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MOTION TO INTERVENE 
 

 Pursuant to Rule 24(A)(2) of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure (made applicable to this 

Original Action by S.Ct.Prac.R. 12.01), Stanley M. Chesley (“Mr. Chesley”) and Waite, 

Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., L.P.A. (the “Waite Firm”) (collectively, the “Proposed 

Intervenors”) move to intervene as Respondents in this case.  As set forth in the attached 

Memorandum in Support, the Proposed Intervenors have a direct interest in the issues raised by 

Relator’s Complaint, the Proposed Intervenors cannot expect that their interests will necessarily 

be fully represented by the existing parties, and the current parties will not be prejudiced by this 

intervention.   

Pursuant to Civil Rules 24(C) and 7(A), the Proposed Intervenors attach as Exhibit A 

their proposed Answer to Relator’s Complaint they will file upon this Court’s ruling.  

Additionally, as Exhibit B, Respondents are tendering their proposed Motion for Judgment on 

the Pleadings.  

       Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Marion H. Little, Jr.    
John W. Zeiger (0010707) 
Marion H. Little, Jr. (0042679) 
Zeiger, Tigges & Little LLP 
41 S. High Street, Suite 3500 
Columbus, OH  43215 
Phone: (614) 365-4113 
Fax: (614) 365-7900 
Email: zeiger@litohio.com 
 little@litohio.com 
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor 
Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., 
L.P.A.  
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/s/ Donald J. Rafferty     
Donald J. Rafferty (0042614) 
Cohen Todd Kite & Sanford, LLC  
250 East Fifth Street, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
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L.P.A. 
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Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
Frost Brown Todd LLP 
301 E. Fourth Street, Suite 3300 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45244 
Phone: (513) 651-6785  
Fax (513) 651-6981 
Email: vmauer@fbtlaw.com  
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor 
Stanley M. Chesley 
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
 

I. LAW AND ARGUMENT 
 

A. The Proposed Intervenors Satisfy The Requirements For Intervention As Of 
Right, As Set Forth In Civil Rule 24(A)(2).      
 

 Rule 24(A)(2) of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure states: 

Upon timely application anyone shall be permitted to intervene in an 
action: … (2) when the applicant claims an interest relating to the property 
or transaction that is the subject of the action and the applicant is so 
situated that the disposition of the action may as a practical matter impair 
or impede the applicant’s ability to protect that interest, unless the 
applicant’s interest is adequately represented by existing parties. 

 
This Court has held that Rule 24(A) must be liberally construed to permit intervention.  

See, e.g., State ex rel. Dep’t of Admin. Services v. State Employment Relations Bd., 54 Ohio St. 

3d 48, 51 (1990).  This is particularly so in actions for extraordinary writs where, as here, a party 

seeking leave to intervene is a party to the underlying action and the relator is an opposing party 

seeking relief from this Court that would effectively terminate the underlying action in relator’s 

favor.  See, e.g., State ex rel. Watkins v. Eighth District Court of Appeals, 82 Ohio St. 3d 532, 

534 (1998) (noting “Cleveland Clinic seeks to intervene as a respondent.  Cleveland Clinic is the 

appellant in the underlying proceeding … .”). 

Ohio courts, as well as federal courts applying the similar Federal Rule 24, hold that 

intervention as of right must be granted upon satisfaction of four requirements derived from the 

text of the Rule: (1) if the application to intervene is timely; (2) if the intervenor has an interest 

relating to the subject matter of the main action; (3) if the intervenor’s interest would be at least 

potentially impaired by the disposition of that action; and (4) if the intervenor’s interest may not 

be adequately represented by one of the existing parties to the action.  All four requirements are 

readily satisfied here. 
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1. This Motion To Intervene Is Timely Filed. 
 

The Motion is Timely.  Relator’s Complaint was filed with this Court on September 4, 

2015.  Respondent has filed a brief in response to Relator’s Motion for Emergency Stay, but the 

Court’s Order of September 17 made clear that the Respondent may revise or supplement his 

response within the time allowed by Rule 12.04.  The answer date under 12.04 is twenty-one 

days after service of the summons, or October 2.  The instant motion is, therefore, timely filed 

with the answer date prescribed by both Rule 12.04 and this Court’s order of September 17. 

Accordingly, intervention will cause no delay or prejudice to any party. 

2. The Proposed Intervenors Have An Interest Relating To The Subject Of The 
Main Action.           
 

The Proposed Intervenors have a direct and clear interest relating to the “property of 

transaction which is the subject of the action.”  Mr. Chesley and the Waite Firm are Plaintiffs, or 

Petitioners, in the underlying action, Stanley M. Chesley, et al. v. Angela M. Ford, Esq., et al., 

Case No. A1500067, currently pending in the Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas in the 

court of Respondent, the Hon. Robert P. Ruehlman (the “Hamilton County Action”).  Mr. 

Chesley’s Second Amended Verified Petition for Declaratory Judgment and Injunctive Relief 

spells out in detail the interests he seeks to protect in the Hamilton County Action, which would 

be terminated if Relator is victorious in this action.1  In short, Mr. Chesley seeks to protect his 

rights under Ohio law with respect to Relator’s attempts to collect on a judgment obtained in 

Kentucky state court in litigation styled Mildred Abbott, et al. v. Stanley M. Chesley, et al. 

(Boone County, Ky., Circuit Court Case No. 05-CI-00436) (the “Abbott Case”).  The Hamilton 

                                                 
1  Key pleadings in the Hamilton County action are attached to the Affidavit of Vincent E. Mauer, Esq., 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C.  Mr. Chesley’s Second Amended Verified Petition is contained in Exhibit 11 
to the affidavit.  The court granted leave to file the Second Amended Verified Petition by an order issued August 26, 
2015. 
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County court has recognized Mr. Chesley’s interests, in part, by granting temporary injunctive 

relief against Relator and others. 

The Waite Firm is also a party to the Hamilton County Action, having been granted leave 

to intervene.  The Waite Firm’s Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief challenges 

Relator’s attempts to attach or otherwise interfere with its assets or operations by various 

activities conducted outside Ohio, which include attempting to seize assets of the Waite Firm by 

seeking an order in the Kentucky Case requiring it to “transfer” Mr. Chesley’s beneficial interest 

in the Waite Firm to Relator’s clients and attempts to garnish payments to the Waite Firm in a 

Nevada garnishment proceeding.2  As its Complaint notes, the Waite Firm is an Ohio entity, all 

of the Waite Firm’s assets are located in Ohio, the Waite Firm is not a party to the Kentucky 

Case, and neither Relator nor her clients have ever asserted any claims against it. 

Via her Complaint for an extraordinary writ from this Court, Relator seeks to terminate 

the Hamilton County Action.  Necessarily, then, the Proposed Intervenors have the predominant 

interest in this matter.   

3. The Proposed Intervenors’ Interests May Be Impaired By The Court’s 
Disposition In This Action.         
 

Rule 24(A)(2) “allows intervention as of right when the applicant claims an interest that 

may be impaired by the disposition of the action.”  State ex rel. LTV Steel Co. v. Gwin, 64 Ohio 

St. 3d 245, 247 (1992).  Indeed, intervention should be routinely granted where the proposed 

intervenor has an interest in defending against the arguments advanced by the relator.  See id. 

This requirement is easily met.  If Relator succeeds in obtaining the extraordinary remedy 

requested from this Court, the Proposed Intervenors’ claims in the Hamilton County Action will 

be impaired.  As such, the Proposed Intervenors clearly possess a sufficient interest in this case 

                                                 
2  A copy of the Waite Firm’s Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief is attached as Exhibit 16 to the 
Mauer affidavit, which is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 
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to intervene because Relator’s sole purpose in petitioning this Court is to prevent the Proposed 

Intervenors from acting to protect their rights in the Hamilton County Action.  See, e.g., State ex 

rel. SuperAmerica Corp. v. Licking County Bd. of Elections, 80 Ohio St. 3d 182, 184 (1997) 

(holding referendum petitioner seeking to intervene has an interest in relator’s attempt to prevent 

board of elections from placing referendum on ballot).   

4. The Proposed Intervenors’ Interests May Not Be Adequately Represented By 
The Existing Parties.          
 

The requirement that a party must be permitted to intervene as of right if his or her 

interests may not be adequately represented by existing parties “should be treated as minimal.”  

Trbovich v. United Mine Workers of Am., 404 U.S. 528, 538 n.10 (1972).  It is satisfied “if the 

applicant shows that representation of his interest ‘may be’ inadequate.”  Id. (citation omitted). 

Obviously, Relator is an existing party whose interests are diametrically opposed to the 

Proposed Intervenors.  As to Respondent, the issue is not whether Respondent opposes Relator’s 

Complaint or is represented by competent counsel.  Rather, the issue is whether the interests of 

the Proposed Intervenors are the same as Respondent’s interests.  Clearly, they are not the same.  

While Respondent has opposed Relator’s Complaint, Respondent’s ultimate duty, of course, is to 

be an impartial adjudicator of the Proposed Intervenors’ rights in the Hamilton County Action.  

Only the Proposed Intervenors can adequately represent and advocate for their own interests in 

allowing the Hamilton County Action to proceed. 

B. Alternatively, the Proposed Intervenors Satisfy The Requirements For 
Permissive Intervention Set Forth in Civil Rule 24(B)(2).    
 

The Proposed Intervenors also readily satisfy the requirements for permissive 

intervention under Rule 24(B)(2), which allows intervention if timely requested and “when an 

applicant’s claim or defense and the main action have a question of law or fact in common.”  
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Under Rule 24(B)(2), whether existing parties may adequately represent a proposed intervenor’s 

right is not even a consideration.  The Proposed Intervenors’ claims in the Hamilton County 

Action clearly have a “question of law or fact in common” with the issues in Relator’s petition 

for extraordinary writ, so the Court may grant permissive intervention in the alternative. 

II. CONCLUSION 
 

For the above reasons, the Proposed Intervenors request that the Court allow them to 

intervene in this action. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Marion H. Little, Jr.    
John W. Zeiger (0010707) 
Marion H. Little, Jr. (0042679) 
Zeiger, Tigges & Little LLP 
41 S. High Street, Suite 3500 
Columbus, OH  43215 
Phone: (614) 365-4113 
Fax: (614) 365-7900 
Email: zeiger@litohio.com 
 little@litohio.com 
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor  
Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., 
L.P.A.  

 
 

/s/ Donald J. Rafferty     
Donald J. Rafferty (0042614) 
Cohen Todd Kite & Sanford, LLC  
250 East Fifth Street, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
Phone:  (513) 333-5243  
Fax:  (513) 241-4490 
Email:  DRafferty@ctks.com 
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor 
Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., 
L.P.A. 
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/s/ Vincent E. Mauer     
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
Frost Brown Todd LLP 
301 E. Fourth Street, Suite 3300 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45244 
Phone: (513) 651-6785  
Fax (513) 651-6981 
Email: vmauer@fbtlaw.com  
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor 
Stanley M. Chesley 
 
 
 
  

 
CERTIFICATE FOR SERVICE 

 The undersigned certifies that on this 5th day of October, 2015, a true and correct copy of 

the foregoing was served via U.S. Mail, first class postage prepaid, and electronic mail pursuant 

to Civil Rule 5(B)(2)(c) and (f) on: 

Brian S. Sullivan, Esq.  
Christen M. Steimle, Esq.  
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP 
255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
 
Attorneys for Relator Angela M. Ford 

James W. Harper, Esq. 
Hamilton County Prosecutor’s Office  
230 East Ninth Street, Suite 4000 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202  
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
the Honorable Robert P. Ruehlman 

 
 

/s/ Marion H. Little, Jr.    
Marion H. Little, Jr. (0042679) 

959-002:569101 
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FIRST DEFENSE 

For their answer to Relator Angela Ford, Esq.’s Complaint For Writs Of Prohibition And 

Mandamus And Alternative Writ (the “Complaint”), Intervening Respondents Stanley M. 

