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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMIL TON COUNTY, OHIO 

Mr. Stanley M. Chesley Case No. A 1500067 

Petitioner, Judge Ruehlman 

MOTION OF INTERVENOR 
v. 

Angela M. Ford, Esq, et al. 

WAITE SCHNEIDER BAYLESS & 
CHESLEY CO., LP.A. FOR 
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE 
RELIEF 

Respondents. 

NOW COMES Intervenor Waite Schneider Bayless & Chesley Co., LP.A. 

("WSBC") and hereby moves this Court: 

1. For an Order permitting WSBC to intervene as a party in interest/plaintiff in 

this action. 

2. For an Order determining WSBC's rights and responsibilities with respect 

to certain actions being taken or contemplated by Respondents in the Boone County 

Kentucky Circuit Court (Case No. 05-Cl-436) (the "Kentucky Case") that directly and 

adversely affect WSBC and Thomas F. Reh me, Trustee ("Reh me"), the owner of all of 

the stock of WSBC. 

875267.7 

a. As outlined in more detail below, Respondent has filed a motion in 
the Kentucky Case seeking an Order from the Kentucky court directing Mr. 
Chesley to transfer and assign to Respondent Angela Ford ("Ford") all of Mr. 
Chesley's "beneficial interest in" the stock of WSBC and to deliver to Mr. Rehme 
a copy of such order to ensure that Rehme pays any funds that would otherwise 
be directed to Mr. Chesley to Ford. 

b. Respondents have also subpoenaed WSBC's accounting firm, 
Clark Schaefer & Hackett ("CSH"), another Ohio entity, in an effort to obtain 
WSBC's confidential and proprietary financial information. Such information 
includes, but is not limited to, the wages, earnings, and other personal, private 
data or confidential information of WSBC's past and current employees, vendors, 
and other parties with whom WSBC has transacted business over the past 10 
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years. Respondents also have taken the position that Mr. Chesley, the former 
owner of WSBC, can be compelled to deliver WSBC's financial records to 
Respondents as part of discovery directed to him in Kentucky. Because 
Respondents do not have a judgment against WSBC, they should be compelled 
to obtain any information from WSBC through this Court which has the proper 
jurisdiction and authority to protect the interests of WSBC and all other interested 
parties. 

3. For an Order directing CSH to withhold from production to Respondents 

any financial information pertaining to WSBC. 

4. For an Order directing Mr. Rehme to decline any request from Mr. Chesley 

for WSBC's financial records to the extent such request emanates from a discovery 

request directed to Mr. Chesley in Kentucky or an Order in the Kentucky Case. 

5. For an Order determining WSBC and/or Rehme's duties and 

responsibilities, if any, under any Kentucky Order directing Mr. Chesley to transfer and 

assign to Respondent Ford all of his "beneficial interest in" the stock of WSBC delivered 

to Rehme in an attempt to ensure that Rehme pays any funds that would otherwise be 

directed to Mr. Chesley to Ford because, among other things, any such request violates 

Ohio law, grants Ford (and the other Respondents) greater relief than they would 

otherwise be entitled to receive as judgment creditors in Ohio, and conflicts with the 

overwhelming majority of legal precedents across the country. 

The following Memorandum is offered in support of this Motion. 
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Respectfully submitted 

/Is/ Donald J. Rafferty 
Donald J. Rafferty (0042614) 
Cohen, Todd, Kite & Stanford, LLC 
250 E Fifth St, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, OH 45202-5136 
Phone: (513) 333-5243 
Fax: (513) 241-4495 
Email: drafferty@ctks.com 

Attorney for Intervenor Waite, Schneider, 
Bayless & Chesley, LP.A. 
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MEMORANDUM 

A. WSBC Is Entitled To Intervene In This Action As Its Interests Will Be 
Directly Affected By The Outcome Of This Case And Are Not Adequately 
Represented By Existing Parties. 

Rule 24 of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure, which governs intervention, should 

be construed liberally in favor of intervention. State ex rel. Polo v. Cuyahoga County Bd. 

Of Elections, 73 Ohio St.3d 143, 1995-0hio-269, 656 N.E.2d 1277; State ex rel. 

Strategic Capital Investors, Ltd. v. McCarthy (1998), 126 Ohio App.3d 237, 248, 710 

N.E.2d 290. Intervention can be as a matter of right or permissive. See Ohio R. Civ. P. 

24(A) and (B). WSBC avers that it is permitted to intervene in this action as a matter of 

right as well as a permissive basis. 

1. Intervention Under Rule 24(A)(2) Is Warranted Because WSBC's Unique 
Interests Are Not Adequately Represented By The Existing Parties. 

Rule 24(A) of the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure provides that: 

(A) Intervention of right. Upon timely application anyone shall be 
permitted to intervene in an action: (1) when a statute of this state 
confers an unconditional right to intervene; or (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. 

WSBC as intervenor, has such an interest as a matter of right because the 

subject of the instant action is so situated that the disposition of the action will impair 

and/or impede WSBC's ability to protect its interests as same are not being adequately 

represented by existing parties. 

Key to the intervention is the legal fact that Mr. Chesley is not an owner or 

shareholder of WSBC pursuant to the terms of that certain Wind-Up Agreement dated 

4 
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April 15, 2013 (the "Wind-Up Agreement") and therefore, cannot represent WSBC's 

interests. In particular, Section 1 of the Wind-Up Agreement provides that: "Transferor 

[Mr. Chesley] hereby transfers and assigns his 225 shares in the Corporation (the 

"Shares") to Transferee [Rehme] to be held in trust for the exclusive purposes of 

winding up the Corporation [WSBC] for the benefit of its employees, creditors and 

transferor." Furthermore, section 4.1 (g) of the Wind-Up Agreement provides that 

Rehme, as Trustee of the Trust, is to: "Liquidate corporate assets and distribute 

proceeds to creditors as required and the remainder to Transferor .... " (emphasis 

added). Hence, at best, Mr. Chesley only has a contingent remainder interest in the 

Trust holding the WSBC shares. Simply stated, WSBC is not Mr. Chesley and is not 

represented by proxy through him in this action or in the Kentucky Case. 

Further, enumerated paragraph 3 of this Court's January 14, 2015 Restraining 

Order (the "Restraining Order") provides: 

Ford, the Unknown Respondents, and any other person acting on 
behalf of the Unknown Respondents are enjoined from taking any 
action to collect the Chesley Judgment in the State of Ohio, from 
any Ohio resident, Ohio citizen or Ohio domiciled entitv. (emphasis 
added). 

Thus, WSBC is a direct, intended third-party beneficiary of the Restraining Order, 

and is entitled to the protections afforded thereby, which in WSBC's view, simply require 

Ford to comply with Ohio law to domesticate the judgment - nothing more and nothing 

less. However, despite the issuance for the Restraining Order and their knowledge of 

same, Respondents have fragrantly failed to comply with the Order forcing WSBC to 

now seek intervention in the instant case to ensure its rights and the rights of Rheme as 

its trustee, are fully protected. 
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2. In the Alternative, WSBC Should Be Permitted To Intervene Under Rule 
24(8)(2). 

