S IMPARTIALITY

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PINELLAS

beraushamanBEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared
who, being first duly sworn, deposes and states as follows:

ReginaHansen1.My name is fcoune , and I am over the age of18, competent to
testify, and make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge and observations.

2. I am not a party to the above-captioned case involving Plaintiff Christopher
Gleason and Defendant Julie Marcus, nor do I have any personal interest in the
outcome of this litigation. I attended the court proceedings involving this case as

9-19-24 ,and my observations are based on what Lan observer on
personally witnessed during these proceedings.

3. I observed the conduct and demeanor of Judge Patricia Muscarella during the
court proceedings, andIhave a well-founded belief that she did not act impartially
and that Plaintiff Christopher Gleason was not treated fairly due to the judge's
demonstrated bias and favoritism toward the defendant and their legal counsel, Mr.
Jared Kahn.

A. Judge Muscarella's Reliance on Defense Counsel's Legal Guidance

4. During the proceedings, I witnessed Judge Muscarella repeatedly seek guidance
and clarification from defense counsel, Mr. Jared Kahn, regarding legal procedures



and interpretations ofthe law. On multiple occasions, thejudge asked Mr. Kahn for
his opinion on how to proceed, and she appeared to rely onhis statements without
independent verification consideration of the Plaintiff's arguments.Or

5. Specifically, Judge Muscarella accepted Mr. Kahn's representation that Exhibit
G contained critical infrastructure information protected under Florida Statutes §§
119.0725(2)(b) and (d), despite the absence ofany statutory basis or evidence
providedto support this claim. Judge Muscarelladid notquestion or challenge Mr.
Kahn's statements, though Plaintiff Christopher Gleason attempted to raiseeven
concerns and objections regarding the of the defense counsel's assertions.accuracy

In my opinion, Judge Muscarella's reliance on Mr. Kahn's guidance6.
demonstrated a lack of impartiality and an appearance ofbias in favor of the
defense. This behavior suggested that the judge was not acting as a neutral arbitern
but rather as someone influenced by the defendant's legal counsel.

B. Failure to Provide Fair Treatment to Pro Se Plaintiff

7.I was aware that Christopher Gleason was representing himselfas apro se
litigant, and I observed that Judge Muscarella did not extend the same level of
consideration or assistance to him she did to the defense counsel. While Mr.as
Kahn was given ample opportunity to present his arguments and legal positions,
Judge Muscarella frequently interrupted or dismissed Mr. Gleason's attempts to
raise legal points or address issues related to the case.

8. There were several instances where Judge Muscarella appearedimpatient or
dismissive when Mr. Gleason tried to presenthis arguments, whereas she showed
deference and attentiveness to defense counsel's submissions. This unequal
treatment gave me the impression that Judge Muscarella was biased against Mr.



Gleason and was not providing him with the fair and equal opportunity to present
his case.

9.I am aware, based on my knowledge of the law, that judges have a duty to ensure
that pro se litigants are treated fairly and are not disadvantaged simply because
they do not have legal representation. In this case, Judge Muscarella failed to
uphold this duty, which raised concerns about her ability to preside impartially
over the proceedings.

C. Unjustified Prohibition on Recording Court Proceedings

10. During the proceedings, Judge Muscarella issued an order prohibiting the
recording of the hearings, without providing a valid legal basis or compelling
justification for this restriction. I found this decision troubling, as it limited the
transparency ofthe court proceedings and prevented Mr. Gleason from maintaining
an accurate record ofwhat transpired, which is crucial for a pro se litigant who
may need to rely on such a record for appeals or furtherlegal action.

11. The prohibition on recording was not consistent with the principles of open and
public judicial proceedings as established by the Florida Supreme Court in *In re
Petition of Post-Newsweek Stations, Florida, Inc.*, 370 So. 2d 764 (Fla. 1979),
which emphasizes the importance of transparency and the public's right to access

proceedings. Judge Muscarella's decision to prevent recording appeared tocourt
serve no purpose other than to limit scrutiny, reinforcing my perception that Mr.
Gleason was not being treated fairly.

D. Appearance of Impropriety and Bias

12. Based on my observations, it is my belief that Judge Muscarella's conduct
throughout the proceedings demonstrated a clear appearance of bias and
impropriety. The combination ofher reliance on defense counsel's legal



interpretations, her disregard for Mr. Gleason's rights as a pro se litigant, and her
decision to prohibit recordings created an environment where it evident thatWas
the Plaintiff was notreceiving a fair trial.

13. Inmy opinion, reasonably prudent person observing the proceedings woulda
have serious concerns about Judge Muscarella's impartiality and would fear that
Christopher Gleason could not receive a fairand impartial trial. The judge's
conduct violated the principles ofjudicial fairness and impartiality and was
inconsistent with the standards expected of a judge as articulated in *MacKenzie V.
Super Kids Bargain Store, Inc.*, 565 So. 2d 1332 (Fla. 1990), which emphasizes
that even the appearance ofbias impropriety is sufficient to warrant a judge'sor
disqualification.

