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RELATORS MOTION SEEKING DEFAULT&/OR IN THE 

ALTERNATIVE REQUEST FOR RELEIF FROM CONDUCT 
THAT CONSTITUTES CORRUPT ACTIVITY 

Addressing David Grimes and his arguments throughout his “Motion to Dismiss” filed 

02/20/15, in this very case serves as yet another opportunity to show exactly why the 06/01/15 
“Motion for Reconsideration” of Relator is the only remedy that will ever be adequate in 

comparison to the standard appeal, to any litigation resolution stemming from within and out of 

Adams Co. Courts. 

Starting with a partial mention ofdefrnitions under R.C 2913.01 

(A) "Deception" means knowingly deceiving another or causing another to be deceived by any 

false or misleading representation, by withholding information, by preventing another from 

acquiring information, or by any other conduct, act, or omission that creates, confirms, or 

perpetuates a false impression in another, including a false impression as to law, value, state of 

mind, or other objective or subjective fact. 

(B) "Defraud" means to knowingly obtain, by deception, some benefit for oneself or another, or 

to knowingly cause, by deception, some detriment to another. 

(C) "Deprive" means to do any of the following: 

(1) Withhold property of another permanently, or for a period that appropriates a substantial 

portion of its value or use, or with purpose to restore it only upon payment of a reward or other 

consideration; 

(2) Dispose ofproperty so as to make it unlikely that the owner will recover it; 

(3) Accept, use, or appropriate money, property, or services, with purpose not to give proper 

consideration in return for the money, property, or services, and without reasonable justification 

or excuse for not giving proper consideration. 

The intent to magnify that “Relator did not appeal” the Fourth Districts dismissal of 

12/18/14 and that “the pending appeal would be the appropriate remedy” was the intentional
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suggestion of res judicata to reduce the chances of any relief on behalf of Relator. And to delay 
the outcome knowing for “objecting” to the magistrate decision that M.F. was removed from 
everything she has ever known and the fourth district clearly shows on p7, footnotes section, 2'” 
paragraph, “execution ofthe coui1’s March I8, 20l4 Judgment was automatically stayed until 
the court ruled on the objections. . . and not one citing ofthe same Civil 53(E)(4)(c) or any 
mention of the Interim that was clearly malice and the court obviously knew how wrong it was 
and that’s why they concealed it from the appeal record. 

(R.C. 2921.32(A)(1,2,4,5,6), RC. 2921.52 to facilitate R.c.29os.oi(A)(i) & (B)(l)(2) 
“Under Ohio law, the doctrine of res judicata consists of the two related concepts of 

claim preclusion, also known as resjudicata or estoppel by judgment, and issue preclusion, also 
known as collateral estoppe .” Ohio ex rel. Boggs v. City of Cleveland, 655 F.3d 516, 519 (6th 
Cir. 2011) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted). 

Two (2) different avenues for the application of the doctrine of res judicata- issue preclusion and 
claim preclusion. 

For issue preclusion to apply, a party must demonstrate that “the fact or issue" in question 
“was actually and directly litigated in the prior action," State ex rel. Davis v. Pub. limps. Rel. 
Bd., 120 Ohio St. 3d 386, 392 (2008). So by virtue ofapplylng Grimes theory of“not appealing” 
the prior dismissal was actually a judgment entered by default and to that is exactly the purpose 
for the next statement; 

“In the case of a judgment entered by . . . default, none of the lSS1l€.S' is actually litigated.” 
Arizona v. California, 530 US 392, 414 (2000) (quoting Restatement (Second) of Judgments § 

27 (1982)). 

For claim preclusion to stand, there are four distinct elements to weigh before declared a 

“valid, final judgment rendered upon the merits bars all subsequent actions based upon any claim 
arising out of the transaction or occurrence that was the subject matter of the previous action 

(1) a prior final, valid decision on the merits by a court of competent jurisdiction; 

(2) a second action involving the same parties, or their privies, as the first



(3) a second action raising claims that were or could have been litigated in the flrst 
action; 

(4) a second action arising out of the transaction or occurrence that was the subject matter 
ofthe previous action. Hapgood V. City 13/ Warren 127 F.3d 490, 493 (6th Cir. 1997) 

1*‘ element in claim preclusion, “final, valid decision on the merits” is broader than the 
issue preclusion requirement of “actual and direct litigation in the prior action” 

As Grimes clearly indicates, default judgment was entered against Relator in the 
underlying prohibition action when no appeal was taken. “Ohio case law expressly recognizes 
that ‘[a] default judgment is a valid and final judgment upon the merits, and it can be, therefore, 
a proper bar to later claims for purposes of claim preclusion. Chapman v. PNC Bank, No. 
l:11CV2229, 2012 WL 163040, at *4 (N.D. Ohio Jan. 18, 2012) (quoting Stand Energy Corp. v. 

Rttyan, No. 0050004, 2005 WL 2249107 (Ohio Ct. App. Sept. 16, 2005)); see Morris v. Jotzcs, 
329 US. 545, 550—5l (1947) 

A judgment of a court, having jurisdiction of the parties and of the subject matter 
operates as resjudicata, in the absence of fraud or collusion, even ifobtained upon a default, 
(Riehle v. Margolies, 279 U.S. 218, 225 (1929)); Astar Abatement, lne., V. Cincinnati ('ity Sch. 

1)t.st. Bd qf'Educ., No. 1'] 1CV587, 2012 WL 481799. 
“Under Ohio law, default judgments are judgments on the merits which can be attacked 

only on direct appeal. Default judgment, therefore, can act as a bar to alter claims under the 
doctrine of claim preclusion.” The major defeat that Grimes has to overcome is “in the absence 
Q/frattd or collusion" before he can begin to prevail under claim preclusion in his favor. 

Another principle advanced in Ohio case law, that “[t]he binding effect of res 

judicata has been held not to apply when fairness and justice would not support it,” 

Bttildetzr Dev. Gmttp, l..l..C., in Smith, No 23846, 2010 WL 3448574, at *3 (Ohio Ct. 
App. Sept. 3, 2010) (alteration in original and citations omitted) 

Even if the failure to appeal construed as the triggering the application of res judicata, to 
disregard Relator’s claims, that have never been decided on the merits, and“[u]nder [such]



circumstances, rigid application of res judicata would defeat the ends ofjustice.” 2010 WL 
3448574, at *34 (discussing situations where application ofres judicata is manifestly unjust). 

"Res judicata is not a shield to protect the blameworthy." Davis v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. (2001), 
93 Ohio St.3d 488, 491. 

Meaning, it’s not a device to hide behind by stating “appeal was not taken” when it 
wouIdn‘t have mattered when the deceptive yet intentional tampering and omitting ofdocuments 
are known to only one party while falsely portraying, otherwise. It was one more attempt to 
protect the obvious and hopefully gain another deceptive win. Refer back to definitions of RC 
2913. Point being, Adams Co has complete access to all records ofa case, they transmit the 
record on appeal and the records are returned to them alter a higher court discharges and returns 
the record ofa case. A clever criminal will not openly commit an act that would intentionally 
deliver proof of their acts of tampering, obstructing, etc. There is no adequate remedy for anyone 
filing any action through such a court. Timing here is perfect since the records lie in the Fourth 
Court of Appeals to plead that if a remedy isn’t granted now then the window ofopportunity 
slams shut causing irreparable harm and the records being returned without interception is 
beyond a travesty. Another fraudulent win, further injury upon the intended victims, while 
purporting to be in the performance of their duties, when it is actually clone in a methodological 
premeditated, step-by-step manner with the intent to deceive and to deprive a party of any and all 
rights. “What one does not know, one cannot contest”. Unless anyone on behalf of Judge Brett 
Spencer or Adams Co intends to refine and overcome the required burden by filing exact copies 
ofeach and every single page filed in Writ ease CA 999 and CA 994, then have the Judges of4“‘ 
district also validate they also recall those same exact documents, they have not met the burden, 
as the party asserting resjudicata to bar this action. The party asserting it has the burden to prove 
the other party has had a fair opportunity to be heard entirely before they can prevail its barred 
under res judicata. 

The fourth districts 06/15/2015 is exactly what I knew was being done. The CA 994 
Entry of 07/ 10/2014 (attached herein) never existed, it was only posted to mislead an observer 
Then the “amended” entry 07/23/15 was actually sent to 4"‘ court but still a deceptive cover-up,



by amending it is presumed it’s to supplement, modify or alter an original. You cannot amend 
what never existed and further amending is not a synonym for forgery or tampering. 

Upon Re|ator’s counsel directly speaking with the 4"‘ district court on Augn18, 2014 by 
phone it was concluded that there was no record or evidence in their appeal case CA 994 that 
there was ever an order for in camera interview transcript for appeal purposes, hence the online 

entry noting the “four copies” which is required for the appeal judges. R.C. 2913.05(A) and 

knowing an appellate court can only “review the record transmitted by the trial court". Relator is 

aware it is not public record and would be transmitted under seal unlike the hearing transcripts. 

Once counsel confirmed it was truly absent, he called Adams County Juv. Division and 
demanded it be remedied. Apparently, to avoid any further calls on the status of transmitting 

what as timely ordered and paid for, Judge Brett Spencer mailed the letter the same date, located 

in 3'23“/Ql{|,; _ as exhibit 
‘I’ stating he “ignored” it and partly because Relator failed to guess 

accurately at his magistrate’s misconduct and rm/ess Judge Brett Spencer could confirm if any 

allegations were accurate that was the most disgusting and obvious admission that he already 

knew about his magistrate cursing at M.F. and physically lunging at her like an animal then 

growling at her in an in camera interview as a means to intimidate her for attempting to even 

speak. Yet to fiirther injure the case, Judge Brett Spencer deliberately says in his J.E. 06/26/2014 

that he reviewed that same in camera interview and formulated exposure to DV yet he cannot 
explain that from 12/3/13 the court lefi that same child in the home with the mother undisturbed 

but ex parte removed her on 03/ 18/ 14 simply because the mother/Relator filed objections to the 

mag. decision. The appeals decision says automatic stay was granted to Relator since objections 

were filed timely and cite Juv R 40, et al yet that is not what Relator records show. The court 
enforced a R.C. 2921,52 sham process order depriving and severing parent from child and 

references both Civ. & Juv. Rules. The Court of Appeals never once mentions any civil rules nor 
the obsolete by it’s 2006 amendment Civ. R. 53(E)(4)(c). Further if automatic stay had been 

granted then why does the court continuously deny the request for stay (see 
attachment ‘W 

‘_-I f *5 also matches Journal of 20035123 in Exhibit pageffjilrat was 

filed on 9% this action). 1' "'-"""'»""""-N
i
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What rule or law is there that a person has to ‘guess’ at misconduct in addition to 

ordering and paying for transcripts for an appeal? If my complaints of the Guardian Ad litem for



falsely portraying a child was neglected academically, who lied about speaking to school, 
teachers and these records he supposedly obtained from the school that denies any contact from 
an ad litem on behalf ofM.F. have went unheard, then it is obvious the “guessing game 
invitation” for the transcripts are nothing but another power trip of somebody that has convinced 
himselfthat he is allowed to portray he has the power to which he doesn’t, it serves to obviously 

conceal his magistrate’s attempted assault and after all, whose ever going to believe any ot"this” 
No record ofit, alone with no supervision and most generally officials in such a position don’t lie 
or become aggressive so how is she ever going to have her chance to tell what went on in there? 
No one will ever believe her, it’1l be assumed she is just ‘making that up. Notice though the 
magistrate never even hints that he ever inquired of DV with M.F. in camera but for some reason 
in the 2““ Judgment Entry of 6-26-2014 Judge Brett Spencer states he was able to formulate 
exposure to DV from his inspection of in camera interview. That served two malicious purposes. 
1) he knew he was omitting it on appeal and knows the appeal court always says “they can only 
consider the record before them and if there is no record then they must assume there was no 
error and it was proper” 2) it had more weight to the prejudice against Relator. after all, he is a 

judge and “nonverbal” unarticulated conductjust makes more sense if he “tweaks” it using his 
position to advance all but the truth. Perhaps his ‘personal reasons’ for ignoring the ordering of 

the transcript are because he knows Relator’s objections were never about the child agreeing to 
DV because the magistrate never tried to even imply that, because it never happened. Actually 
the mag. decision totally conflicted with even the ad litems testimony in l 1/5 when he failed to 
portray the relationship between Farahay and child was stable and insinuating M.F. would 
concur. The Magistrate Decision clarifies just the opposite, by stating child wanted to reside and 
stay with mother, far different of all the implied innuendo’s of the same GAL that abandoned the 
child in the final hearing. 

It’s well established that a court cannot consider evidence that is not properly before it 

and now since there are 2 known claims, publicly of record/evidence tampering (Shuperts 
corrected transcripts from another Adams Co case, eerily involving both counsel Grimes and 
same judge) how simple to discredit such allegations would it have been to file an exact copy of 
the original appeal notice ofCA 994 in this very action in an opposition motion, to which has not 
been attempted. The Court of Appeals and all onlookers would see the same document and



nothing would come as a surprise to anyone, especially if there has not been any deceptive 
alterations or omissions. 

Regardless, the Judges own letter for “personal reasons” he was “ignoring” the request 
of the in camera interview for appeal purposes, that letter would not have been issued if it had 

been truly transmitted on appeal. Further it stated unless Relator guesses accurately at 

misconduct ofa perverse magistrate’s behavior towards the child, then the child’s in camera 

interview just wasn’t available for a higher court to access it, citing no law to support it. There is 

no law or rule about Spencer’s personal reasons being a mechanism for denying a party 
transcripts for appeal purposes, or otherwise. Again emphasizing Spencer’s letter wouldn’t have 

ever existed let alone been mailed if the records were what they intend to portray, online. The 

only purpose of posting it online as mailed to higher court was to deceive and defraud. It was not 

meant to be ‘caught’ What was the purpose of trying to guess at misconduct to have him 
confirm it, he completely “ignored” the ad litems obvious wrongs and the opposing attorney for 

submitting grade cards knowing they were false but for some reason in order to have a higher 

panel of judges to inspect it, Relator was to allege certain misconduct, there is no rule or statute 

in obtaining transcripts a party must accurately guess at how perverse Schlueter acted alone with 
a child with no boundaries, (notice GAL does not offer records/repon cards, he never had any 
contact with the actual school, hejust said he did to aid the deception). 

Simply put, the transcripts of Shupens that were redone/corrected by another entity, were 

not even denied in this action, he can’t even just say the court accepted them and sent them to the 

Fourth Dist Court as they implied by stamping them to portray they were sent. Surely, they 

weren’tjust stamped as a means to misrepresent that they truly issued them A simple opposition 
by way of confirming that they were truly sent to 4"‘ district as implied by the stamping. Another 

way to discredit Relator’s allegations of her altered transcripts is to allow the audio CD of 
hearings in MF. underlying case to readily dispute allegations of transcripts being fabricated and 
then again for appeal purposes. You cannot amend anything without there being an original. 
Amend is not a synonym for tampering or forgery. The 07/09/2014 mailing in CA 994 was only 
posted to when it never existed, ever. Relator spoke directly with staff at the fourth dist. court of 
appeals and they have no reason to assert other than what they do or don’t have in a record. 

Emphasizing the letter issued by Judge Brett Spencer as Ex. ‘I’ in 3/flllé , it wasn’t denied for 
Vohl



lack of payment and it also confirms that it was timely in ordering for appeal purposes, if the 

court really had sent the 4 copies ofthe order as indicated on the fraudulent entry of 07/10/15, 

there would be an entry of a deficiency mailed to the Relator, there is not an entry of any 

deficiency, which only magnifies that the appeal notice was altered and the online portrayal was 

only posted to deliberately further the scheme of willfully withholding them. Further if it had 

been sent, it would have been entered that the transcript was under seal, just like in appeal case 

997 (attached as» C‘Vm‘%}<>)(t" 
2? in camera interview that was sent. Again, there is 

no record or entry of any deficiency notice in case for M.F. His personal reasons for ignoring it 

are because he knows he blatantly obstructed justice by not allowing her testimony to be heard 

and by using his position as a judge with the knowledge that the reviewing court must assume his 

finding is proper when there is no record for them to consider. He knows very well what that 
magistrate said and did to M.F. and how illegal it was and if the truth would ever get out, they’d 

be exposed and facing felonies. He has every reason to hide it. He just was not expecting to be 
exposed. He never even tries to link the withholding of it to be “in the best interest" of M.F. 
which is what everything else is purporting to be about. 

