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MEMORANDUM

A, Statement of the Case

The origin of the present case in Ohio began on January 6, 2015 in the Hamilton County
Court of Common Pleas. Chesley v. Ford, Hamilton C.P. No. A1500067. (See Exhibit 1). The
Plaintiff in that action, Stan Chesley, sought declaratory judgment and injunctive relief against
Angela Ford, Esq., the Relator in the present action. The parties in the Ohio case have filed
numerous motions and have had several hearings to determine what action Ms. Ford may take to
enforce a Kentucky judgment in Ohio against Mr. Chesley. After over eight months, the court
set the matter for a permanent injunction hearing on September 30, 2015. Ford filed an Original
Action in Prohibition and Mandamus in the Ohio Supreme Court on September 4, 2015. On that
same day, Ford filed a Motion for Emergency Stay and Expedited Alternative Writ. Four days
later, Ford filed an Answer to the Motion for Declaratory Judgment and Injunctive Relief in Case
No. A1500067 that was set for a hearing on September 30, 2015. On September 8, 2015, this
Court ordered that Ruehlman had until September 10, 2015, to respond to the Ford’s Complaint
and Motion for Emergency Stay. Ruehlman filed his Motion to Dismiss and Response to the
Motion for Emergency Stay on September 10, 2015. On September 17, 2015, this Court granted
Ford’s Motion to Stay and gave Ruchlman the time prescribed by law to provide a full Answer to
the Complaint. Despite making several appearances and filing multiple Iﬁotions over an eight
month period, Ford continually asserts in her Complaint that she was not given a proper hearing
in front of Judge Ruehlman. However, after months of agreed delays and various hearings over
adding parties and intervenors to the case the Judge set Ford’s claims for a hearing on September
30, 2015. Instead of taking advantage of this opportunity and making her case, Ford filed an

extraordinary writ with this Court complaining that she has not and cannot be heard in



Ruehlman’s court. Ruehlman finally has all of the facts in front of him and is ready to hear
arguments. Accordingly, Judge Ruehlman should be allowed to carry out his sworn duty and
hear this case.

B. Argument

1. Ruehlman is entitled to and fully capable of carrying out his duty as a Judge in the
Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas.

Ford filed a Complaint for Writs of Prohibition, Mandamus, and Alternative Writs
because Ford does not trust Ruehlman to carry out his sworn duty. Ford attempts to justify her
ﬁIings by claiming that there is a patent and unambiguous lack of jurisdiction and that there is no
adequate remedy at law. However, these are very high hurdles to overcome, and Ford has not
even come close to surpassing them. Ford’s argument can really be distilled down to the fact
that she believed that she was going to lose her case at the permanent injunction hearing, and that
it would take too long for Ohio’s judicial system to finally agree with her argument.

Ford has been aware of this case since early 2015.! Throughout the eight months leading
up to the filing of these extraordinary writs, Ford was actively involved in Case No. A1500067.
Ford agreed to push out a hearing on the TRO until February. (See Exhibit 3). And then, before
the hearing could take place, Ford attempted to have the case removed to Federal Court on
February 5, 2015. (See Exhibit 1). After over a month of delay the case was remanded back to
Ruehlman’s court on April 13, 2015. (See Exhibit 1). The case went through various
evidentiary hearings, additional defendants were added, and an intervenor was added. All the

while, Ruehlman was gathering all of the facts. Having gathered the relevant facts, Ruehlman

! There is some disagreement between the parties regarding when Ford was actually served. However, email
evidence from an Affidavit submitted in Case No. A1500067 makes it clear that Ford was aware of the case as early
as January 7, 2015. For ease of use by this Court, a true and accurate certified copy of the Court proceedings that
acknowledge this fact is attached in Exhibit 2, as well, a true and accurate certified copy of the Affidavit of Vincent
E. Mauer is attached as Exhibit 3.



set a permanent injunction hearing for September 30, 2015. This would be the opportunity that
Ford claims to have long requested. And in fact, Ford understands that this would be a hearing
to argue the case as she stated in her September 3, 2015 filing with Ruehlman’s court: “This
matter is set for hearing on September 30, 2015. At that time, Chesley will have the opportunity
to offer all evidence into the record fo support his motion for permanent injunction.” (See Exhibit
4). When it comes to objecting to her opponent’s request to add more information, Ford is
crystal clear that everything will be heard and decided on September 30" in front of Ruchlman.
However, when Ford is confronted with the fact that she will also have to present her case on
that date, she chose to file an emergency writ the next day in the Ohio Supreme Court.
Ruehlman is a judge in the Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas. The Ohio

Supreme Court has long held that:
“!(t)he rule is firmly established that the Court of Common Pleas is a court of
general jurisdiction and, as such, possesses the authority initially to determine its
own jurisdiction over both the person and the subject matter in an action before it,
subject to the right of appeal; and generally prohibition, an extraordinary remedy
entertained with caution, will not lie to prevent an anticipated erroneous
judgment. (Citations omitted.)*” State ex rel. Heimann v. George, 45 Ohio St. 2d
231,232, 344 N.E.2d 130, 131 (1976) (quoting State ex rel. Mansfield Telephone
Co. v. Mayer (1966), 5 Ohio St.2d 222, 223, 215 N.E.2d 375, 376).

Ruehlman is entitled, under Ohio law, to determine his own jurisdiction. Ruehlman often

times carries out this duty by having hearings with the parties, much like the hearing that

was scheduled for September 30, 2015. If Ford felt that the there was a problem with the

trial court’s jurisdiction, she could have raised that issue during the hearing, and if denied

raise it again on appeal.

