N THE COURT OF APPEALS OF FRANKLIN COUNTY, OHIO

Menica Caner,

Plaint it -Appel tee,

v. =  No, 78AP-581
Acar Caper,

Defendant-Appellant.
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And further:

il i &xcggt under Art. ?I{ﬂ), SZQO 00 obli-
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Pn June 8, %9?8 agpe11ee served s motion, as follows:

“reia ;nd moves the
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“Further movtnq, the ,aint1ff movec the Court

for an Order requiring that the Defendant return :
“her passport, and all ation cards and :
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separation.

“6. Since the Court

appealed, set

motion re de dency.
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him as reguired by the Civil Rules, and that therefore, the trial court
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erred in granting retief baseﬂ thereeﬂ This assignmant of error is not

T O SRR

sustained by the vecord, Ths recaré shows that p1aiat1ff s motion was

£4led in the trial cearteﬂéang S 1333 and that it contalns a certi-
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ficate of service by mail on Jupe 7, 1%78 to William J. Abraham, who

L

wWas zaeﬁ attorney fs? é&f&ﬁdﬁat ?here is nothxng in the record to indi-
cate that the aa&iae ﬁas asi preper%y served or that appeliant objected
to the hegr%ag ﬁ?ﬁﬂ thg Eciian
Appal!aat s first ass1gnmeﬂﬁ of error is overruled.
Appe%iansAaexi ceﬂtends that the trial court erred in failing to
make specific canclasieﬂs ef ¥au as to the const1tut19na] ity of an order
regquiring his ch!?d”en to csnt1nue their 1n>truct10n and practice of the
Islamic faith. This ass1enment of error is ﬂot ueTl taken. Civ. R, 52
spec1f1ca11y prov1des that f1nd3ngs of fact and conc1usmons of law are
unnecessary upcn the mct1ons here1n. There was no 1ega1 requirement for
the tr1a1 caurt to state such conc1us1on nor dees the record show that any

request therefcr Was made,
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In effect; t#h tfial taurt's ruling is simply a denial of

appellant’ s mutfan as it states nnt§1ng other than what may be done any-

way without a Speﬁlfiﬁ aréer to the contrary. “During the time minor
children are unéar ¢ach aafeats‘ Fesgestzve cere and cuﬂtrol, their
activities, inciué1ﬂg ﬁﬁ}igfeas training, are subJect to the desires of
that parent, abcent an erﬁf? ta t&a caftrary The court did nnt ge
furthes than as&ed a5 ng- ehaﬁgg i the chi}dren s religious training
was ardered. T%a oty el tbis ,£a§e is S?Eﬁ]y Ieav1ng the childrens!
rel:g;gﬁs training to the diﬁﬁret1cn of the parent cu“rent1y in control
of the Ch%iﬁreﬂ

Apggiiaﬁt S thdrd assignwen of arrer i3 everruled

Aapeilant s assigﬂmﬁnts of errar are overru]ed; and the Judgment

of the trial court is affirmeé

STRAUSBAUGH, P. J., and WHITESIDE, J., concur.

WHITESIDE, duy cencurrwng
Although I concur
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théﬂ he atfﬁmise mﬁ%é hrave h&d as fhe noncustr:uia? parent by confer-

s the rfght to est&bhsh thp rahgwn of the minor

) chﬂdren, at least ih the ahﬁs:m:e of en agreement Or a court order that