E. Statement of Good Faith

14. Imake this affidavit in good faith and not for any improper purpose. I am
providing this testimony to support the Plaintiff's efforts to seek a fair and
impartial trial before a judge who objectively and fairly adjudicate this matter.can

FUBTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

Ahlugm
Witzess Name Regma Hansen

2427 FFilandia kanHpthl.ceanwode,FL33763
48b92i

Address
Phone Number 727-788
Sworn to and subscribed before methie9/hayof Sep+ ,2024
Personally known OR Produced Identification
Type of Identification Produced: CHRISTINEPETERS

uctuPtre Commisslon # HH496653
Explres February28, 2028

Notary Public, State of Florida My Commission Expires:
dCHRISTINE PETERS

CHRISTINEPETERS Comf sion# HH 496658
Commission#HH496653 Exp ebruary 26,2028
Expires February 26, 2028



RICHARDGRBANUNODAFFIDAVIT OF

REGARDING JUDGE MUSCARELLA'S IMPARTIALITY

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PINELLAS

RICHARDGREENWRDBEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared
who, being first duly sworn, deposes and states as follows:

RetAeD(Gebnuto)Dand I am overthe age of18, competent to1.My name is
testify, and make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge and observations.

2. I am not a party to the above-captioned case involving PlaintiffChristopher
Gleason and Defendant Julie Marcus, nor do I have any personal interest in the
outcome of this litigation. I attended the court proceedings involving this case as

9/19/24 , and my observations are based on whatIan observer on
personally witnessed during these proceedings.

3. I observed the conduct and demeanor of Judge Patricia Muscarella during the
court proceedings, and I have awell-founded belief that she did not act impartially
and that PlaintiffChristopher Gleason was not treated fairly due to the judge's
demonstrated bias and favoritism toward the defendant and their legal counsel, Mr.
Jared Kahn.

A. Judge Muscarella's Reliance on Defense Counsel's Legal Guidance

4. During the proceedings, I witnessed Judge Muscarella repeatedly seek guidance
and clarification from defense counsel, Mr. Jared Kahn, regarding legal procedures



and interpretations ofthe law. On multiple occasions, the judge asked Mr. Kahn for
his opinion on how to proceed, and she appearedto rely on his statements without
independent verification or consideration of the Plaintiff's arguments.

5. Specifically, Judge Muscarella accepted Mr. Kahn's representation that Exhibit
G contained critical infrastructure information protected under Florida Statutes §§
119.0725(2)(b) and(d), despite the absence ofany statutory basis or evidence
provided to support this claim. Judge Muscarella did not question or challenge Mr.
Kahn's statements, even though Plaintiff Christopher Gleason attempted to raise

and objections regarding the accuracy ofthe defense counsel's assertions.concerns

6. In my opinion, Judge Muscarella's reliance on Mr. Kahn's guidance
demonstrated a lack of impartiality and an appearance of bias in favor of the
defense. This behavior suggested that the judge was notacting asa neutralarbiter
butrather as someone influenced by the defendant's legal counsel.

B. Failure to Provide Fair Treatment to Pro Se Plaintiff

7. I was aware that Christopher Gleason was representing himselfas a pro se
litigant, andIobserved that Judge Muscarella did not extendthe same level of
consideration or assistance to him she did to the defense counsel. While Mr.as
Kahn was given ample opportunity to present his arguments and legal positions,
Judge Muscarella frequently interrupted dismissed Mr. Gleason's attempts toor
raise legal points or address issues related to the case.

8. There were several instances where Judge Muscarella appeared impatientor
dismissive when Mr. Gleason tried to present his arguments, whereas she showed
deference and attentiveness to defense counsel's submissions. This unequal
treatment gave me the impression that Judge Muscarella was biased against Mr.



opportunity to presentGleason and was not providing him with the fair and equal
his case.

9. I am aware, based on my knowledge of the law, that judges have a duty to ensure

that pro se litigants are treated fairly and are not disadvantaged simply because
they do not have legal representation. In this case, Judge Muscarella failedto
uphold this duty, which raised concerns about her ability to preside impartially
over the proceedings.

C. Unjustified Prohibition on Recording Court Proceedings

10. During the proceedings, Judge Muscarella issued an order prohibiting the
recording of the hearings, without providing a valid legal basis or compelling

as it limited thejustification for this restriction. I found this decision troubling,
of the court proceedings and prevented Mr. Gleason from maintainingtransparency

an accurate record ofwhat transpired, which is crucial for a pro se litigant who
need to rely on such a record for appeals or further legal action.may

11. The prohibition on recording was not consistent withthe principles of open and
public judicial proceedings as established by the Florida Supreme Court in *In re

Petition ofPost-Newsweek Stations, Florida, Inc.*, 370 So. 2d 764 (Fla. 1979),

which emphasizes the importance of transparency and the public's right to access

court proceedings. Judge Muscarella's decision to prevent recording appearedto
other than to limit scrutiny, reinforcing my perception thatMr.serve no purpose

Gleason was not being treated fairly.