Ford claims that the Plaintiff in the underlying Ohio case, Stan Chesley, has failed to

disclose attorney’s fees that Chesley has earned in various cases across the country. Ford cites



the attorney’s fees from two cases in her Complaint, even though she admits that an exact dollar
amount for Chesley’s portion of the attorney’s fees that are to be collected has yet to be
determined in at least one of the cases. Ford alleges in her Complaint that Chesley’s purpose in
filing suit in Ohio was “clearly to delay Ms. Ford’s collections efforts in Ohio” and that “Chesley
obviously seeks to avoid paying the judgment.” (Complaint, § 111). However, Ford has
provided no real evidence that Chesley has in fact been hiding anything from her or that he is
attempting to avoid paying the judgment. These are factual issues that have yet to be fully
established. Respectfully, these are the exact types of factual issues that are appropriate for a
trial judge to assess. Ruchlman had spent months trying to gather the facts and he finally had all
the parties and facts assembled, but before he could hold a true hearing on the merits Ford filed
her Writs in this Court. Tord is not entitled to usurp Ruehlman’s authority and seek
extraordinary refuge in the Supreme Court simply because Ford fears an erroneous judgment in
her case. Ruehlman may rule for Ford or he may rule against Ford. Either way, he must be
allowed to rule. The appropriate course of action is to allow Ruehlman to hold a hearing with all
of the facts and make a complete record; a record which may be properly reviewed by an
appellate court if either party decides to appeal.

2. Ford is not entitled to the requested writs of prohibition and mandamus because the
trial court has jurisdiction.

Ford claims that she is entitled to the requested writs of Prohibition, Mandamus and
Alternative Writs because Ruehlman is about to act without jurisdiction. “Mandamus and
prohibition are extraordinary remedies, to be issued with great caution{.]” State ex rel. Taylor v.
Glasser, 50 Ohio St.2d 165, 166, 364 N.E.2d 1, 2 (1977). In State ex rel Tubbs Jones vs, Suster,
84 Ohio St.3d 70, 701 N.E.2d 1002 (1998), the Supreme Court set out the following standards

for the granting of a writ of prohibition:



In order for a writ of prohibition to issue, the relator must prove that (1) the lower
court is about to exercise judicial authority, (2) the exercise of authority is not
authorized by law, and (3) the relator possesses no other adequate remedy in the
ordinary course of law if the writ of prohibition is denied. State ex rel. Keenan v.
Calabrese, 69 Ohio St.3d 176, 178, 631 N.E.2d 119, 121 (1994).

The Court in State ex rel Tubbs Jones vs. Suster, supra, went on to explain:
Prohibition will not lie to prevent an anticipated erroneous judgment. State ex rel.
Heimann v. George, 45 Ohio St.2d 231, 232, 344 N.E.2d 130, 131 (1976).
However, we have created a limited exception in cases where there appears to be
a total lack of jurisdiction of the lower court to act. Early cases referred to a “total
want of jurisdiction™ or to the court’s being “without jurisdiction whatsoever to

act.” State ex rel. Adams v. Gusweiler, 30 Ohio St.2d 326, 329, 285 N.E.2d 22,
24 (1972) and paragraph two of the syllabus. Later cases defined this exception

(141

as a ““patent and unambiguous” lack of jurisdiction to hear a case.” Ohio Dept. of

Adm. Serv, Office of Collective Bargaining v. State Emp. Relations Bd., 54 Ohio

St.3d 48, 51, 562 N.E.2d 125, 129 (1990); State ex rel. Tollis v. Cuyahoga Cly.

Court of Appeals, 40 Ohio St.3d 145, 148, 532 N.E.2d 727, 729 (1988).
Therefore, in order for this Court to grant a writ of prohibition, this Court must find ‘that (1)
Ruehlman is about to exercise jurisdiction; (2) Ruehlman has a “patent and unambiguous” lack
of jurisdiction to hear the case; and, (3) Ford has no adequate remedy at law. This is a difficult
standard to meet by design.

In the present case, Ruehlman had set a permanent injunction hearing for September 30,
2015, so it is fair to say tlhat he was about to exercise jurisdiction. However, Ford has failed to
establish that Ruehlman has a “patent and unambiguous” lack of jurisdiction to hear this case.
Ford’s claim is that Ruehlman lacks jurisdiction because: 1.) there is no justiciabie controversy,
2.) there is a case pending in a Kentucky court; and 3.) Judge Ruehlman’s actions interfere with
the Relator’s statutory remedies.

A justiciable controversy exists when there i3 a genuine dispute “between parties having

adverse legal interests of sufficient immediacy and reality[.]” Burger Brewing Co. v. Liguor

Control Comm., 34 Ohio St.2d 93, 97, 296 N.E.2d 261, 264 (1973). In the present case, there is



a dispute between Chesley and Ford over the collection of assets located in Ohio to settle a
judgment obtained in Kentucky. The intricate web of facts and law are properly before the trial
court and the dispute is in the process of being resolved. This satisfies the low standard for a
justiciable controversy.

While there may be a pending case in Kentucky, the underlying Ohio case was initiated
in January 2015 and involves assets, plaintiffs and defendants in the state of Ohio. An Ohio
Court is well within its rights and has jurisdiction to determine whether or not Ohio residents and
property within Ohio are subject to the judgment of a sister state. Additionally, there are proper
procedures for domesticating and enforcing a foreign judgment in Ohio as set forth in Revised
Code sections 2329.021 ef seq. An Ohio judge has jurisdiction to settle any dispute over how
such laws are interpreted and enforced. Ford suggests that the trial court has no jurisdiction
because there is a pending case in Kentucky and they are entitled to certain statutory remedies.
However, there is a dispute over how the foreign judgment and the statutory remedies should be
applied to ‘individuals domiciled in Ohio and property that is located in Ohio, as well as issues as
to whether or not the foreign judgment is final and enforceable under the Uniform Enforcement
of Foreign Judgments Act (“UEFJA”). These issues are precisely what the trial court is required
to decide.