Alternatively, Rule 24(8) provides: 

Upon timely application anyone shall be permitted to intervene in 
an action: (1) when a statute of this state confers a conditional right 
to intervene; or (2) when the applicant's claim or defense and the 
main action have a question of law or fact in common. 

Ohio R. Civ. Pro. 24(8) [in pertinent part]. Permissive intervention under Rule 24(8) is to 

be liberally granted, so as to promote the convenient and prompt disposition of all 

claims in one litigation. See City of Cleveland v. Cities Serv. Oil Co. (N.D. Ohio 1969), 

20 Ohio Misc. 179, 47 F.R.D. 543. 

Even if this Court did not agree that WS8C has a right to intervene, this is a 

quintessential case for permissive intervention under Rule 24(8)(2). Obviously, the 

actions of Respondents are nothing more than a back-door attempt (i) to avoid 

compliance with this Court's Restraining Order and applicable Ohio law, (ii) to obtain 

through Mr. Chesley WS8C's information despite the fact that WS8C is not even a party 

to Respondents' Kentucky Case, and (iii) to seize assets and confidential information of 

WS8C and other Ohio entities or residents without first perfecting the Judgment in Ohio. 

B. Respondents' Actions In The Kentucky Case Are In Direct Violation Of This 
Court's Restraining Order. 

As noted, this Court's Restraining Order expressly provides in paragraph 3 that: 

Ford, the Unknown Respondents, and any other person acting on 
behalf of the Unknown Respondents are enjoined from taking any 
action to collect the Chesley Judgment in the State of Ohio, from 
any Ohio resident, Ohio citizen or Ohio domiciled entitv. (emphasis 
added). 

In utter disregard of the Restraining Order, on May 21, 2015 the Respondents 

filed a Motion (the "Transfer Motion") in the Kentucky Case, asking the Kentucky Court 
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to enter an order, in direct contravention of the Restraining Order, that requires 

"Defendant Chesley's [an Ohio resident and citizen] beneficial interest in the shares of 

his former law firm, Waite, Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., LP.A. ("WSBC") [an 

Ohio domiciled entity] be transferred to Plaintiffs, with all distributions pursuant to that 

interest to be made to Plaintiffs through their counsel." 

The Transfer Motion also requested that the Court order "Defendant Chesley [an 

Ohio citizen] and his counsel to provide a copy of the Order Thomas F. Rehme, who 

holds those shares [of an Ohio domiciled entity] in trust [established under Ohio law] for 

Defendant Chesley's benefit, and order Defendant Chesley [an Ohio citizen] to direct 

Mr. Rehme to make payments as ordered." Id. Put simply, Respondents filed the 

Motion in an effort to obtain indirectly from the Kentucky Court that which they are 

unable to obtain in Ohio under Ohio law despite the clear and direct language in the 

Restraining Order prohibiting them from taking such actions. 

Likewise, on April 20, 2015, Respondents subpoenaed WSBC's accounting firm, 

CSH, another Ohio entity, in an effort to obtain WSBC's confidential and proprietary 

financial information. Such requested information includes, but is not limited to, the 

wages, earnings, and other confidential information of WSBC's employees, vendors, 

and other parties with whom WSBC has transacted business over the past 10 years. 

Respondents even filed in the Kentucky Case a Motion to Compel CSH to comply with 

their contemptuous subpoena duces tecum and order production of the requested 

information (the "CSH Compel Motion"). 

Also on May 21, 2015, Respondents filed a motion for contempt against Mr. 

Chesley and his counsel to compel discovery responses (the "Chesley Compel 
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Motion"). In particular, the Chesley Compel Motion chides Mr. Chesley for having 

among other things: 

a. "[N]ot provided any account information for his former law firm, Wait, 
Schneider, Bayless & Chesley Co., LP.A." Chesley Compel Motion pg. 2. 

b. Not proving requested names and financial account information for all entities 
Mr. Chesley had an interest and noted that "WSBC is clearly responsive to 
these interrogatories, but no responsive documents have been produced." Id. 
at pg. 5. 

c. Not providing information in regards to all trusts noting that the "trust created 
by the WSBC Wind-Up Agreement is clearly covered by this interrogatory .... " 
Id. at pg. 6. 

d. Not providing year-end financial statements since 2005 for Chesley and any 
business, rust or entity held since 2005 noting "Chesley has provided no such 
statement for WSBC .... " Id. at pg. 7. 

As a direct, intended third-party beneficiary of the Court's Restraining Order, 

WSBC is entitled to the protections afforded by that order. WSBC should not be 

burdened by having to respond to the Transfer Motion, or to otherwise seek clarification 

of its impact on, or import to, WSBC, by filing this motion seeking guidance from this 

Court. Likewise, WSBC should be protected from Respondents duplicitous efforts to 

obtain WSBC's confidential and proprietary financial information through third parties. 

Indeed, there is no justification for placing Mr. Rehme and WSBC in the potential cross-

hairs of former employees, vendors, creditors or other counter-parties of WSBC whose 

private and confidential data would be disclosed to Ford without appropriate protections 

being in place in a Court of competent jurisdiction like this one. 

Accordingly, this Court should enter an order (i) directing Ford to show cause 

why she should not be held in contempt of the Restraining Order for filing the Transfer 

Motion and seeking via a back-door attempt to obtain information regarding WSBC via 
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the CSH subpoena, the CSH Compel Motion, and the Chesley Compel Motion; (ii) 

ordering Ford to pay WSBC's attorney's fees and costs incurred in filing this Motion and 

any related papers or proceedings; and (iii) declaring that any Order that emanates from 

the Transfer Motion, CSH Compel Motion or the Chesley Compel Motion is null and void 

as to WSBC (and Mr. Rehme) unless and until Ford complies with Ohio law regarding 

domestication of the judgment and any execution thereon. 

C. Respondents Have Not Properly Domesticated The Judgment In Ohio; 
Thus, The Transfer Motion Is Nothing More Than A Back-Door Attempt To 
Do Indirectly What They Have Failed To Accomplish Directly. 

For reasons known only to Ford, Respondents have not attempted domesticate 

their Judgment in Ohio. They haven't even tried. Whether that failure is due to Ford's 

unwillingness to use the proper procedural channels, or to her inability to satisfy the 

statutory requirements for the domestication of the Judgment in Ohio is not relevant 

here. What is relevant is that Ford's continued use of Kentucky courts to circumvent 

applicable Ohio laws and procedures, and her service of Kentucky subpoenas directed 

at Ohio parties, and the private information of those Ohio parties against whom she has 

no judgment or rights, is both improper under applicable law and a violation of this 

Court's Restraining Order. 1 Ford's Motion becomes even more troubling when one 

considers the way in which her conduct has the effect of depriving Ohio parties, such as 

WSBC and its former employees, creditors, vendors and the like, of the rights and 

protections afforded to them under Ohio law by effectively seeking relief against them in 

1 In that regard, it is worth noting that through her "Kentucky" subpoenas, Ford has sought to obtain 
voluminous records of WSBC and other Ohio parties containing highly confidential and/or proprietary 
information of countless Ohio individuals and parties. Her hubris is compounded by the fact that (a) she 
utterly failed and refused to service notice of the subpoenas on WSBC or the other third-parties whose 
information she was seeking; and (b) she simultaneously filed a motion asking the Kentucky court to 
eviscerate the agreed protective order in Kentucky so she can be free to publicize the information she 
obtains in Kentucky. 
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a Kentucky court that has no jurisdiction over them in a case in which they are not 

parties and in a forum that is not their own. 

