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I. A STATEMEN'P WAY THIS CASE IS NOT A CASE OF PUSLIC OR

GREAT GENERAL INTEREST.

If thi.s werc a case between a heterosexual male

and a heterosexual `.emale, there would be no pub]i.c,

interest or great general interest in this case. It

would be a very coicuno : case in either Ouvenile Court.

or poire5i:ic Re.7al:ions; Court. Would a step fatlner_ or

a step mother, a babysitter, a mother or father in

1aw, or a day care worker be accorded any privileges

of parenthood? Abso7utely not!

Should this case be transiormed into a case oi

Pub7_ic interest or of Great Geriera7 Interest because

two of the parties are 1esbians and one is a gay male?

bPould any business contract case, t.orz, or real

parties.property case turL on I..ha sexualil..y of the

Hardly!

The Appellant is tryinq to turn this case into

a cause celebre, while tt-ie Appellees are tryinq to

pr,otect the chil.d from abnormal publicity and a

circus mentality.
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This Court should protect the child involved

herein by deciining to treat this case in any

special way because of the sexual-ity oi the parties,

and refuse to consider this case.

11. LPPE.LLEE' S POSITION

Ms. Mullen has never contractually relinquished her

right to exclusive custody =n favor of s h ed

custody with 1"s< Hobbs. Mic^el.e Hobbs d:id not prove

at the trial that Ms. Mullen had contractually

relinquished her right to the custody of hes'child

so as Lo esLablish, according to Ohio Law, a right

to any custodial, shareci, or parental rig^3ts to a

c•'r,i7d Lo whom M:>. Ilobbs is a zegal strar>ger.

The Tria1 Court did not error in rejecting

the Magistrate's legal c:onclusion that Ms. Mu7len

had contractually relinquished her right to

exclusive custody in favor of shared custody with

Ms. Hobbs.

Wictrele Hobbs did not prove at the trial that vis.

Mullen had co?atraci=ualiy re7inquished her- right ro the

custody of her child so as to establish according to

Ohio Law a right to any custodial, shared, or parental
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rights to a child to whom Ms. Hobbs is a legal

stranger.

The State may deny parents custody oi tteir

cl-izldren in siiuations where the Court determines t

a preponderance of evidence shows that parents ^iave

abandoried the child, w;iere i-hey havo contractually

relinquished custody of the, child, wher tney have

c:entr,actually relincfuished custody of ttie child, or

child, or that an award of custody to the parent

would be detrimental to tne child. Ilockstok, 98 Ohio

St. 3d 238,(2002), 2002-Otio-7208,781 N.E. 2d 972

The '.Crial Court was correct in coneludin<; that hS.s.

Mu11en, hail no legally k inding agreezneirL with Hobbs,

and that all documents siqned by tier were revocable at

will.

'C'he documents executed by Ms. Mullen were fully

revocable by her at wi11, and they were indeed

revoked. Also, she refused to enter into any kind of

shared custodial asrangement. E°,ren though, ar4

ag:reerr^en i to relinqnish custody cara be oral in nature,

nothinq arises to that occa3ion here. in Re Perales,

52 Ohio State 2d, 89, (1977), 6 0 0 3d 293, 369 N.E.

2d 1047.
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While Mullen freely entered into documents which

she could revoke, she never intended, and refused to

sign any k'xtr.l oi shared parenting documents. 'The

legislature has estab7isned metheas of obta ning

parental rignts, includinq adoption, qrandpar-ent

rights, a <'.Aetermination of L!'iG unfitness of the

par.enLs, and other_ nie3ns. The Courts c3nrioC, either in

Iaw or equity, establish a means to become a parent

otrier than as established by statute. Iri Re Bonfield,

9'7 03 3d 387, (20D2)-Obio-6660, 780 N.B. 2d 241.

It. is ciear that artder Ohio iaw, Ms. Hobbs cannot

be consiciered one of Lucy's iegal pare50Ls. Ms. ^1u11en

is the legal and biological Iriotber, and Mr. iimiTag is

Lhe father.
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III. CONCLUSION

None of the Trial Court's rulings were arbitrary,

capricious, or an abuse of discretion, and they were fully

supported in the law, by finding that Kelly Mullen had not

legally relinquished any parental rights to Michele FCobbs,

and that Scott Liming was the natural father of Lucy

Mullen, which entitled him to certain parental rights to

Lucy Mullen, and therefore, this appeal must be found to be

without merit.

espectfully Subm

Terry M. Tranter, No. 000896
Attorney for Scott Liming-Appe'llee
806 2nd National Bank Building
830 Main Street
Cincinnati, 4hi-o 45202
(513) 621-9204, Fax: (513) 241-0045

terryLatran'terti?yahc'^c^. com
__
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify a copy of this I3r_ief was mailedby regular

mail service on March 9, 2010 to Lisa T. Meeks, Attorney

for Appellant Nh.chel2e Hobbs, Suite 650, 215 F. Ninth

SLreet, Cincinnati, 0h3.o 45202, to Chsistopher R. Clark,

Attorney for Appellant Micl?.elle Hobbs, SuiLe 1008, 11 Eaat

Adams, Chicago, I]Jinois 60613, and to Karen P. Meyers,

Attorney for the Appellee <^lly MUTl-n, 123 Boqgs Lane,

Cincinnati, Ohi_o 45246.

_-
Terry M. Tranter

Attorr.ey at Law
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