In fact, the Ohio Supreme Court denied a Writ of Prohibition in the 1992 case of State ex
rel. Ruessman v. Flanagan, in part, because the Cowrt found that there was no patent or
unambiguous lack of jurisdiction when a trial court decides whether to approve a foreign decrec.
“[A)lleged defects... as to the finality of the judgment, go to whether the foreign decree should
be given full faith and credit and are matters for initial determination by the court of common

pleas under its original general jurisdiction.” State ex rel. Ruessman v. Flanagan, 65 Ohio St.3d



464, 467, 605 N.E.2d 31, 35 (1992). Trial courts are not required to be a rubber stamp and
automatically accept a judgment brought under UEFJA, “There are various scenarios in which a
court might have jurisdiction over an issue that provides the court with the opportunity to declare
the judgment of any other court to be void.” Lingo v. State, 2014-Ohio-1052, 7 N.E.3d 1188, q
47. Trial courts are free to examine the judgment to determine whether or not defects in the
judgment, or its finality, make it acceptable for full faith and credit.

Therefore, when the dispute involving a foreign judgment was presented to Ruehlman in
January 2015, he had, and continues to have, jurisdiction to determine how to resolve the dispute
to ensure that any foreign judgment and statutory remedies are carried out in accordance with
Ohio law. Not only does Ruehlman have jurisdiction over the present case, but none of the
potential jurisdictional issues that Ford réises are so “patent and unambiguous™ that they would
warrant the issuance of an extraordinary writ. As stated in the Heimann case, a court of common
pleas has the power to determine its own jurisdiction, and prohibition will not lie even if the
Relator believes that the Judge might make an incorrect decision. Heimann, 45 Ohio St.2d at
232. Ford has the right to appeal any decision that Ruechlman may hand down, and ““prohibition
is not a substitute for appeal.”” Jd. (quoting State ex rel. Gilla v. Fellerhoff, 44 Ohio $t.2d 86,
88, 338 N.E.2d 522, 523 (1975)); State ex rel. Toerner v. Common Pleas Court, 28 Ohio St.2d
213, 277 N.E.2d 209 (1971). Ruehlman has jurisdiction and is entitled to judgment on the
pleadings.

3. Ford is not entitled to the requested writs of prohibition and mandamus because
Ford has an adequate remedy at law,

Additionally, Ford’s request for extraordinary writs should be dismissed because Ford
has an adequate remedy at law: appealing to the First District Court of Appeals. In State ex rel.

Dannaher v. Crawford, 78 Ohio St. 3d 391, 393, 678 N.E.2d 549 (1997), this Court held:



Neither prohibition nor mandamus will lie where relator possesses an adequate
remedy in the ordinary course of law. State ex rel. Hunter v. Certain Judges of the

 Akron Mun. Court, 71 Ohio St.3d 45, 46, 641 N.E.2d 722, 723 (1994). Absent a
patent and unambiguous lack of jurisdiction, a court having general subject-matter
jurisdiction can determine its own jurisdiction, and a party challenging the court's
Jurisdiction has an adequate remedy by appeal. State ex rel. Enyart v. O'Neill, 71
Ohio St.3d 655, 656, 646 N.E.2d 1110, 1112 (1995).

There is an adequate remedy at law for Ford for her claims against Chesley. First of all, she can
attend the permanent injunction hearing and win her case. However, even if Ford receives an
unfavorable decision following the permanent injunction hearing, she has the right to appeal that
decision to the First District Court of Appeals. If unsuccessful in the First District, Ms. Ford can
then present her case to the Ohio Supreme Court for discretionary review. Ford has an adequate
remedy at law and therefore Ruehlman is entitled to judgment on the pleadings.
CONCLUSION
This Court should grant Ruehlman judgment on the pleadings and deny the Writs of

Prohibition and Mandamus and Alternative Writ.

Respectfully,

JOSEPH T. DETERS

PROSECUTING ATTORNEY
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO

/s/ James W. Harper

James W. Harper, 0009872
Michael J. Friedmann, 0090999
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
230 East Ninth Street, Suite 4000
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

(513) 946-3159 (Harper)

(513) 946-3197 (M. Friedmann)
FAX (513) 946-3018
james.harper@hcpros.org
michael.friedmann@hcpros.org




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of this document was served upon each party of record in this
case by U.S. mail on the 2™ day of October, 2015 addressed to:

Brian S. Sullivan (0040219)
Christen M. Steimle (0086592)
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP

225 E. Fifth Street, Suite 1900
Cincinnati, OH 45202

/s/James W. Harper
James W. Harper, 0009872
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
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The Following Certified Exhibits From Hamilton County Common Pleas Court Case No.
Al1500067 Chesley v. Ford, Have Been Attached For the Convenience of the Court:

Exhibit 1: Docket for Hamilton County Common Pleas Court Case No. A1500067 as of October
2,2015.

Exhibit 2; January 14, 2015 Order of Judge Robert P. Ruehlman in Hamilion County Common
Pleas Court Case No. A1500067

Exhibit 3: Affidavit of Vincent E. Mauer submitted in Hamilton County Common Pleas Court
Case No. A1500067 on January 12, 2015 and referenced in Judge Ruehlman’s January 14, 2015
Order.

Exhibit 4: Relator Ford’s Response to Chesley’s Motion for Leave filed on September 3, 2015
in Hamilton County Common Pleas Court Case No. A1500067.
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SUMMONS ISSUED BY PROCESS SERVER TO JAYNE ADAMS

SUMMONS I1SSUED BY PROCESS SERVER TO PATRICIA
KENNEDY

SUMMONS ISSUED BY PROCESS SERVER TO CAROL BOGGS
ENTRY OF DISQUALIFICATION

WRITTEN REQUEST FOR PROCESS SERVER OF SUMMONS AND
COMPLAINT ON PATRICIA KENNEDY, CARQL BOGGS, JAYNE
ADAMS MITIC, BETTY KELLY ESTATE

DEFENDANT ANGELA M FORDS RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO
THE MOTION TO INTERVENE FILED BY WAITE SCHNEIDER
BAYLESS AND CHESLEY CQO LPA

PETITIONERS MOTION FCR LEAVE TC FILE SECOND AMENDEDR
VERIFIED PETITION

DEFENDANT ANGELA M FORDS ANSWER TO THE FIRST
AMENDED AND SUPPLEMENTAL VERIFIED PETITION FOR
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

NOTICE OF FILING INTERVENOR WAITE SCHNEIDER BAYLESS
AND CHESLEY CO LPAS PROPOSED COMPLAINT FOR
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

ORDER
ORDER
NOTIFICATION FORM FILED.