Chesley (“Chesley”) and Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., L.P.A. (the “Waite Firm” 

hereby state as follows:   

The Complaint starts with a multi-page “Introduction” that is comprised of legal 

propositions to which no response is necessary.  Intervening Respondents Chesley and the Waite 

Firm disagree with almost all of the statements in that Introduction.  Lest there be any doubt, 

Chesley and the Waite Firm state that their legal positions include: 

A. Chesley is not without legal rights in Ohio.  Irrespective of the judgment in the 

Kentucky proceedings, Chesley retains substantive rights (e.g., exemptions from the seizure of 

certain assets) and procedural rights.  Ford admits that certain procedural rights are applicable.  

Ford and Chesley dispute, however, the applicability of certain other procedural rights.  The 

issue presented in Stanley M. Chesley, e. al. v. Angela M. Ford, et al., Hamilton County 

Common Pleas Case No. A150067 (the “Hamilton County Litigation”) is very simple:  Chesley 

and Ford dispute the existence and application of certain procedural rights in Ohio; 

B. If Chesley is correct and the judgment entered in Kentucky (the “Judgment”) 

lacks certain characteristics required for the creation of a valid Ohio judgment, then it is 

appropriate to enjoin the domestication and enforcement of the Judgment in Ohio until the 

deficiencies are corrected;  

C. Accordingly, there is a live case and controversy between Chesley and the 

respondents in the Hamilton County Litigation; 



2 
 

D. Relief against Ford is necessary given her intentional and malicious interference 

with Chesley and the Waite Firm’s contractual and legal rights; 

E. The orders issued to date by Judge Ruehlman are supported by Ohio law and 

within Judge Ruehlman’s authority as a judge in the Hamilton County, Ohio, Court of Common 

Pleas;  

F. The “interference” alleged in the Introduction is, in fact, Judge Ruehlman’s 

protection of the due process rights of certain Ohioans who are not parties to the Abbott Action 

(as defined in the Complaint).  Ohio law specifically permits the challenge of a foreign court’s 

decisions that violate the due process rights of Ohio citizens;  

G. Any delay in the handling of the Hamilton County Litigation was caused by 

Ford’s procedural antics and motion practice.  Moreover, as the person with the knowledge 

sought by Chesley, Ford is and always has been in control of the decision not to comply with 

Ohio law and proceed with the domestication of the Judgment in Ohio; and   

H. Relator  neither needs nor is entitled to this Court’s assistance.  No writ should be 

issued in this matter. 

As for the numbered paragraphs in the Complaint, the Intervening Respondents state: 

 1. Paragraph 1 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 2. Paragraph 2 of the Complaint accurately states the relief sought by the Complaint.  

Ford is not entitled to any of the relief sought in the Compliant.  

 3. Paragraph 3 of the Complaint accurately states the assertions made in the 

Complaint.  All of those assertions are wrong.  As a result, Ford is not entitled to any of the relief 

described in paragraph 3 of the Complaint.  
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 4. Paragraph 4 of the Complaint is admitted except that Chesley and the Waite Firm 

deny that Chesley represented “those plaintiffs” as described in paragraph 4 or that he retained 

any settlement funds as described in paragraph 4.   

 5. Paragraph 5 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 6. In response to paragraph 6 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that in 2007 a judgment was awarded in the action described in the Complaint as the “Abbott 

Action.”  That judgment was not against Chesley.  In fact, the Kentucky trial court that awarded 

summary judgment against certain Abbott Action defendants declined to award summary 

judgment against Chesley.  The Kentucky Supreme Court affirmed both determinations.   

 7. In response to paragraph 7 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Chesley was disbarred in Kentucky.   

 8. Paragraph 8 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 9. Paragraph 9 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 10. Paragraph 10 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 11. Paragraph 11 of the Complaint is admitted.  Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Chesley asked the Kentucky court hearing the Abbott Action to correct the deficiencies in 

the Judgment.  The Kentucky court determined that the Judgment is adequate for enforcement in 

Kentucky by the court that issued the Judgment.  That determination is irrelevant to the action 

pending before Judge Ruehlman because that action applies Ohio law to a judgment created from 

a foreign judgment that might be enforced in Ohio.  Ohio law applies to the characteristics of a 

domesticated foreign judgment that might be enforced in Ohio.   

 12. Paragraph 12 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 13. Paragraph 13 of the Complaint is admitted.  
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 14. Paragraph 14 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 15. Paragraph 15 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 16. In response to paragraph 16 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Chesley initiated litigation in Ohio against Ford and her alleged 382 judgment creditors, 

whom she stated are “unknown,”; in the Hamilton County Litigation, Ford admits that (a) the 

2007 Kentucky judgment and its 2014 incarnation against Chesley (the “Judgment”) is in favor 

of the group of entities known as the “Plaintiffs” in the Abbott Action, (b) not all the 

approximately 463 individuals who have been named as plaintiffs in one or more pleadings filed 

by Ford in the Abbott Action are Chesley’s judgment creditors, and (c) the Judgment does not 

detail which of the 460-plus named plaintiffs are the “Plaintiffs” who are Chesley’s judgment 

creditors.  The Waite Firm later intervened to protect its separate interests from Ford’s actions 

and tortious interference.   

 17. Paragraph 17 of the Complaint is denied.  The Hamilton County Litigation seeks a 

declaratory judgment concerning Ohio law applicable to enforceable judgments in Ohio and an 

injunction requiring that any counsel, including Ford, obey Ohio law if they seek to domesticate 

and enforce the Judgment in Ohio.  Ford’s actions and stated intent is to disobey applicable Ohio 

law.    

18. In response to paragraph 18 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Chesley seeks to know: (i) who are his judgment creditors, (ii) how much is currently owed 

to each judgment creditor, and (iii) the total amount owed – including sufficient information that 

Chesley may confirm the amount owed [the necessary information must permit the calculation of 

prejudgment and post-judgment interest that Ford assets is owed].  Chesley asserts that under 



5 
 

Ohio law, a judgment that does not disclose this information cannot be enforced in Ohio; Ford 

disputes Chesley’s interpretation of Ohio law on this topic.   

 19. In response to paragraph 19 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Chesley raised the deficiencies in the Judgment to the Kentucky court hearing the Abbott 

Action.  Chesley and the Waite Firm deny that the Kentucky court rejected his arguments.  

Rather, Ford asserted to the Kentucky court and the Kentucky court agreed that it could refer to 

other parts of the record in the 10-year-old Abbott Action to eliminate the deficiencies in the 

Judgment.1  That ruling in Kentucky is irrelevant to the Hamilton County Litigation because: (i) 

it construed Kentucky law, not Ohio law, and (ii) an Ohio court (or any other foreign court 

enforcing the domesticated Judgment) would not have access to the huge record accumulated 

over the 10 years of the Abbott Action.   

 20. Paragraph 20 of the Complaint is denied.   

 21. Paragraph 21 of the Complaint requires no response as it asserts a legal 

proposition.  Chesley and the Waite Firm agree that filing a certified copy of a foreign judgment 

is one of the requirements for the domestication of a foreign judgment using the Uniform 

Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act (the “UEFJA”).   

 22. In response to paragraph 22 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Chesley agrees that filing an affidavit is one of the requirements for the domestication of a 

foreign judgment using the UEFJA.  Further answering, Chesley notes that Ford executed 

UEFJA affidavits in Louisiana, Nevada, and Colorado; each of those affidavits failed to: (i) 

reconcile the supposed 382 judgment creditors “Plaintiffs” with the 460-plus named plaintiffs in 

the Abbott Action; (ii) provide the complete addresses of each of the judgment creditors; (iii) 

                                                 
1   For example, the record in the Abbott Action supposedly contains a grid created before 2004 that shows the 
amount owed to each judgment creditor.  If it exists and contains the asserted data (including calculated damages 
that total to $42,000,000), that grid is not part of, or referred to, in the Judgment.   
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state the amount owed to each judgment creditor; and (iv) state the total amount owed by 

Chesley, including a disclosure of how that amount was determined.  Ford’s actions demonstrate 

her intentional violation the requirements of the UEFJA.   

 23. Paragraph 23 of the Complaint is denied.   

 24. In response to paragraph 24 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Chesley agrees that a temporary stay is supposed to be one of the requirements for the 

domestication of a foreign judgment using the UEFJA.  Further responding, Chesley notes that in 

Louisiana, with Ford’s participation, an executable judgment was issued against him one day 

after the improper domestication of the Judgment that did not contain the required information.   

 25. Paragraph 25 of the Complaint is denied.   

 26. Paragraph 26 of the Complaint is denied.   

 27. Paragraph 27 of the Complaint is denied.  Chesley agrees that the collection 

activities of judgment creditors and their counsel are supposed to be limited by the amount 

remaining on the judgment; but, that limitation is meaningless if the remaining amount owed is 

not disclosed to the foreign state enforcing the judgment.2  Further answering, Chesley asserts 

that Ford has never disclosed the amount she has collected on behalf of the judgment creditors 

and the amount disclosed by Ford in her three UEFJA affidavits is incorrect.  Chesley’s factual 

assertions concerning the amounts collected on behalf of the judgment creditors is stated in his 

petition filed the Hamilton County Common Pleas Court.   

 28. Paragraph 28 of the Complaint requires no response as it merely quotes an Ohio 

statute.  Further answering, Chesley and the Waite Firm deny Ford’s implication that the only 

way to stay enforcement of a deficient foreign judgment is to follow the terms of the quoted 

                                                 
2    The threat of over-collection is particularly egregious if assets are seized from innocent third parties as 
Ford has threatened to do in her effort to collect the Judgment.   
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statute.  To the contrary, enforcement of a deficient judgment may be enjoined by a Common 

Pleas Court judge using the equitable powers of that office. 

 29. Paragraph 29 of the Complaint requires no response as it merely quotes an Ohio 

statute.   

 30. Paragraph 30 of the Complaint is denied.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm assert that Ford has a pecuniary interest in the collection of the Judgment, Ford has 

threatened to take collection in Ohio, and that Ford has assisted the judgment creditors’ efforts to 

domesticate the Judgment in three other states; those facts demonstrate Ford’s direct personal 

involvement in the threatened improper domestication and enforcement of the Judgment in Ohio.   

Chesley has stated a cause of action for the declaration and enforcement of Ohio law.  If Chesley 

is successful, the resulting declaration and enforcement will directly impact Ford.  Moreover, 

Ford’s actions as to the Waite Firm and its assets plainly interfere with the Waite Firm’s ability 

to resolve and pay its own direct creditors and to otherwise wind down its affairs.   

 31. In response to paragraph 30 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Judge Ruehlman entered an order on January 7, 2015.   

 32. In response to paragraph 32 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Judge Ruehlman’s order speaks for itself and that Ford’s partial quotation thereof is 

misleading.   

 33. Paragraph 33 of the Complaint is neither denied nor admitted.  If Ford is unable to 

do a particular action as she asserts in paragraph 33, then Judge Ruehlman’s order did not in fact 

restrain Ford from taking that action.   