Better yet no injury done, to Tyler Cantrell, afier all this litigation and allegations, to 

simply state a name or names in particular as to whom he spoke with as he verbally stated on the 
record, who/wl1atteacher(s), state by their name and that is not so much to ask for. And 
when/where did he become qualified to “read” non-verbal body language/conduct. Surely if so 
qualified he wouldn’t have to scheme for ad litem appointments, he would be employed 

gainfully with such impressive expertise. So, now is the perfect opportunity to discredit any 
allegations (esp. of the one that is “combative" and “deceitful “per entries of Adams Co) and 
show this court all papers/documents that were filed by Relator in the dismissed writ, so all 

involved clearly see that Relator had a fair chance to be heard and all issues were fairly 

considered. Otherwise, expect a request for a penalty for yet another criminal act done to delay 

and hinder the chance at Relator’s justice. Every page/attachment that Adams Co sent to the 
fourth district that was filed in that action is required ifany party asserts resjudicata for this 

action, here. Plain and simple, if a party can’t file an appeal notice without it being forged and 

altered, the chances of anything else being tampered, is even higher. 

Ohio Constitution, Article 1, Bill of Rights



I. 0/ lnalienable Rights 

All men are, by nature, free and independent, and have certain inalienable rights, among 
which are those of en/oying and defending life and liberty, acquiring, possessing, and protecting 
property, and seeking and obtaining happiness and safety. 

1. 16 Redress in courts 

All courts shall be open, and every person, for an injury done him in his land goods, 
person, or reputation, shall have remedy by due course of law, and shall have justice 
administered without denial or delay. 

To tamper, conceal, falsify, forge, omit and/or withhold pages tiled is nothing short of 
willfully and knowingly violating Relator, all over again and certainly the right to redress as 

stated in Ohio Constitution (when earlier filing directly through Adams Co. to the district appeal 
court) in addition to the inalienable rights that keep getting trampled on. Worse, is for the same 
child that everyone claims to be ‘protecting’, which is the last thing on any oftheir minds, they 
don’t even want anotherjudge to hear her without interception, Who is the deceptive one? 

Search the entire RC. 3109 and Sup. Rule 48, there’s nothing about “non-verbal” 
conduct analysis of any parent, in a court proceeding that simply refused to let an entire 

court room belittle and falsely pursue claims that a child was “drastically failing". While 
personally being able to hear voice and tone inflections and see gestures or expressions, it 

is harder for a court reading only transcripts to gauge certain things but this is beyond the 
limits ofreason. There’s nothing in Civ or Juv procedure mles that allow ad items to be a 

trier of fact or an expert on nonverbal evidence (especially without qualifications) in a 

court room without video cameras. It doesn’t take a genius to assault another person 

when they have no way to refute it with a video tape for another person trying to figure 
out who is lying and who isn’t. Anyone could have done that. An ad litem is not crafted 
with anything special to contrive that scenario. While it may appear that the mother must 
have done something to cause the ad litem to make a remark, let us imagine his non- 
verbal conduct as he cashed in $500 and earning it by aiding claims that a child was 
being neglected educationally with all his pretend qualifications then afler his spiel about 
“she could not pass tests later in high school’ go back and look at the grade card that he



never produced and tell a parent how that served M.F.’s best interest. His “she acted 
different” then read the ad litem in Highland Co who is not hiding her contacts or basing 
credibility over the phone by the sound ofa voice or minimizing one side and overly 
magnifying the other. She made clear she was looking through the eyes ofthe child and it 
was genuine whether or not a person agreed with her conclusions she at least stated why 
or how she determined different things. She never asserted to have x-ray or night vision 
which is about the equivalent of the Adams County hired ‘gun man’ disguised with 
‘ability to read silent nonverbal cues yet he can’t read a report card) as a guardian ad 
litem. False statement by innuendo and intentionally knowing without his part the court 
would not be able to misuse the demeanor tactic. 

Absent his ‘part’ in the furtherance the court would have to find another device or 
method to “cash in”. For five years no method was intact for a party to complain ofan ad litem 
despite Sup R 48 since 2009, so one has to wonder how many unsuspecting parents, children and 
families have been victimized and how many thousands of dollars has the enterprise collected in 
the process. . .looking at the appeal cases from Adams Co on a yearly comparison, the lowest in 
the entire district and even more troubling is the child custody appeals. Virtually none Who 
could guess that if you are able to fight offthe pit bulls to even be allowed an appeal after the 
records change, people get banned from the courthouse for having transcripts corrected, they lose 
custody instantly for filing objections. More troubling is the records online from 2009-2014 look 
at the custody cases (dom. Relations) and how high the #’s for “appointing an ad litem” and 
locate just one where the ad litem didn’t collect their fee afier the first hearing (damage is done, 
here you earned it) and actually attended the later/final hearing(s) You will not find it unless 
someone changes it because they can’t risk going up against someone like Relator or Jennifer 
Shupert. Sadly, most quit trying because of the expense, the retaliation and the excruciating pain 
and humiliation they have endured. Most people would rather shrivel up than to have another 
court formulate their first impression on them based on the language in Relator’s 03/l8/14 Mag. 
decision knowing it is not in their favor but all Relator asks is for this court to ponder the next 
sentence before allowing those ugly words to have any value regarding M.F. since she has had 
no voice in any of this.



“What others say about you doesn’t speak or define your character but is more reflective 
of the one doing the talking" 

Adams County with their favored “deference to demeanor” is being construed as an 
attempt to serve as a false witness and fabricate evidence by writing a false communication with 
the intent to prejudice and sever any fair chance of Relator, to a higher court reviewing case 
regarding M.F. Apparently Adams County misconstrues deference to demeanor, as an assault 
weapon, regardless it still has to have some support and is not a freeway to intentionally make a 

false statement to hinder fairness of an overseeing court. It is a magistrate, an elected judge and 
ad litem all purporting to be in the performance oftheir duties but using their knowledge ofthe 
law and maliciously using it in a manner for which it is not intended, literally depriving a person 
of any right to refute what is invisible. Demeanor deference was their only hope to deflect the 
obvious misinformation and fraud they all participated in, hopefully to minimize their criminal 
acts and to crucify anyone that “gets in their way”. If you think this is a rare case, think again. 
This goes on and has been for some time, now. There is not any one finding by ajudge that 
cannot be challenged, a finding has to have some sort of support or else every vindictivejudge 
would insert adjectives ofthose they dislikejust to be able to injure them. A parent loses custody 
for different reasons but can regain custody if the mitigating issues get resolved. What if every 
time it’s asserted that Relators nonverbal conduct is this or that, a parent and child are severed, 

by virtue of not being able to defend the invisible? No reunification because ‘Mommy‘s issues 
aren’t resolved, her nonverbal body language tells us so”. 

What does a judge look like rigging the appearance of issuing transcripts (online entry 
07/10/14 ofCA 994) then literally removing it from the original appeal notice and then claiming 
Relator is the deceptive one while he commits at least one known felony, he is rewarded by 
knowing the outcome. He is a danger to any person in involved in a court where he resides. 
Where is ourjustice? He has had his share as it is likely this is not by accident since he mailed a 

letter after learning the scheme of the “online journal" used to defraud didn’t work and contact 
was made then learned it was only a scheme to shield the withholding ofa child’s testimony. 
And more disturbing is not one person has attempted to right any ofthis, not even the prosecutor, 
he shielded and helped delay and defend a judge against the same child they deprived of even 
having a voice. l-le has knowledge seeing he was served with every single document by Relator,
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Where is the GAL that can read body language but cannot muster anything in her “best 
interests" and tell the truth that she was nothing below a ‘C’ in any class. None ofwhich any 
individuals involved have any genuine credibility absent their elected or appointed positions. 

They are all each separate (likely intentionally separate firms so they can appoint the ad litem to 
carry out whatever scheme they have planned and its appearance would not work if they were 
within the same firm ‘appointing’ ad litems) but each serve to execute the pattern ofcorrupt 
activity that are, in fact, related to the same affairs of the “enterprise” to which they all serve and 
associate with. 

The damage and proof of what the magistrate did is probably disposed of seeing a Judge 
is not going to allow his knowledge ofthat be exposed especially afier hisjab of formulating 
exposure to DV knowing we couldn’t object to it because it was never stated until afier the 
objections were filed and overruled, conveniently. Where is all these educated lawyers and none 
have submitted an affidavit to law enforcement when they all have the same knowledge and 
records but only Relator can see the obvious perjury, tampering, etc. Deference is not a tool to 
execute upon those they wish to harm, pretending to be done while performing their duties, 
certainly not a means to communicate false information and/or statements, either. There are 

ways to put on the record of nonverbal actions, a perfect example lies in Highland Co transcripts 
filed in 3/13/ :5 Vol.I exhibit ‘C4 3 pagag; ~~ .""\$l1ere the magistrate calls attention, on the 
record, to the party for ‘rolling his eyes’ and though there is no visual to review in those 
transcripts, she verbally specifies his inappropriate ‘silent but visual behavior’ and then when he 
responds (by apologizing) the audience, even if they are only reading the ‘cold written record” is 
easily able to understand what only the magistrate could see. She did not sit in silence and then 
four months later call him spiteful adjectives that have no relevance or even a foundation and 
purport it to be demeanor evidence for discrediting his testimony, she states she found him less 
credible but anyone could easily see how she came to that conclusion, after reading the entire 
transcript, it reveals his own testimony was the cause ofthat. She didn’t assault him with names 
to drown out the other parties’ obvious misstatements or motives. That is not impartial or 
objective, in any sense. That is nothing short of false statements used to harm MF. and the 
outcome of the appeal knowing an appellate court cannot gauge anything outside of the written 
record. They refused to answer or clarify the requested finding of facts and legal conclusions and 
those were specifically inquired in those. They had their chance and would have been the perfect



13 
opportunity to specify anything but chose not to because they knew they would be omitting that 
before the appeal ever took place. 

Consider the removing of the ad litem from the entire record and base the allegations 
from the motion of04/1 1/2013 and discovery interrogatories ( 03/23/l5, Vol.I,‘g;}‘fi_:‘ ) and 
then imagine the 1 teacher/tutor witness (related through marriage) and the ex-spouse and current 
girlfriend with the same testimony then proceed with the 2"“ hearing as it is/was and if Tyler 
Cantrell was not in the case nor his claim at assessing Relator, what would the court have to base 
their findings if Tyler was absent to act as the 2"“ attorney to the defendant? They would have 
nothing and is exactly why the initiating attorney always employs this routine. Their malicious 
combination of 2 or more persons to injure another person or property, in a way, not competent 
for one alone, resulting in actual damages. The magistrate could not have claimed Relator was 
combative or deceitful especially ifTyler Cantrell didn’t utilize his unarticulated assessment ofa 
parties silent nonverbal body cues. The defendant Farahay could not have made claims of DV 
without conspiring witness Matt ller to corroborate each other’s story. The intentional unlawful 
acts are obvious just between the records filed here in this case and their mismatching in the 4"‘ 

district, further discussed throughout this document. 

https://www.l‘bi.gov/about-us/investigate/civilrights/federaI-statutes#section242 

Title 18, U.S.C., Section 241, Conspiracy Against Rights 

This statute makes it unlawful for two or more persons to conspire to injure, oppress, 
threaten, or intimidate any person of any state, territory or district in the free exercise or 
enjoyment of any right or privilege secured to him/her by the Constitution or the laws ofthe 
United States, (or because of his/her having exercised the same). 

It further makes it unlawful for two or more persons to go in disguise on the highway or 
on the premises of another with the intent to prevent or hinder his/her free exercise or enjoyment 
of any rights so secured. 

Punishment varies from a fine or imprisonment of up to ten years, or both; and ifdeath 
results, or if such acts include kidnapping or an attempt to kidnap, aggravated sexual abuse or an



W 
attempt to commit aggravated sexual abuse, or an attempt to kill, shall be fined under this title or 
imprisoned for any term of years, or for life, or may be sentenced to death. 

Title 18, U.S.C., Section 242 Deprivation of Rights Under Color of Law 

This statute makes it a crime for any person acting under color of law, statute, ordinance, 
regulation, or custom to willfully deprive or cause to be deprived from any person those rights, 
privileges, or immunities secured or protected by the Constitution and laws of the U.S. 

This law further prohibits a person acting under color of law, statute, ordinance, 
regulation or custom to willfully subject or cause to be subjected any person to different 
punishments, pains, or penalties, than those prescribed for punishment of citizens on account of 
such person being an alien or by reason ofhis/her color or race. 

Acts under "color of any law" include acts not only done by federal, state, or local 
officials within the bounds or limits of their lawful authority, but also acts done without and 
beyond the bounds of their lawful authority; provided that, in order for unlawful acts of any 
official to be done under "color ofany law," the unlawful acts must be done while such official is 
purporting or pretending to act in the performance of his/her official duties. This definition 
includes, in addition to law enforcement officials, individuals such as Mayors, Council persons, 
Judges, Nursing Home Proprietors, Security Guards, etc., persons who are bound by laws, 
statutes ordinances, O1’ CUSIOITIS. 

Just because Relator may have a “little Adams County in her" afier everything that has 
transpired, let it be known one more secret that they never thought would get out regarding ORC 
2921.42 Having an unlawfi.il interest in a public contract—make note ofthe online public records 
ofJudge Brett Spencer’s former law office real estate that he occupied as an attorney prior to his 
becoming an electedjudge. It has been owned by him consistently since its purchase date, before 
and during his position as electedjudge (public record attached) and with none other than the 
same attorney you will notice that is involved in my case that has been tainted apparently and 
then refer back to the Shupert case of those altered transcripts. It is he that has his dialect in those 
transcripts that were corrected and he also was served a copy of them by the opposing attorney in 
that case, see certificate of service. He was aware of their existence therefor he had first and
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direct knowledge. He had to be familiar with all the case dockets as the attorney of ME ,’s 
record, seeing he delayed it stating he was new to case and needed time to file a brief He knows 
what documents were in case record and that includes the omissions of “the record on appeal” of 

M.F. case. You know what he lefi out? He forgot to mention that the same mayor David Hughes 
(Relators boyfriend that the coun is accusing ofDV) was also David Grimes superior up until the 
termination ofhis position within the village. Grimes, while employed as mayor court 

magistrate, he took the Farahay appeal case while D. Hughes was still his boss/employer 

knowing that was clearly a conflict ofinterest and did so after the village reduced his contract 

pay but more so is the appearance that he very well may have contrived and solicited the 
litigation in both/either cases since he has done nothing to reveal the truth and in fact has 

knowledge of both cases and all conflicting statements by his clients but continues the pursuit 

@ttachment¢'iL’-an/i 1; and as if he isn’t aiding fraud while being rewarded financially. 

W °{av~°“ 
WW5 Q‘ fljcrfi Startling, is his own writing, and signature, for his law address at the 231 N. Cross St. 

V 
. ,, . 

Q/\°& 
. 
" \@t Union Ohio 45693 which is clearly owned by the judge and was at the time Grimes was 

‘\t» 
LN“ ; renting from him up until Grimes secured his current location. That has not once stopped Grimes 

3 . ‘)4 AC from appearing in any case before Spencer when (before, during or after) he was renting from ‘v 

cafe; ,5 
st“ 
(Q0 

.\h° 

Qxolfrom Court ofClaims, online and publicly accessible. Ignorance to the law is no defense and 
him. They can’t change public records outside of Adams Co and the portions enclosed here are 

surely bar licensed credentials they did so, knowingly. Kl ’?X*l'CUY\‘ to Ur1\a/lflekp ll/H’. 05 

4’ The Appeals Court Decision is more convincing and shows fiirther unbelievable collusive 
’/-and fraudulent conduct. Page 7, footnotes states “we observe that when filed her 03/21/l4 

. 

fly,‘ objections, execution of the 03/18 judgment was stayed until the court ruled on the objections” 

per Juv R 40(D)(l) but what they fail to realize is March 21, 2014 is when M.F. was put with 
the same person she feared and was denied her only chance to tell in private to a trusted adult 

whose supposed to listen to her why she feared him and instead of that the court aligned to sink 

the person she seeks security in—her mother And because she asked for the GAL to be held 
accountable but to date, nothing has been done. 