The proper procedural steps for domestication of a foreign judgment have been 

clearly set out in various papers filed by Mr. Chesley in this case. See O.R.C. 2329 et 

seq. Despite having filed voluminous responses and motions in this Court and in the 

Kentucky Case, Ford has never disputed Mr. Chesley's description of the applicable law 

nor has she ever taken any steps to complete the domestication process. As a result, 

Ford (and the Respondents) have absolutely no legal basis for any attempt to interfere 

with the operations of WSBC or to obtain the private financial information of WSBC, its 

creditors, and its employees. And it is wholly unreasonable and unjust to expose Mr. 

Rehme to claims by third parties (such as persons whose information would be 

disclosed in WSBC documents) solely because Ford and the other Respondents have 

chosen to ignore this Court's Restraining Order and to ignore Ohio law. Neither WSBC 

nor Mr. Rehme should be put in the position of having to elect whether to produce 

WSBC information (pursuant to Kentucky discovery in the Kentucky Case in which 

WSBC is not a party and from a court that has no jurisdiction over WSBC) or to stand 

on the substance of this Court's orders. 

It is no coincidence that Respondents filed the Transfer Motion immediately after 

the Ohio Court entered an order denying Respondents' motion to void the Restraining 

Order despite having been well aware of the Wind-Up Agreement and the interests 

thereunder for quite some time. The ruse is obvious: Ford filed the Motion in hopes of 

convincing the Kentucky court to unknowingly participate in her scheme to treat the 

Restraining Order as though it does not exist. Respondents tacitly acknowledge this fact 
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in the Transfer Motion and Memorandum when they also request that this Court "should 

also order Defendant Chesley and his counsel to provide a copy of the Order to Thomas 

F. Rehme, who holds those shares in trust for Defendant Chesley's benefit, and order 

Defendant Chesley to direct Mr. Rehme to make the payments as ordered." Transfer 

Motion at pg. 1, Memorandum thereto at pg. 3. In doing so, Ford seeks to utilize the 

Kentucky court as the vehicle to "go around" the Restraining Order and to effectively 

order WSBC, an entity against whom Respondents do not have a judgment and who is 

not a party to the Kentucky action to be somehow bound by a Kentucky order that is 

appears to contradict the plain language of this Court's Restraining Order. 

The Respondents' actions in filing the Transfer Motion are similar to those of 

parties who wish to skirt the strict requirements of pre-judgment attachment by seeking 

a temporary injunction/restraining order instead. For example, in Kentucky, like Ohio, in 

order to obtain a prejudgment attachment, the plaintiff must comply with the stringent 

requirements of KRS § 425.301 et seq. to justify attachment. Under KRS § 425.301 (3), 

before an order of attachment shall issue prior to judgment, the plaintiff must first make 

a demand in writing, delivered or mailed (registered or certified) to the debtor, along with 

a copy of the complaint, motion and summons, to his last known place of residence, at 

least seven (7) and not more than sixty (60) days before such order is sought. The 

demand shall contain a statement that the debtor has seven (7) days in which to petition 

the court for a hearing or in which to pay the claim in full, and that unless a hearing is 

set or the claim paid, an order will be sought to subject his property to payment of the 

claim. An affidavit of the plaintiff or his attorney evidencing compliance with this section 

must be filed before an order of attachment can be issued by the clerk. Id. Further, KRS 
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§ 425.309(1) provides as follows: "An order of attachment shall not be issued [before 

final judgment] until a bond has been executed by one (1) or more sufficient sureties of 

the plaintiff in an amount not less than double the amount of the plaintiffs claim." Thus, 

the plaintiff must secure a bond of at least double the amount of the total claim against 

the defendant. 

Instead of navigating though the prejudgment attachment process, it is often the 

case that plaintiffs will attempt to impermissibly circumvent such requirements by 

seeking a temporary injunction or restraining order despite provisions such as KRS § 

425.301 et seq. (pre-judgment attachment) being an adequate remedy. Cf. USACO 

Coal Co. v. Carbomin Energy, Inc., 689 F.2d 94, 99 (6th Cir. Ky. 1982) (internal citations 

omitted) ("An "adequate remedy at law" is a remedy that is plain and complete and as 

practical and efficient to the ends of justice as the remedy in equity by injunction."); 

Taggart Global Operations, LLC v. Elk Horn Coal Co., LLC, 415 S.W.3d 665, 669 (Ky. 

Ct. App. 2013) (provisions of the attachment statute require strict compliance) citing 

Mclean v. Mclean, 73 Ky. 167, 168 (Ky. 1873); accord State on Relation of Gaines, 

Stern, Schwarzwald & Robiner Co. v. Fuerst, 1980 Ohio App. LEXIS 13813, 5-6 (Ohio 

Ct. App., Cuyahoga County Feb. 7, 1980) ("The legislature has enacted a detailed 

scheme that is specifically designed to deal with the prejudgment attachment of a 

defendant's assets . . and [it] provides the exclusive method of obtaining a 

prejudgment attachment."). Courts routinely reject these attempts to avoid specific 

statutory requirements by seeking more general, equitable relief. 

Here, Ohio law provides a very clear path for Respondents to domesticate their 

Judgment and execute on it if they wish to do so. See O.R.C. 2329 et seq. They simply 
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need to comply with that statute and then they would be free to use the Ohio courts to 

pursue Ohio assets and parties, including Mr. Chesley's contingent, beneficial interest 

in WSBC. Respondents have failed to comply with the Ohio statutory provisions for 

domesticating the Judgment. Respondents must not be permitted to simply ignore, or 

refuse to pursue, plain legal remedies available to them - such as domestication of the 

Judgment in Ohio followed by use of Ohio's execution statutes - and ask instead for 

equitable relief like that which is sought in the Transfer Motion. 

Like the plaintiffs who wish to "get around" the strict attachment requirements by 

seeking a temporary injunction, Respondents now ask the Kentucky court to contravene 

this Court's Restraining Order and to grant them back-door access to WSBC, an Ohio 

entity that is not a party to the Kentucky Case. This Court should act promptly to protect 

WSBC (and its former and current employees, creditors, and other interested parties 

whose confidential information Ford seeks to publish) and should block Ford's attempt 

to escape the consequences of her own failure to simply comply with Ohio 

domestication and execution law. The mere fact that Respondents apparently find 

themselves unable to correctly domesticate their Judgment in Ohio is not an excuse for 

them to simply disregard Ohio law and to violate the rights on third party Ohio residents, 

like WSBC, against whom they have no Judgment. 

