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SUMMARY:

The trial court did not err in finding that husband’s business interests were his separate property under the parties’ prenuptial agreement where the agreement provided that any property referred to in the attached Schedule B was husband’s separate property, husband’s only business in existence at the time of the marriage was referred to in the Schedule B, and the agreement additionally provided that all property acquired by husband after the marriage or in exchange for his separate property would be his separate property.   
The trial court did not err in finding that wife failed to meet her burden to show that enforcement of the spousal-support provision contained in the parties’ prenuptial agreement would be unconscionable where the court expressly considered the required factors under R.C. 3105.18(C) and made findings which were supported by the record, and where such findings did not show that wife would suffer any harm, hardship, or disadvantage as a result of enforcement of the provision as the parties had always maintained separate finances, did not create a marital standard of living, were not dependent on each other financially during the marriage, and could each maintain income consistent with the lifestyle they had been independently living.    
The trial court did not err in granting husband’s motion for a protective order under Civ.R. 26(C), which allows a trial court to limit the scope of discovery to that which is proportional to the needs of the case to prevent undue burden or expense, where husband asserted that wife’s “wide-ranging” discovery request would be burdensome and time-consuming, the trial court ordered the parties to turn over any information it found to be relevant to the precise issues before it and did not grant the protective order until the conclusion of all hearings related to the parties’ prenuptial agreement.    
The trial court did not err by granting husband’s motion for return of a computer and cell phone where there was a dispute between the parties on whether the items were gifts to wife, and the record indicated that the parties could not reach an agreement which would allow wife to keep the items.  

The trial court erred by granting husband’s motion for attorney fees under R.C. 2323.51 as it was not absolutely clear under existing law that no reasonable attorney could argue the claims advanced by wife when the arguments hinged on either interpretation of the prenuptial agreement or a credibility determination.  
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED IN PART AND REVERSED IN PART AND CAUSE REMANDED  
JUDGES:
OPINION by ZAYAS, P.J.; BERGERON and BOCK, JJ., CONCUR.