The greedy attorneys for years now have done anything they can to steal and rob her of a 

regular childhood in the appearance of a concerned father just trying to better her life through 

improper use ofthe court and to line each other’s pockets.
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No mention of the Sham Process citing 53 (E)(4)(c) Interim order that Relator’s 
documents show and they believe the initial Judgment Entry ofO3-18-2014 was an independent 
and its own separatejudgment that set forth the remedy but the Relator’s version was the 
opposite, a copy/paste ofthe decision and hardly anything independent or separate. Then 
convened to an interim that had never existed but became “effective” by virtue of the filing of 
objections. 

Then they say the 06-26-2014 “affirming" was adherence to the 03/18/14 Judgment and 
is not a final appealable order since the court had already entered its final Judgment subject to 
appeal but clearly Relator’s 06-26-2014 is again captioned as Judgment Entry and signature page 
written by Judge Brett Spencer says it is a final appealable order (because they knew the 15‘ one 
03-18-14 was ONLY a copy and paste and never a separate anything and per the JE. the 6-26-14 
was the 1st and only separate Judgment Entry aside from the mag decision), it is what was 
feared, the court of appeals and Relator are not looking at the same documents Explains the 
“amended” entry which was perfecting their of the courts errors to succeed.(See attachment, 

9'5, inccrtxratcdt W‘ fits 

Appeal Decision from 4"‘ Court (attachment ‘W6’ t P. 1 1 andl 7 says theres 
not been a challenge to courts best interest findings, perhaps is why no mention offiled request 
for findings of facts and legal conclusions filed 03/24/14 which were treated as if never filed. 
They are “moot” per Schlueter, which is when they can’t defend or overcome the ‘one’ they 
failed as an enterprise to finish off. They are also referenced in the Journal of 20035123 (p. of 
Exhibit '4‘ filed in this acticnm 3‘ (a ) and attached herein this document to which they 
are apparently unable to answer or refute and is why they aren’t mentioned anywhere. 

P. 6 footnotes saying Relator didn’t seek leave to tile the supplemental objections thus 
noncompliance ofJuv R 40 (D)(3)(b)-how is that when they are incorporated in 03/21/14 15' set 

of objections (p 2, Section II and III of objections )and tlliertcthe court acknowledges that request 
t, AL‘ 1!‘! I . 

by the 2 distinct entries, 4kg ;(Z"fi§F°'~5>°> Q kfi 7? "(e where they are clearl)’ 
acknowledged by saying “ they remain to be completed” (never did deny the requesting of leave 
to supplement objections) and just danced around them by not addressing them in its 06/26/2014 
Judgment Entry but that is because they knew they were going to be “fixed” by apparently



doctoring the portion of my Objections filed 03/21/14 for appeal purposes knowing that 
outcome, if we hadn’t properly sought leave for filing of supplemental objections. 

Anything to make sure M.F is not afforded any chance to expose the ad litem or 
magistrate. Sickening. Was that omission and deliberate tampering for the “record on appeal” in 
M.F best interest‘? Why would a prosecutor even purport to defend Judge Brett Spencer when he 
has been served every filing in this action and not see the discrepancies? He knew there was a 

conflict and should not have aided let alone defended seeing he has a duty to seekjustice for the 
victim of crime, which supersedes any civil defense. Actually, that same prosecutor has had one 
deputy call on his behalf attempting to “enforce” what he knows to be illegal and unenforceable. 
The call was initiated on 07/02/10:‘; pt 3 .312 an(L pt’/l/I/it "Q1412"? ‘£6 ptosec I/LE7/’ 

rppixritl Keuz . 

P. 13 of 4"‘ Court of Appeals, says “trial court additionally indicated the child’s in—camera 
interview led to believe DV had occurred in appellants home." Nothing saying the 4"‘ Court of 
Appeals Judges inspected that same transcript of the in camera interview because Judge Brett 
Spencer “ignored" the ordering of it by altering the appeal notice that showed it was ordered, 
knowing that absent a record to review an appeal court must assume that a lower finding was 
proper 01' COITECT. 

Further, considering the Highland Co GAL report filed 05/20/20 5 in this action asli '/Vl0""_5"7) 

exhibit?’ V‘ 
, the Verizon phone records, report card ofM.F. that was never offered by anyone in 

Adams County, only goes to show why perhaps the assessed demeanor of Relator does not 
change Farahay and Matt Iler’s contradictory and conflicting statements. It certainly does not 

change their motives or character, either. 

Ifthis does not plead corrupt activities by its own accord then surely there is no such 
thing asjustice, its a mere figment we have been brainwashed into believing when it isjust an 
illusion. 

Further, Relator has been contacted by phone by several different sheriff deputies and per 
the deputy initiating each call, “per prosecutor David Kelley” that Relator is to return child to 
defendant/father immediately, etc and simply because ifM.F testifies without interception in 
Highland Co then Judge Brett Spencer will possibly have to explain why he insinuates exposure 
to DV afier reviewing what he is withholding from any other judge to hear (her in camera



(‘ 

ttéia 
NR9 

‘bin 

?“

A 
Q’). 

(1 

61/

0 

ti 

interview) and the Appeals Decision also clarifies p. 16, the trial court indicated per the in 

camera interview that DV may have occurred yet it obvious that if the in camera transcript been 
truly sent on appeal the statement would have also included that courts own interpretation, after 
their own inspection of the same. Nothing is mentioned except the trial courts “finding” knowing 
that it has to be assumed proper without a record for a reviewing court to assess. 

on '1 lélls David Kelley, prosecutor, through the means ofdifferent deputies. has announced that he 
intends to have a search warrant to enter Relator’s home ifcliild is not returned to father yet that 

I‘/same prosecutor who has record of all the doc’s of this and its underlying case(s) cannot 
“remedy” the contradicting/perjured testimony ofFarahay or Matt Iler, or even the GAL that has 

5, become invisible nor the judge that tampered appeal records in an effort to rig the outcome. He 
6j\‘]§' purported to serve as counsel to judge in the writ case in 4"‘ district when all he was doing was 

delaying any resolution with the knowledge that he was not administering justice by any means 
F given he was aiding Judge Brett Spencer’s fraudulent acts while firrthering the injury to the 

W1 
Q, 

t;\\ ordering others to carry out acts-all that only serve to protect the judge that lied and to keep M.F. 

victim, M.F, Yet, behind the curtain like the wizard of Oz, he is directing the show through 

from being heard without interception. The same judge that obstructed and tampered documents 
wants to sign nffon a search warrant in a civil case-to illegally withhold testimony ofM.F. to 
cover their own prior false statements. Sure would be nice if they’d issue a warrant to recover the 
documents that were altered for appeal purposes but that would not serve the interests of the 
enterprise nor the affairs of it. 

No opposition or response ofany type has been submitted since the initial Motions to 
Dismiss despite Relator’s subsequent filings/requests in this action afier those motions and they 
have had adequate time to act, Relator now moves this court to provide any type of relief and on 
behalf of the clear issues that, in no way could have been preserved for appeal since Relator 
cannot even get unaltered documents sent for appeal purposes. 

07/06/2015 Motion Default/Relief from Conduct that constitutes corrupt activities 

C *>r/txaigo. vxpotrv <Q~I 3,43 Q , 

/2.0 

Amanda Wilson Iler, Relator 

121 E. Sixth St, Seaman Ohio 45679 
TN\.q57'77q"UU57 

,'»
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Adams County Common Pleas Court 
Journal Entries: CA994 

Plaintiff: 
Wilson, Amanda 
Defendant: 
Farahay, Michael 

01/05/2015 
MAGISTRATE'S ORDER FILED. (COURT STRIKES REPLY BRIEF OF 
APPELLANT FILED 12/29/14.) 
NOTICE OF ENTRY AND COPIES FILED. 
COPY OF MAGISTRATE'S ORDER, COPY OF NOTICE OF ENTRY MAILED 
TO JON C. HAPNER AND DAVID E. GRIMES BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL. 
ENTERING JOURNAL - EACH PAGE 
ISSUIN G WRITS, ORDERS, NOTICES, EXCEPT SUBPEONA 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

12/29/2014 
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT AND CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE F ILED. 
(FILED BY JON C HAPNER, ATTY FOR APPELLANT) 
FOUR COPIES OF REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT MAILED TO FOURTH 
DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY REGULAR US MAIL. 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

12/23/2014 
MAGISTRATE'S ORDER FILED. (THE COURT DENIES THE MOTION TO 
FILE REPLY BRIEF.) 
NOTICE OF ENTRY AND COPIES FILED. 
COPY OF NOTICE OF ENTRY AND COPY OF MAGISTRATE'S ORDER 
MAILED TO JON HAPNER AND DAVID GRIMES BY REGULAR US MAIL. 
ENTERING JOURNAL - EACH PAGE 
ISSUING WRITS, ORDERS, NOTICES, EXCEPT SUBPEONA 

12/18/2014 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

12/17/2014 
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE REPLY BRIEF AND CERTIFICATE FILED. 
(FILED BY JON C HAPNER, ATTY FOR APPELLANT) 

http://courtrecords.adamscountyoh.gov/recordSearch.php?k=docket010l6lYr5cNnVvIIH£..



Adams County Common Pleas Court - Record Search Page 2 of 4 

FOUR COPIES OF MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE REPLY BRIEF MAILED 
TO FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY REGULAR US MAIL. 
POSTAGE CHARGED 
THIS FILE MAILED TO COURT OF APPEALS VIA UPS. 

12/02/2014 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

12/01/2014 
REPLY BRIEF OF DEFENDANT — APPELLEE MICHAEL FARAHAY AND 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE FILED. (FILED BY DAVID E GRIMES, 
ATTY FOR DEF) 
FOUR COPIES OF REPLY BRIEF OF DEFENDANT -APPELLEE MICHAEL 
FARAHAY MAILED To FOURTH DIsTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY 
REGULAR US MAIL. 

10/09/2014 
MAGISTRATE'S ORDER FILED. 
BECAUSE APPELLANT DID NOT COMPLY WITH THIS COURTS PREVIOUS 
ORDER AND BECAUSE THE ISSUE IS MOOT, THE COURT DENIES THE 
MOTION TO DENY EXTENSION OF TIME. 
NOTICE OF ENTRY AND COPIES FILED. 
COPY OF MAGISTRATE'S ORDER, COPY OF NOTICE OF ENTRY MAILED 
TO THE FOLLOWING BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL: JON HAPNER AND TANYA 
DRINNON 
FOUR COPIES OF MAGISTRATE'S ORDER MAILED TO THE FOURTH 
DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS 
ENTERING JOURNAL - EACH PAGE 
ISSUING WRITS, ORDERS, NOTICES, EXCEPT SUBPEONA 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

10/06/2014 
MOTION TO DENY EXTENSION OF TIME AND CERTIFICATE FILED. 
(FILED BY JON C HAPNER, ATTY FOR APELLANT) 
FOUR COPIES OF MOTION TO DENY EXTENSION OF TIME MAILED TO 
FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY REGULAR US MAI. 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

10/02/2014 
MAGISTRATE'S ORDER FILED. (MICHAEL FARAHAY MOTION FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE BRIEF GRANTED. SHALL BE FILED ON 
OR BEFORE 12/1/14.) 

http://courtrecords.adamscountyoh.gov/recordsearch.php?k=docketO1016lYr5cNnVvIIHf...
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- NOTICE OF ENTRY AND COPIES FILED. 
- COPY OF MAGISTRATE'S ORDER, COPY OF NOTICE OF ENTRY MAILED 

TO I ON C. HAPNER, TANYA DRINNON, DAVID E. GRIMES, TYLER E. 
CANTRELL, JOHN B. CALDWELL BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL. 

- POSTAGE CHARGED 
- ENTERING JOURNAL - EACH PAGE 
° ISSUING WRITS, ORDERS, NOTICES, EXCEPT SUBPEONA 
09/26/2014 

- APPELLEE'S MOTION REQUESTING AN EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE 
BRIEF AND CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE FILED. (FILED BY DAVID E 
GRIMES, ATTY FOR DEF) 

- FOUR COPIES OF APPELLEE'S MOTION REQUESTING AN EXTENSION OF 
TIME TO FILE BRIEF MAILED TO FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF 
APPEALS BY REGULAR US MAIL. 

- POSTAGE CHARGED 
09/18/2014 

0 MAGISTRATE'S ORDER FILED. (THE COURT DENIES THE REQUEST AT 
THIS TIME FOR ORAL ARGUMENTS AS IT DOES NOT COMPLY WITH 
THIS COURT'S LOC.R. 12.) 

- NOTICE OF ENTRY AND COPIES FILED. 
- COPY OF NOTICE OF ENTRY AND COPY OF MAGISTRATE'S ORDER 

MAILED TO JON C HAPNER AND TANYA DRINNON BY REGULAR US 
MAIL. 

- ENTERING JOURNAL — EACH PAGE 
- POSTAGE CHARGED 
09/ 15/2014 

- REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE FILED. 
(FILED BY JON C HAPNER, ATTY FOR APPELLANT) 

- FOUR COPIES OF REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT MAILED TO FOURTH 
DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY REGULAR US MAIL. 

- POSTAGE CHARGED 
09/05/2014 

- BRIEF OF APPELLANT AND COPIES FILED. (FILED BY JON C. 
HAPNER, ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT.) 

- APPENDIX OF APPELLANT BRIEF AND COPIES FILED. 
0 FOUR COPIES OF BRIEF OF APPELLANT, FOUR COPIES OF APPELLANT 

BRIEF MAILED TO FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS, 14 S. 
PAINT ST., #38, CHILLICOTHE, OH 45601 BY PRIORITY MAIL. 

http://courtrecords.adamscountyoh.gov/recordSearch.php?k=docket01016lYr5cNnVvIIH£..
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08/15/2014 
TRANSCRIPT OF DOCKET AND JOURNAL ENTRIES, NUMBER LISTING OF DOCUMENTS IN RECORD, CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMITTAL, TRANSCRIPT 
OF HEARING 11/5/13, TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING HELD 12/3/13, 
TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING HEL 7/12/11, ALL ORIGINAL PAPERS 
RECEIVED FROM CLERK, ADAMS COUNTY JUVENILE COURT, ADAMS 
COUNTY, OHIO AND FILED. 
NOTICE OF TRANSMISSION OF RECORD AND COPIES FILED. 
FOUR COPIES OF NOTICE OF TRANSMISSION OF RECORD MAILED TO 
THE FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL. 
COPY OF NOTICE OF TRANSMISSION OF RECORD MAILED TO THE 
FOLLOWING BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL: JON HAPNER, TANYA DRINNON, 
JOHN CALDWELL, AND TYLER CANTRELL 
ISSUING WRITS, ORDERS, NOTICES, EXCEPT SUBPEONA 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

07/23/2014 
AMENDED ADULT CASE DOCKET FILED. 
FOUR COPIES OF AMENDED ADULT CASE DOCKET MAILED TO THE 
FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL 

07/ 10/2014 
FOUR COPIES OF NOTICE OF APPEAL WITH JUDGMENT ENTRY FILED ON 6/26/14, FOUR COPIES OF CIVIL DOCKET STATEMENT, FOUR 
COPIES OF REQUEST FOR TRANSCRIPT OF IN CAMERA CONFERENCE, 
FOUR COPIES OF ORDER TO COURT REPORTER, FOUR COPIES OF 
ADULT CASE DOCKET WITH REPORT FORM C ATTACHED MAILED TO THE 
FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL. 