D. Appearance ofImpropriety and Bias

Muscarella's conduct12. Based on my observations, it is my belief that Judge
throughout the proceedings demonstrated a clear appearance ofbias and

defense counsel's legalimpropriety. The combination ofher reliance on



interpretations, her disregard for Mr. Gleason's rights as a pro se litigant, and her
decision to prohibit recordings created an environment where it was evident thatthe Plaintiff was not receiving a fair trial.

13. In my opinion, a reasonably prudent person observing the proceedings wouldhave serious concerns about Judge Muscarella's impartiality and would fear that
Christopher Gleason could not receive a fair and impartial trial. The judge's
conduct violated the principles of judicial fairness and impartiality and Was
inconsistent with the standards expected ofa judge articulated in *MacKenzie v.as
Super Kids Bargain Store, Inc.*, 565 So. 2d 1332 (Fla. 1990), which emphasizesthat even the appearance of bias or impropriety is sufficient to warrant a judge's
disqualification.

E. Statement of Good Faith

14. Imake this affidavit in good faith and not for any improper purpose. I amproviding this testimony to support the Plaintiff's efforts to seek a fair andimpartial trial before ajudge who can objectively and fairly adjudicate this matter.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETHNAUGHT.

R1G
RICHARD GREENUNDWitness Name

105HAREDR BLUFFDR.Address
Phone Number 951375-9683
Sworn to and subscribed before me Sept ,2024day of

Personally known! OR Produced Identification
Txpe of Identification Produced:

ChasisfmeNotary Public, State of Florida My Commission Expires:
CHRISTINEPETERS

Commission # HH496653
Expires Februgry26, 2028



Keith L. EshelmanAFFIDAVIT OF

REGARDING JUDGE MUSCARELLA'S IMPARTIALITY

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PINELLAS

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personallyappeared KeifhL.Eshe/ran
who, being first duly sworn, deposes and states as follows:

Keithl.Esheimai1.My name is 1, and I am over the age of18, competent to
testify, and make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge and observations.

2. I am not a party to the above-captioned case involving PlaintiffChristopher
Gleason and Defendant Julie Marcus, nor do I have any personal interest in the

of this litigation. I attended the court proceedings involving thisoutcome case as
Sept.19,2024and my observations are based on what1an observer on

personally witnessed during these proceedings.

3.I observed the conduct and demeanor ofJudge Patricia Muscarella during the
court proceedings, and I have well-founded belief that she did not act impartially2
and that Plaintiff Christopher Gleason was not treated fairly due to the judge's
demonstrated bias and favoritism toward the defendant and their legal counsel, Mr.
Jared Kahn.

A. Judge Muscarella's Reliance on Defense Counsel's Legal Guidance

4. During the proceedings, I witnessed Judge Muscarella repeatedly seek guidance
and clarification from defense counsel,Mr.Jared Kahn, regarding legal procedures



and interpretations ofthe law. On multiple occasions, the judge asked Mr. Kahnfor
his opinion on how to proceed, and she appeared to rely onhis statements without
independent verification or consideration of the Plaintiff's arguments.

5. Specifically, Judge Muscarella accepted Mr. Kahn's representation that Exhibit
G contained critical infrastructure information protected under Florida Statutes §§119.0725(2)(b) and (d), despite the absence of any statutory basis or evidence
provided to support this claim. Judge Muscarella did not question or challenge Mr.
Kahn's statements, though PlaintiffChristopher Gleason attempted to raiseeven

and objections regarding the accuracy ofthe defense counsel's assertions.concerns

6. In my opinion, Judge Muscarella's reliance on Mr. Kahn's guidance
demonstrated a lack ofimpartiality and an appearance ofbias in favor ofthe
defense. This behavior suggested that the judge was not acting as a neutral arbiter
but rather influenced by the defendant's legal counsel.as someone

B. Failure to Provide Fair Treatment to Pro Se Plaintiff

7. Iwas aware that Christopher Gleason was representing himselfas a pro se
litigant, and I observed that Judge Muscarella did not extend the same level of
consideration or assistance to him as she did to the defense counsel. While Mr.
Kahn was given ample opportunity to present his arguments and legal positions,
Judge Muscarella frequently interrupted dismissed Mr. Gleason's attempts toor
raise legal points or address issues related to the case,

8. There were several instances where Judge Muscarella appeared impatient on
dismissive when Mr. Gleason tried to present his arguments, whereas she showed
deference and attentiveness to defense counsel's submissions. This unequal
treatment gave me the impression that Judge Muscarella was biased against Mr



Gleason and was not providing him with the fair and equal opportunity to present
his case.