Respondents failed to cite in the Transfer Motion a single Kentucky Case that 

holds that KRS 426.384 authorizes a Kentucky court to order an Ohio resident to 

transfer Ohio real or personal property to Kentucky plaintiffs - because there is no such 

Kentucky Case. 
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For the same legal reasons that a Kentucky court does not have jurisdiction to 

foreclose on Ohio real estate or garnish Ohio bank accounts, a Kentucky court may not 

accomplish the same objective by enjoining a defendant to transfer such property to 

Kentucky plaintiffs. A persuasive precedent is Elkhart Coop. Equity Exch. v. Hicks, 823 

P .2d 223 (Kan. App. 1991 ). In that case, a Kansas court ordered a judgment debtor to 

"surrender to Kansas officials certain nonexempt property (or documents of title to said 

property) located in Oklahoma." 823 P.2d at 224. The Kansas Court of Appeals held 

"that a state has no power to reach property beyond its borders, and that he [defendant] 

cannot be required to bring property located out-of-state before the Kansas court to 

surrender to the sheriff for satisfaction of the judgment. ... Recent case law in other 

jurisdictions limits judgment creditors to obtaining property located in the situs 

jurisdiction." Id. at 226, citing Chadwin v. Krouse, 254 Pa. Super., 445, 386 A.2d 33 

(1978). Accord, Baxter State Bank v. Bernhardt, 185 F.R.D. 621, 624 (D. Kan. 1999) 

("According to a recent decision from the Kansas Court of Appeals, Kansas courts have 

no jurisdictional authority to order a non-resident judgment debtor to bring out-of-state 

property into Kansas to satisfy a judgment.") citing Elkhart Coop. Equity Exch. v. Hicks, 

supra. 

Another persuasive precedent is Sargeant v. Al-Saleh, 137 So.3d 423 (Fla. App. 

2014 ). The Florida Court of Appeals held that "the [trial] court lacked jurisdiction to 

compel the turnover of property located outside the State of Florida." 137 So.3d at 433. 

The Florida court further reasoned that permitting such a transfer would evade 

the legal protections in the situs state for other creditors, as well as statutory protections 

for the debtor: 

14 
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From a policy standpoint, we agree with the Koehler dissent. ... [W]e are 
concerned about the practical implications of permitting Florida trial courts 
to order judgment debtors to turn over assets located outside the state. 
First, there may be competing claims to the foreign asset and we believe 
"that claims against a single asset should be decided in a single forum -
and ... that the forum should be, as it traditionally has been, a court of the 
jurisdiction in which the asset is located." 

137 So. 3d at 435, quoting Koehler v. Bank of Bermuda Ltd., 911 N.E.2d 825, 831 (N.Y. 

2009) (Smith, J., dissenting). The relief sought by Respondents would simply sweep 

away rights of Mr. Chesley, WSBS and Rehme as Trustee, under Ohio law, such as 

statutory exemptions for judgment debtors. As the Florida court recognized in 

Sargeant, the only proper venue for the adjudication of those rights and issues is the 

situs state - Ohio. 

The proper procedure is for the Respondents to domesticate the Kentucky 

judgment in Ohio pursuant to the Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act and 

proceed in an Ohio court pursuant to governing Ohio law. As the Kansas Court of 

Appeals said in Elkhart: 

We have not left the plaintiff without a remedy. Kansas has adopted the 
Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act, K.S.A. 60-300 at et seq. 
The State of Oklahoma has adopted the Uniform Foreign Money 
Judgments Recognition Act, Okla. Stat. tit. 12, §§ 710 at et seq. (1981), 
and it has adopted the Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act, 
Okla. Stat. tit. 12, §§ 720 at et seq. (1981 ). The plaintiff can file the 
Kansas judgment in the state of Oklahoma and utilize the postjudgment 
collection procedures available in that state. 

823 P .2d at 341. Accord Sargeant, 137 So.3d at 435 ("Second, we emphasize that 

allowing trial courts to compel judgment debtors to bring out-of-state assets into Florida 

would effectively eviscerate the domestication of foreign judgment statutes."). 
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Until such time as Respondents actually follows Ohio law and properly 

domesticate the Judgment, this Court should issue an Order prohibiting WSBC and 

Rehme from having to comply with any order issued by the Kentucky Case. Likewise, 

Respondents should be estopped from seeking any WSBC information from WSBC's 

accountants CHS until such time as they properly domesticate their Judgment in Ohio 

and then seek that information under the auspices of this Court. 

D. Pursuant To The Wind-Up Agreement, Mr. Chesley Only Has A Contingent 
Remainder Interest In The Trust And Is Not In "Control" Of The Information 
Sought In the Transfer Motion, CHS Compel Motion And The Chesley 
Compel Motion. 

Civ R. 34 states that documents subject to discovery must be "in the possession, 

custody, or control of the party upon whom the request is served." Maiben v. Waver, 

2013 Ohio Misc. LEXIS 6 (Ohio C.P. Feb. 7, 2013). It is axiomatic under Ohio law that 

in order to obtain discovery of an alleged affiliated party, the party seeking discovery 

must show that the party from whom the discovery is sought has control over the 

alleged affiliate. See Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corp. v. Allstate Ins. Co., 74 Ohio Misc. 

2d 174, 179 (Ohio C.P. 1993) citing Sedgwick v. Kawasaki Cycleworks, Inc. (1985), 24 

Ohio App. 3d 109, 24 Ohio B. Rep. 179, 493 N.E.2d 308; Gerling lnternatl. Ins. Co. v. 

Commr. of Internal Revenue (C.A.3, 1988), 839 F.2d 131, 141-142. Likewise, 

speculation that one party has control over the documents of another entity simply 

because they are somehow related is insufficient to establish control and compel 

discovery. See In re Porsche Cars N. Am., Inc., 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 136954 (S.D. 

Ohio Sept. 25, 2012) (internal citations omitted). 

WSBC is a law firm. Under Ohio law, only licensed lawyers can be owners of law 

firms like WSBC. Mr. Chesley no longer holds a law license in Ohio. Indeed, it was 
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when Mr. Chesley permanently retired from the Ohio bar that he was compelled to 

transfer ownership of WSBC to another Ohio attorney, Mr. Rehme. As evidenced by 

the Wind-Up Agreement, Mr. Chesley has only contingent remainder interest in the 

assets of the Trust holding the shares of WSBC after all the claims of all WSBC 

creditors holding allowed claims are paid. See Wind-Up Agreement, Sections 1 and 

4.1 (g). Further, WSBC was not a party in the Kentucky Case nor found to have any 

liability relating to the Judgment; hence, discovery on WSBC at this point would be 

unreasonable. See Suttle v. Decesare, 8th Dist. No. 77753, 2001 Ohio App. LEXIS 

3030, 2001 WL 777016 (July 5, 2001) (finding denial of discovery request upon 

individual shareholder was not unreasonable, arbitrary for unconscionable where liability 

was found only against corporation and not shareholder). 

As Mr. Chesley does not own the shares of WSBC and is not in charge of 

winding down and liquidating WSBC; of course, then, he is not a person in "possession, 

custody or control" of the financial and other information of WSBC sought by 

Respondents. However, Respondents' requested information concerning WSBC could 

be obtained from WSBC directly through a subpoena if they simply domesticated the 

Judgment in Ohio. 