07/09/2014 
CASE FILED 
DEPOSIT - RECEIPT NO. 2141881 IN THE AMOUNT OF 519 148.00 
HAPNER & HAPNER 
NOTICE OF APPEAL WITH JUDGMENT ENTRY FILED ON 6/26/2014 
RECIEVED FROM CLERK, JUVENILE COURT, ADAMS COUNTY, OHIO AND 
FILED. (CASE NO. 20035123) 
CIVIL DOCKET STATEMENT FILED. 
REQUEST FOR TRANSCRIPT OF IN CAMERA CONFERENCE FILED. 
ORDER TO COURT REPORTER FILED. 
ADULT CASE DOCKET RECEIVED AND FILED. 

Copyright © 2012 - 2015 Henschen & Associates, Inc. - All rights reserved 

http://courtrecordsadamscountyoh.gov/recordSearch.php?k=docket010161Yr5cNnVvIIHf..
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érxfl Adams County Common Pleas Court 
Journal Entries: CA997 MK r P 

Plaintiff: XV‘ 
Imo: T.T.T Jr 
DPfeII(I2IIIr: 

Imo: T.T.TJr 
W 0}) \ 6‘I‘0D\, 04/29/2015 \ - 

60 ‘T9

. 

0*‘ THIS FILE MAILED TO FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS. 
04/24/2015 

SEALED TRANSCRIPT OF IN-CAMERA INTERVIEW FILED. 
NO I'ICI:' OI’ TRANSMISSION OF SUPPLEMENTAL RECORD AND COPIES 
FILED. 
FOUR COPIES OF NOTICE OF TRANSMISSION OF SUPPLEMENTAL 
RECORD MAILED TO FOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS, 14 S. 
PAINT ST., #38, CHILLICOTHE, OH 45601 BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL. 
COPY OF NOTICE OF TRANSMISSION OF SUPPLEMENTAL RECORD 
MAILED TO BARBARA A. MOORE AND JAY WILLIS BY REGULAR U.S. 
MAIL. 
POSTAGE CHARGED 
ISSUING WRITS, ORDERS, NOTICES, EXCEPT SUBPEONA 

04/17/2015 
ENTRY FILED. (MOTION FOR PREPARATION OF TRANSCRIPT OF CHILD 
INTERVIEW GRANTED.) 
NO'I‘I('E' OF ENTRY AND COPIES FILED. 
COPY OF NOTICE OF ENTRY, COPY OF ENTRY MAILED TO JAY S. 
WILLIS AND BARBARA MOORE BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL. 
POSTAGE CHARGED 
ENTERING JOURNAL — EACH PAGE 
ISSUING WRITS, ORDERS, NOTICES, EXCEPT SUBPEONA 
COPY OF ENTRY PERSONALLY HANDED TO SHERRI BOWMAN, COURT 
REPORTER. 

12/22/2014 
WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT, CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE FILED. 
(FILED BY JAY S. WILLIS, ATTORNEY FOR TERRANCE THOMAS.) 
FOUR COPIES OF WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT MAILED TO FOURTH 
DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS, 14 S. PAINT ST., #38. 
CHILLICOTHE. OH 4560] BY REGULAR U.S. MAIL. 
POSTAGE CHARGED 

12/17/2014 
REPLY BRIEF OF APPEALLANT, TERRANCE THOMAS AND CERTIFICATE 
oF SERVICE FILED. (FILED BY JAY S WILLIA, ATTY FOR 
APPELLANT) 

http://courtrecords.adamscoLIntyoh.gov/recordseaI'ch.php?k:docI<et0I01OxfvGLBhIhMpa... 6/I5/2015
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Adams County 

Court of Common Pleas 
Jtivetiile Divisitrn 

Ainniitltt Wilson Iler 

V S 

Nlicliael liarahay Juvenile Case: 20035123 
’Ilt Re: M,F. minor child 

REQUEST FOR FINDINGS or FACT & CONCLUSIONS or LAW/Of’-’*'5I«sJ‘ 
Amanda Wilson Iler, plaintiff and mother of minor child M F., having acknowledged the 

March IS. 2014 Mzigisii'ate Decision & Judgment Entry, also dated March l8, 20l4, requests 
finding ottacis and legal conclusions as they will be needed to frame more specific objections 
oriee the other transcript (of final hearing 12/03/I4) is coniplctetl .intl tiled 

l.iil‘:;il{lf.],C t‘|l ltrril page olitlic "/)eCr\r'0ir ' 

conflicts with the btisic llillclloll ztrid ptirpose The 
document is clearly captioned as a Decision and references Rules ofltivenile |’rocedure, which I 

tigree is correct, both parents have not ever been married and never subject to shared/joint 
pareiiting provisions, etc but below the waiver clause a new paragraph states that ifl timely file 
objections the Decision is converted to an Interim Order per luv R 40 (4)(e)(ii) which never 
CXlSlCkl prior but the filing of objections subjects me and a child to an ex~pai‘te/eriiei'gerrcy 
custody interim that was never in existence and only after nearly five months ofa court leaving 
the case pend'?'7

~ 

The l)et:iriu/7 says since their “dissolution” but we have never been married and never 
herd .sEtui'ed/joiiit anything in regards to M F which is the basis for my beliefthat the 3109 0403) 
Sl(ll!(l(ll'tl would not apply 3 I09 04 (B) and 3109 04 (F) are more likely to be the tight staiidard in 

we llic deteritlarrt.’ father was only rt-ev’sng ti rrrtidilicd /Juiuii//ri_g ll/Ht’ /I/1/L‘l’
, 

3, 2 1".‘ and iii: lli we ltL'\ or had airy lll(3(ll£lli0l1, etc Peiltzips l illll nmiig but lbeliex-e Y: 100 U4 
(E5) to apply to shared parenting provisions and am seeking a COllSi(l€l'Elll0|l before legal efforts 
are wasted, securing clarification, ifit is proper or not 

~ ~ ~ 
The U3-l8~2Ol4l ‘Judgr77eii/ Hmry’ is clearly captioned as that, the very first page, first line states 
“The Court Adopts the Magistrate Decision as thejudgment ofihe court" and then the last page 
ofit strvs objections are to be in compliance with the Civil Rules (not exact wording but in 
surtimary) and the waiver clause and the paragraph under it mirror the Mag. Decision, except 
Judgment Entry adopts “the decision and same is effective fourteen days after" the filing" which 
deteiits the purpose ofadopting it the same day, so which is it “adopted” 03/l 8/14 or fourteen 
days out" Then it cites (‘ivil R 53 which is comparative to Juvenile R 40 regarding magistrates



Jr 
Further the./itdgmenlfiiilry of03/18/14 is literally wordfiggr word, a copy and paste of Decision, 
with only the last page being different but regardless there has never been any document 
captioned as a magistrates ‘Order’, which is what an Interim would be under. But now it is 
issued with and as a final outcome (dispositive, which clearly contradicts an interims purpose in 
magistrate’s scope of“orders” that need not be adopted by court orjudge). 

I filed objections 03/21/2014 (actually I filed them in person but my counsel wrote/typed them) 
and it also requested the supplementing upon the last transcript being completed and per the 
current Juvenile Rules that acts as a vehicle to an automatic stay and unlike the expired/obsolete. 
53 (E)(4)(c) the court referred to, it already entered a “judgment’ and the language in either Juv 
40 or Civ 53, it denotes by use ofthe word “OR" meaning one or the other and clarifies the 
procedure and purpose of each, the court cannot retaliate and then claim it’s in her best interests 
but fail to explain a 4 month wait to decide ifa child is in imminent danger, that would be child 
endangerment ifthey truly believed any as portrayed with foul language. A false statement, in 
the least. Inserting adjectives does not make anything true or have more weight 

So, what am I objecting to the Interim, Decision or the court adopting it-and what date ifI object 
to the courts adoption of decision since its either 03/18 or the 14 days later. 

And is it Civil or Juvenile that I proceed under, because it’s both, but it’s not’? It cannot be 
subject to both procedure rules. 

While I am a bit confused as to the Magistrate’s harsh language, after very little appellate 
research, it is clear that he is utilizing the old “deference to demeanor" for the cold record on 
appeal but that is part of this request. Deference to demeanor is not a “challenge less” freebie to 
communicate false information as an attempt to prejudice the appeal. I am seeking the court to 
specify with articulation of its “combative” so that I at least be given a fair chance at properly 
refuting/objecting, as that’s the intent ofthis request. I was insulted when the GAL tried the stunt 
he did and expected the magistrate to control him but he remained silent and allowed that 
conduct despite its appearance. My silence was respect for the court or else I would have 
answered the invitation of the GAL that apparently has no boundaries. 
Further it reflects on him that he lefl a child that he deems “better off’ and her “welfare" requires 
it, etc etc and his Decision Further proves my point as far as the ad litem, the magistrate admits 
and states the child wished to remain with her mother and obviously having the interview on 
12/03/14 he left the child w/ her mother, completely undisturbed, for months while case 
remained pending, which really laughs at and minimizes the ad litems “she acted different” when 
he inquired of DV or exposure to fighting and all the “suggestive” tactics he so failed at. Tylers 
testimony in 1 1/5 really seems questionable now after the magistrate decision even admits the 
opposite ofwhat Tyler was trying to imply. Yet, the court lashes out at me and without any 
articulation.



Despite the Mag Decision actually confirming the Ad Litem incompetence and months 
later, now it is the Plaintiff, whose the “deceptive one” and per the Decision his ‘becoming so convinced’ was implied from the Nov.5 hearing —ifthat was really the case, that would have 
been the appropriate time to enter an Interim, “to grant immediate reliefasjustified” as there was 
still a future hearing and it would have made the magistrates being so damn convinced a little more believable The filing ofobjections does not create or warrant “immediate reliefjustified” 
and an Interim is not to be used as assault weapon claiming a legal error, it is a pre-dispositive 
order not a final and only makes the verbal attack on me looks like he is purporting to magnify 
that he “believes” the defendant all while he is purporting to be doing so, performing within his scope and duty forjudging credibility or aka “deference to demeanor" when he’s only trying to deprive me on the appeal case, higher up And, why? Because I refuse to let a professional man 
steal from a child when he lied and did so, knowingly So in all fairness, please specify the use of 
fabricating evidence with only written language so at least I know ifl was standing on my head 
or climbing the walls in the court room because whatever I was doing didn’t warrant any 
mentioning in either hearing and was not bad enough to show the court intercepted on behalf of 
the same child that now is an ex parte custody kid but only if her mother files objections. 
While the majority reference and cite Ohio Sup. R 48 there is one statute that everyone seems to 
ignore, ORC 215128] (B)(l): 

“The Guardian Ad Litern so appointed shall not be the attorney responsible for presenting 
the evidence alleging that the child is an abused or neglected child and shall not be an employee of any party in the proceeding” 

I-Iis assessing ofmy “nonverbal conduct” is clearly an attempt to present evidence alleging 
exactly what ORC 215] 281 says is not allowed. I was not on trial and he is not atrier of fact nor 
qualified to imply skills he doesn‘t possess. Was that in M.F.’s best interest and how other than 
to advance the defendant whose spoken words that keep changing in the case are way louder than my invisible nonverbal anything. The magistrate knew on 12/3/14 after his interview with M.F. 
that Tyler lied, lied and lied but then nearly 4 months later recalls only my nonverbal behavior. I wonder what Tyler’s non-verbal behavior looked like as he was collecting that $500 knowing he was never to be held accountable for his fraudulent conduct 

So. Sup R 48. ORC 3109 04 etc , no where does the duties or performances even suggest 
an ad litem is qualified to interpret nonverbal conduct in a court room with no video cameras, 
further even it did mention that (it doesn’t) where did he obtain such impressive credentials or 
skills to literally interpret and read non-verbal body language, just curious ifthe Supreme Court GAL trainings certified him or where he obtained such valuable skills’? Did the court appoint him 
to analyze such silent nonverbal conduct because I don‘t believe it had anything to do with M F. 
other than to promote his “ability to detect DV” which is odd because I cant seem to locate any 
other (JAL who can see “the past” like he can and just from his assessment ofacademic grades 
thatjust didn’t exist. Failing? She was not below a C in any subject yet he rambles about how



shejust doesn’t get tutored and falls in the cracks. He even says he obtained records from her 
school but conveniently cannot speak a name ofanyone in particular he had contact with-re: 
school faculty/staff. No notes to reference and was paid by the court without being forced to 
prove he did anything except aid fraud. Her grade card shows he failed at telling the truth. 
“Deceptive” was the GAL and its very obvious seeing his own step child attends the same exact 
school as M.F. yet he can’t name one name or offer one record that he “obtained” from the 
school that has no record ofhis contact. Trust me, I have inquired. I can also be refuted ifhe 
believes this information to be incorrect and 1 don't hear him saying anything, which tells me 
what I already know. 

While the court /ix/ed factors under best interest 3109 04 (F) it failed to actually consider 
anything outside of its conjectured theories, where I was literally faulted by GAL for working 1*‘ 

shift “after she gets home at 5:30” per Tyler, so what shift would be preferred? 2"“ or 3”‘ shift? 
She is babysitting her younger brother (inflammatory) but the father has a child whose toddler 
age but because he has a teacher within his married family, that makes it a sin for her to have an 
attachment to her lifelong sibling Caleb but the toddler in the defendants home will ensure she 
attends Harvard” He attempted to magnify the paternal grandparents recently relocating to Ohio 
as a positive but fails to even mention the maternal family that has been consistently involved 
and even attended court on M.F.’s behalf. Tyler’s weak attempts to minimize any past injury that MP. has been subjected to as father continues to emotionally wreak havoc by belittling her 
academic achievements or struggles ofa child he supposedly is better suited to pareitt and no one 
can see how that actually be the cause of her school anxiety? So, according to Tyler, since a 
teacher is in defendants family and he wished she was failiitg so they could play that part in full 
then a person with a nurse or doctor in their family cannot ever have a terminal medical 
condition like cancer or diabetes? Appears to be more friends than parent child relationship? His 
report asserts that but he never can say why he thinks that or how he reached that conclusion. 
Other than to only advance the defendants side, there is no other reason for his vile tactics. 
Anyone can provide trash talk in written form and is not what the court intended the ad litem to 
provide. My daughter deserves an explanation and it is in her “best interest" seeing as her and I 

both gave Tyler several documents and information that he seems to have ‘forgot” on the stage 
and even prior to the very first hearing. I even faxed him a report card and he never even offers it 
but asserts she’s slumping etc etc hardly oversight or anything innocent. Further if he was so for 
the child and really believed his own ability to read nonverbal coitduct»wlty didn’t he file a 
motion ofany type based on exposure? He abandoned her in 12/3 and has no explanation as to 
why. 

The basics to drafting the written reports in GAL capacity or testifying is to BE ACCURATE. 
Use of descriptive statements and words are allowed as long as objective, factual and relevant. 
Inllammatory characterization is not within the realm ofGAL capacity.



Inflammatory Example: 

Mr. Bob Smith, the father, is the town alcohol/drunk. 

Though you may feel that way, that sentence in no way serves a child’s best interest, regardless, 
let the audience form their own conclusions based on factual information you provide. 
Descriptive but factual example: 

Mr Bob Smith, the father, was convicted of DUI in 201 1, 2009 and in 2005. Recently, 3 months 
ago, he was cha1'ged with Reckless Op He has not attended or scheduled any drug or alcohol 
screenings or services. 

The audience can still infer without the unnecessary inflammatory characterizations. 

Conclusions and or recommendations, whether or not the audience agrees or not, sustain 
credibility just by simple articulation as to the method reached. 

“It appears to be more ofa friend relationship more so than a mother daughter relationship and I 

came to opinion after interviewing Dr. Doolittle, the foster parents and several visits where I was 
directly able to watch their interactions. I found that after she was told she was not allowed to 
stay out past her curfew, instead ofMom adhering and reinforcing the rules, she pacified her by 
promising a reward later if she would just do it to get the case plan going” 

There is something sinister about him and then the assault that professionals in a team effort just 
ran on an innocent kid, yet I am the villain? Perhaps get better GAL’s or expect to keep getting 
ot‘f:nded by anyone that actually sticks up for the one kid that the whole court is trying to 
destroy. 