 34. In response to paragraph 34 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Judge Ruehlman’s order speaks for itself.   
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 35. In response to paragraph 35 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Judge Ruehlman’s order speaks for itself.  Further answering, Chesley and the Waite Firm 

state that Ford sought and received asset-related discovery from multiple Ohio-based entities 

amongst the ten entities that received third-party subpoenas issued in Kentucky.  Further, Ford 

sought and received in Kentucky commissions to take depositions of at least three non-party 

Ohioans.  Despite her protestations, Ford has not been prevented from obtaining information 

from Ohioans concerning Chesley’s assets and financial transactions.   

 36. Paragraph 36 of the Complaint is denied.  The January 14, 2015, order was 

entered after a scheduled hearing.  Ford had actual notice of the January 14th hearing before that 

date, and Ford had copies of Chesley’s filings in Ohio before January 14th.  Ford chose not to 

attend on January 14th hearing.   

 37. In response to paragraph 37 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Judge Ruehlman’s January 14, 2015, order speaks for itself.   

 38. Paragraph 38 of the Complaint is denied for lack of information sufficient to form 

knowledge or belief.   

 39. Paragraph 39 of the Complaint is denied.  In fact, domestication of the Judgment 

in Ohio has never been stayed.  Domestication of the Judgment has always been an option if that 

domestication included compliance with Ohio law, specifically including but not limited to: (i) 

correctly naming the judgment creditors and why not all the named plaintiffs in the Abbott 

Action are “Plaintiffs” for purposes of the Judgment;3 (ii) providing the complete address of the 

                                                 
3   A second “who are the judgment creditors” uncertainty arises from the fact that Ford admitted that some of 
the Abbott Action judgment creditors have died over the past ten years.  Ford’s own UEFJA affidavits include 
certain probate estates as supposed judgment creditors.  In addition, some of the Abbott Action judgment creditors’ 
claims against Chesley were transferred by those persons’ bankruptcy filings.  None of those probate estates or 
bankruptcy estates are named as plaintiffs in the Abbott Action, so the Judgment is not in favor of any of them 
because the Judgment is in favor of “Plaintiffs.”   
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judgment creditors;4 (iii) stating the separate amount owed to each judgment creditor; and (iv) 

stating the total owed by Chesley, including information required for Chesley to be able to verify 

that asserted amount.   

 40. In response to paragraph 40 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Ford removed the Hamilton County Litigation to federal court.   

 41. In response to paragraph 41 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Ford engaged in motion practice in federal court.  Ford alleged the existence of diversity 

jurisdiction and that no Ohio court had personal jurisdiction over her despite the fact that she had 

several Ohio clients who are Chesley’s supposed judgment creditors.  Chesley and the Waite 

Firm also admit that Ford’s motion practice in federal court required what the Complaint calls 

“several months,” all of which delayed a hearing on Chesley’s request for a permanent 

injunction.   

 42. In response to paragraph 42 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that he amended his original petition, in part, to identify some of the putative judgment creditors 

who reside in Ohio.  Chesley discovered the addresses of those persons after extensive research.  

Of course, there would never have been any “unknown judgment creditors” or issues 

surrounding diversity if Ford had disclosed the names and addresses of Chesley’s judgment 

creditors as Chesley previously requested.   

 43. Paragraph 43 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 44. Paragraph 44 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 45. Paragraph 45 of the Complaint is denied.  Chesley and the Waite Firm admit that 

Judge Ruehlman’s order remained in place, but disclosure of the required information would 

                                                 
4  In her three UEFJA filings, Ford did not provide complete addresses for the putative judgment creditors.  It 
is nearly impossible to believe she does not know the addresses of her clients.   



10 
 

have met the terms of the order and permitted domestication of the Judgment in compliance with 

Ohio law.  In other words, there would be no injunction if there was compliance with Ohio law.   

 46. Paragraph 46 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 47. In response to paragraph 47 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that Judge Ruehlman’s rationale and his order speak for themselves.   

 48. Paragraph 48 of the Complaint is denied. 

 49. In response to paragraph 49 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Judge Ruehlman denied Ford’s motion for the reasons Judge Ruehlman stated in open court.   

 50. Paragraph 50 of the Complaint is admitted to the extent that Ford did request that 

Chesley be required to post a bond or other security.   

 51. Paragraph 51 of the Complaint is admitted to the extent that Ford did request that 

Chesley be required to post a bond or other security.   

 52. In response to paragraph 52 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm admit 

that Judge Ruehlman did not require him to post a bond or other security.  Chesley and the Waite 

Firm deny that the Complaint accurately states all of the reasons a bond or other security was not 

required.  In particular, the Complaint fails to deal with the fact that the period of time that Judge 

Ruehlman’s orders were in force is completely within the discretion of the respondents in the 

Hamilton County Litigation because they always had the opportunity to comply with Ohio law.   

 53. Paragraph 53 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 54. Paragraph 54 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 55. Paragraph 55 of the Complaint is denied.   

 56. Paragraph 56 of the Complaint is admitted, except that Chesley and the Waite 

Firm deny the Wind-Up Agreement was never presented to Judge Ruehlman.   
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 57. In response to paragraph 57 of the Complaint, Chesley and the Waite Firm state 

that the Wind-Up Agreements speaks for itself and that the Complaint’s partial quotation of the 

Wind-Up Agreement is misleading.   

 58. Paragraph 58 of the Complaint is denied.  The motion filed by Ford referred to in 

the Complaint sought the transfer of Chesley’s interest in the shares of the Waite Firm.  Chesley 

had no interest in those shares when that motion was filed in Kentucky.   

 59. Paragraph 59 of the Complaint is denied.  The order referred to in the Complaint 

purports to direct that Chesley transfer Chesley’s interest in the shares of the Waite Firm.  

Chesley had no interest in those shares when the motion was filed.  The order referred to by the 

Complaint also purports to direct the activities of multiple entities who were not, and are not, 

parties to the Kentucky action.    

 60. Paragraph 60 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 61. Paragraph 61 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 62. Paragraph 62 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 63. Paragraph 63 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 64. Paragraph 64 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 65. Paragraph 65 of the Complaint is denied.   

 66. Paragraph 66 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 67. Paragraph 67 of the Complaint is admitted to the extent that it correctly states the 

date of the hearing and some of the topics discussed with Judge Ruehlman.  The Complaint 

incorrectly states that the judgment creditors are or ever have been “the beneficiaries of the trust, 

created by the Wind-Up Agreement, … .”  The Complaint is also wrong when it states that the 

Waite Firm had no right to intervene in the Hamilton County Litigation.   
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 68. Paragraph 68 of the Complaint inaccurately describes snippets of the hearing held 

before Judge Ruehlman and so Chesley and the Waite Firm deny that paragraph of the 

Complaint.   

 69. Paragraph 69 of the Complaint inaccurately describes snippets of the hearing held 

before Judge Ruehlman and so Chesley and the Waite Firm deny that paragraph of the 

Complaint.  

 70. Paragraph 70 of the Complaint inaccurately describes snippets of the hearing held 

before Judge Ruehlman and so Chesley and the Waite Firm deny that paragraph of the 

Complaint 

 71. Paragraph 71 of the Complaint inaccurately describes snippets of the hearing held 

before Judge Ruehlman and so Chesley and the Waite Firm deny that paragraph of the 

Complaint 

 72. Paragraph 72 of the Complaint inaccurately describes snippets of the hearing held 

before Judge Ruehlman and so Chesley and the Waite Firm deny that paragraph of the 

Complaint.   

 73. Paragraph 73 of the Complaint inaccurately describes snippets of the hearing held 

before Judge Ruehlman and so Chesley and the Waite Firm deny that paragraph of the 

Complaint.   

 74. Paragraph 74 of the Complaint is denied.  The Complaint refers to 170 days as the 

time during which Judge Ruehlman’s orders had been in place.  The Hamilton County Litigation 

respondents could have provided the required information and proceeded with their 

domestication efforts on any one of those 170 days.   

 75. Paragraph 75 of the Complaint is admitted.   
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 76. Paragraph 76 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 77. Paragraph 77 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 78. Paragraph 78 of the Complaint is admitted.  The Complaint somehow fails to 

disclose to the Court that the order tendered by the Waite Firm’s counsel to Judge Ruehlman was 

fully consistent with the Waite Firm’s motion that was argued and that Ford’s counsel had a copy 

of the tendered order before the hearing.  Ford’s counsel was fully aware of what would be 

argued and the relief sought by the Waite Firm.   

 79. Paragraph 79 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 80. Paragraph 80 of the Complaint is admitted except that the changes to the Waite 

Firm’s tendered order entered by Judge Ruehlman were more than minimal.   

 81. Paragraph 81 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 82. Paragraph 82 of the Complaint fails to accurately summarize the hearing and 

Judge Ruehlman’s concerns.  The Complaint fails to mention that Ford in fact received 

substantial documents from Clark Schaeffer & Hackett (the Waite Firm’s accountant) and Fifth 

Third Bank (the Waite Firm’s bank).   

 83. Paragraph 83 of the Complaint is admitted.  Judge Ruehlman’s order is an 

accurate statement of the law.   

 84. Paragraph 84 of the Complaint is admitted, but the statement is irrelevant.  The 

Waite Firm never has been a party to the Abbott Action, and the Wind-Up Agreement was at 

issue in the Hamilton County Litigation long before it was at issue in the Abbott Action.  Hence, 

the date that the Abbott Action was filed is irrelevant because the Hamilton County Litigation in 

fact had those issues under consideration before they were raised in the Abbott Action.   

 85. Paragraph 85 of the Complaint is denied.   
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 86. Paragraph 86 of the Complaint is admitted, except that snippet of Judge 

Ruehlman’s order misconstrues that order.   

 87. Paragraph 87 of the Complaint is admitted, but that snippet of Judge Ruehlman’s 

order misconstrues that order.  The Complaint fails to mention that, inter alia, Judge Ruehlman’s 

order protected his first attached jurisdiction over the Waite Firm, the Wind-Up Agreement.  

Further, Judge Ruehlman’s order prevented the violation of Ohio law and the improper seizure of 

assets from Ohioans as threatened by Ford, including non-judgment debtors (Mr. Rehme, the 

Waite Firm, the Waite Firm’s employees, and the Waite Firm’s other creditors) are all non-

parties to the Abbott Action.   

 88. Paragraph 88 of the Complaint is denied.   

 89. Paragraph 89 of the Complaint is admitted, but that snippet of Judge Ruehlman’s 

order misconstrues that order.   

 90. Paragraph 90 of the Complaint is admitted, but that snippet of Judge Ruehlman’s 

order misconstrues that order.   

 91. Paragraph 91 of the Complaint is denied.  The Complaint fails to mention that Mr. 

Rehme and the Waite Firm are not parties to the Abbott Action and the Kentucky court never 

asserted that it had jurisdiction over them.  Further answering, Chesley and the Waite Firm assert 

that the paragraphs 82 through 91 of the Complaint demonstrate the existence of a case and 

controversy between (i) the Waite Firm and Mr. Rehme and (ii) Ford and the judgment creditors.   

 92. Paragraph 92 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 93. Paragraph 93 of the Complaint is denied.  Ford and the judgment creditors chose 

not to obey Ohio law and Judge Ruehlman’s order by disclosing the required information.  Those 
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parties could have complied with Ohio law and domesticated the Judgment in Ohio in 

substantially less than 217 days.   

 94. Paragraph 94 is admitted.   

 95. Paragraph 95 of the Complaint is denied.   

 96. Paragraph 96 of the Complaint is denied in that it does not accurately reflect the 

hearing held by Judge Ruehlman.  Further answering, Chesley and the Waite Firm state that in 

press interviews after the hearing, Ms. Boggs disclosed that she has filed for bankruptcy.  