9. I am aware, based onmy knowledge of the law, thatjudges have a duty to ensurethat pro se litigants treated fairly and are not disadvantaged simply becauseare
they do not have legal representation. In this case, Judge Muscarella failed to
uphold this duty, which raised concerns about her ability to presideimpartiallyover the proceedings.

C. Unjustified Prohibition on Recording Court Proceedings

10. During the proceedings, Judge Muscarella issued an order prohibiting therecording ofthe hearings, without providing a valid legal basis or compelling
justification for this restriction. I found this decision troubling, as it limited the
transparency of the court proceedings and prevented Mr. Gleason from maintaining

Trecord of what transpired, whichis crucial forapro se litigant who
an accurate
may need to rely on such record for appeals or further legal action.a

11. The prohibition on recording was not consistent with the principles ofopen andpublic judicial proceedings established by the Florida Supreme Court in *Inas rePetition ofPost-Newsweek Stations, Florida, Inc.*, 370 So. 2d 764 (Fla. 1979),which emphasizes the importance oftransparency and the public's right to accesscourt proceedings. Judge Muscarella's decision to prevent recording appeared tono purpose other than to limit scrutiny, reinforcing my perception that MrServe
Gleason was not being treated fairly.

D. Appearance of Impropriety and Bias
12, Based on my observations, it is my belief that Judge Muscarella's conduct
throughout the proceedings demonstrated a clear appearance of bias and
impropriety. The combination of her reliance on defense.counsel's legal



interpretations, her disregard for Mr. Gleason's rights as a pro se litigant, and her
decision to prohibit recordings created an environment where itwas evident that
the Plaintiffwas notreceiving a fair trial.

13. In my opinion, reasonably prudent person observing the proceedings wouldd
have serious about Judge Muscarella's impartiality and would fear thatconcerns
Christopher Gleason could not receive a fair and impartial trial. The judge's
conduct violated the principles of judicial fairness and impartiality and was
inconsistent with the standards expected ofajudge as articulated in *MacKenzie V.
Super Kids Bargain Store, Inc.*; 565 So. 2d 1332 (Fla. 1990),which emphasizes
that even the appearance of bias or impropriety is sufficient to warrant ajudge's
disqualification.

E. Statement ofGood Faith

14. Imake this affidavit in good faith and not for any improper purpose. I am
providing this testimony to support the Plaintiff's efforts to seek a fair and
impartial trial before a judge who can objectively and fairly adjudicate this matter.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETHNAUGHT.

Teuhli.Entoelman
Keith L.EshelmanWitness Name FL33763Address 2430 Brazila Drt4,lleerwater,

Phone Number813-949-7583

29'ayof_Sep ,2024Sworn to and subscribed before me this

Personally known V OR Produced Identification
Type of Identification Produced:lc h 2120/28Notary Public, State ofFlorida My Commission Expires:

CHRISTINEPETERS
Comrmission#HH 496653
Expires February26, 2028



Krist KoserAFFIDAVIT OF

REGARDING JUDGE MUSCARELLA'S IMPARTIALITY

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PINELLAS

Krista_KanerBEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeareds
who, being first duly sworn, deposes and states as follows:

Asta Kosnr1.My name is andI am over the age of18, competent to
testify, and make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge and observations.

2. I am not a party to the above-captioned case involving Plaintiff Christopher
Gleason and Defendant Julie Marcus, do I have any personal interest in thenor
outcome of this litigation. I attended the court proceedings involving this case as

9/19124 and my observations are based on what Ian observer on
personally witnessed during these proceedings.

3.I observed the conduct and demeanor ofJudge Patricia Muscarella during the
court proceedings, and I have a well-founded beliefthat she did not act impartially
and that Plaintiff Christopher Gleason was not treated fairly due to the judge's
demonstrated bias and favoritism toward the defendant and their legal counsel, Mr.
Jared Kahn.

A. Judge Muscarella's Reliance on Defense Counsel's Legal Guidance

4. During the proceedings, I witnessed Judge Muscarella repeatedly seek guidance
and clarification from defense counsel, Mr. Jared Kahn, regarding legal procedures



and interpretations of the law. On multiple occasions, the judge asked Mr. Kahn for
his opinion on how to proceed, and she appeared to rely on his statements without
independent verification or consideration of the Plaintiff's arguments.

5. Specifically, Judge Muscarella accepted Mr. Kahn's representation that Exhibit
contained critical infrastructure information protected under Florida Statutes §§

119.0725(2)(b) and (d), despite the absence ofany statutory basis or evidence
provided to support this claim. Judge Muscarella did not question or challenge Mr.
Kahn's statements, though Plaintiff Christopher Gleason attempted to raiseeven

and objections regarding the accuracy of the defense counsel's assertions.concerns

6. In my opinion, Judge Muscarella's reliance on Mr. Kahn's guidance
demonstrated alack ofimpartiality and an appearance of bias in favor ofthe
defense. This behavior suggested that the judge was not acting as a neutral arbiter
but rather as someone influenced by the defendant's legal counsel.

