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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

STATE OF OHIO, ex rel.

ANGELA M. FORD, ESQ. Case No. 2015-1470
Relators, .

V.

HONORABLE ROBERT P. RUEHLMAN In Prohibition And Mandamus
Respondent.

Comes now the Respondent, Honorable Robert P. Raehludge, Hamilton County
Court of Common Pleas, by and through counsel antdi$ Answer to the Complaint for Writs
of Prohibition, Mandamus and Alternative Writ s&ass follows:

RESPONDENT'S FIRST DEFENSE

1. Respondent admits that the Ohio Supreme Courtunissliction over actions in
prohibition and mandamus but denies the remainliegations of paragraph 1 of the Complaint.
2. Respondent denies the allegations in paragrapht®2domplaint.

3. Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplitg&d€omplaint.

4. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsiin paragraph 4 of the
Complaint.

5. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraphttseeo€omplaint.

6. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsin paragraph 6 of the
Complaint.

7. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsin paragraph 7 of the

Complaint.



8. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsin paragraph 8 of the
Complaint.

9. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsin paragraph 9 of the
Complaint.

10. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsin paragraph 10 of the
Complaint.

11. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsin paragraph 11 of the
Complaint.

12. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsin paragraph 12 of the
Complaint.

13.  Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsin paragraph 13 of the
Complaint.

14. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsiin paragraph 14 of the
Complaint.

15. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsin paragraph 15 of the
Complaint.

16. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraph fleeacComplaint.

17. Respondent denies for want of knowledge whethaobRelator Ford is able to
domesticate a foreign judgment as an Ohio lawyet,denies the remaining allegations in
paragraph 17 of the Complaint.

18. Respondent admits that the allegations in paragt8mdre part of the initial Complaint

filed in Case No. A1500067.



19. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsin paragraph 19 of the
Complaint.

20. Respondent denies the Relator’s interpretationtod @w as expressed in the allegations
in paragraph 20 of the Complaint.

21. Respondent admits that Ohio Revised Code Sectid8.@32 is valid Ohio law, and to

the extent that it is accurate admits the Relajpat®phrasing of the law. To the extent that the
Relator’s paraphrasing is inaccurate the Resporaties the allegations in paragraph 21.

22.  Respondent admits that Ohio Revised Code Sectid8.@33 is valid Ohio law, and to

the extent that it is accurate admits the Relajpat®phrasing of the law. To the extent that the
Relator’s paraphrasing is inaccurate the Resporaimies the allegations in paragraph 22.

23. It appears as if the Relator is simply making argots of law. To the extent that these
arguments accurately reflect current and valid Qdao Respondent admits the allegations, to the
extent that the arguments do not accurately reflecent and valid Ohio law Respondent denies
the allegations in paragraph 23.

24. It appears as if the Relator is simply making argots of law. To the extent that these
arguments accurately reflect current and valid Qdao Respondent admits the allegations, to the
extent that the arguments do not accurately reflecent and valid Ohio law Respondent denies
the allegations in paragraph 24.

25. It appears as if the Relator is simply making argots of law. To the extent that these
arguments accurately reflect current and valid Qdao Respondent admits the allegations, to the
extent that the arguments do not accurately reflecent and valid Ohio law Respondent denies

the allegations in paragraph 25.



26. It appears as if the Relator is simply making argots of law. To the extent that these
arguments accurately reflect current and valid Qdao Respondent admits the allegations, to the
extent that the arguments do not accurately reflecent and valid Ohio law Respondent denies
the allegations in paragraph 26.

27. It appears as if the Relator is simply making argots of law. To the extent that these
arguments accurately reflect current and valid Qéao Respondent admits the allegations, to the
extent that the arguments do not accurately reflecent and valid Ohio law Respondent denies
the allegations in paragraph 27.

28. Respondent admits that Ohio Revised Code Sectidf.224 is valid Ohio law, and
admits that the quoted language is accurately takemthe text of Section 2329.024, but denies
the balance of paragraph 28 to the extent thatribt an accurate reflection of Ohio law.

29. Respondent admits that the quoted text in paragz@uif the Complaint appears to be
accurately transcribed from the text of Ohio Redi€®de Section 2329.024.

30. Paragraph 30 appears to be a combination of statéxland arguments against Mr.
Chesley. To the extent that there is an impliéebakion against the actions of the Respondent,
the Respondent denies the allegations in parag@uih the Complaint.

31. Respondent admits that, on January 7, 2015, Respbedtered an Ex Parte TRO
against Relator Ford, but denies any remainingyatiens in paragraph 31 of the Complaint.

32. Respondent admits that the quoted language in Egria@?2 of the Complaint did appear
in the Temporary Restraining Order issued on Janta?015, but denies that this represents the
entire Order and denies any allegations in pardg8&pof the Complaint that may suggest that

the quoted language represents the entire Order.