Chesley has since discovered that Ms. Boggs filed for bankruptcy in November 2014.5  A review 

of Ms. Boggs’ bankruptcy petition reveals that she failed to disclose her judgment against 

Chesley as an asset.  As a matter of federal law, Ms. Boggs’ judgment against Chesley became 

an asset of her bankruptcy estate;6 despite that fact, the three UEFJA affidavits executed by Ford 

in 2015 assert that Ms. Boggs and not her bankruptcy estate is one of Chesley’s judgment 

creditors.   

 97. Paragraph 97 of the Complaint is admitted.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm assert that: (i) Ford’s counsel stated to Judge Ruehlman that they do not represent 

Ms. Boggs, and (ii) Ms. Boggs misled Judge Ruehlman as a matter of law by asserting that she 

has a claim against Chesley when that assertion is legally incorrect.   

 98. Paragraph 98 of the Complaint is admitted.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm state that his counsel informed Judge Ruehlman and Ms. Boggs that she was named 

as a respondent in the Hamilton County Litigation because Ford asserted she was one of 

Chesley’s judgment creditors.   

                                                 
5   As Boggs’ counsel with respect to collection of the Judgment, Ford should have known of Boggs’ 
bankruptcy.  
  
6   See 11 U.S.C. § 522.   
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 99. Paragraph 99 of the Complaint is admitted.   

 100. Paragraph 100 of the Complaint is admitted, but that snippet of Judge Ruehlman’s 

conversations misconstrues the hearing. 

101. Paragraph 101 of the Complaint is admitted, except for the assertion that the 

presence of several specifically named judgment creditors is fraudulent joinder, a proposition 

that was rejected by the federal court judge in his remand decision. 

102. Paragraph 102 of the Complaint is denied.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm state that his decision not seek a money judgment against the judgment creditors 

does not mean Chesley has abandoned his stated desire for a declaration of Ohio law and 

enforcement of that law as to the judgment creditors.   

 103. Paragraph 103 of the Complaint is denied.   

 104. Paragraph 104 of the Complaint is admitted. 

 105. Paragraph 105 of the Complaint is admitted.   

106. Paragraph 106 of the Complaint is admitted.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm assert that the Complaint, in total, reveals that Judge Ruehlman has promptly held 

several hearing to determine motions filed by all parties.7  The Hamilton County Litigation was 

pending for over eight months and a permanent injunction hearing was less than a month away 

when the Complaint was filed, and that hearing was delayed – again at Ford’s request.   

107. Paragraph 107 of the Complaint is denied.  The length of any delay is completely 

in Ford’s control since she has chosen not to obey Ohio law and domesticate the Judgment after 

providing the required information.  Further answering, Chesley and the Waite Firm state that it 

was Ford’s actions, including the removal to federal court and the assertion of the same motions 

                                                 
7   The Complaint does not mention at least one motion by Chesley that Judge Ruehlman heard and denied.  
The Complaint also ignores at least one other motion filed by Ford on which she requested a hearing before Judge 
Ruehlman.   
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in both state and federal court, that account for any delay in the scheduling of the permanent 

injunction hearing.   

108. Paragraph 108 of the Complaint is denied.   

109. Paragraph 109 of the Complaint is denied.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm state that Chesley has disclosed to Ford all of his current and potential sources of 

future income.   

110. Paragraph 110 of the Complaint is denied.   

111. Paragraph 111 of the Complaint is denied.   

112. Paragraph 112 of the Complaint is denied.   

113. Paragraph 113 of the Complaint requires no response other than as stated above.   

114. Paragraph 114 of the Complaint is admitted to the extent that it states Judge 

Ruehlman has exercised his judicial power.  Paragraph 114 of the Complaint is denied to the 

extent that it asserts Judge Ruehlman’s exercise of his judicial authority “violated the Full Faith 

and Credit Clause,” or was otherwise improper.  Further answering, Chesley and the Waite Firm 

state that all of the assertions of Judge Ruehlman’s alleged improper behavior were arguments 

made to Judge Ruehlman by Ford’s counsel in motions presented to Judge Ruehlman.  At the 

proper time, Ford could appeal any decisions made by Judge Ruehlman that she thinks are 

incorrect.   

115. Paragraph 115 of the Complaint is denied. 

116. Paragraph 116 of the Complaint is admitted.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm state that the Complaint and this Answer demonstrate the existence of two separate 

justiciable controversies: (i) between Chesley and the respondents in the Hamilton County 

Litigation; and (ii) between Mr. Rehme and the Waite Firm and Ford.   
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117. Paragraph 117 of the Complaint is denied.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm state that there is no right to use a foreign judgment to create an Ohio judgment that 

lacks several of the required characteristics of an Ohio judgment.   

118. Paragraph 118 of the Complaint is denied.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm state that an injunction requiring compliance with Ohio law is appropriate when 

Chesley demonstrates the danger of irreparable harm and the other required elements for an 

injunction.   

119. Paragraph 119 of the Complaint is denied.   

120. Paragraph 120 of the Complaint is denied.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm state that Ford’s actions in the Kentucky court were not impeded in any way.  In fact, 

Ford filed certain motions in Kentucky that might be construed as violating Judge Ruehlman’s 

order, yet no action has been taken against Ford for those actions.   

121. Paragraph 121 of the Complaint is denied.   

122. Paragraph 122 of the Complaint is denied.   

123. Paragraph 123 of the Complaint is denied.   

124. Paragraph 124 of the Complaint is denied.   

125. Paragraph 125 of the Complaint is denied.   

126. Paragraph 126 of the Complaint is denied.   

127. Paragraph 127 of the Complaint is denied. 

128. Paragraph 128 of the Complaint is denied.   

129. Paragraph 129 of the Complaint requires no response other than as stated above.   

130. Paragraph 130 of the Complaint is denied.   

131. Paragraph 131 of the Complaint is denied.   
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132. Paragraph 132 of the Complaint is denied.   

133. Paragraph 133 of the Complaint is denied.   

134. Paragraph 134 of the Complaint is admitted.   

135. Paragraph 135 of the Complaint is admitted to the extent that it requires Judge 

Ruehlman’s orders to be “lawful.”  Further answering, Chesley and the Waite Firm assert that all 

of Judge Ruehlman’s orders in the Hamilton County Litigation are lawful.   

136. Paragraph 136 of the Complaint is denied.  Further answering, Chesley and the 

Waite Firm assert that Ford’s assertion that the Ohio court lacks personal jurisdiction over her is 

patently wrong.  Ford has multiple clients in Ohio with whom she has had communications and 

to whom she has sent money.  Those actions are specifically relevant to the Hamilton County 

Litigation and they support personal jurisdiction over Ford in Ohio.   

137. Paragraph 137 of the Complaint is denied.   

138. Paragraph 138 of the Complaint is denied.   

139. Paragraph 139 of the Complaint requires no response other than as stated above.   

140. Paragraph 140 of the Complaint is denied.   

141. Paragraph 141 of the Complaint is denied.   

142. Exhibit 1 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the January 6, 2015, Verified 

Memorandum in Support of Motion for Injunctive Relief filed in the Hamilton County 

Litigation.   

143. Exhibit 2 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the January 12, 2015, Affidavit of 

Vincent E. Mauer re: Notice to Respondent Ford filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 
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144. Exhibit 3 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the February 5, 2015, Combined 

Verified Motion and Supporting Memorandum Seeking Amplification of Restraining Order filed 

in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

145. Exhibit 4 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the April 13, 2015, Notice of Filing 

Certified Federal Court Documents Remanding this Case filed in the Hamilton County 

Litigation. 

146. Exhibit 5 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the April 28, 2015, Notice of Filing 

Documents from Dismissed Federal and Boone Circuit Court Cases filed in the Hamilton County 

Litigation. 

147. Exhibit 6 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the May 7, 2015, Opposition to 

Motion to Dismiss filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

148. Exhibit 7 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the May 12, 2015, Notice of Filing 

Documents filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

149. Exhibit 8 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the May 14, 2015, Motion for 

Leave to File Surreply filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

150. Exhibit 9 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the May 14, 2015, Amended 

Memorandum in Opposition to Motion to Declare Restraining Order Dissolved or to Dissolve 

Them filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

151. Exhibit 10 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the June 26, 2015, Motion of 

Intervenor Waite Schneider Bayless & Chesley Co., LPA, for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief 

filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 
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152. Exhibit 11 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the July 22, 2015, Petitioners 

Motion for Leave to File Second Amended Verified Petition filed in the Hamilton County 

Litigation. 

153. Exhibit 12 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the July 30, 2015, Reply to 

Defendant Angela M. Ford’s Response in Opposition to the Motion of Intervenor Waite 

Schneider Bayless & Chesley Co., LPA, for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief filed in the 

Hamilton County Litigation. 

154. Exhibit 13 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the August 18, 2015, Notice of 

Filing Certified Copies filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

155. Exhibit 14 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the August 21, 2015, Motion for 

Leave to File Verified Statement of Supplemental Facts in Support of Petition for Permanent 

Injunction filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

156. Exhibit 15 is a true and accurate copy of the August 26, 2015, Order Granting 

Motion of Intervenor Waite Schneider Bayless & Chesley Co., L.P.A. for Declaratory and 

Injunctive Relief filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

157. Exhibit 16 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the September 4, 2015, Complaint 

of Intervenor Waite Schneider Bayless & Chesley Co LPA for Declaratory & Injunctive Relief 

filed in the Hamilton County Litigation. 

158. Exhibit 17 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the September 8, 2015, Motion 

for Enforcement of Restraining Order filed in the Hamilton County Litigation 

159. Exhibit 18 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the February 13, 2015, Motion to 

Remand filed in Stanley M. Chesley v. Angela M. Ford, Esq., et al., United States District Court, 

Southern District of Ohio Case No. 1:15-cv-83 (the “District Court Action”). 
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160. Exhibit 19 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the February 16, 2015, Notice of 

Filing Affidavit of Frank Benton In Support of Petitioner’s Motion for Remand filed in the 

District Court Action. 

161. Exhibit 20 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the March 13, 2015, Reply to 

Response to Motion re Motion to Remand filed in the District Court Action. 

162. Exhibit 21 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the March 19, 2015, Response in 

Opposition re Declare the Restraining Orders Dissolved or to Dissolve Them filed in the District 

Court Action. 

163. Exhibit 22 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the April 3, 2015, Response to 

Motion re Motion for Leave to File First Amended Petition for Declaratory Judgment and 

Injunctive Relief filed in the District Court Action. 

164. Exhibit 23 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the April 3, 2015, Notice by 

Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley re Response to Motion for Filing Supplemental Affidavit of Frank 

V. Benton filed in the District Court Action. 

165. Exhibit 24 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the April 6, 2015, Opinion and 

Order Granting Motion to Remand; Granting Motion for Leave to File filed in the District 

Court Action. 

166. Exhibit 25 hereto is a true and accurate copy of the September 16, 2015, 

Defendant Chesley’s Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to Execute filed in Mildred Abbott, et al. 

v. Stanley M. Chesley, et al., Commonwealth of Kentucky, Boone Circuit Court, Division 

III Case No. 05-CI-436. 
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SECOND DEFENSE 

167. The Complaint is barred by the doctrines of laches, waiver, delay, in pari delicto, 

and unclean hands.   

THIRD DEFENSE 

168. The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted because, 

among other reasons, Ford possesses an adequate remedy at law. 