MOTION OF INTERVENOR WAITE SCHNEIDER BAYLESS &
CHESLEY CO LPA FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE
RELIEF

DEFENDANT ANGELA FORDS RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TQ
PLAINTIFFS MOTION FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT

DEFENDANT ANGELA FORDS MOTION AND SUPPORTING
MEMORANDUM FOR HEARING ON PLAINTIFFS MOTION FOR
PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL WITHOUT PREJUDICE PETITIONERS
PENDING COMBINED MOTION AND VERIFIED MEMORANDUM
FILED MAY 22 2015

PETITIONERS MOTION FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT AGAINST
RESPONDENT

DEFENDANT ANGELA M FORDS RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TQ
PLAINTIFFS COMBINED MOTION AND VERIFIED MEMORANDUM
RE FORDS KENTUCKY DISCOVERY SEEKING THE
INFORMATION OF NON PARTY OHIOANS

NOTICE TO VINCENT E MAUER AS TO UNDELIVERED SERVICE
ON CAROL BOGGS SERVICE TYPE: REGULAR MAIL SERVICE
REASCN CODE: INSUFFICIENT ADDRESS

NOTICE TO VINCENT E MAUER AS TO UNDELIVERED SERVICE
ON JAYNE ADAMS UNABLE TO FORWARD

DEFENDANT ANGELA M FORDS MOTION FOR AN EXTENSION
OF TIME TO FILE A RESPONSE IN CPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS
COMBINED MOTION AND VERIFIED MEMORANDUM RE FORDS
KENTUCKY DISCOVERY SEEKING THE INFORMATION OF NON
PARTY OHIOANS WITH ATTACHED ORDER

NOTICE TO VINCENT E MAUER AS TO UNDELIVERED SERVICE
ON PATRICIA KENNEDY UNABLE TO FORWARD

hitp:fiwww.courtclerk.org/case_summary_print.asp
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5/29/2015

5/26/2015

52212015

5/22/2015

§/14/2015

5/14/201%
5/13/2015

5M2/2015
5/7{2015
5/6f2015
5/6/2015
5/6/2015
6/6/2015
5/6/2015

5/6/2015

5/6/2015
5/6/2015
5/6/2015
5/6/2015
5/6/2015
5/6/2015
5/6/2018
5/6/2015
5/6/2015
51612015

5/6/2015

5/6/2015

5/412015

5/4/20156

41282015
4/14/2016
41372015

4413/2015
41132015

212612015

2M0/2015

Tracy Winkler - Clerk of Courts
ENTRY TRANSFERRING CASE

DEFENDANT ANGELA M FORDS OBJECTIONS TO PLAINTIFFS
PROPOSED ORDER DENYING HER MOTION TO DISMISS THE
COMPLAINT AND MOTION TQ DISSOLVE THE TEMPORARY
RESTRAINING ORDER

COMBINED MOTION AND VERIFIED MEMORANDUM RE FORDS
KENTUCKY DISCOVERY SEEKING INFORMATION OF NON
PARTY OHIOANS

NOTICE TO VINCENT E MAUER AS TO UNDELIVERED SERVICE
ON BETTY KELLY SERVICE TYPE: REGULAR MAIL SERVICE
REASON CODE: NOT DELIVERABLE AS ADDRESSED

AMENDED MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION TQ
DECLARE RESTRAINING ORDER DISSOLVED OR 70 DISSOLVE
THEM

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE SURREPLY

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT ANGELA M FORD MOTION
TO DISMISS THE COMPLAINT

NOTICE OF FILING DOCUMENTS

CPPOSITION TO MOTICON TO DISMISS

SUMMONS ISSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO CAROL BOGGS
SUMMONS ISSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO LINDA BRUMLEY
SUMMONS 1SSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO BETTY KELLY
SUMMONS ISSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO PATRICIA KENNEDY
SUMMONS ISSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO JAYNE ADAMS

SUMMONS ISSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO JUDITH PECK
WAGEMAN

REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO LINDA BRUMLEY
REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO JUDITH PECK WAGEMAN
REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO PATRICIA KENNEDY
REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO BETTY KELLY

REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO JAYNE ADAMS
REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO CARQL BOGGS
CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED. BETTY KELLY
CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED. LINDA BRUMLEY
CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED, JAYNE ADAMS
CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED, CAROL BOGGS

CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED. JUDITH PECK
WAGEMAN

CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED. PATRICIA KENNEDY

WRITTEN REQUEST FOR REGULAR MAIL SERVICE OF
AMENDED SUMMONS & COMPLAINT ON SERVE ALL PARTIES
LISTED

FIRST AMENDED AND SUPPLEMENTAL VERIFIED PETITION FOR
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

NOTICE OF FILING DOCUMENTS FROM DISMISSED FEDERAL
AND BOONE CIRCUIT COURT CASES

NOTIFICATION FORM FILED.