B. Failure to Provide Fair Treatment to Pro Se Plaintiff

7.I was aware that Christopher Gleason was representing himselfas a pro se
litigant, and I observed that Judge Muscarella did not extend the same level of
consideration or assistance to him as she did to the defense counsel. While Mr.
Kahn was given ample opportunity to present his arguments and legal positions,
Judge Muscarella frequently interrupted or dismissedMr. Gleason's attempts to
raise legal points or address issues related to the case.

8. There were several instances where Judge Muscarella appeared impatient or
dismissive when Mr. Gleason tried to present his arguments, whereas she showed
deference and attentiveness to defense counsel's submissions. This unequal
treatment gave me the impression that Judge Muscarella was biasedagainst Mr.



Gleason and was not providinghim withthe fair and equal opportunity to present
his case.

9. I am aware, based on my knowledge of the law, that judges have aduty to ensure
that pro se litigants are treated fairly and are not disadvantaged simply because
they do not have legal representation. In this case, Judge Muscarella failed to
uphold this duty, which raised concerns about her ability to preside impartially
over the proceedings.

C. Unjustified Prohibition on Recording Court Proceedings

10. During the proceedings, Judge Muscarella issued an order prohibiting the
recording of the hearings, without providing a valid legal basis or compelling
justification for this restriction. I found this decision troubling, as it limited the
transparency of the court proceedings and prevented Mr. Gleason from maintaining

accurate record ofwhat transpired, which is crucial for a pro se litigant whoan
may need to rely on such a record for appeals or further legal action.

11. The prohibition on recording was not consistent with the principles of open and
public judicial proceedings as established by the Florida Supreme Court in *In re
Petition of Post-Newsweek Stations, Florida, Inc.*, 370 So. 2d 764 (Fla. 1979),
which emphasizes the importance of transparency and the public's right to access
court proceedings. Judge Muscarella's decision to prevent recording appeared to
serve no purpose other than to limit scrutiny, reinforcing my perception that Mr.
Gleason was not being treated fairly.

D. Appearance ofImpropriety and Bias

12. Based on my observations, it is my belief that Judge Muscarella's conduct
throughout the proceedings demonstrated a clear appearance of bias and
impropriety. The combination of her reliance on defense counsel's legal



interpretations, her disregard for Mr. Gleason's rights as apro se litigant, and her
decision to prohibit recordings created an environment whereit was evident that
the Plaintiffwas not receiving a fair trial.

13.In my opinion, reasonably prudent person observing the proceedings woulda
have serious concerns about Judge Muscarella's impartiality and would fear that
Christopher Gleason could not receive a fair and impartial trial. The judge's
conduct violated the principles of judicial fairness and impartiality and Was
inconsistent with the standards expected ofa judge as articulated in *MacKenzie v.
Super Kids Bargain Store, Inc.*, 565 So. 2d 1332 (Fla. 1990), which emphasizes
that even the appearance ofbias or impropriety is sufficient to warrant ajudge's
disqualification.

E. Statement of Good Faith

14.Imake this affidavit in good faith and not for any improper purpose. I am
providing this testimony to support the Plaintiff's efforts to seek a fair and
impartial trial before a judge who can objectively and fairly adjudicate this matter.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.KCou
Witrless Name Krlsta Kosier
Adaress 133e2 Whlspereg,FluimuPiSw) AI2o7,Largo EL 33774
Phone Number 47207980972
Sworn to and subscribed before me this@9/bayof SeP+ 2024
Personally known OR Produced Identification
ype of Identification Produced:Ihmm
Notary Public, State of Florida My Commission Expires: 2-26-28
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SIRENA PEHARDWAFFIDAVIT OF

REGARDING JUDGE MUSCARELLA'S IMPARTIALITY

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PINELLAS

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared
who, being first duly sworn, deposes and states as follows:

1.My name iSSRENA VVändI am over the age of18, competent to
testify, and make this affidavit based on my personal knowledge and observations.

2. I am not a party to the above-captioned case involving PlaintiffChristopher
Gleason and Defendant Julie Marcus, nor do I have any personal interest in the

of this litigation. I attended the court proceedings involving thisoutcome case as9-19-24andmy observations are based on what Dan observer on
personally witnessed during these proceedings.

3. I observed the conduct and demeanor of Judge Patricia Muscarella during the
court proceedings, and Ihave a well-founded belief that she did not act impartially
and that Plaintiff Christopher Gleason was nottreated fairly due to the judge's
demonstrated bias and favoritism toward the defendant and their legal counsel, Mr.
Jared Kahn.