Those who have nothing to hide, well, have nothing to hide. Your character speaks more ofwho 
you are of how you act when you think no one is looking, not in the image you paint when you 
know there are onlookers. 

Amanda Wilson ller (plaintiff) O3/24/2014 tiled in person by Al 

w(34m,.d,,V\j\_j‘g “airy 
egg eta; /9924” 

Please issue Findings/Conclusions to counsel ofrecord, Jon Hapner 

elévléwm Thank you. 
{U/_ V‘ f, 

Juv Case 20035123 tnofr 

“Request for findings of fact and legal conclusions” 03/24/l4 certificate of service provided at 
time offilingw/ each exact copy ofthis doc



M 
IN THE COURT OF COMON PLEAS 

CRIMINAL DIVISION 
‘ADAMS COUNTY, OHIO 

AMANDA WILSON, CASE NO. 20035123 
nka Iler 

\ Plaintiff 

VS. JOURNAL ENTRY 
MICHAEL FARAHAY 

Defendant. 

*****************~k**~lr-k* 

The within matter came on for hearing on the 3“ day of 
April, 2014, pursuant to a Motion to Stay Magistrate's Decision. 
Appearing before the Court came the plaintiff, accompanied by 
her counsel, Bruce S. Wallace, and the defendant, accompanied by 
his counsel, Tanya M. Drinnon. 

The Court finds, pursuant to the Court's adoption of 
the magistrate's decision and Civ. R. 53(E)(4)(c), that the 
magistrate's decisions as to custody, residential and parenting 
status of the parties, the child support order and visitation 
has been declared an interim order, pending decision on the 
objections filed herein. Further, said interim order shall 
remain in effect for 28 days from the date of said entry, but 
may be extended for good cause shown.



The clerk shall cause a copy of this entry to be 
served upon the parties and/or their counsel. / 
APPROVED: flQ€,'( ZOI’~[ mm’ A BRETT M. SPENCER, wge



§/ IN THE COURT OF COMON PLEAS CRIMINAL DIVISION 
ADAMS COUNTY, OHIO 

AMANDA WILSON, CASE NO. 20035123 nka Iler 
\ Plaintiff 
VS. JOURNAL ENTRY 

MICHAEL FARAHAY 

Defendant. 

*1--k*****s\>i»~k**i-********-k 

The within matter came on for hearing on the 3“ day of 
April, 2014, pursuant to a Motion to Stay Magistrate's Decision. 
Appearing before the Court came the plaintiff, accompanied by 
her counsel, Bruce S. Wallace, and the defendant, accompanied by 
his counsel, Tanya M. Drinnon. 

The Court finds, pursuant to the Court's adoption of 
the magistrate's decision_§n§_§iv. R. 53(E)(4)(c), thggjgg 
magistrate’s decisions as to custody, residential and parenting 
status of the parties, the child support order and visitation 
has been declared an interim order, pending decision on the 
objections filed herein. Further, said interim order shall 
remain in effect for 28 days from the date of said entry, but 
may be extended for good cause shown.



The clerk shall cause a copy of this entry to be 
served upon the parties and/or their counsel. 

APPROVED: /4,32/C *5, 20/4 
BRETT M. SPENCER, wge
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IN THE COURT OF COMON PLEAS 

!3 PM §:]5~ 
JUVENILE DIVISION 

my ADAMS COUNTY, OHIO "1 
AMANDA WILSON 

CASE NO. 2003512; 
I , , 

nka Iler 

JJ¢i%\L Plaintiff 
Vs. 

JOURNAL ENTRY ________ MICHAEL FARAHAY 

Defendant. 

decision, which all remain to be completed. The Court finds, for good shown, that the interim should be extended, and IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the interim order shall remain in full effect for an additional 28 days. 
The clerk shall cause a copy of this order to be served upon all counsel. 

APPROVED.-Zzzflté ZQ[§1/



IN 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS JUVENILE DIVISION ADAMS COUNTY, OHIO

~ 

In Re. Mackenzie Farahay C
, (/ 

Amanda Wilson (nka Iler) : CASE NO. 20035123 Plaintiff 

v.
: 

Michael Farahay 
Defendant 

Magistrate’s Order 

The Magistrate finds that he included findings of fact and conclusion of law in his decision of record under the heading entitled “Findings of fact and conclusions of law on the issue of allocation of parental rights and 
responsibilities.” 

Therefore the request for same is moot. 
The plaintiff shall pay the Court costs of regarding her request for findings of fact and conclusions of law and this Order within 60 days. 

Date: 5/14/2014 
James .Schlueter 
Magistrate 

To the Clerk: Serve a copy ofthis Magistrates Order on parties and counsel of record according to the Civil Rules of Procedure,
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~ 
Adams County, Ohio 
Population ze,5so 
Parcels 21,958 

Property Search 

Home 
Search 

Reports 

Links 

2 '/2% Tax Reduction 
Board of Revision 
Bridget Commission 
CAUV 
Chiel Fiscal Officer 

Cigarette Dealers License 
Conveyance Fees 
Destroyed Property 
Dog License 
Estate Tax 
Homestead Exemption 
Ltxlging Excise Tax 
Manuracrured Homes 
valuation 

vendor 5 License 
weights E1 Measures

~ 
,‘\(itilllS CO'tlllly, Ohio Onliiie A Adams County‘ Ohio" Online A 

David Gifford 
Adams County Auditor 

Address: 
110 West Mdlll Street, Room 104 
West Union, OH 45693-1396 
Phone: (937! 54472364 
Fax: (937) 544-1016 
Hours: Mon-Fri, 8 OOAM-4:00PM 

Arinouiicenic-nts 

Beginning December 1st 2013, dog licenses for 2014 will be able to be 
registered online at: htg://wwmdoglicensesg/OH/Adamw 
Dog License information has changed ior 20‘4l Click hi lor answers to 
frequently asked questions. 

Welcome to the Adams County Auditor's Website! 
To begin using the system, click on the Search Iiiik above, or simply use the 
Qtiicksearch feature at the top oi the page‘ First time users can access the 
Onlirie Auditor Help at any time by clicking HIP Help link alaovei Belore using 
Acctiolobe liiteriiet Edition, please review our browser coiiipotibility 
liiiormatioii iI1[h(‘|\f‘|p pages. 

Links to surrounding county Auditor websites 
Sciotu Ciiiiriiy 
Prim Coriniy 
Biowri Cmiiily 
Highland Couiity 

CAM/1 database /35! updated 6/18/2015 5:47:00 PM



Search 

Owner Search 
Last Name: ispencer 

‘ 

“‘ 

First Name: :'BretI 

V 

Seéroh V, Reset the farm, 

(‘AMA database /as! updated 6/18/2015 5x47.'00 PM. 

‘ Adams County, Ohio Online A... Adams County, Ohio’ Online A.. 

Search Results H) Knsuil; rm Q20’ v 
Click the paicel number to view details for that property, 
Parcel Owner , Property Address Land Use Acres ‘ 11733-19 001000 SPENCER BRET M 231 N CROSS ST 499 0 054 
H1-00-O0-062.000 35:1?“ 

“Rm M 8‘ '<R“nER VIC“ CLAYTON Pike x01 70 oz 
m-oo-ooloez ooo ECEKER “F” M 3‘ “"17” VIC“ cuwrou me 101 0.54 
1'56-U0—00-012 ooz spewcen anew M &/OR snam M cuw'ro~ me we 16 15500 00-015 000 SPENCER BREW‘ M &/DR SHERRI M I0 CLAYTON PIKE 512 15.19 
l5(r00>00~DZ9 ooo SPENCER BREITM &/on snemzx M $4 “ROW” “ILL 101 29.553 
iss»oo~riu 05; um: SPENCER em-r M 84/05? SHERRI M sous SR 41 101 e223 156-O0—O0-054.000 svemcesz enrrr M er/on SHERRI M sx 41 101 15.53 116'O0‘00'049 D00 SPENCER BRET M FFAL SR 125 10‘ 101 ‘H ms-on-00-012 ooo spzwcex em-r M FIAL CATTAIL RUN CR 101 5 as 

C/IMA database /as! r/pasted 6/18/2015 5. 47 (70 PM.



Data For Parcel 117-33-19—001.000 

Base Data
7 

Parcel: 117-33-19—001.000 

Owner: SPENCER BREIT M 
Address: 231 N CROSS ST ~ "3-.",_ .« 

’\I'‘'*m m..=:f“‘ 
3. 

r‘ 

Tax Mailing Address Owner Address 
Tax Mailing Name: SPENCER BRET Owner Name: SPENCER BREW 

_ 10 CLAYTON 
. 10 CLAYTON Address. 

PIKE Address. 
PIKE 

. . . . MANCHESTER city State ZI|1: C';'f'4f‘5Cl"4':5TER City State zip: OH 45144 

Geographic 
City: VILLAGE OF WEST UNION 
Township: TIFFIN TOWNSHIP 
School District: ADAMS CO/OHIO VALLEV SD 
Tax District: M21 ADAMS CO/OHIO VALLEY SD - TIFFIN TWP - WEST UNION 

Legal 

(1 Legal Acres: 0.054 N0 
ACRES: 0.05400W UNION Legal 2.5% 

Description: INLOT 75 36 Reduction No 

499 - OTHER 
Land Use: COMMERCIAL Foreclosure: NA 

STRUCTURES 

Neighborhood: 
"igsig No 

Number Of 
1 New NA Cards: Construction: 

Annual Tax 
(Does not Divided 
Include $1’048'34 

Property: NA 
delinquencies): 
Map Number: 1 1733 

Notes 

Notes: Deed Volume/Page: D026/0459



Data For Parcel 117-33-19—001.000 

Sales Data 

Parcel: 117-33-19-001.000 

Owner: SPENCER BREIT M 
Address: 231 N CROSS ST 

Sales 

5 I S I 

DE‘: Pg; Seller Buyer 

7/8/1996 $0.00 Unknown ::'g‘|.$En': 

No. Of Land 
. n d c 

Properties Valid Sale Only 
3° °""°V°"°° 

sale Type Number 

1 UNKNOWN N 765 

CAMA database /as! updated 4/24/2015 5.'46:58 PM.



Data For Parcel 117-33-12-005.000 

Base Data 
Parcel: 117—33~12vOD5.000 

Owner: GRIMES DAVID E &/OR ALISA M 
Address: 108 E MULBERRV ST 

Tax Mailing Address Owner Address 
Tax Mailing Name: EGRIMES DAV“) Owner Name: EGRIMES DAVID 

Address: ECATUR Address: ECATUR 

. . W HE ER . . WINCHESTER City State Zip: oH“::§697sT City State Zip: OH 45697 

Geographic 
City: VILLAGE OF WEST UNION 
Township: TIFFIN TOWNSHIP 
School District: ADAMS CO/OHIO VALLEY SD 
Tax District: M21 ADAMS CO/OHIO VALLEY SD ~ TIFFIN TWP - WEST UNION 

Legal 

H l: d Legal Acres: 0.118 
Rggftijz: N0 

ACRES: 0.11800W Legal 2.5% 
Description: g8‘{,?fi.'pDDnION INLOT Reduction No 

Land Use: BLDGS ' 1 Foreclosure: NA 

Neighborhood: 
::::ji;:: NO 

Number Of 
1 New NA Cards: Construction: 

Annual Tax 
(Does not Divided 
include $130556 

Property: NA 
delinquencies): 
Map Number: 11733 

Notes 

Notes: Deed Volume/Page: 0297/0773



Data For Parcel 117-33-12-005.000 

Sales Data ,\g:.{'‘jf;TE1<;:. ‘ L 
I: aw‘ iwg,.4 

:—3i~ ‘baa. Parcel: 117-33-12-005.000 :h- J 

Owner: GRIMES DAVID E &/OR ALISA M 
Address: 108 E MULBERRY ST

~

~ 
£1: H... as‘

’ 

Sales 
Land Sale . No. Of . Deed Conveyance 

Date Sale Price Seller Buyer Properties Valid Sale wpe Number 
GRIMES GRIMES 5/21/2007 $78,750.00 DAVID E DAVID E 1 YES N 595 