NOTICE OF FILING CERTIFIED FEDERAL COURT DOCUMENTS
REMANDING THIS CASE

CIVIL DOCKET
OPINION AND ORDER

MONEY RECEIVED & COST PAID BY FROST BROWN TODD
RECEIPT NBR: 153000001482

NOTICE TO VINCENT E MAUER AS TO UNCLAIMED SERVICE ON
ANGELA M FORD ESQ SERVICE TYPE: CERTIFIED MAIL
SERVICE REASON CODE: UNCLAIMED [CERTIFIED MAIL NBR.:
7194 5168 6310 0737 0404}

hitp:/iwww courtclerk.org/case_summary_print.asp
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2/612015

21612015

2/5/2015
2/5/2015

2152015

21512015

2152015

2{5/2015
2/5/2015

21572015

21472015

114/2015

171472015

111212015

1/8/2015

1/8/2015

1712015

11712015

14712015

WT2015
1/6/2015
1/6/2015

Tracy Winkler - Clerk of Courts

NOTIFICATION FORM FILED.

COMBINED VERIFIED MOTION AND SUPPQRTING
MEMORANDUM SEEKING AMPLIFICATION OF RESTRAINING
ORDER

REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO ANGELA M FORD ESQ
REGULAR MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO WILLIAM T RAMSEY ESQ

SUMMONS ISSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO WILLIAM T RAMSEY
ESQ

SUMMONS ISSUED BY REGULAR MAIL TO ANGELAM FORD
ESQ

INDEX ADJUSTMENT: PARTY NAME CHANGED FROM FORD
ANGELA M(MG|.O) TO FORD ANGELA M ESQ(KWAN}

NOTICE OF FILING NOTICE OF REMOVAL
CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED. ANGELA M FORD ESQ

CERTIFICATE OF REGULAR MAIL FILED. WILLIAM T RAMSEY
ESQ

WRITTEN REQUEST FOR REGULAR MAIL SERVICE QF
SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT ON ALSO SEVE MOTION AND
MEMORANDUM. ANGELA M FORD AND WILLIAM T RAMSEY

RESTRAINING ORDER AGAINST CERTAIN ACTIONS BY
RESPONDENTS AND SETTING HEARING

JUDGE ASSIGNED CASE ROLLED TO LUEBBERS/JODY/M
PRIMARY

AFFIDAVIT OF VINCENT E MAUER RE NOTICE TO RESPONDENT
FORD

CERTIFIED MAIL SERVICE ISSUED TO ANGELAM FORD
[CERTIFIED MAIL NBR.: 7194 5168 6310 0737 0404]

SUMMONS ISSUED BY CERTIFIED MAIL TO ANGELA M FORD
EX PARTE TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER AGAINST
CERTAIN ACTIONS BY RESPONDENTS AND ORDER SETTING
HEARING

MOTION MOTION FOR AN OCRDER RESTRAINING
REGISTRATION & ENFORCEMENT OF KENTUCKY JUDGMENT &
DOCUMENT DESTRUCTION

VERIFIED MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

INITIAL CASE DEPOSIT PAID BY VINCENT &£ MAUER
COMPLAINT FILED
CLASSIFICATION FORM FILED,

& 2015 Tracy Winkler, Hamilton County Clerk of Courts. All rights reserved.

hitp:/www .courtclerk.orglease_summary_print.asp
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D109213798 COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
: HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO
' ' YU, Opy,
Stanl;:y M. Chesley, , : Case No. A1500067 - e
Petitioner : Judge Ruehlman

v —ENTERED ]
RESTRAINING ORDER AGAINST

Angela M. Ford, Esq. eral.]  JAN 142015 | CERTAIN ACTIONS BY
: RESPONDENTS AND
Respondents. : SETTING HEARING

This matter first came before the Court on January 7, 2015 at an ex parte conference.
Thereafter, the Court entered its EX PARTE TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
AGAINST CERTAIN ACTIONS BY RESPONDENTS AND ORDER SETTING HEARING
(the “Temporary Restraining Order”). The Temporary Restraining Order set a January 14, 2015
hearing on the pending Petitioner’s Motion for Order Restraining Registration and Enforcement
of Kentucky Judgment and Document De;truction (the “Motion™).!

Respondent Angela M. Ford was given actual notice of the hearing on January 14, 2015,
see Affidavit of Vincent E. Mauer filed in this matter. Respondent Angela M. Ford (“Ford™) did
not present any evidence on or before January 14, 2015. The Court’s preliminary Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law set forth in the Temporary Restraining Order continue to be the
Court’s preliminary findings and conclusions and are incorporated herein by reference.

Until further Court order to the contrary or agreement of the Parties approved by the
Court:

1 Respondent Ford, any co-counsel acting with her and any other Ohio lawyer

representing any of the Unknown Respondents are enjoined from (i) taking any action in the

! Capitalized terms in this Order that are not defined herein have the meaning set fg
Declaratery Judgment And Injunctive Relief (the “Petition™ and Petilione@é\-‘ Vigig
Registration and Enforcement of Kentucky Judgment and Document Destruggtpits

oD ey VBe Motion was
A At A
_ %Suppomng

(o



State of Ohio to enforce the Chesley Judgment or (ii) serving any Chesley asset related discovery
on any Ohio resident, citizen or domiciliary, except that discovery may be served on Chesley in
any non-Ohio jurisdiction if permitted by the rules applicable to that jurisdiction;

2. Respondent Ford, any co-counsel acting with her and any other Ohio lawyer
representing any of the Unknown Respondents are enjoined from making any filing in any Ohio
court that would be or could be part of an effort to domesticate or register the Chesley Judgment
in Ohio;

3. Ford, the Unknown Respondents and any other person acting on behalf of the
Unknown Respondents are enjoined from taking any action to collect the Chesley Judgment in
the State of Ohio from any Ohio resident, Ohio citizen or Ohio domiciled entity;

4. Ford, the Unknown Respondents and any other person acting on behalf of Ford
and the Unknown Respondents are enjoined from issuing any subpoena seeking documents or
testimony to any Ohio resident, Ohio citizen or Ohio domiciled entity {other than Chesley) if the
purpose of the requested documents or testimony would be to obtain information related to any
effort to enforce the Chesley Judgment; and

