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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF APPEALS OF WEST VI_RGINIA -

~ NO.34588 .

IN RE: THE MARRIAGE/CHILD OF :
JASON L. GALLOWAY,

~ Petitioner Below and Appellant On Appeal from the Clrcult Court
and _ _ . of Wood County, WV
TIFFANY D GALLOWAY Civil Action No. 03-D-142

Respondent Below and Appellee

APPELLEE’S BRIEF

This case is about protecting IVY LYNN GALLOWAY The judges below steadfastly |
guarded Ivy’s interests durmg attempts to disestablish her legal father 8 patermty, while -Weighing- '
the equities of her parents’ situation. The family court Judge was present through the entire
course of the case; the first filing and dismissal, the second divorce action and its completion, the
apporntment and reports of two guardians ad litem, the remand and rehearing on patemity
drsesrabhshment. The only person w1th legal training who has observed the parties, assessed their

credibility and imposed the procedures laid down by this Court in Mrchael K.T.v. Tma L.T. 182

| . W.Va. 399, 387 S.E.2d 866 (1989), from 2000 to 2008, is the person whose decisions are now
being questloned as erther clearly erroneous mterpretatrons of the facts, or as abuse of discretion
in applymg the law to those facts the review standard set out in Lucas v. Lucas, 215 W.Va. 1,
592 S.E. 2d 646 (2003). Two different circuit ]udges have allowed her findings to stand. This

 Court now has opportmuty to close the issue of Ivy § patermty

PROCEEDINGS BELOW

On February 14, 2008 the Honorable J.D. Beane denred the appellant’s appeal to the




Circuit Court of Wood County, determiniﬁg that Farhﬂy Court Judge Annette L. Fantasia had not

abused her dlscretlon or made clearly etroneous findings when she determmed it was not in the
best interests of the parties’ chﬂd IVY LYNN GALLOWAY to have patermty dlsestabhshed

The family court had conducted hearmgs on patermty d1sestab11shment after the partles

. voluntarily moved to remand the case from th1s Court, for additional ﬁndlngs by the famﬂy court

. consistent with the rulings in Michael K.T.. The prior appeal had been filed after the Honorable
Gedfge W. Hill denied the appellant’s appeal of the family court’s previous ruling that paternity

should not be disestablished m the parties’ divorce. The Guardian ad litem appointed by the

farmly court in the divorce proceedings and retained for the remanded proccedings was JOSEPH

P. ALBRIGI-IT JR. His conclusion throughout the proceedmgs was that paternity should not

be disestablished. -

1. RESPONDENT’S STATEMENT OF THE FACTS
" The Respondent_/Appeliee; TIFFANY GALLOWAY, does not dispute the dates of
- marriage, birth of the child and other proven matters of record r(_acitéd by the appella.nt. The

appellee takes issue with.classification of alle’gations.made in Jason Galloway’s appeal to the-

Citcuit Court as “fac'ts”,‘ particularly his allegation that Tiffany earlier represented to him that she

was carrying his child and thé inference that she did so knowiné the child was not his.
Throughout these proceedings, it is clear Jason Galloway had éssumed_ his self—help. :

| remedy of obtairﬁng private patemify tesﬁng w_ould be sufﬁcierit ﬁ) in.sulate him from any |

ﬁnanciél responsibility for the daughter born‘during his martiage to an underage teen with whom

‘he had sexual relations despite her incapacity to consent, CODE OF WEST VIRGINIA,
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SECTION 61-8B-2 (c)(1). The video recording of the hearing on July 21, 2003 shows the céuxt

‘ patienély' explaining f11.e- law to M. Galloway and béginning tﬁé entire gﬁard_ia.ﬁ ad litem piocess
.lover_ a se_cénd time, Status hearing at 307 06 pm ‘The :Court gta\t“ed that paternity testing shoul,& ‘
not be conducted untii after the report of the; Guardian ad litem, St&tus hearing qt 3:09.24 p.m.