33. Respondent admits that Relator Ford was subjeotdtetTemporary Restraining Order
issued on January 7, 2015, but denies for wanhoiedge the remaining allegations in
paragraph 33 of the Complaint.

34. Respondent denies the allegations in paragrapl 8% €omplaint.

35. Respondent admits that Relator Ford was subjeotdtetTemporary Restraining Order
issued on January 7, 2015, but denies the remaafieggations in paragraph 35 of the
Complaint.

36. Respondent admits that Relator Ford failed to plewany evidence on or before January
14, 2015 to counter the Court’s Preliminary Finditng Fact and Conclusions of Law and that
the Respondent decided to set the matter for aprary injunction hearing on March 4, 2015.
The Respondent denies any remaining allegatiopanagraph 36 of the Complaint.

37. Respondent admits that the Januar}) ®4der continued the restrictions of the January
7" TRO “until further Court order to the contraryagreement of the Parties approved by the
Court” and that the Respondent set the matter fwelminary injunction hearing to be held on
March 4, 2015, but the Respondent denies the renggatlegations in paragraph 37 of the
Complaint.

38. Respondent admits that the record indicates thtgns was sent to Relator Ford
through certified mail on January 8, 2105, thagaed affidavit from Vincent Mauer dated
January 12, 2015, indicates that Relator Ford leah Isent copies of all complaints and orders to
which Relator Ford replied through email, and theuary 14 Order from the Respondent

indicates that Relator Ford was given actual naifdde hearing on January 14, 2015.



39. Respondent admits that Mr. Chesley was not orderedst any security in the January
14, 2015 Order. Respondent denies for want of kedge the remaining allegations in
paragraph 39 of the Complaint.

40. Respondent admits that on February 5, 2015, Rditgdra Notice of Removal in case
A1500067. Respondent denies for want of knowlgtlggemaining allegations in paragraph 40
of the Complaint.

41. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegain paragraph 41 of the
Complaint.

42. Respondent admits that Chesley moved to amendhiplaint to add new defendants,
but denies for want of knowledge the remaininggatens in paragraph 42 of the Complaint.
43. Respondent admits that the federal court alloweels@y to amend his complaint and
remanded the matter, but denies for want of knogddtie remaining allegations in paragraph
43 of the Complaint.

44,  Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf #dedComplaint.

45.  Respondent admits that Relator Ford was still eegion April 6, 2015, but Respondent
denies the remaining allegations in paragraph 4BefComplaint.

46. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapt #g&edComplaint.

47. Respondent admits that on May 14, 2015, Resporidentl that he had jurisdiction over
Relator Ford and denied Realtor Ford’s motion triés. Respondent also admits that the
guotations from the transcript are accurate. Redgat denies the remaining allegations in
paragraph 47 of the Complaint.

48. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alieggin paragraph 48 of the

Complaint.



49. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraptf #g&edComplaint.

50. Respondent admits that during the hearing on May @45, the Respondent did inquire
as to how much bond would have been required irtuGlry and did eventually decide not to
require Chesley to post any security, but deniesdimaining allegations in paragraph 50 of the
Complaint.

51. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraphtheafomplaint.

52. Respondent admits that he said “Well, that kindra&l” and that Respondent did not
require Chesley to put up any money, but Respordiaries the remaining allegations in
paragraph 52 of the Complaint.

53. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf §8dComplaint.

54. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf #edComplaint.

55. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsiin paragraph 55 of the
Complaint.

56. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsiin paragraph 56 of the
Complaint.

57. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsiin paragraph 57 of the
Complaint.

58. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsiin paragraph 58 of the
Complaint.

59. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsiin paragraph 59 of the
Complaint.

60. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsiin paragraph 60 of the

Complaint.



61. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the allegsiin paragraph 61 of the
Complaint.

62. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsiin paragraph 62 of the
Complaint.

63. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsiin paragraph 63 of the
Complaint.

64. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsiin paragraph 64 of the
Complaint.

65. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the aliegsiin paragraph 65 of the
Complaint.

66. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf 6&daComplaint.

67. Respondent admits that Relator Ford informed theriQu the Kentucky court’s orders,
but denies the remaining allegations in paragrapbf@éhe Complaint.

68. Respondent admits that he questioned the Kentumkst's jurisdiction but denies for
want of knowledge the remaining allegations in geaph 68 of the Complaint.

69. Respondent admits that during the Jdiyn%aring he stated “[i]t's a battle of the courts”
but denies the remaining allegations in paragrd&pbf@éhe Complaint.

70. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi #ecComplaint.

71. Respondent admits that the Relator argued forigket to cross-examine Chesley and
that there was urgency to the matter, but denesdimaining allegations in paragraph 71 of the
Complaint.

72.  Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi ##dComplaint.

73. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi #8&daComplaint.