WHEREFORE, WSBC respectfully request that the Court enter an Order: 

1. Permitting WSBC to intervene as a party in interest/plaintiff in this action; 

2. Enjoining Respondents from obtaining any confidential, financial, propitiatory or 

other information regarding WSBC from Mr. Chesley, CHS, Rehme or any other 

party; 
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3. Directing CSH to withhold from production to Respondents any confidential, 

financial, propitiatory or other information pertaining to WSBC; 

4. Directing Rehme to decline and reject any request from Mr. Chesley for WSBC's 

financial records to the extent such request emanates from a discovery request 

directed to Mr. Chesley in Kentucky; 

5. Directing and determining WSBC and/or Rehme's duties and responsibilities, if 

any, under any Kentucky Order directing Mr. Chesley to transfer and assign to 

Respondent Ford all of his "beneficial interest in" the stock of WSBC delivered to 

Rehme in an attempt to ensure that Rehme pays any funds that would otherwise 

be directed to Mr. Chesley to Ford; and 

6. Granting such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Donald J. Rafferty 
Donald J. Rafferty (0042614) 
Cohen, Todd, Kite & Stanford, LLC 
250 E Fifth St, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, OH 45202-5136 
Phone: (513) 333-5243 
Fax: (513) 241-4495 
Email: drafferty@ctks.com 

Attorney For Intervener, Waite 
Schneider Bayless & Chesley Co., 
LP.A.. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and accurate copy of the MOTION OF INTERVENOR 
WAITE SCHNEIDER BAYLESS & CHESLEY CO., LP.A. FOR DECLARATORY AND 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF was served this 26th day of June, 2015, via regular U.S. Mail 
upon the following: 

875267.7 

Vincent E. Mauer 
Frost Brown Todd LLC 
3300 Great American Tower 
301 E. Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

Brian Sullivan 
Christen M. Steimle 
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP 
255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

/s/ Donald J. Rafferty 
Donald J. Rafferty 
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

Stanley M. Chesley, 

Petitioner, 

v. 

Angela M. Ford, Esq., et al. 

Respondents. 

Case No. A1500067 
Judge Ruehlman 

PETITIONER'S MOTION FOR LEA VE 
TO FILE SECOND AMENDED 
VERIFIED PETITION 

The proposed amended filing is attached. 
A proposed order is attached. 

Pursuant to Civ.R. 15(A) and 20, Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley ("Chesley") moves this 

Court for leave to file his Second Amended Verified Petition to specifically identify certain 

current "Unknown Respondents" who Respondent Angela Ford ("Ford") recently revealed are 

Ohioans. The amendment would transition certain Ohio residents who Ford recently listed as her 

clients and Chesley's judgment creditors from "Unknown Respondents" into "Ohio 

Respondents." These persons were identified by Ford in a Louisiana filing in June, 2015. 

Counsel for Chesley sought consent from Ford's counsel and counsel for Waite 

Schneider & Chesley to file a Second Amended Verified Petition: counsel for WSBC consented 

to the request but counsel for Ford did not consent. 

The grounds for this motion are more fully set forth in the following memorandum. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
3300 Great American Tower 
301 East Fomih Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
513-651-6785 
Fax 513-651-6981 
vmauer@fbtlaw.com 
Attorney for Petitioner, Stanley M Chesley 
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On January 6, 2015 Chesley filed his Verified Petition for Declaratory Judgment and 

Injunctive Relief (the "First Verified Petition") in this Court. At that time, Chesley had no 

cun-ent information regarding Ford's clients or their states of residence. Instead, Chesley could 

only rely on information from a grid of Ford's clients from over ten years ago. 

Ford removed the case to Federal court. There, after much time and effort was spent 

identifying and locating Ohio residents from Ford's grid, the Petition was amended to include the 

identified individuals (the "Ohio Respondents"). The case was then remanded to this Court. 

Recently, Ford and her clients have initiated an action to enforce their judgments in 

Louisiana. Ford identified additional Ohioans whose names and/or addresses were not present 

on the outdated grid of judgment creditors. Those individuals (or estates) are: Ruby Adams ( c/o 

Gloria Little); Glenna Brock-Powell-Renner Estate; Ruby Godbey; Louisa Moss Howard; 

Rebecca Lovell Estate; and Mary White-Lynch (collectively, the "New Ohio Respondents"). 

Due to Ford's repeated refusal to update Chesley's information regarding who he owes 

and what he owes them, neither Chesley nor Chesley's counsel was aware of the New Ohio 

Respondents prior to Ford's Louisiana filing. In light of this new information, Chesley now 

seeks to amend the Amended Verified Petition to include the New Ohio Respondents as "Ohio 

Respondents" instead of "Unknown Respondents." 

II. ARGUMENT 

Civ.R. l 5(A) provides that "[l]eave of court [to amend] shall be freely given when justice 

so requires." The primary purpose of the rule is to permit liberal amendments to pleadings and 

to ensure the efficient and expeditious resolution of cases on the merits. Hoover v. Sumlin 
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(1984), 12 Ohio St.3d 1, 5-6, 465 N.E.2d 377. Consequently, Ohio courts have interpreted Rule 

l 5(A) "liberally to mean that a motion for leave to amend should be granted absent a finding of 

bad faith, undue delay or undue prejudice to the opposing party." Reinhart v. Fostoria 

Plumbing, Heating & Elec. Supply, Inc., 3d Dist. No. 13-10-08, 201 O-Ohio-4825, at ~10. 

Likewise, Rule 20(A) allows for permissive joinder of parties in the interest of judicial 

economy, and joinder is preferable and strongly encouraged, even though parties could have 

been sued separately. Dice v. White Family Cos., 2d District Montgomery No. 20491, 2005-

0hio-2861. 

Chesley has brought this motion quickly after learning of the existence and location of 

the New Ohio Respondents. These individuals are already "Unknown Respondents." 

The allegations and relief sought in the proposed Second Amended Verified Petition 

remain exactly the same as in Chesley's First Amended Verified Petition. Because the proposed 

Second Amended Verified Petition is entirely consistent with the First Amended Verified 

Petition, Ford will not be forced to expend time or resources in preparing additional defenses to 

this litigation; nor will she be unduly prejudiced by the Cami's granting this Motion. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, Chesley respectfully requests that the Court grant his Motion for 

Leave to File his Second Amended Verified Petition in order to add the New Ohio Residents. 

Chesley further requests that the proposed Second Amended Verified Petition, attached hereto as 

Exhibit A, be accepted and deemed filed as of the date of the Court's granting of this motion. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
3300 Great American Tower 
301 East Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
513-651-6785 
Fax 513-651-6981 
vmauer@fbtlaw.com 

Attorney for Petitioner, 
Stanley M Chesley 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned certifies that on July 21, 2015 a copy of the foregoing was served by 
first class United States mail, postage prepaid, on: 

Brian Sullivan, Esq. 
Christen Steimle, Esq. 
Dinsmore & Shohl LLP 
255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

0118087.0619701 4819-3653-4565v1 
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Donald J. Rafferty, Esq. 
Cohen Todd Kite & Stanford 
250 East Fifth Street, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

Mr. Stanley M. Chesley 
9005 Camargo Road 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45243 

v. 