J asoﬁ was répreseﬁted at that ﬁearing, Tiffany wa‘s not. The hearing held .Ap.ri_l 27, 2004, ﬁaé not
attended by the Guardian ad Jitem because Mr. Galloway’s counsel, Thon:_ias Munchméyer, had
‘not entered the order from the Julf 21, 2003 hearing ﬁppointing M. Albright. At a hearing on the
28" of Septemi)er, 2004, both parties, their respective counsei and ‘Mr._ Albright appeared. Both
parties had an 6pportunity to question the Gua_rdian ad litem on his ﬁﬁdings and the reasons
therefore and heither party objected to JOSEPH P. ALBRIGHT, JR. being excused from
further attendance or duties as Guardian ad lifem. Appellant’s divorce counsel did not request a
written report of the Guzlardia_n. ad lz'tefﬁ. The Family Cburt;s Final Order on Remand explains
that no r,ecording was made because it was a pretrial hearing. Pretrial hearingé are not normally
recorded 1n Wood County Family Court. Mr Galloway’s counsel aﬁempts to ascribe some
nefarious meanl;ng to thé fact that the Order from that héaring waé entered the day after the
Circuit Court appeal was denied. A revised version of that Order, ﬁﬂecting chéques requested by
Mr. Munchmeyer, ﬁas fqmarded to Mr. Munchmeyer on December 9, 2004, (Reépondent’s |
Exhibit A, First Aﬁpeal), but Mr. Munchmeyer overlooked forwarding the Order. fhe omission
was poin_ted out by the family court. Mr. Galloway was not ﬁrej udiced, as the Circuit Court had

access to the findings in other documents.!

1, The Final Order of Divorce recited the findings from the Third Status Hearing, the Petitioner’s Appéal disputed L
the issue of paternity and the Respondent’s Response to Petitioner’s Appeal and Memorandum in Response, . ‘ i
( Respondent’s Exhibits B and C, First Appeal), reiterated the Guardian ad litem ’s findings.
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The Appellant’s summary of the proceedmgs and rulings of the Circuit Court of Wood
County reflects the Circuit Court’s opinion, mcludmg its upholdmg of the Famﬂy Court’
conclusmn that nearly two years, mcludmg a period of over a year where the Pet1t1oner Imew the
' _ results of the patermty test, was , “...a sufficient penod of time such that dlsproof of patenuty
would result in undemable harm to the child.”, Mlchael KT v.Tinal.T.. 182 W. Va. 399 387
S E.2d 866 (1989) at 871
The partles and the Court had requested a wrltten report from the Guardian ad litem on
remand. Judge Fantasia ordered it a number of tunes. At the hearmg on the Guardian ad litem's
- report, held J anuary 30, 2007, Jason Gélloway was present and testified. Tiffany Galloway did
_ txot appear because she could not get tranéportation to Parkersburg from Boone County and could
- not t'md the notar).f-plus-ﬁhone cctmbination rteeded to testify telephonically. This is why counsel
was allowed to proffer on her behalf. There are a nutnbter of errors atld inaqdiblé sections in the
transcript of that hearing, (e.g. bereft Zrtmscribed as “a& a r;aj't * p. 7), however, it is clear Jason
testified that he dated Tiffany from the time she was thirteen or fourteen years old, (Transcript of .
_ 1/30/07, p. 16), had sexual relations with her when she was 15 or under, (Trdnscript of 1/30/07, | |
22 13), told Ivy not to calt him Daddy when she was about four years old, (Transcript of 1/30/07,
" p. 15), and that Ivy had a relat10nsh1p with his mother at least through 2003, (Transcrzpt of
1/30/07 p. 19). Judge Fantasia also noted that had Mr. Albnght recommended adm1tt1ng blood
“test results, new testing would have to have been performed, as the circumstances of the test M. i
_ Galloway obtained were unknown, (Transcript of 1/30/07, p. 22). Had the self-serving assertions
in Jason’s testimotly Been made part of the Guard1an ad litem’s report, tltere wduld have 'béen a . r

tequest for additional hiearing to submit Tiffany’s testimony on the issues of her relationship with



Jason, 'hi-s 'knowledge of the possibility that the‘ehild she ‘was carrying might not be-'his, the *-

length of tlme he heId himself out to be Ivy’s father and to refresh hlS memory on the issue of
whethet and when he was T1ffany ] legal custodian, (Transcrq:t of 1/30/07 p. 1 6 line 23), as

permitted by the Court’s order Mr Albrlght testlﬁed at this hearmg about the basis of his

recommendatlon and offered to explain further his reasoning, (Transcrgpt of 1/30/07, p. §). Both

parties spoke dn:ecﬂy to Mr. Albnght and had opportumty to present their posmons to him both