5. Ford, the Unknown Respondents and any other person acting on behalf of Ford or
the Unknown Respondents are enjoined and prohibited from destroying, damaging or secreting
any documents or electronically stored information relevant to any of the issues described in this
Petition, the Motion or the Supporting Memo including but not limited to any document or
electronic information that reflects any (i) collection of funds collected and/or credited against
the Criminal Defendants Judgment, (ii) restitution obligations of the Criminals, (iii) forfeiture of
any assets in the Criminal Case, (iv) funds Ford or any affiliated entity transferred to or from

Johnston, (v) funds transferred to or for the benefit of any Criminal Case victims who are not



Abbott Case plaintiffs; (vi) amounts distributed to the Abbott Case plaintiffs; (vi) operation of
the Tandy LLC receivership; (vii) funds transferred to or subsequently by the United States
Marshall’s Service related to the Criminal Case or the Abbott Case, and (viii) the legal fees and
expenses of Ford and her co-counsel in the Abbott Case.

This matter will come on for a hearing on the Motion’s request for a preliminary

May c h Y L AM
injunction on Kebsuary 2015 at_1°?® “o’clock. At that hearing, the Court may consider,
any ot all of the issues discussed in the Petition, the Temporary Restraining Order or this Order
including, but not {imited to:

(a) All evidence, testimony, and exhibits to be offered by Petitioner and Respondents at
this preliminary stage of this matter relevant to any continuation of the prohibitions
set forth in the Temporary Restraining Order or this Order;

(b) Whether to convert the existing Temporary Restraining Order and this Order into a
Preliminary Injunction;

(c) At the next hearing, the Court expects specifically to address whether the Court
should grant the relief outlined on pages 7-9 of its Temporary Restraining Order,
including without limitation, whether the Unknown Respondents should be made
parties to this proceeding and whether or not the Court shouid order Respondent Ford
to identify by name and address each of the current Unknown Respondents; and

(d) Ordering Respondent to disclose the amount alleged to be owed to each of the
Unknown Respondents, and directing Respondent to provide a complete accounting
of all funds received by the Unknown Respondents in the Abbott Case, all funds

received by the Unknown Respondents from Respondent Ford, all fees and expenses

received by Respondent Ford or paid by Respondent Ford to third parties on account



of the Abbott Case matter, and all accounting records Respondent Ford has prepared
for the Unknown Respondents all as may be needed to permit Chesley to confirm any
calculation of the current total amount of the Chesley Judgment that the Court may
order be provided to Chesley.

Petitioner did not request and the Court does not currently intend to combine this hearing
with the hearing on the merits of the Motion as permitted by Ohio Civ. R. 65(C).

After considering Petitioner’s request for continuation of the relief granted in the
Temporary Resiraining Order and this Order, the Court will address the status of the Unknown
Respondents as that issue is described in the Temporary Restraining Order.

Chesley is not required to post any security for this Order to be effective.

Chesley’s counsel will transmit a courtesy copy of this Order 1o Respondent Ford both

electronically and by first class United States mail, postage prepaid.
*Rue

L,
ki Qunty, Ohio
Robert R tWM
Hamilto\Cdunty 1t of Common Pleas

Entered this 14" day of January, 2015

Vincent E. Mauer, Esq. Angela M. Ford, Esq.
FROST BROWN TODD LLC Chevy Chase Plaza

3300 Great American Tower 836 Euclid Avenue, Suite 311
301 E. Fourth Street Suite 311

Cincinnati, Ohio Lexington, KY 40502



COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO
- Stanley M. Chesley, : Case No. A1500067
Petitioner Judge Ruehlman
v, :
: AFFIDAVIT OF VINCENT E.
Angela M, Ford, Esq. ef al. : MAUER RE NOTICE TO
' : RESPONDENT FORD

Respondents.

The undersigned swears and affirms as follows:

1. I am over 18 years of age and have never been declared mentally incompetent, I
have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein. Tam one of the counsel representing the
Petitioner in this matter, This affidavit is made for use in the above-captioned case.

2, On January 7, 2015 I caused the mailing of a true and complete file stamped copy
of the (1) Verified Petition For Declaratory Judgment And Injunctive Relief (the “Petition™), (ii)
Petitioner’s Motion For Qrder Restraining Registration and Enforcement of Kentucky Judgment
and Document Destruction (the “Motion”™) and (iii) Petitioner’s Verified Memorandum in
Support of Motion for Injunctive Relief (the “"Supporting Memo™) to Respondent Angela M,
Ford (“Ford”) by first class United States mail, postage prepaid. See Exhibit A,

3. Also on January 7, 2014, [ e-mailed to respondent Ford a copy of the Court’s EX
PARTE TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER AGAINST CERTAIN ACTIONS BY
RESPONDENTS AND ORDER SETTING HEARING (the “Temporary Restraining Order™),
See Exhibit B, Iknow that Ford received this e-mail because she responded to it, see Exhibit B.

A copy of the Temporary Restraining Otder was also mailed to Ford by first class United States

il, postage prepaid. Ford has actual kn e of the hearing st for J 1415015, in th

mail, postage prepaid. Ford has actual knowledge o earing sct for \;\\%qgtg“@%)%) e
> ra i

above-captioned matter. *'-‘ \\ . 6’79"‘),




4, In response fo Ford's ¢-mail, Exhibit B, I prepared a proposed agreed order. That
proposed order-was e-mailed to Ford on Janusry 9, 2015, See Bxhibit ¢, PFord responded to that
 e-iail on Jannary 10, 2013, see Bxhibit C.
5. [ responded to Ford’s e-mail on Janvary 11, 2015 in that respouse, T offered to
send Ford any documents she had not yet reesived, see Exhibit D,
6. Further Affiant sayeth naught,
The above affidavit is true and correct to-the best of my kriowledge snd belief,