A. Judge Muscarella's Reliance on Defense Counsel's Legal Guidance

4. During the proceedings, Iwitnessed Judge Muscarellarepeatedly seek guidance
and clarification from defense counsel, Mr. Jared Kahn, regarding legal procedures



and interpretations ofthe law. On multiple occasions, the judge asked Mr. Kahn for
his opinion on how to proceed, and she appeared to rely on his statements without
independent verification or consideration of the Plaintiff's arguments.

5. Specifically, Judge Muscarella accepted Mr. Kahn's representation that Exhibit
G contained critical infrastructure information protected under Florida Statutes §§
119.0725(2)(b) and (d), despite the absence of any statutory basis or evidence
provided to support this claim. Judge Muscarella did not question or challenge Mr.
Kahn's statements, even though Plaintiff Christopher Gleason attempted to raise

and objections regarding the accuracy of the defense counsel's assertions.concerns

6. In my opinion, Judge Muscarella's reliance on Mr. Kahn's guidance
demonstrated a lack ofimpartiality and an appearance ofbias in favor ofthe
defense. This behavior suggested that the judge was not acting as a neutral arbiter
but rather as someone influenced by the defendant's legal counsel.

B. Failure to Provide Fair Treatment to Pro Se Plaintiff

7. I was aware that Christopher Gleason was representing himself as a pro se
litigant, and I observed that Judge Muscarella did not extend the same level of
consideration assistance to him as she did to the defense counsel. While Mr.Or
Kahn was given ample opportunity to present his arguments and legal positions,
Judge Muscarella frequently interrupted or dismissedMr. Gleason's attempts to
raise legal points or address issues related to the case.

8. There were several instances where Judge Muscarella appeared impatient or
dismissive when Mr. Gleason tried to present his arguments, whereas she showed
deference and attentiveness to defense counsel's submissions. This unequal
treatment gave me the impression that Judge Muscarella was biasedagainst Mr.



Gleason and was not providinghim with the fair and equal opportunity to present
his case.

9. I am aware, based on my knowledge of the law, that judges have a duty to ensure
thatpro se litigants are treated fairly and are not disadvantaged simply because
they do not have legal representation. In this case, Judge Muscarella failed to
uphold this duty, whichraised concerns about her ability to preside impartially
over the proceedings.

C. Unjustified Prohibition on Recording Court Proceedings

10. During the proceedings, Judge Muscarella issued an order prohibiting the
recording ofthe hearings, without providing a valid legal basis or compelling
justification for this restriction. I found this decision troubling, as it limited the
transparency of the court proceedings and prevented Mr. Gleason from maintaining
an accurate record of what transpired, which is crucial for a pro se litigant who

needto rely on such a record for appeals or further legal action.may

11. The prohibition on recording was not consistent with the principles of open and
public judicial proceedings as established by the Florida Supreme Court in *In re
Petition of Post-Newsweek Stations, Florida, Inc.*, 370 So. 2d 764 (Fla. 1979),
which emphasizes the importance of transparency andthe public's right to access
court proceedings. Judge Muscarella's decision to prevent recording appeared to
serve no purpose other than to limit scrutiny, reinforcing my perception that Mr.
Gleason was not being treated fairly.

D. Appearance of Impropriety and Bias

12. Based on my observations, it is my belief that Judge Muscarella's conduct
throughout the proceedings demonstrated a clear appearance of bias and
impropriety. The combination of her reliance on defense counsel's legal



interpretations, her disregard for Mr. Gleason's rights as a pro se litigant, and her
decision to prohibit recordings created an environment where it was evident that
the Plaintiff was not receiving a fair trial.

13. Inmy opinion, a reasonably prudent person observing the proceedings would
have serious concerns about Judge Muscarella's impartiality and would fear that
Christopher Gleason could not receive a fair and impartial trial. The judge's
conduct violated the principles of judicial fairness and impartiality and Was
inconsistent with the standards expected of a judge as articulated in *MacKenzie v.
Super Kids Bargain Store, Inc.*, 565 So. 2d 1332 (Fla. 1990), which emphasizes
that eventhe appearance of bias or impropriety is sufficient to warrant a judge's
disqualification.

E. Statement of Good Faith

14. Imake this affidavit in good faith and not for any improper purpose. I am
providing this testimony to support the Plaintiff's efforts to seek a fair and
impartial trial before a judge who can objectively and fairly adjudicate this matter.

FÜRTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

elbONnKO
Witness Name STRENMA
Address

214
D

679 389-8939Phone Number -

this9fayof SPp+ ,2024Sworn to and subscribed before me

Personally known OR Produced Identification
Type of Identification Produced:

Chats.Pem 226-28Notary Public, State of Florida My
Commission Expires:

CHRISTINEPETERS
CemmissionI#HH 496653
ExpiresFebruary26, 2028



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIALCIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA

CHRISTOPHER GLEASON,

Plaintiff,

Case No. 24-003995-CIVS.

JULIE MARCUS, et al

Defendant.