" on firsti 1mpress1on and upon remand The Guardlan ad litem percewed the enumerated factors as,

“faJrly neutral in thls case.” (Transcrzpt p. 5). He also explained that he believed the his decision

~ had to be made in the child’s best interest and that disestablishing paternity in Jason Galloway

- would have the effect of Bastardizing Ivy,-as weu as robbing her of any source of support,
(Transeﬁpt, p. 2). Mr. Albright agreed at the hemmg to submit his written report. Judge Fantasia
assured both parties that they Would be able to fequesf an additional hez_tri-ng after receipt of the

report.” The request for an order from that hearing appeared on the late order list issued in May,

| 2007.° Ms. Rusen’s ofﬁce called to say they had done the Galloway orders, including one from

the previous year. The orders were received June 27, and were inspected, signed and dehvered to

Judge Fantasia’s ofﬁce on June 29, 2007. Ms. Rusen feodered.the order again at the hearing on -

September 19, 2007. Judge Fantasia announced o.t that hearmg that she had decided to do and

enter the order herself In it, she decided the lack of a written report should not cause the case to

langulsh in the judicial system and finalized the remand proceedmg with a deta1led series of

Findings and Conclusions only she could make, based upon her long experience with this case.

‘In addmon to waiting for the anticipated report, counsel expected to put the next hearmg date into the Order,
which was a requirement for any Order submiited to Judge Fantasia. : , i

3. The Family Court Judges in Wood County traditionally generate a list of outstanding orders every several
months. Counsel responsible for the Orders are fined $25 per day after the deadline if the Orders are not submitted.
Attorneys frequently do the Orders regardless of who was originally assigned. I did Orders for others at that
submission and was grateful Ms. Rusen did one of mine.
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. IRE.SPON]")ENT’S ISSUE PRESE&TEDi

In West Vlrgmla, the lead case on dlsestabllshing patermty allows

a legal father to rebut tl‘le presumption of paternlty only when a guardlan ad \lztem
ﬁnds it to be in the chlld’s best interest. Should Jason Galloway be permltted to
disestablish his daughter ] patermty, despite a gnardian ad Ittem ) findmg, affirmed

by three judges, that it is not in the child’s best interest? 7

IV. RESPONSE OF APPELI;EE
Ivy Lynil Gall‘oevay i)elieved for a number of years that Jason Galloway was her ”
father. The findings of the guardian ad litem, the Family Court, and Circuit
Court of Wood County Wei'e that Jason Galloway held himself out to- be the
child’s father for a sufficient time that undeniable harm would result to Tvy lf
paternity was diSestahiished. The fiﬁdings and conclusions are neither clearly

erroneous or an abuse of discretion.

V. STANDARD OF REVIEW
The appellee agrees that the standard of review is that set forth in Lucas v, Lucas,

215 W.Va. 1, 592 S.E.2d 646 (2003).

VL. ARGUMENT
1. Neither- Court abused its discretion in declining to disestablish paternity. Both
courts examined what was in the child’s best interests and'kept that to the forefront of its

decision.

A, Neither the circuit or family eoui‘t left Fvy bereft of a legal father.
-6



' Ivy Galloway is the leg1t1mate issue ofa valld marriage. Hlstoncally, this presumptmn

- was cons1dered “one of the strongest at law” and had only two common law defenses, See State '

.

v. Reed, 107 W.Va. 563, 566 149 S.E. 669 671, as cited in Michael KT. at p. 869 Although the |

stlgma of 111eg1t1rnacy is not what it used to be, every chlld is enutled to be 1eg1t1m1zed through
matriage or other means. Legal father is defined in the adopuon statutes West V1rg1n1a Code
Section 48-22-110 states: |
- “Legal father”_memts, before adoption, the male person having the“ tegal

relationship of parentto a child (1) Wha is married fo its. mothet' at the time.ofconception; or
(2) who is married to its mother at the time of birth of the chlld or (3) who is the btologtcal
Jfather of he child and who marries the mother before an adoption of the child.