WILSON 
5/21/2007 $78,750.00 CHARLES gig/¥'§5E 1 YES N 1 

HJR 
WILSON 

1/2/1993 $48,971.00 gftlsgg CHARLES 1 was N 5 
H JR 

WIISON 5/23/1975 $0.00 Unknown DMD D 1 UNKNOWN N 0 

O4MA database last updated 4/24/2015 5.'46'.'58 PM.
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r.\' Till‘. COURT OF COt\/la\/ION PLEAS or ADAIVIS COUNTY OHIO 

~~~~ ~~ 

IUVISNILE DIVISION 

Amanda Wilson (nka ller) *

C I’l;tintil'tI 
* Case No. 20035123 ‘E 

K ._,.a 

E; Q. N‘ 
‘'57- 

"‘ 0BJl:‘.C'Tl0t\'.‘3 TO lVlAGiSTlii=\TE’$o _ 
«. DEC‘lSl()N \lt.lt:tcl l':tt'ttl't;t;,

* 

Defindmn.
* 

Noxt comes the l”l:tintit'l‘attcl objects to the Magistrate's D€(.'iSi(tl1 filed in this case on 
Match 18,2014. 

1. The decision is against the manifest weight oftlte evidence. 
2. The decision fails to establish facts on which a decision tnzty be based. 
3. The ‘‘concerns“ about domestic violence lack a finding ol any dmnestic violence in 

tact. tttttl no HCIUJI lltcts cstablislting; tlotttestic violence were tnade. 
4. Tlte allegations alleging dontestitt violence are based Ull I'|I;":ll'.*i'cl_\' 'tcstimon_\,

! 

5. lilte t’\l.tx::istt‘:ttc's litttltttg, 0Ii(i0l‘lIC5liC violence in the I‘laintill's home ignores the fact 
that the significant other, a public official, also denied any domestic violence. 

6 There was never arty finding of any specific instance wherein the child was ever in any 
dangen 

7. The testimony by the GAL is contrary to his written t'epOt‘t, lilltll also fails to establish 
titty tlotttestic violence 

8. Any finding by the GAL or the Court that tltc child is lacking in school uork ignores 
tit.) tl:t';t,'l ltmlltttntt} ml the tt‘.tcltet‘.s
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-lawman 
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LAW, 
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umzzr 

HHLSEOFJO‘ 

or-‘O 

45133 

9. Bystatute. 3100.04 (E)(1)(-a) there is u pi-c.<.umption to retain the party having custody unless a ntotltticntiutt is in the best interest ofthe child and there has been H change of 
ctrruinstanrcs. in this case It Cltttnge ttfcirctims-mm-t-s has not been established. 

IO. A reading ofthe Magistrate’s Decision segzms to indicate that he does not believe the 
tnrvtliu. and intends to punish her for her lack ofcredibiliry. This is not a change ofO 
circumstances. 

I l. There is no evidence that a change ofcircumstances is in the best interest ofthe 
ehiitl, and/or the mother’s behavior has adversely affectctl the child.@ 

PlettntilTstt_\'s thin the transcript for tht: N0\’t;'IT|b¢l‘ 5, 2013 l1«.'<ll'tngi1€tS been filed and it 
will be necessary to obtain a copy ofthc December 3, 2013 hearing and she requests an extension 
to tvbt.ttn l.l tmnseript olthe December hearing, and the right to supplement these objections with 
the second transcript. 

Ill. 

i"l:tintii‘1"nto\v'cs for ti stay ofthe clietngeitletistoulyv Ul'(itf|', p\||hKluJti to Civil Rule 53 
lD)t3)(l), which provides for an automatic stay. 

llztpner Al’ l‘lZl].’>l1\.‘I' 

~ ~ 

c. t—tapn§iisooo3oi 7; 
ttorney for P1‘ intiff 

I27 N. High Street 
Hillsboro, Ohio 45133 
(937) 393-3487 
(037) 393-5388 (F/\X)

~



ya APPEALS 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF OHIO FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT ’ “ ~ 
V. 

.
g ADAMS COUNTY v ‘: a,~ AMANDA WILSON, 

Plaintiff-Appellant, 
: Case No. l4CA994 

vs. 

MICHAEL FARAHAY, 
: DECISION AND JUDGMENT ENTRY 

Defendant-Appellee. 

APPEARANCES: 
COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT: Jon C. Hapner, 127 North High Street, Hillsboro, Ohio 45133 
COUNSEL FOR APPELLEE: David E. Grimes, l08 East Mulberry Street, West Union, Ohio 45693 
CIVIL CASE FROM COMMON PLEAS COURT DATE JOURNALIZED: 
ABELE, J. 

This is an appeal from an Adams County Common Pleas Court, 
Juvenile Division, judgment that modified a prior decree 
allocating parental rights and responsibilities between Amanda 
Wilson, plaintiff below and appellant herein, and Michael Farahay, 
defendant below and appellee herein. 

Appellant assigns the following errors for review: 
FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR: 
“THE DECISION OF THE COURT IS AGAINST THE MANIFEST WEIGHT OF THE EVIDENCE.” 
SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR: 
“THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN CONSIDERING THE DEFICIENT REPORT OF THE GAL.”
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THIRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR: 
“THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN NOT PERMITTING THE PLAINTIFF TO SUGGEST QUESTIONS FOR THE LN CAMERA INTERVIEW.” 

Appellant and appellee's relationship resulted in the birth 
of one child, M.F., born May 20, 2000. After the parties’ 
relationship ended in 2003, appellant filed a complaint to 
establish child support. Since that time, appellant remained the 
child's residential parent and appellee visited the child. 
Between 2008 and 2011, appellee requested various modifications to 
the parties’ parenting arrangement, but the court retained 
appellant as the child's residential parent. 

On April 11, 2013, appellee filed a motion to modify the 
prior order that designated appellant the child's residential 
parent. Appellee asserted that a change in circumstances had 
occurred because appellant is not able to provide a stable 
environment for the child, that appellant’s behavior does not 
provide a good example for the child, and that the child's school 
progress has rapidly declined. 

On November 4, 2013, the guardian ad litem filed his report 
and, at that juncture, recommended that appellant remain the 
residential parent as long as she enrolls the child in a tutoring 
program. On November 5 and December 3, 2013, the magistrate held 
a hearing to consider appellee’s motion. Appellee testified that 
he would like to be the child's residential parent because he has
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concerns about her safety while living with appellant and because 
she is not performing well in school. 

Matthew Iler testified that he and appellant were married, 
but divorced in January 2013. He stated that appellant and the 
child currently live with David Hughes. Iler explained that 
appellant returned to his house twice since the parties divorced 
due to “domestic problems in the household” and that he has 
observed bruises on appellant’s back and arms. 

Chase Gleason, who dates appellant's ex—husband, Matt Iler, 
testified that she has also observed bruises on appellant's arm. 
Gleason also explained that appellant sent her text messages that 
stated: 

him holding me down on the ground and literally ripping my hair out of my scalp, because I disrespectfully talked to him in an unacceptable manner. [Appellant's son] said * * * that's my mom and you're not supposed to be mean to her. * * * I've never been so humiliated in my life to know my kids who see me as strong and independent to be weak and helpless.” ~k~)z~k~!- 

[M.F.] came in the bedroom and whispered[,] I fucking hate him. I didn't even scold her for saying a bad word. She never talks like that, and she needed to release it.” 

Tyler Cantrell, the child's guardian ad litem, testified that he initially recommended that the court retain appellant as the 
child’s residential parent, but that appellant's “body language” 
and “overall reactions” displayed during the hearing caused him to change his opinion. He stated that although he initially could
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not determine whether physical altercations had occurred in 
appellant's home, appellant's behavior during the hearing caused 
him to conclude that they had. Cantrell stated that he is 
concerned about violence in the home and its impact upon the 
child's well—being. He thus believed that the trial court should 
designate appellee the child’s residential parent. The guardian 
ad litem further explained that the child is ordinarily “very 
open” with him, but when he asked about domestic violence she 
acted “noticeably different." 

Appellant testified that since September 2012, she and the 
child have lived with David Hughes. She denied, however, that any 
domestic violence occurred in her home and further claimed that 
she did not send the text messages to Gleason and that they were 
“falsified.” 

David Hughes testified and also denied that any domestic 
violence occurred in the home. 

On March 18, 2014, the magistrate recommended that the trial 
court designate appellee the child's residential parent. The 
magistrate determined that a change in circumstances occurred: 

“The child is older, the mother has had changes in her living situation regarding her relationship, and moving twice to a another residence, there are concerns about domestic violence occurring in her household and there is a continuing problems [sic] in the judgment of the Magistrate regarding [appellant]'s combative attitude, dishonesty and other issues regarding the care, control and welfare of the child.”
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relationship with Hughes is “dishonest” and that appellant “has 
significant relationship problems with her live in friend and that 
domestic violence has occurred in the home thereby making it, in 
addition to everything else, an unsafe environment for the child.” 
The trial court adopted magistrate’s decision that same day. 

On March 21, 2014, appellant filed eleven objections to the 
magistrate’s decision.1 Appellant additionally noted that the 

________________ 
‘Appellant's objections stated: 

"1. The decision is against the manifest weight of the evidence. 
2. The decision fails to establish facts on which a decision may be based. 
3. The ‘concerns’ about domestic violence lack a finding of any domestic violence in fact, and no actual facts establishing domestic violence were made. 4. The allegations alleging domestic violence are based on hearsay testimony. 
5. The Magistrate's finding of domestic violence in [appellant]’s home ignores the fact that the significant other, a public official, also denied any domestic violence. 
6. There was never any finding of any specific instance wherein the child was ever in any danger. 7. The testimony by the GAL is contrary to his written report, and also fails to establish any domestic violence. 
8. Any finding by the GAL or the Court that the child is lacking in school work ignores the direct testimony of the teachers. 
9. By statute, R.C. 3l09.04(E)(1)(a)[,] there is a presumption to retain the party having custody unless 

10. A reading of the Magistrate's Decision seems to indicate that he does not believe the mother, and intends to punish her for her lack of credibility. This is not a change of
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November 5, 2013 transcript had been filed, but that the December 
3, 2013 transcript had not yet been prepared. On May 9, 201m 
appellant filed seven supplemental objections.2 

On June 26, 2014, the trial court overruled appellant's 
eleven objections filed on March 18, 2014. The trial court 
rejected appellant's claims that the evidence fails to show that 
domestic violence occurred in her home. The court found “ample 
evidence of domestic violence," and that this violence constituted 
a substantial change in circumstances. The court noted that both 
_.;..j.j?_____._ 
circumstances. 

11. There is no evidence that a change of circumstances is in the best interest of the child, and/or the mother's behavior has adversely affected the child.” 
2 Appellant's supplemental objections state: 

“l. The actions of the GAL in changing his position is in conflict with the child's position, thereby depriving her of a voice in the matter and denying her representation. *9(*~k 
3. The admission of the text message without verification was hearsay, and error. 4. The finding that a change of circumstances is in the best interest of the child is lacking in evidence and is insufficient to be determined. 5. Any finding of domestic violence in the child's home lacks sufficient evidence in that (1) none was established; (2) no showing was made or established that the child ever saw any; (3) no showing that the child was ever harmed or in danger of any domestic violence. 
6. The Magistrate's finding on the credibility of the mother ignores the direct testimony of the significant other, who is a public official. 7. The Magistrate erred in refusing to address the questions proposed to be asked of the child during the in camera interview.”
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appellant and her current boyfriend denied any domestic violence 
and that appellant claimed that Chase Gleason’s text messages were 
“falsified evidence.” The court found, however, that appellant is 
the “less credible witness” based upon her “combative attitude” 
displayed at trial. The court thus determined that domestic 
violence did occur in appellant’s home, and that the child 
witnessed the domestic violence. According, the court overruled 
appellant's eleven objections and “affirmed” the magistrate’s 
decision.3 This appeal followed. 
__j_j.j..:._ 

3 It is well-established that a trial court cannot merely adopt a magistrate’s decision, but must enter its own separate and independent judgment that sets forth “the outcome of the dispute and the remedy provided.” Harkai V. Scherba Indus. Inc., 136 Ohio App.3d 211, 218, 736 N.E.2d 101 (9” Dist. 2000) In the case at bar, the trial court immediately entered a judgment that adopted the magistrate’s March 18, 2014 decision and that set forth the outcome of the dispute and the remedy provided. 
Furthermore, we observe that when appellant filed her March 21, 2014 objections, execution of the court's March 18, 2014 judgment was automatically stayed until the court ruled on the objections and vacated, modified, or adhered to the judgment it previously entered. Juv.R. 40(D)(4)(I). The trial court's June 26, 2014 decision ruled on appellant’s objections. Additionally, the court stated that it “affirmed” the magistrate’s decision, thus implicitly indicating its adherence to its March 18, 2014 judgment. Thus, even though the court's June 26, 2014 decision that overruled appellant's objections and stated that it “affirmed” the magistrate’s decision is not a final, appealable order, the court already had entered a final judgment subject to appeal. 
We also note that the trial court did not address appellant's May 9, 2014 supplemental objections. As we explain, iggga, however, appellant's supplemental objections did not comply with Juv.R. 40(D)(3)(b). Thus, because appellant's supplemental objections did not comply with Juv.R. 40(D)(3)(b), the trial court was not obligated to rule upon them. Consequently, the absence of a ruling on appellant's supplemental
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I 

In her first assignment of error, appellant argues that the 
trial court’s decision to modify the prior order regarding 
parental rights and responsibilities is against the manifest 
weight of the evidence. In particular, she asserts that the 
record does not show that a change in circumstances occurred so as 
to warrant a modification.

A 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Appellate courts generally review trial court decisions 
regarding the modification of a prior allocation of parental 
rights and responsibilities with the utmost deference. Davis v. 
Flickinger, 77 Ohio St.3d 415, 418, 674 N.E.2d 1159 (1997); Miller 
v. Miller, 37 Ohio St.3d 71, 74, 523 N.E.2d 846 (1988). 
Consequently, absent an abuse of discretion, we will not disturb a 
trial court's decision to modify parental rights and 
responsibilities. Davis, 77 Ohio St.3d at 418. “‘Abuse of 
discretion’ has been defined as an attitude that is unreasonable, 
arbitrary or unconscionable." AAAA Ents., Inc. v. River Place 
Communitv Urban Redevelopment Corn., 50 Ohio St.3d 157, 161, 553 

:_:__._._—__._—____ 
objections does not affect the finality of the trial court's judgment. We also note that at least one court has indicated that a court's failure to rule on timely filed supplemental objections does not affect the appealability of an otherwise final judgment. Miller v. Miller, 9“ Dist. Medina No. 1OCA0034— M, 2011—Ohio—4299, 18, citing App.R. 4(B)(2).
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N.E.2d 597 (1990), citing Huffman v. Hair Surgeon, Inc., 19 Ohio 
St.3d 83, 87, 482 N.E.2d 1248 (1985). “It is to be expected that 
most instances of abuse of discretion will result in decisions 
that are simply unreasonable, rather than decisions that are 
unconscionable or arbitrary.” ;g; “A decision is unreasonable if 
there is no sound reasoning process that would support that 
decision. It is not enough that the reviewing court, were it 
deciding the issue de novo, would not have found that reasoning 
process to be persuasive, perhaps in view of countervailing 
reasoning processes that would support a contrary result.” ;g; 

In Davis, the court more specifically defined the standard of 
review that applies in custody proceedings as follows: 

“‘Where an award of custody is supported by a substantial amount of credible and competent evidence, such an award will not be reversed as being against the weight of the evidence by a reviewing court. (Trickey v. Trickey [1952], 158 Ohio St. 9, 47 0.0. 481, 106 N.E.2d 772, approved and followed.)’ [Bechtol v. Bechtol (1990), 49 Ohio St.3d 21, 550 N.E.2d 178, syllabus] The reason for this standard of review is that the trial judge has the best opportunity to view the demeanor, attitude, and credibility of each witness, something that does not translate well on the written page. As we stated in Seasons Coal Co. v. Cleveland (1984), 10 Ohio St.3d 77, 80-81, 10 0BR 408, 410-412, 461 N.E.2d 1273, 1276-1277: 
‘The underlying rationale of giving deference to the findings of the trial court rests with the knowledge that the trial judge is best able to view the witnesses and observe their demeanor, gestures and voice inflections, and use these observations in weighing the credibility of the proffered testimony. * * * ~k~k~k*k 
* * * A reviewing court should not reverse a decision simply because it holds a different opinion concerning the credibility of the witnesses and evidence
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submitted before the trial court. A finding of an error in law is a legitimate ground for reversal, but a difference of opinion on credibility of witnesses and evidence is not. The determination of credibility of testimony and evidence must not be encroached upon by a reviewing tribunal, especially to the extent where the appellate court relies on unchallenged, excluded evidence in order to justify its reversal.’” 
