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Now comes Mark A. Tuss a permanent member of the bar of this Court in good
standmg and a member in good standing of the bar of the Supreme Court of Ohio who
has an office in Dayton, Ohio, appearing as trial attomey for Marriage Our Mission
(MOM) and Preserve Our Posterity (POP’ and, pursuant to SD Ohio Civil Rule 83.5(d),
nereby moves this Court to grant permission for Kevin Senich to appear pro hac vice on
behalf of MOM and POP. Kevin 'éenich is an aattomey who is a member in good
standing of the bar of Ohio and who is not otherwise eligible to become a member of the
bar of this Court. An Affidavit of Kevin Senich is attached and incorporated herein.

Now comes Mark A. Tuss, a'pen'nanent member of the bar of this Court in good

standlr(rg,gnd moves this Court for leave to file an amicus brief for MOM and POP in the
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TO FILE AMICUS BRIEF ON OR
Defendants : BEFORE JANUARY 27, 2003

Now comes Mark A. Tuss, a permanent member of the bar of this Court in good
standing and a member in good standing of the bar of the Supreme Court of Ohio who
has an office in Dayton, Ohio, appearing as trial attorney for Marriage Our Mission
(MOM) and Preserve Our Posterity (POP) and, pursuant to S.D. Ohio Civil Rule 83.5(d),
hereby moves this Court to grant permission for Kevin Senich to appear pro hac vice on
behalf of MOM and POP. Kevin Senich is an attorney who is a member in good
standing of the bar of Ohio and who is not otherwise eligible to become a member of the
bar of this Court. An Affidavit of Kevin Senich is attached and incorporated herein.

Now comes Mark A. Tuss, a permanent member of the bar of this Court in good’

standing and moves this Court for leave to file an amicus brief for MOM and POP in the



above case in support of Plaintiff and to file the amicus brief on or before Monday,

January 27, 2003.

Respectfully submitted,
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MArK A. Tuss, (Ohio #0006209)

Trial Attorney for Marriage Our Mission (MOM)
and Preserve Our Posterity (POP)

137 North Main Street, Suite 712

Dayton, Ohio 45402

(937) 222-8500

PO

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing motion has been
served upon Jim Petro, Ohio Attorney General, c/o Elise W. Porter, 30 East Broad
Street, 17™ Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215, Sanford Flack, Attorney for Teresa A. Cook,
101 North Fountain Avenue, Springfield, Ohip 45502 and Michael A. Galluzzo, Plaintiff,
P.O. Box 710, 307 East Main Street, St. Pajis, Ohio 43072 on the date same was filed

by ordinary U.S. mail, postage prepaid.
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Mark A, Tuss, (Ohio #0006209)




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
WESTERN DIVISION AT DAYTON

MICHAEL A. GALLUZZO, Case No. C-3-01-174

! Plaintiff, JUDGE THOMAS M. ROSE

CHAMPAIGN COUNTY COURT OF

COMMON PLEAS, et al., AFFIDAVIT OF COUNSEL

)
)
)
)
-vs- )  MAG./JUDGE MICHAEL R. MERZ
)
)
)
)
)

Defendants.

STATE OF QHIO )
)  ss: AFFIDAVIT
COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA ) OF KEVIN J.M. SENICH

Kevin J.M. Senich, being first duly sworn, deposes and
says that:
1. He is a member in good standing of the bar of the State of
Ohio with Supreme Court Registration number 0015171, and
engaged in the private practice of law at 4438 Pearl Road,
Cleveland, Ohioc 44109-4225;
2. His private residence is located at 5106 Longwood Avenue,
Parma, Ohio 44134;
3. He is admitted to practice in all courts of the State of
Ohio, the District of Columbia, the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of Ohio, the U.S. District Court for the

Eastern District of Michigan, and the U.S. Court of Appeals for




the Sixth Circuit;

4. He acknowledges that Mark A. Tuss, Esqg, 137 North Main
Street, Suite 712, Dayton, Ohio 45402, (937) 222-8500 shall
appear as Trial Attorney for and on behalf of Marriage Our
Mission (MOM) and Preserve Our Posterity (POP), Amicus Curiae
herein;

5. He hereby respectfully requests admission pro hac vice to
the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Ohio;

Affiant further sayeth naught.

KEVIN J.M. SENICH

- SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED, before me, a Notary Public, this
ota day of January, 2003.

NG iele podnante
MICHEUE TADANTE NOTARY PUBLIC

State of Chic Cuyaiteg: Dawny
My Commissicr Sxoires Sept 27 2000
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