Jason Galloway I;ttew Tiffany was pregnant when he married her. He testified at the
| heering upon remand.in Janvary, 2007 that he believed he was the child’s father, but also knew
within a couple months of her hirth that he might not be,_thfany Vwas fifteen years old at the time t;
of Ivy’s conception and obviously didn’t know for certain. When a_paternity proceedihg was filed |
in 2001, a Michael Stevens was named.(Final Order on Remand, Findz’ng #16). T ason Galloway o ,
had already procured self-help DNA testing; but admitted in his testimony that he definitely
coul.d have been Ivy s father, thereby adm1tt1ng sexual relations as an adult with underage
T1ffany (Imnscrzpt of 1/30/07, p. 13). Later, counsel for the appellant moved to have testmg t
~ done on a Ronnie Housey and the Guardian ad litem confirmed that man could possibly have | ' ' ;
fathered Ivy (Transcript p. 2). A court should not be easting about for alternate fathers whena | ‘ r
 child’s legal father has a]ready been estabhshed This is not a case where an adult womman has
sexual relations while her husband is on military maneuvers in Gennany, as in Mlchael E.T..
This is a confused teenage girl who is pregnant after being with several men and marries an adult
mau she has dated since she was thirteen years old. No one disputes that Jason Galloway |
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voluntarily married Tiffany and placed his name onthe chﬂd’s birth certificate when the child

was. bom Mlchael K.T. contemplates in camera exarmnatlon of “ whether the equmes

N, A

sux:roundmg the pa.rtlcular facts and 01rcu1nsta.nces of the case warrant aldm1s_510n of blood test
resulis.” M1chael K.T., Syllabus pomt 2. In Ivy Galloway s case, the father lived with the chlld
until she was 20 months old and knew she was not his child for at least 14 months of that time.
Counsel for Mr. Galloway a:rgues-in her brief that the act of obtaining paternity testing amounts
to legally contestmg paternity, but this court cﬂed from a Pennsylvania case in its oplmon
saying, «...the law cannot permit a party to renounce even an assumed duty of parentage when by
doing so, the innocent chﬂd would be wcﬁmlzed Relying upon the representauon of the parental

reIatlonshIp, a child natu:rally and normally extends his love and affection to the putatlve

parent.”, Commonwealth ex reI. Gonzalez v. Andreas, 245 Pa.Super. 307, 369 A.2d 416 (1976)
at 419. The case continues by discuss'ing the effect the passage of time has on es;tablishing
paréntage in someone eise, like Mr. Housey or others. The child in West Vifginia’s controlling
case had lived wi1;h the father till she was 13 months old, he did nht know he was not her father
until the court proceedihgs,’ when he acted to conteht patémity and this Court remanded the casé
for Spe_ciﬁc ﬁndingh. In Ivy’s case, Mr..GalloWay could have zltskedl that his patel;nify be
-disestablished at any time after he discovered he was not Ivy’s biological father, but instead, he
éséumed the duty of parentége by electing to continué being her dad. He did not take affirmative,

i'ndependent'action to file divorce and contest paternity mitil he filed this action in 2003, While

the passage of time in this case is not as long as that in William L.v. Cmdv E.L.. 201 W.Va. 198,

495 8. E 2d 836 the s:tuatmn 1s similar. -

B. The.legal parents of a child owe that child maintenance and support. The

best interests of Ivy Galloway indude receipt of child support from her

father.



Jason Galloway held himself out to be the father of Ivy Galloway, supported her and took -
- responsrb111ty for her from October 28 1998 until July 10 2000. Over fourteen months of thrs
- time was spent with full knowledge that Ivy was not h1s biological child. At least three more \
months was spent with the lcnowledge she might not be. By his own adrmssron ‘he knew Ivy was
not his chrld from age three months, but wanted to-be her father because he loved Tlffany He
willingly maintained his duty to support. When the appellee filed the first dryorce proceeding, |
' shortly after het 'eighteenth birthday, he began waving the privately—obtained paternity test
results like a tahsman to watd off eh11d support. Just like many biological parents it seems he no
longer cared whether his child was well, comfortable and had the opportunrtres child support
could prov1de. He wﬂ_hngly relegated her care to the taxpaying public and whatever income her
disabled mother eould scrape together to get by. The burdens of disestablishing paternity inlvy’s
 case absolutely fall upon the State. The Bureau for Child Support Enforcement is involved in this
case because tax money has paid a considerable sum for Ivy’s medical support, food, clothing
and maintenance, However, the Family Court’s response to the assertion of Appellant’s counsel
at the hearing January 30, 2007 that, “... this is just aboutehild support.”, states the problem well: |
“Well, it is mote than that. You knovr we’ve got an eight year old who had a family until
it was about child support. I don’t want to pay for you. You are not my kid.” (Transcript of
1730107, p: 7). |
The appellant maintaing that child support is the lrnchpm on which tlns cage rests; that his
ability to pay was the sole reason for the Guardlan ad l item’s findings. Yet, the appellant was
unemployed at the time the full verbal report of the Guardlan was updated after subm1ss1on of
addrtronal evidence by the appellant’s counsel. The Guardian’s recommendation that the child’s
best interests would not be served by rebutting the presumption of paternity was unchanged.