FOURTH DEFENSE 

169. This Court lacks jurisdiction to consider this original action. 

FIFTH DEFENSE 

170. Relator has failed to join necessary parties to this original action. 

 HAVING answered the Complaint, Chesley prays for dismissal of the Complaint, a 

lifting of the stay imposed by this Court on further actions by Judge Ruehlman in the Hamilton 

County Litigation and such other relief as is just and proper. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Marion H. Little, Jr.    
John W. Zeiger (0010707) 
Marion H. Little, Jr. (0042679) 
Zeiger, Tigges & Little LLP 
41 S. High Street, Suite 3500 
Columbus, OH  43215 
Phone: (614) 365-4113 
Fax: (614) 365-7900 
Email: zeiger@litohio.com 
 little@litohio.com 
 
Attorneys for Intervenor  
Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., 
L.P.A.  
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/s/ Donald J. Rafferty     
Donald J. Rafferty (0042614) 
Cohen Todd Kite & Sanford, LLC  
250 East Fifth Street, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
Phone:  (513) 333-5243  
Fax:  (513) 241-4490 
Email:  DRafferty@ctks.com 
 
Attorneys for Intervenor 
Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., 
L.P.A. 
 
 
/s/ Vincent E. Mauer     
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
Frost Brown Todd LLP 
301 E. Fourth Street, Suite 3300 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45244 
Phone: (513) 651-6785  
Fax (513) 651-6981 
Email: vmauer@fbtlaw.com  
 
Attorneys for Intervenor 
Stanley M. Chesley 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 The undersigned certifies that on this 5th day of October, 2015, a true and correct copy of 

the foregoing was served via U.S. Mail, first class postage prepaid, and electronic mail pursuant 

to Civil Rule 5(B)(2)(c) and (f) on: 

Brian S. Sullivan, Esq.  
Christen M. Steimle, Esq.  
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP 
255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
 
Attorneys for Relator Angela M. Ford 

James W. Harper, Esq. 
Hamilton County Prosecutor’s Office  
230 East Ninth Street, Suite 4000 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202  
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
the Honorable Robert P. Ruehlman 

 
/s/ Marion H. Little, Jr.    
Marion H. Little, Jr. (0042679) 

959-002:569319 
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Stanley M. Chesley 

v. 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

Case No. ----

Petitioner Judge Ruehlman 

Angela M. Ford, Esq. et al. 
VERIFIED MEMORANDUM IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

Respondents 

Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley ("Chesley") seeks immediate preliminary relief and a 

subsequent permanent injunction pursuant to Ohio Rule of Civil Procedure 65(B) et seq. As set 

fo11h in detail below, relief is appropriate based upon the facts and circumstances that 

demonstrate that current form of the Chesley Judgment and Ford's actions combine to: 

(i) violate the requirement that a non-class action money judgment be in favor of 
currently known person(s) in a determined amount per judgment creditor. The 
Abbott Case is a "mass tort action" not a class action. So, the judgment cannot be 
in the nature of a total owed to a group of persons; 

(ii) impede the operation of public policy in the State of Ohio and the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky in favor of settlement; 

(iii) impair the proper functioning of this Court and Kentucky courts because 
knowing the true amount of the Chesley Judgment is relevant (a) to any 
consideration by a Kentucky court of requirements that might be imposed if 
Chesley seeks a stay of enforcement of the Chesley Judgment while his Kentucky 
appeal is pending and (b) to limitations this Comt might impose on Ford to insure 
that her collection eff01ts do not attach assets in excess of the amount truly owed 
on the Chesley Judgment; 

(iv) prevent Chesley from considering in the future possibly presenting reasoned 
settlement offers that Chesley might make to some or all of the stated 
beneficiaries of the Chesley Judgment, the over possibly 400 plus separate Abbott 
Case plaintiffs, see Exhibit A; 

(v) deprive each of the Unknown Respondents of the potential oppmtunity to 
individually receive and consider settlement offers from Chesley; 
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(vi) shroud in secrecy the value and disposition of the money and assets the value 
of which must be credited against the Chesley Judgment; 

(vii) inhibit Chesley's ability to properly consider all remedies that are available 
to Chesley; and 

(viii) endanger the financial privacy rights of third-parties, including ce11ain Ohio 
citizens, residents and domiciles whose documents and information Ford seeks to 
obtain without using proper procedures in Ohio. 

All of these rights and principles will be itTeparably lost if Ford, on behalf of the Unknown 

Respondents, is permitted to domesticate the Chesley Judgment in the State of Ohio and then 

issue subpoenas and take collection action in the State of Ohio without providing to Chesley the 

information sought by this proceeding. 

Granting the requested relief in favor of Chesley will prevent those harms and not 

significantly injure the Respondents since the Respondents will have the exact rights they are 

entitled to under applicable law after they comply with this Court's requirements imposed after 

the Court's granting of Chesley' s Motion For Order Restraining Registration and Enforcement of 

Kentucky Judgment and Document Destruction (the "Motion"). 

Granting the requested relief herein benefits the public by (i) promoting the public policy 

in favor of settlements, (ii) smoothing and expediting future decisions by this Com1 or courts in 

Kentucky, and (iii) protecting innocent uninvolved Ohio third-parties from Ford's intrusive 

inquiries which should all be postponed until Ford complies with applicable law and then Ford's 

inquiries will be conducted using proper Ohio procedures. 

FACTS RELEVANT TO FORD'S PLANNED JUDGMENT COLLECTION ACTIVITY 

This case arose from the criminal activity of two former lawyers, William J. Gallion and 

Shirley A. Cunningham (jointly the "Criminals''). The Criminals and Melbourne Mills, Jr. 
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("Mills")1 colluded to misappropriate some settlement proceeds owed their clients in a Kentucky 

pharmaceutical products liability action styled Janetta M Moore, et al. v. A. H Robbins 

Company, et al. Boone County, Kentucky Circuit Case No. 98-CI-00795 (the "Settled Case"). 

Respondent Angela M. Ford, Esq. ("Ford") is a licensed Kentucky lawyer who represents 

an unknown number of clients in this matter. Ford is a respondent herein primarily in her 

capacity as agent for her clients. In 2005, Ford filed an action accusing Chesley, the Criminal 

Defendants2 and others of mishandling a portion of the settlement proceeds generated by the 

Settled Case. That case is styled Mildred Abbott, et al. v. Stanley M Chesley, et al. Boone 

Circuit Court Case No.05-CI-436 (the "Abbot Case"). In fact, Chesley did not mishandle any 

settlement proceeds in the Settled Case. 

The Abbott Case was initially assigned to Judge Wehr of the Boone Circuit Court. In 

March 2006, Judge Wehr found that the Criminal Defendants breached certain contractual duties 

they owed to their clients who had been plaintiffs in the Settled Case by charging more in 

attorney fees than permitted by the Criminal Defendants' contracts with their clients. On August 

1, 2007 Judge Wehl' held that the Criminal Defendants owed the Abbott Case plaintiffs 

$42,000,0003 plus 8% prejudgment interest -- hereinafter the "Criminal Defendants Judgment." 

At about that same time, Judge Wehr declined to enter a similar judgment against Chesley. 

1 Collectively, the Criminals and Mills will be refen-ed to as the "Criminal Defendants" because all three were 
accused of federal crimes but only the Criminals were convicted. Chesley was never criminally charged. 
2 As this matter has unfolded, Chesley is in fact a victim of the Criminal Defendants since he has suffered 
grievously as a result of the Criminal Defendants' actions. 
3 The difference between the supposedly mishandled settlement funds sought by Ford and the $42,000,000 
judgment against the Criminal Defendants arises primarily from the recovery of approximately $20,500,000 from 
the Kentucky Fund For Healthy Living, a charity controlled by the Criminal Defendants funded with money from 
the Settled Case. In March 2006, the assets of this charity were placed into a "constructive trust" in favor of the 
Abbott Case plaintiffs when that money was transferred to a Qualified Settlement Fund. Ford controlled this money 
and this money was used to pay certain expenses. Chesley believes that Ford retained a 40% legal fee from the 
recovered charity funds and all monies and assets she collected against the $42,000,000 judgment. 
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FORD'S COLLECTION EFFORTS AGAINT THE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS 

Ford immediately began working to collect the $42,000,000 "Criminal Defendants 

Judgment." Certain collection actions taken by Ford are relevant to this Comt. 

The Receivership Used By Ford 

Ford's seized certain race horse assets from the Criminal Defendants. Those assets were 

owned by Tandy LLC. After consideration of Ford's then pending motions, in a July 2, 2008 

Order, the Boone Circuit Coutt directed an existing "interim receiver" to take control over the 

assets of Tandy LLC. This was done before any judgment was entered against Chesley so 

Chesley does not know why Ford chose not to immediately sell the seized assets and Chesley 

had no standing to oppose Ford's decision to put assets into a receivership. 

Ford became unhappy with the receivership. In a filing on February 25, 2008 with the 

Boone Circuit Court, Ford said that the Abbot Case plaintiffs oppose the "use of funds entrusted 

to the Interim Receiver for any other purpose other than distribution to the Plaintiffs .... " Ford 

also stated to that "there are a myriad of questions related to management of assets .... " See 

Exhibit B. The Boone Circuit Comt repeatedly approved payment of the Interim Receiver's 

expenses from the above-discussed "Kentucky Fen Phen Qualified Settlement Fund" instead of 

paying those expenses from cash generated by the receivership. See, for example, Exhibit C. 

The receivership's operation was cash flow negative.4 

The assets of Tandy, LLC seized by Ford could have been immediately sold for the 

benefit of the Abbot Case plaintiffs. The proceeds of that sale would have been credited against 

the Criminal Defendants Judgment thus reducing the $42,000,000 owed to the Abbott Case 

4 Exhibit Dis the "Tenth Interim Receiver's Report" filed in the Abbott Case on December 11, 2009 which shows 
"deposits" of$43,624.81 against "Approved Expenses Paid" of$271,340.25. 
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plaintiffs. Instead, a receivership was used and that receivership managed the assets in a fashion 

questioned by Ford and was cash flow insolvent. 

The assets of Tandy LLC seized by Ford were finally sold for an amount that has not 

been specifically disclosed to Chesley. Upon information and belief, the Tandy LLC assets 

could have been sold sooner for a greater amount than realized by the subsequent sale. 

Chesley does not know the net effect of the receivership's existence and operation. 

Chesley does know, however, that the total value of the assets seized by Ford should be 

immediately credited against the Criminal Defendants Judgment and thus now against the 

Chesley Judgment. The risk of loss for those funds should fall on Ford, not Chesley. 

Ford Chooses Collection Co-Counsel 

Ford needed help collecting the Criminal Defendants Judgment. Ford retained Seth J. 

Johnston, Esq. of the law finn of Miller & Wells ("Johnston''). Johnston attended hearings and 

drafted garnishments for the Abbott Case plaintiffs. Johnston "collected and distributed" what 

Ford describes as "significant sums" to be credited against the Criminal Defendants Judgment. 

The relationship between Ford and Johnston deteriorated. In August 2012 Ford sued 

Johnston and others alleging the conversion of over $2,000,000 in a case styled AT! Ventures, 

LLC, Villa Paridisio and Angela Ford v. Johnston Legal, PSC, Seth J. Johnston, et al. Fayette 

County, Kentucky Circuit Court Case No. 12-CI-3758 (the "Johnston Case'). In her second 

amended complaint in the Johnston Case, Ford recites how Johnston helped collect the judgment 

against the Criminal Defendants. Later, Ford alleges that Johnston made fraudulent transfers to 

third parties of funds that should have been controlled by Ford. 