Angela M. Ford, Esq. 
Chevy Chase Plaza 

Petitioner 

83 6 Euclid A venue, Suite 311 
Lexington, KY 40502 

Unknown Respondents, 
possibly over 400 John Doe or Jane 
Doe or their successors 
Located at unknown addresses, 

Ms. Judith Peck (n/k/a Wageman) 
2166 Eastern Ave. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Ms. Jayne Adams 
1077 Theatre Street 
Chillicothe, Ohio 45601 

Ms. Carol Boggs 
3415 at County Road 
Ironton, Ohio 45638 

Ms. Linda Brumley 
415 W. Mulberry Street 
West Union, Ohio 45693 

Ms. Patricia Kennedy 
7594 Shawnee Lane 
West Chester, Ohio 45069 

Ms. Betty Kelly, deceased 
117 W. Parkwood 
Fairborn, Ohio 45324 

Ruby Adams c/o Gloria Little 
2322 Highland Ave, Apt 2 
Norwood, Ohio 45212-2350 
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Case No. A1500067 

Judge Ruehlman 

SECOND AMENDED AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
VERIFIED PETITION FOR 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
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Ruby Godbey 
1134 Terrington Way 
Miamisburg, Ohio 45342-4265 

Louisa Moss Howard 
3880 Mack Rd. Apt 85 
Fairfield, Ohio 45014-7541 

-and-

Rebecca Lovell Estate 
4591 Miles Dr. 
Port Orange, FL 32127-9243 

Respondents. 

PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT 

This Second Amended And Supplemental Verified Petition For Declaratory Judgment 

And Injunctive Relief (this "Second Amended Petition") makes only one change to the 

previously filed First Amended and Supplemental Verified Petition For Declaratory Judgment 

And Injunctive Relief (the "Amended Petition"). The Second Amended Petition identifies as 

additional individually named Respondents four more of Respondent Angela Ford's ("Ford") 

clients who she has described as Chesley's judgment creditors' who reside in Ohio (together with 

the previously specifically identified putative judgment creditors, the "Ohio Respondents" or 

individually an "Ohio Respondent").2 These four respondents were previously parties as 

members of the group known as "Unknown Respondents." 

SUMMARY OF PROCEEDING 

Chesley finds himself in an untenable and unprecedented situation - subject to a 

judgment issued by a Kentucky court the cunent total amount of which is unknown and which is 

1 Two additional judgment creditors who reside in Ohio, Glenna Brock-Powell Renner Estate and Mary White­
Lynch, have also been identified, however, Petitioner does not yet know their precise residence address. 
2 The remainder of Ford's clients who she has described as Chesley's judgment creditors continue, at least for now, 
to be identified as the "Unknown Respondents." 
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owed to a list of approximately 400 persons that has not been updated in over 13 years. 3 Given 

the virtual certainty that at least one of those persons died or was the subject of a bankruptcy 

petition, it is true that the judgment against Chesley is currently in an unknown amount owed to 

unknown judgment creditors. 

Despite those very serious flaws, Respondent Angela M. Ford ("Ford"), on behalf of the 

judgment creditors (collectively the Ohio Respondents and the "Unknown Respondents"), has 

commenced collection eff01is including "post-judgment" discovery directed at Chesley and at 

least ten third parties who are not judgment debtors. Because Chesley's res that Ford targets, 

Chesley's assets, are in Ohio, the only way Ford can recover from Chesley is by coming to Ohio 

and invoking this Court's jurisdiction and assistance. 

In the same manner, Ford's best means of obtaining information from third parties with 

whom Chesley has some affiliation is -to come to Ohio and invoke this Comi's jurisdiction and 

assistance. Instead, Ford has (a) subpoenaed information from accountants and refused to notify 

those third parties that she wants their financial information as required by law (see the 

documents filed on April 28, 2015) and (b) served discovery on Chesley seeking the information 

of several nonparties. 

Hence, the filing of this case by Chesley to assure that a modicum of fairness and 

protection prevails in respect to Ford's collection eff011s so that the rights and interests of 

Chesley and third parties who Ford has targeted may be properly protected.4 Absent the relief 

requested in this action, the rights of Chesley and others will be iITeparably harmed. 

3 It is beyond ironic that Ford's damages chatt or "grid" was created by the Criminals, defined below and used by 
them to perpetrate a fraud in Kentucky. 
4 Ford's first two acts targeting nonpatty Ohioans: (A) the post-judgment discovery that Ford served on Chesley in 
Kentucky seeks to obtain from Chesley information concerning and belonging to third patties (almost all of whom 
are Ohio domiciles) in an attempt to circumvent the applicable rules and deprive those third patties of the 
protections to which they are afforded by Ohio law; and (B) in Kentucky, Ford has served a subpoena on Clark 
Schaeffer & Hackett, Chesley's accounting firm, which is an Ohio entity with an office in Kentucky, seeking 
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Accordingly, Chesley seeks a declaration that Ford and any other counsel acting on 

behalf of the Ohio Respondents or the Unknown Respondents cannot register or domesticate into 

the State of Ohio and then enforce using Ohio courts, subpoenas, sheriffs and laws a Kentucky 

judgment against Chesley without first disclosing to this Court and Chesley (i) the actual total 

amount now owed on that judgment, (ii) exactly what persons or entities are currently entitled to 

collect that judgment and (iii) the amount owed to each specific judgment creditor after credit for 

the amounts distributed by Ford and amounts retained by Ford as her fee. Ford's refusal to 

provide this information to this Court and Chesley (a) violates Ohio law, (b) impedes 

implementation of Ohio public policy imperatives, ( c) deprives Chesley of valuable rights, ( d) 

deprives the judgment creditors of their rights, ( e) impairs the rights of other third parties from 

whom, or about whom, Ford seeks information, (f) aids Ford's avoidance of her obligations to 

her clients who are the judgment creditors, and (g) could prevent courts in Ohio and Kentucky 

from making informed decisions on certain issues that may arise. 

PROCEDURAL STATUS 

Respondent Ford removed this case to the United States District Court for the Southern 

District of Ohio on February 5, 2015. That removal was premised on Ford's purposeful 

misrepresentation that there was complete diversity between Chesley and the respondents. 5 

This case was remanded to this Court by United States District Court Judge Peter J. 

Economus on April 6, 2015. Simultaneously with that remand, Judge Economus granted 

Petitioner's motion for leave to file this Amended Petition. This Court affirmed that permission 

at a status conference on April 28, 2015. 

information concerning and belonging to several third pai1ies (at least ten of whom are Ohio domiciles). That 
subpoena violates this Court's January 14, 2015 Order and with Ford's other sharp practices seeks to circumvent 
applicable rules and deprive third pai1ies of the protections to which they are afforded by Ohio law. 
5 Ford asserted that complete diversity existed despite what Judge Economus called the "undisputed" fact that the 
Unknown Respondents included several Ohio residents. 
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Also on April 6, 2015, Judge Economus "terminated" two motions Ford had filed in the 

federal court: Ford's Motion For Order to Declare the Restraining Orders Dissolved or to 

Dissolve Them; and Ford's Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Jurisdiction. See the certified copy of 

the federal court's docket sheet filed in this matter. 

COMES NOW Petitioner Mr. Stanley M. Chesley ("Chesley"), through the undersigned 

counsel, who states as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Chesley is a resident of Hamilton County, Ohio as are certain other persons and 

entities against which Ford has threatened to issue subpoenas and from whom Ford has 

threatened to seize assets. Also Ohio residents and domiciliaries are eight to ten entities whose 

private financial information Ford seeks via both of Ford's first two acts against nonparties-(a) 

discovery issued to Chesley on May 1, 2015 and (b) a subpoena that Ford issued to Clark 

Schaeffer & Hackett ("CSH"), an Ohio based accounting firm. Venue of this matter is 

appropriate in this Court. 