 Child support was set at a mere ninety dollars a month. Ivy has received no child support at alt
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from her father for months Money isa legltlmate c0n51derat10n but was obvmusly not the only

‘thing the Guardlan con31dered - | S -

~. \ - ~ .

C. . Ivv s interests were best served by continuing her bonds and fam llg

relationships as she knew them

The Famﬂy Court’s emphasis was on Ivy, She bonded w1th J ason, beheved he was her
fathér and was close to her grandmother, enjoying regular visits until at least 2003. At age 4 QI’ 5,
while visiting her grandmother, she was upbrgided by the appellant, who, because of the divorce
litigation, told her not to call him “Daddy” (Transcript of_ 1/30/07, p. 15). We can only imagine
her reaction and the effect this admonition had on Ivy. The appellant made a decision to spurn the
affections of his daughter and turn himself into the resentful child support check to which his
counsel alludes. The Court made his mother thé contact pef_son and supervisor for the Petitioner’s
parenting time, Final Order of Divorce, p. 4. The Petitioner admitted to this bond when he told
the Court “Yeah [ was 11v1ng with my mother and when she would want to see her (Ivy),
couldn’t hke ‘move out just because she Wa.nted fo see her » (Transcript of 1/30/07 p 19).
These actions place the appellant in the same posture as any other parent who chooses not to
exercise parenting time. He is free to make that choice, but still owes a duty of support to his
child. The Family Court Judge, on page four of her Final Order on Remand, recalls this scenario
as a'sad, but common, circumstance:
‘In the expenence of this court, it is not u:nusual for a man to be in love With a
woman who is carrying another man’s child and agree to be the father of that L
child. This may result in a marriage or the signing of an acknowledgment of
paternity. It is also not unusual that when the two adults fall out of love that same
man no longer wants to be obligated.to raise and support that child, This case is - 7
very typical of what happens: the parties, outside any court proceedings, tell the i

child and try to avoid the paternity issue. The resultlng confusion, trauma and .-
conflict to the minor child is immaterial to the adults...” . , ,

The appellant’s decision to deprive both his daughter and his mother of a very special
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bond and to take it upon himself to inform Ivy of her paternity was not done with either of their

. best -interests inmind. . L T C o |

D. Ivv Galloway’s best mterests mclude certamtv and finahtv in h

deterntination of ]ter paternity and preclude disestablishment in her legal
father - o - o
A properly appointed, mdependent Guardlan ad litem concluded it was in'the best rnterest
of IVY GALLOWAY not to dlsestabllsh paternity in JASON GALLOWAY Thls Court

~ reinforced the necesmty of thrs appomtment in Cleo A.E. v. chkre Gene E., 190 W. Va 543, 438

S.E.2d 886. Syllabus Point 3 in that case states, “A child has aright to an establishment of
'pattemity and a child support obligat'ion; and a right to independent repre'senta.tion 0‘1r matters
affecting his or ber_ substantial rights and intefests.” The Guardian ati litem investigated the case,
eonta,oted and spoke with both parties and made his recommendations known to the court, as
required. Both parties and their counsel were present et the time the report was made initially, on
September 28, 2004, and again onJ anuary 30, 2007. Tbere was emple opportunity to question
the recommendations and. estabhsh the reasons the Guardlan ad litem reached his conclusrons It
is undisputed that he made h:lS recommendations known to the Coutt and that he beheved them to
be in the child’s best interest. I—Ie unequivocally stated that he saw no reason to dlsestabltsh ' - |
patermty in thls case. The rule regarding Guardians ad Ittem does not require that the report be |
written, Trial Court Rules, Rule 21.01.
An in camera hearin‘g: fo preliminarily weigh the whether bl_ood test evidence shouldbe .