PLAINTIFF'S VERIFIED MOTION TO DISQUALIFY
JUDGE PATRICIA MUSCARELLA

COMES NOW, Plaintiff Christopher Gleason, pro se, and pursuant to Rule 2.330 ofthe Florida

Rules of Judicial Administration, respectfully moves this Court to enter an order disqualifying

the Honorable Judge Patricia Muscarella from presiding over the above-captioned matter, case

pursuant to Rule 2.330 ofthe Florida Rules of Judicial Administration and in support thereof

states as follows:

1.Introduction

This motion is filed in good faith based upon facts and circumstances that would lead a

reasonable person to fear that they would not receive a fair and impartial hearing or trial if Judge

Muscarella continues to preside over this case.

2. Background

1



Plaintiffhas been engaged in litigation against the Pinellas County Supervisor of

Elections concerning allegations ofunlawful concealment, delay, and alteration ofpublic records

and election records including Election Summary Reports, Precinct Summary Reports, illegal

requests for vote by mail ballots, ballots being illegally and fraudulently cast and the illegal

administration and illegal certification of elections using voting systems with no valid orlegal

certification in violation ofFlorida's Public Records Laws, Florida Election Code, Federal

Election Code and election transparency requirements. In Case No. 23-6698, Judge Muscarella's

repeated failure to rule on critical motions for judicial notice and

discovery combined with her failure to address serious irrefutable claims ofvoter

disenfranchisement through the omission ofthousands of blank ballots, has resulted in a well-

grounded fear that Judge Muscarella cannot provide an impartial and fair hearing. Plaintiffis

once again representing himselfas a pro se litigant, but the ongoing issues in the present case are

compounded by new evidence that suggests the Pinellas County Supervisor ofElections engaged

in similar misconduct during the administration ofthe 2010 judicial election of Judge Patricia

Muscarella. These allegations create an additional, direct conflict ofinterest.

3. Legal Standard

Rule 2.330(d)(1) of the Florida Rules of Judicial Administration states thata judge should

be disqualified when the party fears that they will not receive a fair trial or hearing because of

specifically alleged facts. The fear must be objectively reasonable. UnderCanon 2Aofthe

Florida Code ofJudicial Conduct, judges must act atall times in a manner that promotes public

confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary. Canon 3B(7) requires judges to rule

on all matters promptly and fairly, which Judge Muscarella failed to do by not addressing critical

motions in the prior case. Furthermore, Canon 3E(1) mandates recusal where ajudge's

2



impartiality mightreasonably be questioned. In this case, the combination ofJudge Muscarella's

prior failure to rule fairly on motions, her unfair treatment of a pro se litigant, and the direct

conflict arising from the administration of her own 2010 election by the same Supervisor of

Elections, clearly meets the legal standard for recusal. In Livingston v. State, 441 So. 2d 1083

(Fla. 1983), the Florida Supreme Court held that the test for judicial disqualification is whether a

reasonably prudent person, knowing all the facts, would have areasonable fear ofnot receiving a

fair trial. Here, the totality of the circumstances, including the conflict involving Judge

Muscarella's election and the pattern of her conduct in the prior case, fully supports recusal.

4. Facts Supporting Disqualification

The following facts, known to the undersigned, support a well-founded fear that the

Judge is biased or prejudiced against the Plaintiff:

a. Plaintifffiled a motion for judicial notice, requesting the Court to acknowledge

statutory requirements regarding the Supervisor of Elections' duties under Florida law, including

the obligation to provide complete, unredacted and unaltered public records and official election

records. Judge Muscarella failed to rule on this motion, depriving Plaintiff of the ability to have

these fundamental legal points acknowledged by the Court.

b. In connection with Plaintiff's allegations ofvoter disenfranchisement through blank

ballots and omissions in the election summary reports also known as the EL45Areports and the

precinct level election reports also known as the EL30A reports, Plaintiff sought discovery to

obtain critical evidence of the Supervisor of Elections' conduct. Judge Muscarella did not rule on

the motion for discovery, effectively blocking Plaintiff from gathering evidence essential to

proving his claims. This failure to allow full discovery was particularly prejudicial to Plaintiff,

3



who was acting pro se atthe time and was disadvantaged in navigating complex procedural

matters.

c. Plaintiff, previously a pro se litigant, was subject to unfair treatment during the earlier

proceedings, in which Judge Muscarella failed to rule on essential motions and disregarded

significant claims involving voter disenfranchisement and public records concealment and

alteration by the Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections.

d. The Plaintiff, as a pro se litigant is bringing a contest of election challenge based on

fraud, official misconduct, corrupt practices and further violations ofthe Florida Constitution, the

United State Constitution, Florida Election Statutes, Federal Election Statutes, and now brings

this motion in light ofserious concerns regarding the administration of Judge Muscarella's oWn

2010 election by the Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections, implicating a conflict of interest.