2. Respondent Ford is a resident of the Commonwealth of Kentucky and a practicing 

lawyer in the Commonwealth of Kentucky who represents the plaintiffs in litigation styled 

MUdred Abbo/t et al. v. Stanley M Chesley, et al. Boone County, Kentucky Circuit Court Case 

No. 05-CI-00436 (the "Abbott Case"). Some or all of the Abbott Case plaintiffs are Chesley's 

alleged judgment creditors and are the "Ohio Respondents" and the remaining Ford clients are 

"Unknown Respondents" herein. 

3. Each of the Ohio Respondents is a resident of Ohio and, upon information and 

belief, is a judgment creditor of Petitioner and is represented by Ford. The amount Petitioner 

owes to each of the Ohio Respondents is unknown because Ford has refused to disclose that 
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information. Ford has minimum contacts with Ohio consistent with this Court's appropriate 

exercise of personal jurisdiction over Ford. 

4. On August 1, 2014 the Boone County, Kentucky Circuit Court ("Boone Circuit 

Court") entered an Order against Chesley in the Abbott Case (the "Chesley Judgment"); that 

Order awarded what is described herein as the "Chesley Judgment." That judgment was 

amended twice, most recently on October 22, 2014 when the Boone Circuit Court entered a 

Second Amended Judgment against Chesley in the Abbott Case. The Chesley Judgment 

incorrectly purports to impose on Chesley joint and several liability with three other individuals 

who suffered a prior judgment in the Abbott Case. The Chesley Judgment is based solely on the 

principal of collateral estoppel and holds that the Kentucky Supreme Court decided all the 

factual issues necessary to establish Chesley's liability to the Abbott Case plaintiffs when the 

Kentucky Supreme Court considered disciplinary action against Chesley. See Exhibit A 

attached. Chesley disagrees with this conclusion. 

5. Chesley has exercised his right to appeal the Chesley Judgment to the Kentucky 

Court of Appeals and expects the Chesley Judgment to be reversed. Chesley's confidence is 

based in part on the fact that in 2014 Judge Schrand of the Boone Circuit Court crocheted 

together Chesley and the Criminal Defendants (defined below) but (i) Judge Wehr of that same 

court previously said, "[t]he rationale of the previously entered partial summary judgment 

[against the Criminal Defendants] does not apply to" Chesley, (ii) the Kentucky Court of 

Appeals refused to equate Chesley with the Criminal Defendants in 2011 saying that material 

issues and needed discovery prevented the awarding of a judgment against Chesley6 and (iii) the 

2013 Kentucky Supreme Court's Abbott v. Chesley decision agreed saying: 

6 Despite this statement from the Kentucky Court of Appeals, Judge Schrand entered summary judgment against 
Chesley without any additional discovery to resolve the open material issues of fact. 
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Appellants also contend that the joint and several liability of CGM [Cunningham, 
Gallion and Mills the "Criminal Defendants" discussed below] 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. 

Judge Schrand's decision against Chesley is an anomaly that is contrary to the conclusions of 

Judge Weir, the Kentucky Court of Appeals and the Kentucky Supreme Court. 

6. Nothing in this Amended Petition or any other document filed herein admits that 

Chesley agrees with any particular finding of fact and conclusion of law that led to the Chesley 

Judgment. Inter alia, Chesley disputes the Chesley Judgment's holding that he is jointly and 

severally liable with the Criminal Defendants because the Chesley Judgment arose out a 

procedural morass wherein Ford and the Boone Circuit Court conflated the issues in a 

disciplinary matter and those in the Abbott Case, a civil lawsuit where parties are entitled to 

complete discovery (which was not done in the Abbott Case) and a reasoned decision based on 

the merits which also did not occur in the Abbott Case. Instead, Judge Schrand summarily 

applied collateral estoppel in the Abbott Case depriving Chesley of the due process to which he 

is entitled as a matter of law. 

7. Unlike Chesley, the three other jointly liable judgment debtors (hereinafter the 

"Criminal Defendants") were accused of federal crimes for their actions that form the basis of 

the Abbott Case. For that reason, the August 2007 judgment against those three persons in the 

Abbott Case is referred to herein as the "Criminal Defendants Judgment." The Criminal 

Defendants created the settlement chart used by Ford in the Abbott Case as the basis of the 2007 

Criminal Defendants Judgment. The Criminal Defendants used that chart as part of their fraud 

and yet, Ford chose to use that chart as the basis of the damages calculation for the Criminal 

Defendants Judgment. 
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THE JUDGMENT, COLLECTION ACTIVITY AND MONEY DISSIPATED 

8. After entry of the 2007 Criminal Defendants Judgment, but prior to the entry of 

the 2014 Chesley Judgment, Ford and her co-counsel collected many millions of dollars from the 

Criminal Defendants and possibly others. As a matter of law, the gross amount of those 

collections must be credited against the Criminal Defendants Judgment, thus reducing the 

amount of that judgment. Reducing the Criminal Defendants Judgment will simultaneously 

reduce the amount of the Chesley Judgment since the Boone Circuit Court held Chesley jointly 

and severally liable for the same $42,000,000 in damages owed by the Criminal Defendants to 

the Abbott Case plaintiffs; that damages amount which arose from a chmi created by the 

Criminal Defendants, cannot be explained and Ford has refused to provide the calculation of that 

amount. Ford repurposed and now clings to a damages calculation that is purposefully vague 

and ambiguous. There is not now and never has been any accurate accounting of the damages 

owed to the Ohio Respondents and the Unknown Respondents. 

9. The stated amount of the 2007 Criminal Defendants Judgment is $42,000,000 

plus 8% prejudgment interest and 12% post judgment interest. 7 Although entered more than 

seven years after entry of the Criminal Defendants Judgment, the stated amount of the 2014 

Chesley Judgment is also $42,000,000 plus 8% prejudgment interest and 12% post judgment 

interest. 8 In another purposeful misleading of a comi, Ford failed to fully disclose to the Boone 

Circuit Court the amount to be credited against the Criminal Defendants Judgment; so the Boone 

Circuit Court made no adjustment when it entered the stated amount of the Chesley Judgment. 

Chesley's counsel was not involved in the determination of the $42,000,000 amount because it was first 
determined in a summary judgment motion against the Criminal Defendants not Chesley. Chesley was never 
~rovided an opportunity to challenge this amount. 

The $42,000,000 amount (i) is a calculation relating to the Criminal Defendants and not Chesley, (ii) is wholly 
disconnected from any funds Chesley received, and (iii) fails to reconcile the fact that the Kentucky Supreme Court 
suggested that the maximum judgment to which Chesley would be $6,465,621.87, the "worst case" amount by 
which Chesley was overpaid in the Settled Case. 
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Ford's assertion to the Boone Circuit Comi in 2014 that Chesley owes precisely $42,000,000 is 

so far from accurate that it might possibly constitute a fraud on that court in which event the 

Chesley Judgment is unenforceable in Ohio as a matter of law. 