admitted to disprove paternity was what the Family Court Judge did on September 28, 2004 and -

again on January 30, 2007. On the latter occasion, the date-related facts were already of record -
with regard to the first and second factors enumerated. Evidence was adduced on the other five
* factors to be considered, particularly item number (8) from the list, which allows the trial court to
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corieider gl other factors which may affect the equitiee involved in the potential drsmi}ﬁon- of
" the parent/chrld relatlonshlp or the chances of undemable harm to the chrld » Mlchacl K.T. at
872. The Circuit Court’s opinion gathers the facts found throughout the record and apphes them
' to its ﬁndmgs in the format of the opinion in Mlchael K. T Appellant 's Fxhibit 6 on rhzs Appeal
46

. Jason Galloway had sexual relations wrth a person legally mcapable of consent. He
admitted dating Tiffany Galloway twc‘ and a half or three years before he married her when she
' was barely sixteen, (Transcript of 1/30/07, p. 16 ). He whs an adult almost erght years older than
she. For him to accuse her of ﬁaud and dec_epticn rrnder these circumstances is reprehensible. By
his own admission, this issue of fraud was not raised until his first appeal. From the standpoint of
 legal capacity to determine.a cotrect course of action, Jason, as an adult, is presumed to'ha\re
known more about his option_s.to marry or not to matry than Tiffany. This is particularly true,

given her age at the time of the child’s conception (15), and the history of her relationship with

Mt. Galloway. The Court’s pronouncement regarding fraud in Micheel KET. is:
<, However, absent evidence of fraudulent conduct which prevented the putative
father from questioning paternity, this Court will not sanction the disputation of
paternity if there has been more than a brief passage of time. We make this ruling,
recognizing as the Andreas court did so eloquently, that the law favors the
innocent child over the putative father in certain circumstances.’
387 S.E.2d at 872.
There was no evrdence of ﬂaudulent conduct which prevented M. Galloway from 1
: questromng patennty, other than his assertions she told him the child was his prlor to their
marriage, a statement she lrkely beheved was true She is the one who questioned patermty and [

openly shared her concern w1th her husband. No authorrty is cited which disputes the Family o . »

Court’s decrs1on that holding cneself out as the father of a ch11d for twenty-one months,

12



especially ln’the‘-face of evidence to the eont:rary, is éufﬁcient to leéally ‘solidiﬁr that link tothe
Chlld and that the cbﬂd’s best intorest would be served by its preservatlon These facts are not -
: d1sputed and w1th other ev1denoe form the basis of the Falmly Court’s conclusxon and the

Circuit Court’s holding, that her rulings were not clearly' erroneous.

VIL CONCLUSION AND REQUEST FOR RELIEF

TIFFANY GALLOWAY, respectﬁllly 'request.s that this appeal be disroissed and the :
decision of the‘Wood County Cireuit Court be upheld. Her daughter, IVY LYNN / -
'GALLOWAY, was born during matriage and i.s entitlecl to clertainty and legitimacy under the |
paternity laws of West Virginia. Th1s ch11d would have best been served if the appellant had
chosen to continue her bonding with him, to nurture her excellent relat1onsh1p with his mother
and continue to support her emotmnally as well as financially. He chose to harshly disabuse her
of her behef in h1m cut her t1es with his famﬂy and deny her all types of support. Countless men
enjoy a l1fet1me of love and loyalty from children they did not father b1olog1eally The appellant

squandered his opportunity.

TIFFANY D. GALLOWAY
By Counsel

| (yxalﬂlﬂwﬁm{i 6 a@l&ﬂ@ ’

CATHERINE B. AD , 1}
Legal Aid of West V1rg1ma , L
327 Ninth Street - L
 Parkersburg, WV 26101 '
(304) 485-7522 S S . o]
WYV State Bar ID #3962
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

, The unders1gned Counsel for the Respondent—Appellee certifies that she served the
- foregoing Response to Petition for Appeal upon the following persons this 26™ day of January,
2009, by mailing, postpaid a true copy thereof to:

Michele Rusen
1208 Market Street
Parkersburg, WV 26101 .

Joseph P. Albright, Jr.
P.O.Box 166 -
Parkersburg, WV 26102-0166

Daniel B Douglass

Bureau for Child Support Enforcement
400 5™ Street

Parkersburg, WV 26101

Catherme B Adam
Legal Aid of West Virginia, Inc.
327 Ninth Street

Parkersburg, WV 26101

(304) 485-7522

WYV State Bar ID # 3962
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