Chesley does not know if Ford recovered any funds in the Johnston Case. Chesley does 

know, however, that the credit against the Criminal Defendants Judgment should be for all of the 
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funds seized by Ford and Johnston regardless of the ultimate disposition of those funds. The risk 

of loss for those funds should fall on Ford, not Chesley. 

FORD'S ROLE IN THE CRIMINAL CASE 

Criminal charges were filed against the Criminals in 2007 alleging that the actions that 

resulted in the Criminal Defendants Judgment warranted criminal sanctions. See, United States 

of America v. Gallion and Cunningham, U.S.D.C. E.D. Ky. Criminal No. 07-39-DCR (the 

"Criminal Case"). The charges against the Criminals carried penalties that included asset 

forfeiture and restitution to the Criminals' victims. 

On August 16, 2007, the federal district court appointed Ford as the Victim's Advocate in 

the Criminal Case under the Crime Victims' Rights Act, 18 U.S.C. Section 3771. Ford accepted 

that appointment and proceeded to abuse the powers granted to Ford. 5 

Restitution To The Criminal Case "Victims" Represented By Ford 

The federal court convicted the Criminals in April 2009 and ordered restitution to their 

victims. Ford's role as the victim's legal representative initially did not include disbursement of 

funds collected in the Criminal Case.6 Ford sought to change that situation by filing the Victim's 

Motion For Order Appointing Victim's Representative [Ford] As Trustee For Management And 

Disbursal of Forfeiture And Restitution Funds. Ford wanted control over all the funds and she 

wanted to collect her 40% fee from all the funds. 

Under pressure from the federal court, Ford transferred to the United States Marshalls 

Service ("USMS") funds from four bank accountants established in the Abbott Case; those 

accounts included, inter alia, funds from the Kentucky Fund For Healthy Living and funds from 

5 Upon information and belief, Chesley asserts that Ford retained attorney fees from the forfeited and restitution 
funds and took advantage of the work performed by employees of the United States of America. 
6 See page 4 of the Brief of Appellant Angela M. Ford filed in the Sixth Circuit on December 1, 2011. 
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the sale of assets of Tandy LLC.7 The USMS got control over funds that arose in the Abbott 

Case all of which should be credited against the Criminal Defendants Judgment and thus the 

Chesley Judgment. The ultimate disposition and application of those funds has not been 

specifically disclosed to Chesley. 

When Ford accepted the role of Victim's Advocate, Ford accepted "an affirmative duty to 

represent the statutory rights of all 421 victims" - not just the Abbott Case plaintiffs. To meet 

her duty to the crime victims8 who are not Abbott Case plaintiffs, Ford established a separate 

escrow account over which Ford had control.9 Ford has admitted that the escrow account took 

money from the Abbott Case plaintiffs. On November 18, 2012 Ford wrote: 

The United States is correct in stating that the 2 prior distributions made in 
the state court civil action [the Abbott Case] did not include the 14 Victims who 
are not pmiies to that action ... ., the undersigned [Ford] agreed to escrow a pro 
rata p011ion of the funds then available for distribution, as though the 14 Victims 
were parties to the civil action, as a compromise. 

See Exhibit F, Defendants' Victims' Response To United States's (sic) Pre-hearing 

Memorandum filed by Ford in the Criminal Case. Chesley does not know where the funds in the 

escrow account originated, but it seems undeniable they came from one of the Criminals and 

should be credited against the Criminal Defendants Judgment and the Chesley Judgment. 

This discussion of funds distributed through the federal comi is relevant to this Comi 

because any restitution paid to the Abbott Case plaintiffs reduces the amount of the civil verdict. 

KRS § 533.030(3)(d). This reflects the general rule that "a party can have but one satisfaction 

for an injury resulting from a t011 ... . "Burke Ente1prises, Inc. v. MUchell, 700 S.W.2d 789, 794 

7 See Defendants' Victims Motion To Distribute Funds in U.S. Marshall's Possession filed by Ford in the Criminal 
Case on Sept. 10, 2010. 
8 The federal court stated that Ford represents 407 clients in the Abbott Case. 
9 See the Motion For Partial Lift of Seal of Accounting as to United States filed on Aug. 2, 2011 in the Criminal 
Case and see Exhibit E, Defendants' Victims' Response To Proposed Order regarding Restitution filed by Ford in 
the Criminal Case on Jan. 2, 2013. 
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(Ky.1985). Accord, Colwell v. Holland Roofing of Cincinnati, Inc., 2003-CA-001236-MR, 2005 

WL 735854, at* 1 (Ky. App. Apr. 1, 2005). 

Similarly, under Ohio law, "[a]ll restitution payments shall be credited against any 

recovery of economic loss in a civil action brought by the victim or any survivor of the victim 

against the offender." Ohio R.C. Section 2929.18(A)(l ). The total recovery in Ohio cannot 

exceed the victim's actual economic loss, recovery of both civil and criminal sums for the same 

harm constitute an "impermissible economic windfall for the victim." State v. Bowman, 181 

Ohio App.3d 407, 411, 2009-0hio-1281, 909 N.E.2d 170, 173, if 12 (2nd Dist.). 

The crime victim's restitution and asset forfeiture in the Criminal Case is compensation 

for the same harm as was the basis of the Abbott Case. All amounts paid in the Criminal Case 

should be credited against the Criminal Defendants Judgment and the Chesley Judgment and the 

judgment reduction process is continuing. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co. v. Hill, Greene Co. 

No. 2006 CA 24, 2007-0hio-581, ~ 12 (2nd Dist.). Ford is required to update the amount owed 

on the Criminal Defendants Judgment as money is forfeited or restitution paid. 10 

The Federal Government Required Disclosure By Ford 

In February 2011, the United States Attomey for the Eastern District of Kentucky 

("USA") acted in the Criminal Case to determine the amounts and locations of all funds 

collected by Ford including both amounts Ford distributed to her clients and amounts Ford 

retained. The USA also specifically wanted to know the location of all funds collected by Ford 

but not distributed to her clients. After several futile efforts to keep her secrets, Ford produced to 

the federal com1 all that information except for "the location of attorney's fees paid to Ford by 

10 The Federal Rule is the same. United States v. Elson, 577 F.3d 713, 734 (6th Cir.2009). 
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her clients." 11 This did not satisfy the USA and so Ford continued her efforts to keep secrets by 

appealing to the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, Appeal Number 11-6187. 

Ford eventually filed under seal a complete disclosure with the federal com1, including an 

analysis of Ford's attorney fees. The filing by Ford was initially for in camera review by the 

federal district court. Subsequently, the USA was granted access to Ford's filing. Despite this 

development, Ford asserted to the Sixth Circuit that her appeal was not moot because Ford 

desperately wanted to keep her secrets. 12 

Ford's information in the Criminal Case remains under seal. Chesley made two requests 

for access to that information and Ford opposed both of those eff011s. Also, Ford has 

stonewalled traditional discovery efforts by Chesley in Kentucky to determine the information 

discussed in this Suppmiing Memo. 

Reimbursement to the United States 

On May 17, 2007 the USA filed a statement of interest in the Abbott Case asserting the 

USA's right to subrogation for ce11ain amounts paid to third parties on behalf of the Abbott Case 

plaintiffs. These amounts were generally related to health care expenses. 

The Boone Circuit Comi recognized the United States' rights and certain funds were 

distributed to the USA instead of to the Abbott Case plaintiffs. A credit against the Chesley 

Judgment must be given for any amounts paid to the USA because the amounts paid to the USA 

were owed to the Abbott Case plaintiffs and would have been paid to those plaintiffs but for the 

subrogation rights asse11ed by the USA. 

The amount distributed to the USA pursuant is not less than $318,824.95. See the May 2, 

2008 Order entered in the Abbott Case. 

11 Page 10 of the Brief of Appellant Angela M. Ford filed on Dec. 1, 201 1 with the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
12 Supplemental Brief of Appellant Angela M. Ford Concerning the Court's Continuing Jurisdiction filed with the 
Sixth Circuit on Sept. 5, 2012. 
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THE JUDGMENT AGAINST PETITIONER CHESLEY 

After separate trips to the Kentucky Comt of Appeals13 and the Kentucky Supreme Court, 

in an Order signed on July 29, 2014 Judge Scluand who replaced Judge Wehr on the Abbott 

Case ruled Chesley "jointly and severally liable with" the Criminal Defendants "for the existing 

judgment amount of $42 million owed to Plaintiffs" - the Criminal Defendants Judgment. See 

Exhibit A. The Order of the Boone Circuit Court was clarified in a Second Amended Judgment 

entered in the Abbott Case on October 22, 2014. The Second Amended Judgment makes 

Chesley liable for "pre-judgment interest at the rate of 8% per annum from April 1, 2002 and 

post-judgment interest compounded annually at the rate of 12% per annum thereon from the date 

of this Judgment." This is the Chesley Judgment. 

Despite the above-discussed significant collection activity, Ford failed to provide to the 

Boone Circuit Court an accounting of the amounts collected on account of the Criminal 

Defendants Judgment. Ford's failure is obvious from the fact that the Chesley Judgment refers 

to original $42,000,000 amount despite millions collected on account of the Criminal Defendants 

Judgment; if Ford had provided updated information the Chesley Judgment would have started 

with the true amount owed then rather than repeating the seven year old $42,000,000 amount. 

A summary of Ford's actions in the Abbott Case shows this timeline: 

(1) entry of the $42,000,000 Criminal Defendants Judgment in August 2007; 

(2) take extensive collection action involving a receiver and other tactics; 

(3) conflate the Criminal Defendants Judgment collection effo11s and proceeds 
with the restitution amounts owed by the Criminals while acting as the Victims 
Advocate and transfer funds to the USMS; and 

13 The Boone Circuit Court initially granted summary judgment against Chesley. That judgment was reversed by 
the Kentucky Court of Appeals in 2011 and then reinstated in 2013 by the Supreme Court of Kentucky. 
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(4) entry of the Chesley Judgment in 2014. Followed promptly by discovery 
addressed to Chesley that is more than 50% focused on financial documents and 
information of third-pat1ies including many citizens and residents of Ohio. 

Chesley had no real opportunity to challenge any aspect of the manner in which the 

$42,000,000 amount of the Criminal Defendants Judgment was determined or how Ford chose to 

collect that judgment and disburse the proceeds thereof because Chesley was not a judgment 

debtor when all the above-described activity occuffed. 

CHESLEY'S APPEAL IN KENTUCKY WILL BE SUCCESSFUL 

Chesley is not asking this Court to reverse the Chesley Judgment. 

Still, it is important for this Court to understand that the Chesley Judgment is seriously 

flawed because the high probability of reversal on the merits in Kentucky reduces any injury to 

Respondents imposed by a slight delay in their collection efforts against Chesley. It does not 

harm the Respondents if their improper effo11s to collect a flawed judgment are slowed by 

forcing Ford to obey the law and only collect the proper amount now owed since any funds 

collected on the Chesley Judgment will probably be returned to Chesley or those innocent third 

parties from whom Ford may seize assets. 