e. Plaintiff filed a motion for judicial notice, requesting the Court to acknowledge

statutory requirements regarding the Supervisor ofElections' duties under Florida law, including

the obligation to provide complete, unredacted and unaltered public records and official election

records. Judge Muscarella failed to rule on this motion, depriving Plaintiff of the ability to have

these fundamental legal points acknowledged by the Court.

f. In connection with Plaintiff's allegations ofvoter disenfranchisement through blank

ballots and omissions in the election summary reports also known as the EL45A reports and the

precinct level election reports also known as the EL30A reports, Plaintiffsought discovery to

obtain critical evidence of the Supervisor ofElections' conduct. Judge Muscarella did not rule on

the motion for discovery, effectively blocking Plaintiff from gathering evidence essential to

proving his claims. This failure to allow full discovery was particularly prejudicial to Plaintiff,

4



who was acting pro se at the time and was disadvantaged in navigating complex procedural

matters.

During the previous proceeding, Plaintiff represented himselfpro se and was subject tog.

unfair treatment that further supports the reasonable belief thatJudge Muscarella's handling of

the case was biased. Courts have a duty to ensure pro se litigants receive fair treatment, yet Judge

Muscarella's consistent failure to rule on key motions and to address substantive issues raised by

Plaintiff, including substantial claims of voter disenfranchisement, demonstrates a lack of

impartiality.

h. The Pinellas County Circuit Court's procedural delays andJudge Muscarella's refusal

to allow discovery and take judicial notice effectively denied Plaintiff access to the evidence

needed to substantiate his claims, while favoring the defense's arguments, including accepting

without scrutiny the defense counsel's fraudulent misrepresentation regarding the statutory

requirements for election reports. This unfair treatment of a pro se litigant raises serious ethical

concerns under Florida's judicial canons.

i. Compounding these concerns is the fact that the issues being litigated in the current

case involve similar allegations ofunlawful election practices by the Supervisor ofElections that

implicate the administration ofthe 2010 judicial election of Judge Patricia Muscarella. Plaintiff

has obtained evidence indicating that the same practices involving the concealment of public

records, the unlawful administration ofelections using electronic voting systems that have

modems attached voiding their certification and the failure to properly report voter data

including blank ballots, and vote by mail fraud-were employed during the election in which

Judge Muscarella was elected.
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Muscarella's impartiality is now inj. This creates an inherent conflict ofinterest, as Judge

question, given that the allegations in this case directly relate to the actions of thePinellas

County Supervisor ofElections in administering her own election. A reasonable person, aware of

these facts, would have a well-founded fear that Judge Muscarella cannot be impartial in ruling

on a case that involves misconductby the very office that oversaw her election.

5. Fear of Bias

Based on these facts, the undersigned genuinely fears that they will not receive a fair and

impartial hearing or trial due to the judge's actions, statements, or relationships.

6. Timeliness

This motion is filed timely and within ten (10) days of discovering the facts that give rise to the

fear ofprejudice. Under Rule 2.330(e), the motion must be filed immediately upon discovery of

the grounds for disqualification.

7. Relief Requested

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Honorable Court:

1. Enter an order disqualifying the Honorable Judge Patricia Muscarella from presiding over any

further proceedings in this case.

2. Reassign this case to a different judge as provided under the rules governing the Sixth Judicial

Circuit in Florida.

VERIFICATION

I, Christopher Gleason, hereby verify that the facts stated in this motion are true and correct to

the best of my knowledge and belief.
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Respectfully submitted,

/s Christopher Gleason

Christopher Gleason

1628 Sand Key Estates Court

Clearwater, FL 33767

727-480-2059

gleasonforpinellas@gmail.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

IHEREBY CERTIFY that atrue and correct copy of the foregoing was served via email on this
September 19, 2024 to: JARED N. KAHN, ESQ, Attorney for Defendant Julie Marcus,

in her official capacity as Pinellas County Supervisor ofElections, at jkahn@pinellas.gov and

eservice@pinellas.gov and to JEFFREY N. KLEIN, ESQ., Attorney for Defendant Pinellas

County Canvassing Board, atjklein@pinellas.gov and eservice@ pingllas gov.

JARED D. KAHN

Florida BarNumber 105276

Senior Assistant County Attorney

Pinellas County Attorney's Office

315 Court Street, Sixth Floor

Clearwater, FL 33756

Primary e-mail address: jkahn@pinellas.gov

Secondary e-mail address: eservice@pinellas.gov

Attorney for Julie Marcus, in her official capacity as

Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections
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JEFFREY N. KLEIN

Florida Bar Number 1025117

Assistant County Attorney

Pinellas CountyAttorney's Office

315 Court Street, 6th Floor.

Clearwater, FL 33756

Tel: 727-464-3354/Fax: 727-464-4147

Primary e-mail address: jklein@pinellas.gov

Secondary e-mail address: eservice@pinellas.gov

Attorney for Defendant, Attorney for the Pinellas

County Canvassing Board

s/ Christopher Gleason

Dated: 09/19/2024
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