?Mf Y g it
Vincent E. Maner

Sworn and subscribied in ny presence on Jenuary 12, 2015 by Vincent E, Matior who is

known 1o nre, . .
WMitine 11 20k
Wi, (4 ahe
Notary public, State of Ohig_,

Melissn A, Zahy commission expires ond! | f!f?f f
Nolary Publio, Stateof Qb0 T

My Congaision Bxpbes Rovenioar 1, A9

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I cerlify that.a copy of the foregoing was served on Angela M. Ford, Esq,, Chevy Chass
Plazs, 836 Buelid Aventie, Suite 311, Loxingion, K'Y 40502 by fust class United. States mafl,
postage prepaid, on January 12, 2015,

8¢ Vincent E. Mauer
Vineent I. Mauer, Esq.
Coungel for petitionsr

Q130570619701 4BIG641323:2280v]

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 01/12/20156 14:21 / AFFD / A 1500067 / CONFIRMATION NUMBER 384618



' Hwann

Vincant E, Mauer
Member

© 6136516785 ()
513.651.6081 (B
viviauer@fhtfave.com

Janugry 7, 2015

Angola M. Ford, Fsq.
Chevy Chase Plaza :
836 Buehid Avenus, Suite 311
Lexington, Kentucky 40502

Re:  Stawnley M. Chesley v. Angela M. Ford, et gl
Hamilien County, Ohio Cage No. A1500067

.'I)'ear- Ms, Ford;

Bnclosed please find copies of three pleadings I filed on behalf of Stanley M, Chesley in
the Fariffon County, Ohio Courtof Common Pleds yesterday.

Sincerely,

\§ g"'/‘}\ t.,r

) Vineent B, Mauer

Enclosures

(1180870565970 4830-1639-2093v]

3300 Great Ametican Tower | 301 East Fawrth Sfreet | Cincinnati, OH 452024182 | 513,651.6800 | frastbrowniodd.con
Offices In Indlan, Kentucky, Ohilo, Temipsste and Wast Virginia

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 01/12/2015 14:21 / AFFD / A 1500067 / CONFIRMATION NUMBER 384618



Mauer, Vincent E.

From: Angela Ford [amford@windsteaam.het]

Beant: Thursday, January 08, 2015 4:50 PM

To: Mauer, Vincent .

Ce: Snyder, Shatyl; 'Rafferty, Donald'

Subject: RE: Chesley v. Ford -- Ohio TRQ in case A1500087 .

Vit accept the judge’s invitation to adjourn his hearing to February, il give you avaitable dates temorrow,

Angela M. Ford, Esq.

Chavy Chasé Plaza

836 Fuchd Avienue, Sulte 311
Laxington, Kentucky 40502
859 268 7923

859 268 9141 fax

From: Mauer, Vificent £, [mailte:ViMabier@ihtlaw.con]
Sent: Wednasday, January 07, 2015 1:21 PM '

To: anford@yindstieam.nat

‘el Snyder, Sheryk. Rafferty, Donald

Subject: FW: Chesley v. Foid -~ Ohlo TRO in case A1500087

Ms. Ford, sttached pleass find an order enteret in response to the pleadings ) e-mailed to you earfier today. As
you cah see, a hiearing has been set for Januaty 14, 2015 at 9:00.AM befoie Judge Ruehlman,

The judge will be on vacation the last two weeks inJanuary. He divected us to tell that fact 1o you anil tonvite
an adjournment of the hearlng into February If you so choose so thatyou would. have titne. to react 1 our filings. you
want 1o ingve the hearing into February; please lat me know and give me some dates conveniant for you and any Ohio
counsel you retain = | will then address the change with the Court's staff.

Please let mio know if you have any gquestions. Vince Mauer

Vinsont B, Maver
Aftiragy 8t Lisw | Frest Do Todd LG

3200 Grask Axeaenin Tomne] D03 Bast Fevith Sunst] Slatinngd, (il 45562
$93.651.5785 Dydct] 613,65 1,6000 M85 | 8105092308 Mol [ 4505051 0901 Pay

N O L MOSIOIRIARM et sares s et e R ee A8 1 T AR 851511 R
From: Raffarty, Donald {mallto GR ff -k com}_
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 10 07 AN

Ty Mayer, Videent €.

Co: Stan Chesley (stancheslsv@wsholaw,.comy; Nelson, Richard
Subject: Chesley v, Ford - Ohilp TRO [IWOV-CTIKSDMS, FID243001]

Vince
Attached ts a copy of the TRO entered by Judge Ruehiman this morning, Please forward it 1o Angela Ford. Please also

lat.me kaow how the sormmuiicatlon with Angela goes, partscuiariy whether she is willing 1o agree 1o cohtinue the next
hearing until sometime after the Judge returns from his teip.

Don

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 01/12/2015 14:21 / AFFD / A 1500067 / CONFIRMATION NUM



Donald J. Rafferty

COHEN TODD KITE & STANFORD, LLC
250 E, Fifth Street, Suite 2350
Cincinnati, Ohlo 45202

Direct; {513) 333-5243

Mobile: (513} 703-2462

NOTICE: This electronic mall transmission Is for the use of the named individual or entity to which It Is directed and may
contain information that Is privileged or confidential. It is not to be transmitted to or received by anyone other than the
named addressee (or a person authorized to deliver it to the named addressee). It Is not to be copied or forwarded to any
unauthorized persons. If you have received this electronic mall transmission in error, delete it from your system without
copying or forwarding it, and notify the sender of the arror by replying via email or by calling Frost Brown Todd LLC at
(513) 651-6800 (collect), so that our address record can be corrected.

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 01/12/2015 14:21 / AFFD [/ A 1500067 / CONFIRMATION NUMBER 384618



Mauer, Vincent E.

From Angela Ford {amfordi@windstream.net]

Sent: Saturday, January 10, 2015 4:26 PM

Tot Mauer, Vingent E

ol Snyder, Sheryl

SBubject: Re: TIRAFT of Agresd Qrderseltitig hearihg In Feb.