74. Respondent admits that on July 8, 2015, Relatad fs@as enjoined due to the
Respondent’s orders but denies the remaining diltegain paragraph 74 of the Complaint.
75. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi #feedComplaint.

76. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi #edComplaint.

77. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapif #t¥ecComplaint.

78. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi #&daComplaint.

79. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi #8dComplaint.

80. Respondent admits that the court accepted the,dydedenies the remaining allegations
in paragraph 80 of the Complaint.

81. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf 8fedcComplaint.

82. Respondent admits that Respondent found that hi$ had exclusive jurisdiction over
the matters involved in Case No. A1500067, and‘thatorders of the Kentucky Court in
relation to the Transfer Motion and the Chesley @ehMotion, including but not limited to the

Transfer Order (the “Kentucky Orders”), are unecéable[.]” (footnote citation omitted).

Respondent denies all remaining allegations ingraph 82 of the Complaint.

83. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf 88dComplaint.

84. Respondent admits that Case No. A1500067 wastedtia Hamilton County Common
Pleas Court in January 2015, but denies for wakhofvledge the remaining allegations in
paragraph 84 of the Complaint.

85. Respondent admits that no authority was presentédeoRespondent to rebut the
litigation fact pattern that is presented by théaRe in paragraph 85, as the Respondent denies
the interpretation of the Respondent’s jurisdictioat the Relator has presented. Respondent

denies for want of knowledge the remaining allegstiin paragraph 85 of the Complaint.



86. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf 8&daComplaint.

87. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi 8¥edComplaint.

88. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi 88&daComplaint.

89. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi 882aComplaint.

90. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi geaComplaint.

91. Respondent denies that he interfered with any eaéinle orders of the Kentucky court,
and denies for want of knowledge the remaininggaliiens in paragraph 91 of the Complaint.
92. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi g&dComplaint.

93. Respondent admits that as of August 19, 2015, &dfatrd is still enjoined by the
Respondent’s orders, but denies the remainingatl@s in paragraph 93 of the Complaint.

94. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf g#eaComplaint.

95. Respondent admits that the docket in Case No. Ad&Dihdicates which Defendants
have been served, and denies for want of knowldageemaining allegations in paragraph 95 of
the Complaint.

96. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf §&daComplaint.

97. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraplf §¥eacComplaint.

98. Respondent admits the allegations in paragrapi §8&daComplaint.

99. To the extent that the paragraph 99 accuratelyppaases the record the Respondent
admits the allegations, to the extent that pardg@gdoes not accurately paraphrase the record
the Respondent denies the allegations.

100. To the extent that the paragraph 100 accuratepbaases the record the Respondent
admits the allegations, to the extent that pardgd&)® does not accurately paraphrase the record

the Respondent denies the allegations.

10



101. To the extent that the paragraph 101 accuratepbaases the record the Respondent
admits the allegations, to the extent that pardgi&)d does not accurately paraphrase the record
the Respondent denies the allegations. The rentppurtion of paragraph 101 appears to be the
Relator’s interpretation of law and not an actdkggation, no response to this interpretation of
law is required.

102. Assuming there are some type of implied allegatioraragraph 102, Respondent
denies for want of knowledge the allegations irageaph 102 of the Complaint.

103. Assuming there are some form of implied allegationsaragraph 103, Respondent
denies the allegations in paragraph 103 of the Qaintp

104. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraptol@¥ Complaint.

105. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraptol@f Complaint.

106. Respondent admits the allegations in paragraptol@& Complaint.

107. Respondent admits that Relator Ford was given pperdunity to be heard on at a
permanent injunction hearing on September 30, 2Réspondent admits that until a final
resolution, Relator Ford is subject to the couwtders. Respondent admits that he left it up to
the parties to decide how Mr. Chesley’s testimoybd be given. Respondent denies the
remaining allegations in paragraph 107 of the Campl

108. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsin paragraph 108 of the
Complaint.

109. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsin paragraph 109 of the
Complaint.

110. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsin paragraph 110 of the

Complaint.

11



111. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsin paragraph 111 of the
Complaint.

112. Respondent denies for want of knowledge the alilegsin paragraph 112 of the
Complaint.

113. No response to paragraph 113 is required.

114. Respondent admits that he has exercised judici@épm Case No. A1500067, that he
has allowed Chesley’s Complaint to proceed to #renanent injunction hearing scheduled for
September 30, 2015, and that he has enjoined R&atd from taking certain actions in Ohio;
Respondent denies the remaining allegations ingpapa 114 of the Complaint.

115. Respondent denies the allegations in paragrapiofitte Complaint.

116. Respondent admits that he is controlled by the @linstitution and valid and
controlling case law in Ohio, but denies the renmgjrallegations in paragraph 116 of the
Complaint.

