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SUMMARY:


The trial court did not abuse its discretion in enforcing the parties’ antenuptial agreement where the parties could have postponed the wedding to allow wife to review the agreement with an attorney without undergoing significant hardship, embarrassment, or emotional distress and where the agreement was therefore free from coercion or overreaching.
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in enforcing the parties’ antenuptial agreement where husband discussed his financial condition with wife prior to the marriage and attached a list of his approximate assets and liabilities to the agreement.

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding bank accounts to be primarily husband’s separate property where husband presented a tracing expert and thousands of pages of financial documents to trace the funds in each account. 

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding silver bars to be husband’s separate property where the parties agreed that the bars were given as payment to a company in which husband held a separate interest.
The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying wife’s claim for an equalization payment for funds used to pay the tax liability on companies in which husband held a separate interest where the taxes were in fact paid from husband’s separate property. 

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in setting a termination date for wife’s spousal support award, given that an award of indefinite spousal support is not required by R.C. 3105.18(C)(1). 
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED 
JUDGES: 

OPINION by KINSLEY, P.J.; ZAYAS and BOCK, JJ., CONCUR.
