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ANSWER OF RESPONDENT UNION COUNTY BOARD OF ELECTIONS

Now COMES Respondent Union County Board of Elections by and through Thayne D.

Gray, Assistant Prosecuting Attorney, Union County, Ohio, and for its Answer to Relators’

Complaint in Original Action for Writ of Prohibition and/or Writ of Mandamus, states as

follows:

I. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph I of the Complaint.

2. Respondent admits that Relators Paul L. Jacquemin and Mary M. Jacquemin are

protestors against the Petition for Zoning Referendum on Jerome Township Resolution

15-167. Respondent has insufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the

truth of the remaining allegations in Paragraph 2 of the Complaint and, therefore, denies

the same.

3. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 3 of the complaint.

4. Respondent admits that Relators have not allowed an unreasonable delay or lapse of time

before filing their Complaint and that there has not been any prejudice to Respondent.

Respondent has insufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the truth of

the remaining allegations in Paragraph 4 of the Complaint and, therefore, denies the

same.

5. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 5 of the complaint.

6. Respondent admits that Schottenstein Real Estate Group signed the Zoning Application

form. Respondent denies that the Zoning Application form contains any signature by the

Relators Paul L. Jacquemin or Mary M. Jacquemin or any signature identified as made on

behalf of Relators. Respondent has insufficient knowledge or information to form a

1



belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in Paragraph 6 of the Complaint and,

therefore, denies the same.

7. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 7 of the Complaint.

8. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 8 of the Complaint.

9. Respondent admits that Resolution 15-167 refers to a memorandum dated December 22,

2015 that was attributed to the Applicant/Developer. Respondent admits that no such

memorandum was attached to the Referendum Petition. Further, Respondent is informed

and reasonably believes that no copy of the December 22, 2105 Memorandum was

attached to or othenvise included with the draft of Resolution 15-167 provided to the

Petitioners on or about January 14, 2016. Respondent affirmatively states that no copy of

the December 22, 2015 Memorandum was included with Resolution 15-167 as approved

in the Jerome Township Board of Trustees Record of Proceedings, p.3924-3926.

10. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 10 of the Complaint; however,

Respondent is informed and reasonably believes that Petitioners delivered the

Referendum Petition to the Jerome Township Fiscal Officer on January 20, 2016.

11. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph II of the Complaint.

12. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 12 of the Complaint.

13. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 13 of the Complaint.

14. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 14 of the Complaint.

15. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 15 of the Complaint.

16. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 16 of the Complaint.

17. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 17 of the Complaint.

18. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 18 of the Complaint.
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19. Respondent incorporates by reference the responses to the allegations in Paragraphs 1

through 18, as if set forth fully in writing.

20. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 20 of the Complaint.

21. The allegations in Paragraph 21 of Relators’ Complaint appear to state an alleged

proposition of law only, to which no response is required. If, however, a response is

deemed necessary, Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 21 of the Complaint.

22. The allegations in Paragraph 22 of Relators’ Complaint appears to state an alleged

proposition of law only, to which no response is required. If, however, a response is

deemed necessary, Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 22 of the Complaint.

23. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 23 of the Complaint.

24. Respondent admits that the summary in the Referendum Petition contains information not

a part of Resolution 15-167. Respondent denies the remaining allegations contained in

Paragraph 24 of the Complaint.

25. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 25 of the Complaint.

26. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 26 of the Complaint.

27. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 27 of the Complaint.

28. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 28 of the Complaint.

29. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 29 of the Complaint.

30. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint.

3 1. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 3 1 of the Complaint.

32. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 32 of the Complaint.

33. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 33 of the Complaint.

34. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 34 of the Complaint.
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35. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 35 of the Complaint.

36. Respondent admits that Relators have no adequate remedy at law but deny that Relators

are entitled to a Writ of Prohibition.

37. Respondent incorporates by reference the responses to the allegations in Paragraphs I

through 36, as if set forth flifly in writing.

38. Respondent denies the allegations in Paragraph 38 of the Complaint.

39. Respondent admits the allegations in Paragraph 39 of the Complaint.

40. Respondent admits that Relators have no adequate remedy at law but deny that Relators

are entitled to a Writ of Mandamus.

41. Respondent denies each and every other allegation in Relators’ Complaint not

specifically admitted.

WHEREFORE, Respondent prays this Court to dismiss Relators’ Complaint, to grant

judgment in its favor, and to grant such other relief as may be appropriate.

Respectffilly submitted,

T6ayne .Gray (OODQ)141)
Assistant Prosecuting Atto6iey
OFFICE OF THE PROSECUTING AHORNEY

UNION CouNTY, OHIO
221 West Fifth Street, Third Floor
Marysville, OH 43040
Telephone: (937) 645-4190
Facsimile: (937) 645-4191
t uray(dco. tin ion. oh. ii s

Counsel/or Respondent Union County
Board ofElections
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Answer of Respondent Union

County Board of Elections was served upon Donald J. Mcligue, MeTigue & Colombo LLC, 545

East Town Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, and upon Laura M. Comek, Laura M. Comek law

LLC, 300 East Broad Street, Suite 450, Columbus, Ohio 43215, counsel for Relators, by ordinary

U.S. mail on May 6, 2016.

4l)
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
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