117. Respondent admits that he is controlled by vald @ntrolling case law in Ohio, and
admits that his orders in Case No. A1500067 hayerexd Relator Ford from engaging in
certain activities in Ohio, but denies the remagratiegations in paragraph 117 of the
Complaint.

118. Respondent admits that he is controlled by vald @ntrolling United States Supreme
Court case law, but denies that his actions haslateid any law and denies the remaining
allegations in paragraph 118 of the Complaint.

119. Respondent admits that he is controlled by the Frailh and Credit Clause, but denies
that he has violated that law and denies the rangaadlegations in paragraph 119 of the

Complaint.

12



120.

Respondent admits that he is controlled by vald @ntrolling United States Supreme

Court case law, but denies that his actions haslateid any law and denies the remaining

allegations in paragraph 120 of the Complaint.

121.

Respondent admits that he is controlled by vali @ntrolling Ohio case law, but

denies the remaining allegations in paragraph I2ieoComplaint.

122.

Respondent admits that he has exercised judicihbaty in Case No. A1500067, but

denies the remaining allegations in paragraph I2B8ecComplaint.

123.

Respondent denies he has or will exceed his atghard denies for want of knowledge

the remaining allegations in paragraph 123 of tbenflaint.

124.

125.

Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofltté Complaint.

Respondent denies that he is patently and unamistyiwithout jurisdiction and denies

the remaining allegations in paragraph 125 of tbenflaint.

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

Respondent denies the allegations in paragraploflt® Complaint.
Respondent denies the allegations in paragraploflthe Complaint.
Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofl® Complaint.
No response to paragraph 129 is required.

Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofl®@ Complaint.
Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofl®i Complaint.
Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofl®2 Complaint.
Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofl®@ Complaint.
Respondent admits that he is bound by the lawsrdiction.

Respondent admits that his orders must be lawtldbnies the remaining allegations in

paragraph 135 of the Complaint.

13



136. Respondent denies the allegations in paragrapiofl®@ Complaint.
137. Respondent denies the allegations in paragraptofl@iz Complaint.
138. Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofl@® Complaint.
139. No response to paragraph 139 is required.
140. Respondent denies the allegations in paragraplofld@ Complaint.
141. Respondent denies the allegations in paragraptoflthe Complaint.
SECOND DEFENSE
142. Respondent denies all allegations of the Comptaahspecifically admitted to be true.
THIRD DEFENSE
143. Respondent has jurisdiction to determine wheth&obra foreign judgment is to be
enforced in Ohio.
FOURTH DEFENSE
144. Respondent is not patently and unambiguously lackirnisdiction, therefore the Relator
is not entitled to a Writ of Prohibition.
145. There is a justiciable case or controversy involuti this particular matter. Relator
Ford and Mr. Chesley have a dispute over how agonedgment is to be enforced in Ohio.
The parties have differing views of how the doneadion statute is to be interpreted and
applied. Mr. Chesley brought suit to have the Radpnt settle this dispute and prevent the
Relator from acting until the dispute is resolvdchis dispute is sufficient to pass the very low
standard required to have a justiciable controversy
FIFTH DEFENSE
146. The Relator has an adequate remedy at law: thedRetay win her case at the

permanent injunction hearing or appeal any adveesesion.
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147. Since the Relator has an adequate remedy at ldatoRes not entitled to a Writ of
Prohibition or Mandamus.
SIXTH DEFENSE
148. The Relator has stated no reasoning or pendinggemey to properly demonstrate why
she is entitled to an Alternative Writ.
149. The Relator states the she has no adequate remiledy, et in the next paragraph
references the September 30, 2015 hearing thasetesiuled. A hearing at which the Relator
was entitled to make her case, and had every apptyto win her case.
150. The Relator’s pessimistic view of the outcome @f plermanent injunction hearing is not
sufficient reason to entitle the Relator to an Adtgive Writ.
WHEREFORE, Respondent having fully answered the ComplainiNait of

Prohibition, Mandamus, and Alternative Writ, regfidty prays that Relators’ Complaint
against Respondent be denied, at Relators’ cosex@mehse, and that the Court grant
Respondent such further relief as it deems justpaogder under the circumstances of the cause.

Respectfully,

JOSEPH T. DETERS

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO

/s/ James W. Harper

James W. Harper, 0009872
Michael J. Friedmann, 0090999
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
230 East Ninth Street, Suite 4000
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

(513) 946-3159 (Harper)

(513) 946-3197 (M. Friedmann)
FAX (513) 946-3018
james.harper@hcpros.org
michael.friedmann@hcpros.org
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a copy of this document wassed upon each party of record in this
case by U.S. mail on thé%May of October, 2015 addressed to:

Brian S. Sullivan (0040219)
Christen M. Steimle (0086592)
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP

225 E. Fifth Street, Suite 1900
Cincinnati, OH 45202

/s/ James W. Harper
James W. Harper, 0009872
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
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