Id. at 418-419. 

Additionally, deferring to the trial court on matters of 
credibility is “crucial in a child custody case, where there may 
be much evident in the parties’ demeanor and attitude that does 
not translate to the record well.” Id. at 419. Furthermore, 
“custody issues are some of the most difficult and agonizing 
decisions a trial judge must make. Therefore, a trial judge must 
have wide latitude in considering all the evidence." Id. at 418. 
As the Ohio Supreme Court long—ago explained: 

“In proceedings involving the custody and welfare of children the power of the trial court to exercise discretion is peculiarly important. The knowledge obtained through contact with and observation of the parties and through independent investigation can not be conveyed to a reviewing court by printed record.” 
Trickey, 158 Ohio St. at 13. Thus, this standard of review does 
not permit us to reverse a trial court's decision if we simply 
disagree with it. We may, however, reverse a trial court's 
custody decision if the court made an error of law, if its 
decision is unreasonable, arbitrary, or unconscionable, or if 
substantial competent and credible evidence fails to support it. 
Qayis, 77 Ohio St.3d at 4l8—4l9, 421 (explaining “abuse of



ADAMS, l4CA994 
ll discretion standard” and stating that courts will not reverse 

custody decisions as against the manifest weight of the evidence 
if substantial competent and credible evidence supports it, courts must defer to fact—finder, courts may reverse upon error of law, and trial court has broad discretion in custody matters).

B 

LEGAL STANDARD GOVERNING CUSTODY MODIFICATION 
R.C. 3lO9.04(E)(l)(a)‘ governs the modification of a prior 

custody decree and states: 

change has occurred in the circumstances of the child, the child's residential parent, or either of the parents subject to a shared parenting decree, and that the modification is necessary to serve the best interest of the child. In applying these standards, the court shall retain the residential parent designated by the prior decree or the prior shared parenting decree, unless a modification is in the best interest of the child and one of the following applies: 

(ii) The child, with the consent of the residential parent or of both parents under a shared parenting decree, has been integrated into the family of the person seeking to become the residential parent. .j___§j___
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(iii) The harm likely to be caused by a change of environment is outweighed by the advantages of the change of environment to the child. 
The statute thus creates a strong presumption in favor of 

retaining the residential parent and precludes a trial court from 
modifying a prior parental rights and responsibilities decree 
unless the court finds all of the following: (1) a change occurred 
in the circumstances of the child, the child’s residential parent, 
or a parent subject to a shared-parenting decree, (2) the change 
in circumstances is based upon facts that arose since the court 
entered the prior decree or that were unknown to the court at the 
time of the prior decree; (3) the child's best interest 
necessitates modifying the prior custody decree; and (4) one of 
the circumstances specified in R.C. 3109.04(E)(1)(a)(I)-(iii) 
applies. In re Brayden James, 113 Ohio St.3d 420, 2007—Ohio—2335, 
866 N.E.2d 467, fll4; accord Sites V. Sites, 4” Dist. Lawrence No. 
09CAl9, 20lO—Ohio—2748, T17. Thus, the threshold question in a 
parental rights and responsibilities modification case is whether 
a change in circumstances has occurred. 

In the case sub judice, appellant limits her argument to the 
trial court's change—in—circumstances finding (and does not 
specifically challenge the court's best interest finding or its 
R.C. 3l09.04(E)(l)(a)(iii) finding). We, therefore, limit our 
review to the trial court's change—in—circumstances finding.
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C 

CHANGE IN CIRCUMSTANCES 
The change in circumstances requirement is intended “‘to 

spare children from a constant tug of war,’” and “‘to provide some 
stability to the custodial status of the children,’” even if the 
nonresidential parent shows that “‘he or she can provide a better 
environment.’” Davis, 77 Ohio St.3d at 418, quoting Wyss v. Wyss, 
3 Ohio App.3d 412, 416, 445 N.E.2d 1153 (1982). The change in 
circumstances requirement also is intended “‘to prevent a constant 
relitigation of the issues raised and considered when the trial 
court issued its prior custody order.’” Price v. Price, 4” Dist. 
Highland No. 99CA12, 2000 WL 426188, *2 (Apr. 13, 2000). 

Because a child needs stability, parents should not “view 
final orders allocating parental rights and responsibilities as 
subject to easy revision as the child's life develops.“ Averill 
V. Bradley, 2“ Dist. Montgomery No. 18939, 2001 WL 1597881, *5 
(Dec. 14, 2001). Easy revision of final orders allocating 
parental rights and responsibilities conflicts “with the principle 
of finality that attaches to all final orders, even those that may 
be modified.” Lg; Furthermore, “[i]t perpetuates instability 
into the child's life” and “promotes antagonisms between the 
child's parents." lg; It also “treats the court as a kind of 
supernumerary third parent that is available to resolve disputes 
which the parties should resolve themselves.” Id. Thus, a party
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a significant burden to show that a change in circumstance has 
occurred. fige Fisher V. Hasenjager, 116 Ohio St.3d 53, 2007—Ohio— 
5589, 876 N.E.2d 546, fl33 (explaining that change in circumstance 
standard is “high”). Appellate courts must not, however, “make 
the threshold for change so high as to prevent a trial judge from 
modifying custody if the court finds it necessary for the best 
interest of the child." Qayis, 77 Ohio St.3d at 420-421. 
Accordingly, the change need not be “substantial,” but it must be more than “slight or inconsequential.” ;g; at 417-418; Bragg v. 
Hatfield, 152 Ohio App.3d 174, 2003—Ohio-1441, 787 N.E.2d 44, 123 
(4th Dist.) (“The change must be significant—something more than a slight or inconsequential change.”). A change in circumstances 
must be one of consequence—one that is substantive and 
significant—and it must relate to the child's welfare. Qayig, 77 Ohio St.3d at 418; In re D.M., 8” Dist. Cuyahoga No. 87723, 
2006—Ohio-6191, 135, quoting Rohrbaugh v. Rohrbaugh, 136 Ohio 
App.3d 599, 604-05, 737 N.E.2d 551 (7” Dist., 2000) (explaining 
that a change in circumstance generally means an event, 
occurrence, or situation that materially affects a child's 
welfare); Beaver v. Beaver, 143 Ohio App.3d 1, 10, 757 N.E.2d 41 <4“ Dist., 2001). quoting 

Clermont App. No. CA92—O4-O36 (Dec. 14, 1992) (“‘Implicit in the definition of changed circumstances is that the change must relate to the
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welfare of the child.’”). Additionally, the change in 
circumstances must be based upon facts that have arisen since the 
prior allocation or that were unknown at the time. R.C. 
3l09.04(E)(1)(a); Brammer v. Brammer, 194 Ohio App.3d 240, 
201l—Ohio—26lO, 955 N.E.2d 453, i17 (3“ Dist.). 

Initially, we observe that appellant does not dispute that 
domestic violence occurring in a residential parent's household 
may constitute a change in circumstances. Theurer v. 
Foster Theurer, I2” Dist. Warren Nos. 2008—O6—O74 and 2008-06-083, 
2009—Ohio—l457, II3 and 46 (upholding trial court's finding that 
marital difficulties, including domestic violence, constituted a 
change in circumstances); In re Gentile, 5” Dist. Stark No. 
2006CAO0123, 2006—Ohio-5684, fl3O (concluding that trial court did 
not abuse its discretion by concluding domestic violence 
constituted change in circumstances). Instead, appellant 
challenges the trial court's finding that domestic violence 
occurred in her home and that this domestic violence constituted a 
change in circumstances. She contends that the record does not 
contain sufficient credible evidence to establish that domestic 
violence occurred in her home. She further argues that even if 
the evidence shows that one domestic violence incident occurred, 
this one incident is insufficient to establish a change in 
circumstances.
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After our review of the record, we do not agree with 
appellant that the evidence adduced during the trial court 
proceeding fails to support the court's finding that domestic 
violence occurred in her home. The trial court based its finding 
upon testimony from appellant's ex—husband and her ex-husband's 
girlfriend, both of whom testified that they observed appellant's 
bruises. Appellant's ex—husband stated that since his January 
2013 divorce from appellant, appellant had returned to his home 
twice due to “domestic problems.” The ex-husband's girlfriend 
also stated that appellant sent her a text message describing a 
domestic violence incident that the child had witnessed.5 

The trial court additionally indicated that the child's in 
camera interview led it to believe domestic violence had occurred 
in appellant's home. The court also referred to appellant's 
demeanor during the hearing to support its finding. The court 
noted that appellant and her boyfriend both denied that domestic 
violence occurred in the home, but the court specifically 
discredited appellant's testimony. Moreover, appellant's demeanor 
during the hearing caused the guardian ad litem to change his .;:_._ 
recommendation. The guardian ad litem initially recommended that 

5 Although appellant asserts the message constitutes hearsay, she has not raised an assignment of error challenging the court's consideration of this evidence or any argument
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his inability to ascertain whether domestic violence actually 
occurred, but during the hearing he testified that appellant's 
courtroom demeanor led him to believe that domestic violence had 
indeed occurred. The guardian ad litem thus recommended that the 
court designate appellee the child's residential parent, even 
knowing that the child wished to remain with appellant. 
Obviously, he must have observed something significant about 
appellant's behavior that caused him to reverse his position. 

Furthermore, although appellant claims that the record shows, 
at most, one isolated domestic violence incident, her ex—husband 
testified that since their January 2013 divorce, appellant 
returned to his house twice due to “domestic problems.” 
Additionally, the ex—husband’s and his girlfriend's testimony 
indicate that they observed appellant's bruises on more than one 
occasion. The trial court thus could have rationally concluded 
that more than one domestic violence incident occurred in 
appellant’s home. Moreover, we find nothing in the record to 
indicate that the trial court failed to engage in a sound 
reasoning process when it determined that a change in 
circumstances had occurred. Consequently, the court did not abuse its discretion by modifying the prior custody order.‘ _j.__—j.j____ 

6 We again note that appellant has not challenged the trial court’s best interest or R.C. 3lO9.04(E)(l)(a)(iii) findings on appeal.



ADAMS, 14CA994 
18 

Appellant nevertheless asserts that a change in circumstances 
requires a showing that a child is in danger and that the evidence 
in the case sub 'udice fails to show that the alleged domestic 
violence placed her child in danger. To support her assertion, 
appellant cites Gardini v. Moyer, 61 Ohio St.3d 479, 575 N.E.2d 
423 (1991). Gardini held: 

“Pursuant to former R.C. 3lO9.04(B)(1)(c), a party seeking a modification of custody must show that some action by the custodial parent presently endangers the child or, with a reasonable degree of certainty, will manifest itself and endanger the child in the future if the child is not removed from his or her present environment immediately.” 

The version of R.C. 3109.04(B) that Gardini considered stated: 
“‘(1) * * * [T]he court shall not modify a prior custody decree unless it finds, based on facts that have arisen since the prior decree or that were unknown to the court at the time of the prior decree, that a change has occurred in the circumstances of the child, [or] his custodian * * * and that the modification is necessary to serve the best interest of the child. In applying these standards, the court shall retain the custodian * * * designated by the prior decree, unless one of the following applies: +*~k 
(c) The child's present environment endangers significantly his physical health or his mental, moral, or emotional development and the harm likely to be caused by a change of environment is outweighed by the advantages of the change of environment to the child.’” 

Ag; at 483-84, quoting former R.C. 3109.04(B)(l)(c). The current 
statute (R.C. 3109.04(E)) does not contain the same language as 
former R.C. 3109.04(B)(1)(c). Therefore, we do not agree with 
appellant that a change in circumstances always requires a finding
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physical health or mental, moral, or emotional development. We further observe that even though R.C. 3lO9.04(E)(l)(a) does not require a finding that the child's present environment endangers 
the child, we believe that the trial court in the case at bar 
could have rationally determined that a child who witnesses a 
parent being physically abused suffers emotional trauma. 

Additionally, we point out that the trial court's decision 
rested largely upon its belief that appellant's ex—husband and his 
girlfriend were more credible than appellant. Because the trial court was in the best position to observe the witnesses, including 
their voice inflection and demeanor displayed during the trial, we must defer to its credibility assessment and cannot simply 
substitute our judgment for the trial court's. Appellant's 
courtroom demeanor obviously spoke words, as the guardian ad ;it§m’s changed recommendation indicates. Her courtroom demeanor is something we simply cannot gauge from the written record. For this reason, we will not second—guess the court's determination 
that appellant's denials of domestic violence were not credible and that domestic violence did indeed occur in her home. 

Accordingly, based upon the foregoing reasons, we hereby overrule appellant's first assignment of error.
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II 
For ease of analysis, we jointly consider appellant's second 

and third assignments of error. In her second assignment of 
error, appellant asserts that the court erred by considering the 
guardian ad litem’s report because the report is deficient. 
Appellant argues that the report is deficient because the guardian 
ad litem did not timely file the report, did not discuss the 
child's school activity with school personnel, and did not discuss 
“the situation” with appellee or other adults. Within her second 
assignment of error, appellant further contends that the court 
erred by failing to appoint counsel for the child. Appellant 
argues that the court should have appointed counsel for the child 
once the guardian ad litem made a recommendation contrary to the 
child's wishes. In her third assignment of error, appellant 
argues that the court erred by declining to use her suggested 
questions during the court's in camera interview with the child. 

Initially, we point out that appellant did not raise these 
specific arguments in compliance with JuV.R. 40(D)(3). Juv.R. 
40(D)(3)(I) requires a party to file any objections to a 
magistrate’s within fourteen days of the decision. The rule 
permits a party to file supplemental objections, but only with 
leave of court. Juv.R. 40(D)(3)(iii); Beasley v. Beasley, 4“ 
Dist. Adams No. 06CA82l, 2006-Ohio-5000, flfll3—l4 (construing 
substantially similar Civ.R. 53 and explaining that a court may
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objections must be “specific” and a party must “state with 
particularity all grounds for objections." Juv.R. 
40(D)(3)(b)(ii). The failure to timely file specific objections 
and to state with particularity all grounds for objection results 
in a waiver of those particular issues on appeal. Juv.R. 
40(D)(3)(iv); State ex rel. Muhammad v. State, 133 Ohio St.3d 508, 
2012—Ohio—4767, 979 N.E.2d 296, $3 (noting that party waives 
argument on appeal if party failed to specifically raise issue in 
objections to magistrate’s decision); Walters v. Walters, 9th 
Dist. Medina No. 12CAOO17—M, 20l3—Ohio—636, $15 (explaining that a party's failure to raise a particular issue when objecting to a 
magistrate’s decision results in a waiver of that issue on 
appeal); McClain v. McClain, 4th Dist. Athens No. l0CA53, 
20ll—Ohio-6101, $7. §eg state v. Awan, 22 Ohio St.3d 120, 122, 498 N.E42d 277 (1986) (explaining that appellate courts “will not consider any error which counsel for a party complaining of the trial court's judgment could have called but did not call to the trial court’s attention at a time when such error could have been avoided or corrected by the trial court.”). 

In the case at bar, appellant did not timely file an 
objection that challenged the magistrate’s failure to appoint counsel for the child, or the magistrate’s decision to decline to consider appellant's proposed questions for the in camera
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her May 9, 2014 supplemental objections, she did not seek leave of 
court to file those supplemental objections. Thus, her 
supplemental objections did not comply with Juv.R. 40(D)(3)(b). 
Additionally, appellant did not, at any time, raise a specific 
objection to the guardian ad litem’s allegedly deficient report. 
Consequently, absent plain error, appellant cannot raise these 
issues on appeal. 

Appellate courts recognize plain error “‘with the utmost 
caution, under exceptional circumstances and only to prevent a 
manifest miscarriage of justice.’" State v. Landrum, 53 Ohio 
St.3d 107, 111, 559 N.E.2d 710 (1990), quoting fitgte v. Long, 53 
Ohio St.2d 91, 372 N.E.2d 804 (1978), paragraph three of the 
syllabus. For the plain error rule to apply, the trial court must 
have deviated from a legal rule, the error must have been an 
obvious defect in the proceeding, and the error must have affected 
a substantial right. §;g;, State v. Barnes, 94 Ohio St.3d 21, 27, 759 N.E.2d 1240 (2002). 

In the case sub judice, appellant has not suggested that we review her second and third assignments of error using a plain 