I have not been properly served with your petition and no-effort was made to provide any notice prior fo the
heaving, a5 your civil rules wequire. Since Tam not yet 4 parly and have:not refained counsel 1 will not agree to
any orders,

Sent from my iPhene

Ma, Ford, attached please find.a DRAFT for yowr review of a limited Agreed Order extending
the restrictions in the TRO and setting the hearing in Feb. 2015, I have not yet contacted the
vourt {o actually reset the hearing because I have not yot received your list of préfered dates.

This DRAFT has not yet been approved by the client 5o 1 may have minor adjustments, but given
the nieed to frack the TRO, 1 do not expect any significant issues.

Please review this and givemy yourthoughts. Also, please send ASAP dates for the hating in
February as we want o get on the judge’s calendar spon « he will be busy afler relutning from
yacation, '

NOTICE: This slectronis inall ransmission Is for the use of the harhed lvdividual or entity to which it is
directed and may contaln Information thatis privileged or confidential, it is notto be transiitted fo or
recelved by.anyong Gther than the.named addresseé (or a persan authorized to deliver it to the named
addresses). [tis notto be copled or forwarded to any unauthorlzed persors. I you have received this
electronio mall transwission th errot, dalets it from your system without copying or farwarding i, and notify
‘the-sender of the error by replyiiig via amall 6r by calling Frost Biown Todd LLC at (513) BE1-6800:
{collgct), so that our addrass récord can be cormebled.

<Agreed Order delaying heaving on TRO - 4820-7858-2303. |.docx>

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 01/12/2015 14:21 / AFFD / A 1500067 / CONFIRMATION NUMBER 384618



Mauer, VincotE,

Fronm Maver, Vincent 8,

Sonis Feiday, January 08,2045 3.25 PM

Tor Angsla Ford'

Ce: Snydar, Sheryf

Subject:  DRAFT of Agreed Order setting hearing in Feb. ,

Attachments: Agreed Order delaying hearing on TRO - 4820-7858-2305.1.doex i

extending the restrictions in the TRO and settlng the hearing in Feb. 20815, 1 hava not yet
contacted the court to actually reset the hearing because 1 have not yet recelved your list
of prefecred dates,

This DRAFT has not yet been approved by the client so I jiay have filnor adjustnments, but
given the need to track the TRO, I do not expect any significant issues.

Please peview this and give my your thoughts. Also, please sénd ASAP dates For the
haring in February as we wart to get on the judge's calendar soon -~ hé will be busy after
raturting from vacatlon,

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 01/12/2015 14:21 / AFFD / A 1500067 / CONFIRMATION NUMBER 3846



COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO

- STANLEY M. CHESLEY, , . - Case No. A1500067
Plaintiff, (JUDGE ROBERT P. RUEHLMAN})
L. . RESPONDENT ANGELA M. FORD,
. ESQ.S RESPONSE TO
ANGELA M. FORD, ESQ., et al. . PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR
LEAVE TO FILE VERIFIED

Defendants. STATEMENT OF SUPPLEMENTAL
:  FACTS IN SUPPORT OF PETITION
FOR PERMANENT INJUNCTION
Defendant Angela M. Ford, Esq. (“Ms. Ford”) objects to Stanley M. Chesley’s
(“Chesley”) motion to amend. First, this amendment is futile and should not be
permitted. See Hensley v. Durrani, 1st Dist. Hamilton No. C-130005, 2013-Ohio-4711, 1
14 (recognizing that a trial court has the discretion to deny a motion to amend the
complaint when the amendment would be futile). The amended pleading still fails to
assert any cause of action against Ms. Ford, and Ms. Ford continues to be an improper
defendant. She is the attorney for Chesley’s judgment creditors—not a judgment
creditor herself. Thus, she has no adverse legal interest to Chesley, and this case is not
justiciable. See State ex rel. Barclays Bank PLC v, Hamilton County Court of Common
Pleas, 74 Ohio St. 3d 536, 542, 660 N.E.2d 458 (1996).
Second, Chesley’s amended pleading serves no purpose. This matter is set for
hearing on September 30, 2015. At that time, Chesley will have the opportunity to offer
all evidence into the record to support his motion for permanent injunction. Amending

the petition to include additional facts is not sufficient and will not serve as evidence in
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offer all necessary evidence to support his petition for permanent injunction through the
hearing.

7 Thlrd, whether Ms. Ford cbmp]iés with other states’ laws in eXecuting the
judgment against Chesley is not relevant to this matter—nor is it properly before this
Court. This Court does not have jurisdiction to interpret or apply the law of other states.
Ms. Ford need not follow Ohio law when enforcing the judgment against Chesley in
other states. She must follow those states’ laws, and if she does not, the remedy is to
petition the sister state courts to enforce their laws. R.C. 2329 et seq. applies only to the
extent that Ms. Ford seeks to domesticate and enforce the judgment in Ohio. She has
not done that, as this Court’s order expressly prohibits her from doing so. (See 1/14/14

Restraining Order, at 7 2).

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Brian S. Sullivan

Brian S. Sullivan, Esq. (0040219)

Christen M. Steimle, Esq. (0086592)

DINSMORE & SHOHL, LLP

255 E. Fifth Street, Suite 1900

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Phone: {(513) 977-8200

Fax:  (513) 977-8141

Email: brian.sullivan@dinsmare.com
christen.steimle@dinsmore.com

Attorneys for Respondent
Angela M. Ford, Esq.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was served on the following via U.S.

Mail on this 37 day of September, 2015:

Vincent E. Mauer, Esq. Donald J. Rafferty, Esq.

FrosT BROWNTODD LLC COHEN ToDD KITE & STANFORD, LLC
3300 Great American Tower 250 E. Fifth Street, Suite 2350

301 E. Fourth Street Cincinnati, OH 45202

Cincinnati, OH 45202

/s/ Brian 8. Sullivan

98855006v2
71684v1
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