Imposition of Liability on Chesley via the Chesley Judgment Will Be Reve1·sed 

Summary judgment against the Criminal Defendants was granted in 2006. 14 Contrarily, 

Ford's initial motion for summary judgment against Chesley was denied. 15 Seven years after the 

Criminal Defendants Judgment and acting without any discovery after the 2013 Kentucky 

Supreme Court's Abbott v. Chesley decision, the Boone Circuit Com1 entered the Chesley 

14 The Kentucky Supreme Comt affirmed summary judgment against the Criminal Defendants stating that the 
Abbott Case claims' were "essentially contractual, based upon CGM's [the Criminal Defendants] breach of the 
attorney-client contracts." Abbott v. Chesley, 413 S.W.3d 589, 603 (Ky. 2013). As an alternative, the Kentucky 
Supreme Court held that the Criminal Defendants conduct amounted to a joint enterprise or joint venture, such that 
joint liability could be imposed under Kentucky partnership law. Id. at 604. 
15 Judge Wehr of the Boone Circuit Court denied Ford's first motion for judgment against Chesley, stating, "The 
rationale of the previously entered partial summary judgment [against the Criminal Defendants] does not apply to" 
Chesley. 
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Judgment. The Chesley Judgment is premised solely on collateral estoppel; the Boone Circuit 

Court (Judge Schrand) held that Chesley was part of a "joint enterprise" with the Criminal 

Defendants and thus ruled Chesley jointly and severally liable for the Criminal Defendants 

Judgment. In so doing, Judge Schrand ignored the distinction between Chesley's ethical conduct 

issues in Kentucky (Chesley was not disbarred in Ohio) and the criminal acts of the Criminal 

Defendants. 

The Boone Circuit Court made that 2014 ruling despite the Kentucky Supreme Couit 

specifically stating that Chesley's situation was distinguishable from the situation of the Criminal 

Defendants. The Kentucky Supreme Coutt said: 

Appellants also contend that the joint and several liability of CGM [the Criminal 
Defendants] should extend to Chesley because he acted in concert with CGM. 
We decline the invitation to do so. . . . Chesley's role in the enterprise clearly 
differed from that of Cunningham, Gallion, or Mills. The agreement itself seems 
to treat him differently. 

Abbott v. Chesley, 413 S.W.3d 589, 604-5 (Ky. 2013). 

The Chesley Judgment is based on the Kentucky Supreme Comt's decision that Chesley 

violated ce1tain ethical obligations he owed to the Abbott Case plaintiffs. In contrast, the 

Criminal Defendants Judgment is based on the Criminal Defendants' breach of contractual duties 

to the Abbott Case plaintiffs when the Criminal Defendants "paid themselves fees over and 

above the amount to which they were entitled to (sic) under their fee contracts with their 

clients."16 Holding Chesley jointly liable with the Criminal Defendants is legally impermissible 

because Chesley's liability is premised on violations of ethical rules while the Criminal 

Defendants Judgment is premised on breach of contract. 

Neither the Kentucky Supreme Court's decision nor the Chesley Judgment contains the 

findings of fact needed to determine that Chesley acted in collusion with the Criminal 

16 August l, 2007 Order in the Abbott Case, the Criminal Defendants Judgment. 
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Defendants in a manner that would permit the imposition of joint and several liability upon 

Chesley. The Chesley Judgment rests on shaky legal ground and will probably be reversed in the 

pending appeal to the Kentucky Court of Appeals. 

The Maximum Overpayment to Chesley is $6,465,621.87 making the $42,000,000 
Amount of the Chesley Judgment in Error 

The Criminal Defendants Judgment amount of $42,000,000 was determined by 

calculating the excess legal fees that were diverted to the Criminal Defendants by their fraud. It 

had no connection to Chesley. 

If a judgment against Chesley is proper in the Abbott Case, the most that should be 

awarded against Chesley would be a judgment for fees he received in excess of the amount he 

should have received in the Settled Case. In analyzing that question, the Kentucky Supreme 

Court assumed that Chesley was entitled to 21 % of the total attorney's fees that were properly 

paid in the Settled Case. The Kentucky Supreme Comi then discussed what Chesley received 

compared to what he was entitled to receive in the Settled Case. The Kentucky Supreme Court's 

discussion leads to a maximum overpayment to Chesley of $6,465,621.87. 

Separately, the Kentucky Bar's Trial Commissioner and Board of Governors asked the 

Supreme Court to award an approximately $7,500,000 restitution award against Chesley. The 

Kentucky Supreme Court declined to enter that award. 

The $42,000,000 judgment amount is incoffect as to Chesley. 

Ford Plans To Wreak Havoc Quickly 

Ford recognizes the above-discussed weakness in both the liability determination and the 

amount of the Chesley Judgment. For that reason, she is acting quickly to collect the Chesley 

Judgment while simultaneously preventing Chesley from having any opportunity to consider 

making rational settlement offers to the Unknown Respondents. 
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Ford has served extensive asset related discovery on Chesley in the Abbott Case. 

Chesley will respond to that intrusive discovery in Kentucky. Much of that discovery seeks 

information from Chesley about non-patties who are Ohio citizens, residents and domiciles. 

Ford threatens worse than burdensome discovery addressed to Chesley. In a December 

12, 2014 e-mail to Chesley's counsel Ford stated her plan to inflict pain on, and invade the 

privacy of, several innocent third patties. Ford wrote: 

I'll obviously want the written discovery back from Chesley as well as documents 
from subpoenas I'll issue . . . . In addition, I'll want to depose his [Chesley's] 
wife and children and several institutions. There are other individuals that I'll 
want to depose but I'm not prepared to identify those just yet. 

Ford's reference to issuing subpoenas is an obvious plan to seek documents from non-parties. 

Ford plans to create problems for (i) Chesley's wife, (ii) Chesley's two children, (iii) 1'several 

institutions", and (iv) an unknown number of other individuals. Many of Ford's targets are in 

Ohio. Ford must be made to strictly comply with all legal requirements for the registration or 

domestication of the Chesley Judgment and enforcement use of a valid Ohio judgment before she 

begins to invade the financial privacy of so many innocent non-parties. 

THE WHO? & HOW MUCH? OF THE CHESLEY JUDGMENT 

It is axiomatic as a judgment debtor Chesley is entitled to know how much he owes in 

total and precisely to whom that amount is now owed on an individual basis for each patiicular 

judgment creditor. The Comi might wonder how Chesley got into this situation. The answer is 

that the above-described procedural morass prevented Chesley from taking discovery in the 

Abbott Case: (i) the existence of the Criminal Case and Chesley's co-defendants asse1iing their 

Fifth Amendment Rights (ii) the appeal to the Kentucky Court of Appeals; (iii) Ford's 

subsequent appeal to the Kentucky Supreme Comt; and (iv) Chesley's disciplinary proceeding 

followed by the Kentucky Supreme Court's ruling on the recommendation arising from that 
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proceeding all combined to inhibit the normal discovery process in the Abbott Case. Chesley 

never deposed a single Abbott Case plaintiff7 so that he might know how much Ford asse1is 

Chesley owes in total and precisely to whom that amount is now owed on an individual basis for 

each particular judgment creditor. Similarly, Chesley never deposed any of the Criminal 

Defendants and so never had an opp01iunity to demonstrate that he did not conspire with them. 

Without critical information concerning the Chesley Judgment, many basic public 

policies will be frustrated and Chesley will forever lose imp01iant rights: 

( 1) the fair and efficient operation of comis in the State of Ohio and the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky may be impeded because, inter alia, the true amount 
of the Chesley Judgment is relevant to (a) any consideration by a Kentucky court 
of requirements that might be imposed if Chesley seeks a stay of enforcement 
while his Kentucky appeal is pending and (b) limitations this Court might impose 
on Ford to insure that her collection effotis do not attach assets in excess of the 
amount truly owed on the Chesley Judgment; 

(2) Chesley has a right to consider all available remedies under applicable law 
if the Chesley Judgment renders Chesley insolvent - but, that right is not available 
if Chesley cannot identify his creditors as required by applicable law; and 

(3) Ohio public policy favors settlements18 but Chesley cannot consider 
making any rational settlement offer(s) to patiicular plaintiffs unless and until he 
knows how much is owed to each Abbott Case plaintiff. 19 

17 Among the unexplored questions related to Chesley's alleged liability to the Abbott Case plaintiffs is the benefits 
received by the Abbott Case plaintiffs in the Settled Case as a direct result of Chesley's involvement in the Settled 
Case. Chesley believes that his efforts in the Settled Case provided substantially more benefit to the Abbott Case 
plaintiffs than Ford's efforts in this litigation. 
18 Ohio Rule of Professional Conduct 1.2 and the Kentucky Rule of Professional Conduct 3.130(1.2) both mandate 
that "[a] lawyer shall abide by a client's decision whether to settle a matter." Each state's rule governing 
communication between lawyers and clients, fortifies this contention. OH ST RPC Rule 1.4 and KY ST S CT 
RULE 3.130, RPC Rule 3.130(1.4) require that lawyers promptly inform their clients of those matters requiring the 
client's consent; this rule read in conjunction with Rule 1.2 mandates that all settlement negotiations be filtered 
through the client. Ford avoids this obligation by hiding her clients and how much is owed to each thereby 
preventing Chesley from considering the option of making an informed settlement offer to particular Abbott Case 
plaintiffs. 
19 Having chosen a "mass action" instead of a class action, Ford is ethically bound to transmit any settlement offers 
made by Chesley to each offeree and the clients are individually entitled to decide whether to accept that client's 
paiiicular offer. Ford, of course has effectively deprived her clients of their right to consider settlement offers by 
preventing Chesley from making any rational settlement offers. 
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Chesley has requested but not received from Ford (i) a calculation of the total amount 

now owed on the Chesley Judgment including, but not limited to, a calculation of the pre-

judgment interest and (ii) a calculation of the per diem post-judgment interest that Ford asse1ts is 

accruing. Without those, Chesley cannot know what he owes to any paiticular judgment creditor 

(a/k/a any particular Unknown Respondent) 

Who Are The 400 plus Abbott Case Plaintiffs ancl the Unknown Respondents 

The "Plaintiffs" in the Abbott Case are the stated beneficiaries of the Chesley Judgment 

and real parties in interest in this matter. In a twist from the Chesley Judgment, Ford asse1ts that 

not all of the "Plaintiffs" in the Abbott Case are Chesley's judgment creditors, the Unknown 

Respondents. 

All of Chesley's judgment creditors should each be a named respondent and served with 

the Petition and related filings filed in this matter. Chesley has asked for the cunent names, 

addresses and amounts owed to each of his judgment creditors20
• Ford, however, has failed or 

otherwise refused to identify those persons to Chesley. 

Initially, the Abbott Case was pied as a class action. In her Seventh Amended Complaint 

Ford deleted the class action allegations. Having made that decision, Ford became obligated to 

maintain and when appropriate produce information to Chesley on a creditor by creditor basis. 

In response to Chesley's requests, Ford routinely points to the "grid" attached to the Settlement 

Agreement in the Settled Case. That grid is over 10 years old and contains names that Ford 

asserts are not, in fact, among Chesley's judgment creditors. It seems impossible that none of 

20 The amount owed each judgment creditor by Chesley starts with the amount set in the settlement grid of the 
Settled Case prepared over lO years ago and makes adjustments required in that case - the source of the $42,000,000 
"baseline judgment" against the Criminal Defendants; thereafter, there must be credits for amounts (i) distributed by 
Ford to the Abbott Case plaintiffs, (ii) distributed to the Abbott Case plaintiffs through the Criminal Case, (iii) 
retained by Ford as fees and expenses, (iv) transferred to the USMS, (v) paid to the USA as subrogation, and (vi) 
collected by Ford but dissipated through a bad receiver and supposedly corrupt co-counsel, etc. 
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the persons listed on the 10 year old grid has died or filed bankruptcy - it is true that Chesley 

does not know the names of his cm1·ent judgment creditors. 

The following table mixes filings by Ford in different comts at different times with 

statements by two courts before which Ford represented the Abbott Case plaintiffs. A summary 

of only statements in the Abbott Case (and its appeals) concerning Ford's clients is attached as 

Attachment 1. In total, those filings list 463 separate individuals as plaintiffs in the Abbott Case. 