error analysis. We decline to do so sua sgonte. Qgoke v. Bowen, 4” Dist. Scioto No. l2CA3497, 2013-Ohio-4771, fl37 (4th Dist. 
Scioto); accord State v. Arnold, 9th Dist. Summit No. 24400, 
2009—Ohio—2108, $8 (“[T]his Court will not construct a claim of
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argue plain error on appeal.”). 
Accordingly, based upon the foregoing reasons, we hereby 

overrule appellant's second and third assignments of error and 
affirm the trial court's judgment. 

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED.
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JUDGMENT ENTRY 
It is ordered that the judgment be affirmed and that appellee 

recover of appellant the costs herein taxed. 
The Court finds there were reasonable grounds for this 

appeal. 

It is ordered that a special mandate issue out of this Court 
directing the Adams County Common Pleas Court, Juvenile Division, 
to carry this judgment into execution. 

A certified copy of this entry shall constitute that mandate 
pursuant to Rule 27 of the Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

Hoover, P.J. & Harsha, J.: Concur in Judgment & Opinion 
For the Co :7

X 
er B. Ab le, Judge 

NOTICE TO COUNSEL 
Pursuant to Local Rule No. 14, this document constitutes a final judgment entry and the time period for further appeal commences from the date of filing with the clerk.
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF HIGHLAND COUNTY, OHIO 

Amanda Iler, * 

Plaintiff, Case No. l2-DR-184 
DEFENDAN'l"S ANSWERS TO 

vs. * PARENTING INTERROGATORIES 
Matthew Iler, * 

Defendant. 

Pursuant to Rule 33 and 34 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure, Matthew Iler is required 

to respond in writing in twenty-eight (28) days under oath to the following: 

1. Instructions for answering: 

(1) All information which is in possession of control or within the possession or 

control of the attorney is to be divulged. 

(2) Please be reminded that all the answers must be made separately and fully and 

that an incomplete answer or an evasive a.nswer is failure to answer. 

(3) You are under a continuing duty to supplement your response with respect to 

any question directly addressed as to the identity and location as to any person expected to be 

called as an expert witness, the subject matter upon which said expert is to testify, and to correct 

or supplement any answers which you know or later learn to be incorrect or incomplete.



l. State the name, address and social security number of the person answering these 
interrogatories. 

ANSWER: Matthew Iler, 380 Broadway Street, Seaman Ohio 45679 

2. Set forth precisely and concisely the grounds for your motion based on the change of 
circumstances. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff has denied visitation. Domestic Violence in Plaintiffs household. 
Plaintiff lost custody of her other children. Plaintiff is brainwashing the child.

/ 3. Set forth name and relationship of every person residing in your home. 
ANSWER: Oldest son, Nathaniel & Girlfriend, Chase Gleason 

4. Set forth the name, address and telephone number of every witness you intend to call 
at the hearing on change of circumstances. 

ANSWER: Chase Gleason, 380 Broadway Street, Seaman Ohio 45679 

Don Her, (Father)



5. List any and all prior convictions for theft, unauthorized use of property, falsification 
and similar crimes of dishonesty since the age of 18 years together with all the other persons 
living in your household or being called as witness on your behalf. 

ANSWER: n/a 

6. State the name and address of your current employer. 
ANSWER: GKN Aerospace 

7. Do you use or intake alcoholic beverages? If so, how much and how often? 
ANSWER: 4 beers a month 

8. Are you prescribed any medications? If so, who prescribes the medications and 
where do you fill the prescriptions? 

ANSWER: n/a
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9. What are the medications? 
/‘\/0* 

) 
/1/L.-fi'lae.,.J Tier State of Ohio 

)ss: 
County of Afiu/is ) 

Matthew Iler, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he has read the foregoing 
Interrogatories, and the answers contained therein are true as he verily believes. 

Sworn to and signed before me this 9‘1‘l7— day of A , 2014. 

_@rQ!: ~~
~ 

°‘”23.§’Ji1‘Jl‘.F5'sf§i§.' 
. 

N°“"’ P“"“° 
_ _5 Mycomméssionhasnrw 

5 dale.Seclian14703 L-= ‘ 

CERTIFICATE 
This is to certify that a copy of these lnterrogatories was served by ordinary first class 

mail upon David Grimes, Attorney for Matthew Iler, this day of August, 2014. 

» 'x\ O 
_ M\ . 

Jo . Hapner Q 
JCH/tf 
8/4/14
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF HIGHLAND COUNTY, OHIO 

Amnda He, 1 CASE 12-DR-194 

Plaintiff,
* 

PLAINTIFF’S ANSWERS TO 
V5» 

* SECOND SET OF PARENTING 
ERROGATORIEF 

Matthew Iler, 
INT 3 

Defendant. 

Pursuant to Rule 33 and 34 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure, Amanda Iler is required 

to respond in writing in twenty-eight (28) days under oath to the following: 

l, Instructions for answering: 

(1) All information which is in possession of control or 
within the possession or 

contol of the attorney is to be divulged. 

(2) Please be reminded that all the answers must be made separately and fully 
and 

that an incomplete answer or an evasive answer is failure to answer, 

(3) You are under a continuing duty to supplement your response with 
respect to 

any question directly addressed as to the identity and location as many person expected to 
be 

called as an expert witness, the subject matter upon which said expert is to testify, 
and to correct 

or supplement any answers which you know or later learn to be incorrect or 
incomplete.



*PLAINTlFF’S ANSWERS TO SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES 
1. State the name. address and social security number of the person answering these 

interrogatories. 

ANSWER. 
Amanda R. Ilcr DOB’ ll-l l-l979 
121 E. Sixth St. 
Seaman Ohio 45679 

Social Security Number" Omitted just as Mr, Iler’s was on his interrogatory. that was sworn and 
signed with date of Aug. 29"‘. 2014 

2. List all lay witnesses. For each give name, address a.nd brief summary of anticipated testimony. 

ANSWER: 
Appointed GAL. Allycc Snyder 

Keith and/or Connie Burchett (long-term daycare provider to children) 
235 Vine St 
Seaiiiair Ohio 45679 
Anticipated testimony would be relevant to the knowledge of the ‘relationship’ quality, or rather 
the lack of. between Matt Her and even his father, Don Iler, with respect to Caleb Iler. 

Mackenzie Faraliay 
1200 Mineral Springs Rd. 
Peebles Ohio 45660 
Anticipated testimony is to relevant to how an elected judge in Adams Co is using his position as 
a judge to mislead and obstructfiistice as well as these “implicd" allegations from Matt llei and 
Michael Farahay-how they conspired the case in Adams Co well in advance and since no one will 
come fwd w/ the truth then she has this one opportunity to be heard and confront those lying by 
testifiring. 

David Hughes 
121 E Sixth St. 
Seaman Ohio 45679 
Anticipated testimony would be relevant to the knowledge of the Telationsliip‘ quality, or rather 
the lack of, between Matt Ilcr and even his father, Don Iler, with respect to Caleb Iler. Also, his 
knowledge of the ease in Adams County that is the only basis for this case, here and now. 
3. List all expert witnesses. For each give name, address and brief summary of anticipated 

testimony. Please attach any reports and a curriculum vitae. 

ANSWER N/A



4. List all prescribed medications taken in the last five (5) years. For each list drug, doctor 
prescribing, and reason for taking. 

ANSWER: 
Object to this answer for several reasons Privacy (HIPAA) and it’s apparent from transcripts ofHighland Co: Aug 05. 2013 (p 40 lines 14-18) and Highland Co. Guardian Ad Litcin report (p. 6. 2"“ paragraph) 
that both parties (Amanda ller and David Hughes) have readily agreed and participated in dnig 
screenings, with clean results, every time. Despite the attempt on appeal case CA994 to imply that at end of hearing of 12/3/13 that David Hughes & Amanda ller refused to take urinalysis~the urine tests were done and “off the record" after the hearing to which were both affirmed as clean, also. Actually it was the opposing party that didnt submit to any testing as they left the court house immediately after both 
hearings in Adams County. Besides it is irrelevant to Matt ller‘s claim of ‘domestic violence’ per 
interrogatory answer # 2 also dated Aug. 29, 2014. Iinplying on the appeal case only makes Adams Co look more damaged and less competent~to send a child home w/ a parent being accused of being an addict 
is questionable and a liability issue ifthey knew of such an allegation and still sent child(ren) home w/ out 
investigating such. Further Mr. 1ler’s "drug" claims as presented in G.A.L. report in Highland Co-see page last paragraph p 8 thru p 9), he states the mother had prescription drug abuse back while he was 
married to her and yet he didnt voice those same concerns or allow them to surface when divorce 
complaint was filed, he never objected to sole custody being vested with Amanda ller when Temp. Order 
dated 10/10/2012 was issued in Highland Co.(E,\'. J in Volume 111) nor any time until recently. which as a 
parent is questionable iftliat same pareiil claims to be ‘concerned’ for their child. 

5. Attach all your cell phone records from April of20|3. 
April 2013 cell phone records were provided to opposing counsel on 05/14/2015 and acknowledged on 

the record in Highland County Ohio. 

6. ldentifi all your cell phone numbers in the past five (5) years and each service provider. 
ANSWER: 
Objection to this answer. Redundant request seeing as the counsel has access to the only other 

numbers associated w/ Amanda ller, (counsel is attorney for the case in which they were submitted) the 
other prior numbers were provided to case CA994/20035123 and attached to document dated 05/02/2014 
in Adams Co when attempting to submit doc’s that were previously handed to G.A.L. but never 
mentioned by him. All cell #’s have been Verizon Wireless. never any other provider. And again 
irrelevant regarding to claims of ‘domestic violence‘. Cell #’s and/or service providers have no 
correlation to allegations of DV 

7. Has any employer iii the last five (5) years taken any sort of disciplinary action against you‘? 
For any such occurrence, identify the employer, date and reason for the action. 

ANSWER:



Yes. because David Kelley‘s documented $2.00 postage was coming up “shoi1" and his falsified his certificate of service in Court of Appeals ease CA999. 
Publicly accessible, it is incorporated in Volume II in Original Action Case 2015-0146, the onlinejonrnal in Adams Co, it’s noted as “postage charged" yet his service cert. recv’d by Amanda ller, clearly says postage pre-paid, but prior to that David Kelley recv’d an e-inail communication that demanded he issue what he falsified in signing he had made proper service-scorned he had that email and other public records that were faxed to the artomey gencral’s office by Amanda ller, re: Adams county court cases and he had info fwd to employer for misuse of fax machine. Totally irrelevant to allegations of domestic violence but nonetheless answered. 

8. Specify how Matt has used Caleb as a tool for litigation. 
ANSWER: 

He has watched Mr. Farahay use litigation as a means to thwart control by use of improper use of court filings and though it is wrong on every level he is mimicking the same pattern expecting to be rewarded with custody ofa child that he and his entire family have all but shunned despite his attempt to portray to GAL that they have a good relationship. Never involved in any schooling or even been to a Dr visit but claims he is suited better for a child, the only thing he can do is bad mouth and make up false allegations and claim it’s all in the child’s best interest. He is alienating his first child from its mother and has been for some tune and actually expects an outsider to not see through his attempt to obtain custody is guiscd as control to punish the mother for his perceived wrongs. 

9. Attach any potential exhibits to be used at a hearing in this matter? 
ANSWER: 

You can expect transcripts of20035l23 in Adams Co and Highland Co l2—DR—l94 as well as any/all exhibits used in either case. Additionally phone records of Matt ller for month oflune 2013 that contradict his statements ofhow many times he had contact w/ Mr Farahay prior to court hearing(s). 

10. List all of your children. For each state name ofchild, name of father, the court that determined custody and the current custody arrangement. 
ANSWER: 

Christian is oldest and despite this question being an attempt to humiliate me by implying she lost this child, it will be noted that Mr Farahay was also involved in that case and that child is/was victim ofthe child traffieking that sadly occurs in Adams Co over and over and thru conspired GAL appointments ofthe initiating attorney, Much like Mr. Farahay’s recruitment of Mr. ller in Adams Co. case re: Mackenzie. Similar to the Shupeit case re: Kate, 
Mackenzie (pending appeal) & Caleb.



Plaintiff's Answers to second set oi‘parcntal interrogatories 

Kdgfi Q/Mix K2 
Amanda Iier State of Ohio

) 

)ss: County 0t"»a;J_Q»_.n_z,_ ) 

Amanda iie 
interrogatories, and 

r, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that she ha the answers contained therein are true as she verily b 
. _ 

. W“ Swom to and signed beiore me tins __ 
5 read the foregoing 
eiieves. 

day or (Y3. ,2o1s. 

0 Pamela Tana 
Notary Public
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

Minutes of SEAMAN VILLAGE COUNCIL Meeling 
ji.a’~";a..i.,~_t_.~c.;oT~3 19:.” “‘

. 

Held JANUARY 7 _2013~ 
iIPresent Leigh Ann Sims, Robert Wright, Trina Sparks, Bill Shelby, Josh Burns, David Merfert. 
lAIso Present: Bill Shreffler, Village Administrator; Matt Windle, Lisa Rothwell, Attny. 
Mayor Hughes Presiding. 

1 

Minutes were read. Motion to Approve Minutes by David Merfert, seconded by Bill Shelby. Roll call vote: All-Yes Motion carried Treasurers report was discussed. Motion to Approve Treasurers Report by [Ms Sims, seconded by Mr Burns. Roll call vote All-Yes Motion carried 
iilvtayors Court Report was discussed. Motion to Approve Mayors Court by Mr. Burns. seconded by Ms Sparks. Roll call vote All-Yes. Motion carried. 
On behalf of Chief Crawford who was home ill on this Meeting date, Mayor Hughes asked for a Motion to 
Approve the renewal of the Police Dept. Auxiliaries being: Guy Sutton, Margaret Edwards. Patricia Bailey and Patrick Glassburn Motion to Approve renewal of Police Auxiliaries by Ms. Sims, seconded by Mr. Burn 

[ 

Roll call vote All-Yes. Motion carried
1

~ 

i‘Coiiiriiittee s for 2012 was motioned to stay the same and carry over for the 2013 year by Ms. Sims. 
“seconded by Mr. Shelby. Roll call vote. All-Yes. Motion carried. 
Committee's are as follows: 
Zoning —Chairman-Ms. Sims, Mr. Merfert, Mr. Wright. 
Police-Chairman-Mr. Wright. Ms. Sims, Mr. Burns. 
Equipt 8. Maint.-Chairman-Mr. Burns, Mr. Men’erl, Mr. Wright. 
Records-Chairman-Ms Sparks, Ms. Sims, Mr Shelby 
Finance—Chairman-Mr Shelby, Mr Wright, Ms Sparks. 
Building-Chairman-Mr Merfeit, Mr. Shelby. Mr. Burns. 
Motion to go into Executive Session to discuss Personnel and Finance by Mr. Burns, seconded by Mr Wrigh . 

Roll call vote: All-Yes Motion carried. Time in 8.15 PM. Motion to return to regular session by Mr Burns. 
seconded by Mr. Merfert Roll call vote’ All-Yes Motion carried. Time out of Executive Session 8:50 P.M. 
Mayor Hughes asked for a Motion to change the Mayors Court from twice a month to once a month with a 
‘salary for the Magistrate of $3600 00 per year and offer the loo to David Grimes and if not accepted to 
advenise thejob. Motion by Mr Meifert. seconded by Ms. Sims. Roll call vote: All-Yes. Motion carried. 

- Mayor Hughes asked for a motion due to financial restraints to allow all olthe Veterinarian bills for the 
K-9 Unit to be pald by the K-9 fund. Also to cut any travel with the K-9 except when on duty in the Village 
and required training. Motion by Mr, Burns, seconded by Mr. Wright Roll call vote: All«Yes. Motion carried. 
Discussion on Cell Phone Plans and current contract options. Mr Merlert volunteered to look into this with 

I the Mayor by the next meeting. 
Ordinance 2013-1 was presented: AN ORDINANCE FOR THE USE OF THE BASIC CODE 2013 EDITION, 
Motion by Mr. Merferl, seconded by Ms. Sims to: 
SUSPEND THE RULES GOVERNING THE READING OF THE ORDINANCE ON THREE SEPARATE 
OCCASIONS AND DECLARING IT AN EMERGENCY. Seconded by Mr. Sims. Roll call vote: All-Yes~ 
Motion carried. 
Motion to Accept Ordinance 2013-1 and use the Basic Code 2013 Edition by Ms Sims, seconded by 

I 

Mr Merfert Roll call vote’ All-Yes Motion carried. Mayor Hughes declared Ordinance 2013-1 adopted.



__ KIA —4v\AAAlAAAL . mug. Council 
Meetirg 

Held: January 05"‘ 
2015 

Present: Robert Wright, Trina Sparks, William Shelby, David Hancock, David Merfert. 
Also present: ChiefPhillips, Sgt. Windle and Village Solicitor—Lisa Rothwell, Paul Hannah—editor for the Peoples Defender. 

Mayor Hughes Presiding. 

Motion to excuse the absence ofcouncil member Leigh Ann Sims by Mr. Merfert, seconded by Mr. Wright. Roll call vote: All-Yes. Motion carried. 

Motion to approve the minutes by Mr. Shelby, seconded by Mr. Hancock, Roll call vote: All-Yes. Motion carried, 

Motion to approve the treasurer’s report and pay the bills by Mr. Merfert, seconded by Ms. Sparks. Roll call vote: All-Yes. Motion carried. 

l\rla1y ors Court Report was reviewed by council. Motion to approve Mayors court report by Mr. Wright, seconded by Mr. Hancock. Roll call vote: All Yes. Motion carried. 

Mayor Hughes took a moment to discuss the recent Seaman Police Deptfs continued actions and arrests in the village due to the increase in drug use and distribution. 

Motion to enter Executive session at 7:40pm by Mr. Merfert. seconded by Mr. Wright. Roll call vote: All-Yes. Motion carried. 

Motion to return to regular session at 7:59pm by Ms. Sparks, seconded by Mr. Hancock. Roll call xotc: All~Ycs. Motion carried. 

Motion to not renew Magistrate David Grimes contract and hire Barbara Moore as Village Magistrate under terms of current contract as Grimes by Mr. Merfert, seconded by Mr. Sparks. Roll call vote: All-Yes. Motion carried. 

Motion to keep the same committee members and president of council in place for the 2015 yr. by Ms. Sparks, seconded by Mr. Wright. Roll call vote: All-Yes. Motion carried. 
President of Council — David Merfert 
Village of Seaman Committees 2015 as follows: F [NANCE 
Chairman-Shelby, Wright, Sparks. "/(\\H\rr\