Both the following table and Attachment 1 show a wide variety of beliefs concerning the 

number of Abbott Case plaintiffs. Chesley's confusion is understandable and very troubling.21 

Ford and others have stated that the following numbers of persons or entities (e.g. estates) are 

Abbott Case plaintiffs: 

21 In Howard et al. v. Angela M. Ford, et al., Fayette Circuit Court Case No. 14-CI-3988 plaintiffs allege 
malpractice by Ford and others. This complaint asse1ts that there should be over 500 plaintiffs in the Abbott Case. 
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DATE DOCUMENT NUMBER OF PLAINTIFFS 
Beginning Brief of the United States of America The Criminals represented "440 

filed with the Sixth Circuit on Feb. 14, individuals" in the Settled Case. 
2012. Another source says 431.22 

Aug. 3, 2007 Ford's Supplemental Motion For 416, Ford "adds one new plaintiff 
Leave To File Seventh Amended and three plaintiffs thought to 
Complaint in the Abbott Case. already have been added." 

Aug. 14, 200723 Ford's Abbott Case Notice of Filing 440 names on two distribution grids 
Revised Summary of Misappropriated attached to Ford's filing. Ford 
Settlement Funds And Attorney Fees. claims to represent 416 persons. 

May 2, 2008 Damages "distribution grid" approved 414 names are on the grid. Ford 
court order with by the Boone Circuit Comt in the asse1ts that some of those persons 
grid attached Settled Case. are not Chesley's creditors. 
Sept. 9, 2011 Memorandum Opinion And Order in 381 

the Criminal Case 
Sept. 9, 2011 Memorandum Opinion And Order in "Ford now represents 407 

the Criminal Case individuals'', but 421 victims were 
identified in this criminal action 

Dec. 1, 2011 Sixth Circuit Brief of Appellant 407 
Angela M. Ford 

Nov. 13, 2014 Statement by Ford in open court in the "variable", maybe 382 from a 2008 
Abbott Case Abbott Case distribution grid24 

"A judgment record or docket should afford definite and reliable info1mation as to the 

patties for and against whom the judgments contained in it are rendered." 46 AM. JuR. 2D 

Judgments§ 126 (2014). As another treatise explains: 

22 

A judgment must designate the parties for and against whom it is rendered, or it 
will be void for uncertainty. The designation of the parties should be made with 
sufficient ce11ainty to enable the clerk to issue execution. This may be done by 

Abbott v. Chesley, 413 S.W.3d 589, 596 (Ky. 2013). 
23 This filing occurred after the Criminal Defendants Judgment was entered. Query, do new plaintiffs receive 
amounts already collected from the Criminal Defendants or only collections on later entered judgments, such as the 
Chesley Judgment? 
24 Selected pages from the transcript from this hearing are attached as Exhibit G. Ford's current position is 
essentially 'my clients are the people to whom I choose to pay money.' Ford's statement beginning on page 22 is: 

MS. FORD: It's the Settlement Agreement, ... , [from the Settled Case] that identifies who are the 
settling Plaintiffs, and how much they're to receive. . . . There were, in fact, additional Plaintiffs in 
this action [the Abbott Case], .... So, there are, in fact, additional Plaintiffs in this case, .... [p23] 
THE COURT: ... so you're saying the 414 on the grid are the ones that are to get the money? 
MS. FORD: They were -- they are actually -- at the end of the day, the number on the grid I believe is 
382, .... And then you have a whole 'nother group of Plaintiffs who didn't have money stolen from 
them. So, the -- the number of Plaintiffs is, in fact, variable, .... 
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naming them conectly or by describing them in such terms as will identify them 
with certainty. 

49 C.J.S. Judgments § 117 (2014). And see Montgome1y v. Viers, 130 Ky. 694, 114 S.W. 251 

(1908) ("In specifying the relief granted, the parties of and for whom it is given must, of course, 

be sufficiently identified.") (citation omitted). 

An Accounting By Ford Is Needed and Can Be Readily Provided 

Upon information and belief, Chesley asserts that by February 14, 2012, Ford had made 

at least tlU"ee distributions to the Abbott Case plaintiffs and retained attorney fees as supposedly 

permitted by her agreement with those clients. All of these distributions were made before the 

Chesley Judgment was entered. Chesley is entitled to credit against the Chesley Judgment for all 

those amounts. 

Public policy in the Commonwealth of Kentucky clearly favors settlement over the cost 

and time associated with prolonged litigation. Kentucky law specifically recognizes discovery as 

a means necessary to promote settlement. LaFleur v. Shoney's, Inc., 83 S.W.3d 474 (Ky. 2002). 

Ohio law similarly favors settlement. Krischbaum v. Dillon, 58 Ohio St. 3d 58, 567 N.E.2d 1291 

(1991). 

This Court has broad discretion to promote settlement between the parties. Thus, "it is 

not an abuse of discretion for a trial judge to suggest a procedure or provide a process which 

facilitates settlement of all or part of the litigation." Bland v. Graves, 99 Ohio App. 3d 123, 136, 

650 N.E.2d 117, 126 (1994). The Manual for Complex Litigation, specifically discusses mass 

tort actions like the Abbott Case stating; 

[In some] cases . . . the judge and parties prefer at the outset to discover 
plaintiff~specific information . . . . For example, in the Ohio asbestos 
litigation, special masters worked with the parties to develop standard 
forms disclosing information that would be relevant to both settlement and 
trial. (emphasis added) 
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§ [4-5.000] Manual for Complex Litigation, DOJML Comment 4-5.000, Section 22.8. Since this 

Court could order discovery of each victim's damages in a mass tort case, by analogy the Court 

can order Ford to now disclose how much is owed to each of the current Unknown Respondents. 

Chesley seeks only information to which he is entitled and that information is similar to that 

which courts regularly order plaintiffs to provide to defendants in normal discovery processes. 

Because Ford decided to make the Abbott Case a "mass" action instead of a "class" 

action, Chesley may have 400-plus individual judgment creditors and public policy promotes 

settlements with as many of those creditors as possible. Settlement(s) require that the pmiies 

stmi with an understanding of how much is owed to each particular judgment creditor. The form 

of the Chesley Judgment combined with Ford's actions prevent Chesley from possibly making a 

rational settlement offer to any of the individual Unknown Respondents who each have the right 

to individually determine if they want to settle with Chesley. See Hatahley v. US., 351 U.S. 

173, 182 (1956) (in action by 30 plaintiffs for loss of horses, trial court's "lump sum" award of 

damages was inadequate for appellate review and case remanded for apportionment of award 

among the individual plaintiffs). 

In 2011 Ford filed in the Criminal Case a significant disclosure including amounts 

collected but not distributed to the Abbott Case plaintiffs. There is no reason that disclosure 

could not be updated and provided to this Court and to Chesley. 

REQUESTED INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

Based upon the foregoing and applicable law, Chesley respectfully requests that this 

Court: 

1. Enjoin Ford (and any other counsel working in conce1i with her) from seeking to 

enforce the Chesley Judgment in the State of Ohio until 90 days after she provides to Chesley a 
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complete list of the cunent names, addresses and amount owed to each specific Unknown 

Respondent who is one of Chesley's judgment creditors. Chesley respectfully submits that this 

relief is necessary to protect Chesley, and innocent third-parties, from suffering any asset seizure 

or other negative act by Ford before Chesley has a fair opportunity to know how much he owes 

on the Chesley Judgment and to whom those amounts are owed so that the above-described 

rights are not irreparably lost. Further, this relief is necessary to smooth the operations of courts 

in the Commonwealth of Kentucky and the State of Ohio as they might face issues concerning 

the staying or limiting of Ford's collection eff011s against Chesley. Finally, Chesley respectfully 

submits that this relief is necessary to enhance the oppo1tunity for some settlements and will 

preserve the rights of the Unknown Respondents to possibly receive, consider and act on 

settlement offers. This relief is appropriate under the facts and circumstances before this Court 

and applicable law; 

2. Given Ford's effo1ts to keep information from Chesley, Chesley needs injunctive 

relief preventing Ford and any individual or entity affiliated with her from destroying or 

secreting 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 transfetTed 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; and (vii) funds transferred to or 

subsequently by the United States Marshall's Service related to the Criminal Case or the Abbott 

Case; 
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3. Direct Ford (or other counsel working in concert with her) to provide information 

needed to pennit Se1'vice of Process on each of the Unknown Respondents or to cause the filing 

with this Court a notice of appearance on. behalf of each Unknown Respondent; and 

4. Enjoin Ford frorn requesting, directly or indirectly, discovery fmm, or related to, 

Ohio residents or citizens (except Chesley}, or to seize Ohio assets, until 180 days after the last 

to occur of the steps listed in iterns 1 through 3, above. 

Vl~RWICA'IlON 

Stanley M. Chesley swears or affirms as follows: (1) I am over eighteen years old and 

have never been dedared mentally incompetent; (2) I have personal knowledge of the facts set 

forth in. the above-written Verified Memorandum In Support Of Motion For htjunctive Relief 

(the Supporting Memo'); (3) I am the judg1nent debtor who is the subject of the Chesley 

Judgment described in the Supporting Memo; ( 4) to the best of my knowledge and belief, the 

facts set out in the Suppmting Memo are true and correct; and (5) attached to the Supporting 

Memo are true, correct and, except as stated, complete copies of certain docmnents filed in the 

Abbott Case or the Criminal Case. 

§t~i,}foy M. Chesley l 
f, .. ·· 

i 

S\vom to, and subscribed, in my presence on January{;__, 2015 by Stanley M. Chesley 

\Vho is known to me. 

}11\mr l/'iJk'14-
Notarv public, State of Ohio . , 
My c~mmission expires onS~ ·/&,:, ·· ~:~,~~:>{'~? 
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       Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Marion H. Little, Jr.    
John W. Zeiger (0010707) 
Marion H. Little, Jr. (0042679) 
Zeiger, Tigges & Little LLP 
41 S. High Street, Suite 3500 
Columbus, OH  43215 
Phone: (614) 365-4113 
Fax: (614) 365-7900 
Email: zeiger@litohio.com 
 little@litohio.com 
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor  
Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., 
L.P.A.  

 
 

/s/ Donald J. Rafferty     
Donald J. Rafferty (0042614) 
Cohen Todd Kite & Sanford, LLC  
250 East Fifth Street, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
Phone:  (513) 333-5243  
Fax:  (513) 241-4490 
Email:  DRafferty@ctks.com 
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor 
Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., 
L.P.A. 
 
/s/ Vincent E. Mauer     
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
Frost Brown Todd LLP 
301 E. Fourth Street, Suite 3300 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45244 
Phone: (513) 651-6785  
Fax (513) 651-6981 
Email: vmauer@fbtlaw.com  
 
Attorneys for Proposed Intervenor 
Stanley M. Chesley 
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 The undersigned certifies that on this 5th day of October, 2015, a true and correct copy of 

the foregoing was served via U.S. Mail, first class postage prepaid, and electronic mail pursuant 

to Civil Rule 5(B)(2)(c) and (f) on: 

Brian S. Sullivan, Esq.  
Christen M. Steimle, Esq.  
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP 
255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
 
Attorneys for Relator Angela M. Ford 

James W. Harper, Esq. 
Hamilton County Prosecutor’s Office  
230 East Ninth Street, Suite 4000 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202  
 
Attorneys for Respondent 
the Honorable Robert P. Ruehlman 

 
 

/s/ Marion H. Little, Jr.    
Marion H. Little, Jr. (0042679) 

 