10. Two of the Criminal Defendants, Cunningham and Gallion, were defendants in a 

criminal case heard by the United States District Court of the Eastern District of Kentucky as 

Criminal Case No. 07-39-WOB (the "Criminal Case"). Ford accepted appointment as the 

Victims Advocate in the Criminal Case but never produced an accounting of her work in that 

comi despite the request of United States District Court Judge Reeves. 

11. Ford squandered some of the funds collected from the Criminal Defendants and 

others. As a result, said funds were not prudently disbursed, properly accounted for or applied to 

the Criminal Defendants Judgment. Examples include: 

(i) Ford permitted some of the seized assets to be operated by a state court 
receiver rather than immediately selling those assets and applying the proceeds to 
the Criminal Defendants Judgment. The receivership operated at a cash flow 
deficit requiring that other cash payable to the Abbott Case plaintiffs be used to 
support the receivership. The receivership's use of saleable assets caused those 
assets to lose value; 

(ii) Ford selected a Kentucky lawyer as her co-counsel for collection work on the 
Criminal Defendants Judgment. Ford now claims that Kentucky lawyer 
improperly transferred over $2,000,000 to persons that were not Ford, Ford's 
designees, or the Abbott Case plaintiffs; and 

(iii) The Criminal Case victims included 14 known persons who were not Abbott 
Case plaintiffs. As the Victims Advocate, Ford accepted duties to those 14 
persons. To meet her duties to those 14 persons, Ford diverted funds from the 
Abbott Case plaintiffs into an escrow account for the potential benefit of those 14 
persons. Funds that should have been distributed to the Abbott Case plaintiffs but 
which Ford diverted to others should still be credited against the Criminal 
Defendants Judgment. Chesley does not believe that those 14 persons are among 
the 463 different names that Ford has at various times listed as her clients as 
discussed elsewhere. 
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12. The Criminal Defendants Judgment must be reduced by the total gross value of all 

assets seized from the Criminal Defendants or otherwise acquired or paid on account of the 

Criminal Defendants Judgment at the time those assets were seized by Ford or her co-counsel 

regardless of (i) any operating losses suffered by the receivership, (ii) the reduced amount for 

which those assets were sold after the receivership was terminated or the assets otherwise 

liquidated, (iii) the alleged loss of any funds caused by Ford's co-counsel, (iv) the diversion of 

funds from the Abbott Case plaintiffs to persons who were Criminal Case victims but not Abbott 

Case plaintiffs, or (v) the retention of funds by Ford or her co-counsel.9 Even if $42,000,000 

was the correct damages number in 2007 when the Criminal Defendants Judgment was entered, 

as applied to Chesley, in 2014 the $42,000,000 judgment amount is at best a guess. 

13. Two of the three Criminal Defendants, Gallion and Cunningham (the 

"Criminals"), were convicted by the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 

Kentucky, and ordered to pay restitution to their victims, all but 14 of whom are Abbott Case 

plaintiffs. Forfeiture of certain assets was also ordered in the Criminal Case. Credit against the 

Criminal Defendants Judgment and therefore the Chesley Judgment must to be given for all 

amounts paid to the Abbott Case plaintiffs as restitution or from forfeited assets. 

14. Despite numerous requests in Kentucky and including work in this Court that 

started on January 7, 2015, Ford has refused to provide to Chesley an accurate accounting of all 

funds paid to the Abbott Case plaintiffs on account of her collection efforts or distributions made 

in the Criminal Case - who is owed, how much is owed and how much has already been 

collected? For many months in two states, Chesley has sought information from Ford and 

received nothing. Over the same period, Chesley has produced over 5,000 to pages. 

9 Neither the Criminal Defendants Judgment nor the Chesley Judgment include an award of attorney fees or 
expenses. So, any funds collected by Ford but not disbursed to the Abbott Case plaintiffs reduce the amount owed 
on the judgments. 
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15. Despite numerous requests, Ford has refused to provide to Chesley an accurate 

accounting of all funds that are legally to be credited against the Chesley Judgment, including 

but not limited to those amounts described above that were not paid to the Abbott Case plaintiffs. 

Chesley suspects that Ford's continuing refusal to provide an accurate accounting of the amount 

owed on the Chesley Judgment arises from the fact that Ford knows a complete and accurate 

accounting of her clients' damages will not result in a calculation that yields an initial gross 

amount approximating $42,000,000. That is why Ford prefers a vague and ambiguous damages 

calculation. 

16. Despite numerous requests, Ford has failed or otherwise refused to provide to 

Chesley an accurate accounting of the pre-judgment and post-judgment interest that Ford alleges 

has accrued and is accruing under the Chesley Judgment. The amount of accrued and/or 

accruing interest must be adjusted downward each time Ford made assets seizures that reduce the 

$42,000,000 principal balance of the Criminal Defendants Judgment. The amount of accrued 

and/or accruing interest must also be adjusted downward to recognize the forfeiture of assets in 

the Criminal Case and restitution distributions in the Criminal Case. 

17. The pre-judgment interest rate is one-third lower than the post judgment interest 

rate (8% versus 12%). The Criminal Defendants Judgment was entered in 2007 and the Chesley 

Judgment was entered in 2014; hence, there is a seven year period when interest accrued on the 

Criminal Defendants Judgment at the higher post-judgment rate of 12% while, as to Chesley, the 

pre-judgment 8% interest rate applies. Ford must account for that inconsistency and all the other 

misleading activities described herein. 
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FORD A VOIDS HER OBLIGATIONS 

18. Various filings in the Abbott Case and certain filings m the Criminal Case 

disagree with respect to the number and identity of the Abbott Case plaintiffs. The Abbott Case 

"Plaintiffs" are the stated beneficiaries of the Chesley Judgment and are real parties in interest in 

this proceeding - the Ohio Respondents and the Unknown Respondents. See Exhibit A. 

Maintaining the vagueness and ambiguity she created, despite Chesley's requests, Ford has 

refused to provide to Chesley (i) an exact number of Abbott Case plaintiffs who are Chesley' s 

creditors, (ii) the name of each current judgment creditor, (iii) a current address for each current 

judgment creditor, and (iv) the amount owed to each current judgment creditor after the 

distributions of millions dollars to those persons in the Abbott Case and the Criminal Case. 10 

19. For purposes of this Amended Petition, Chesley has listed as respondents herein 

an unknown number of Jane Doe and John Doe persons or entities (e.g. bankruptcy estates or 

estates of deceased Abbott Case plaintiffs). Chesley requests that this Court order Ford to 

disclose the names and addresses of each current judgment creditor so that those persons or 

entities can be made parties to this action. 

20. Public policy in Ohio and Kentucky both favor and actively promote the 

settlement of litigation. Ford is obligated to communicate with and advise her clients 

individually11 concerning the progress of this matter and, for example, any settlement offer made 

by Chesley so that any particular client can knowingly decide how to proceed in this matter. 

10 Identifying the current judgment creditors and the amount now owed each after all proper credits is the most 
fundamental element of a valid judgment. The danger of allowing Ford to proceed in Ohio to collect on the Chesley 
Judgment without first providing this basic information is readily apparent: for example, if Chesley were inclined to 
consider making any reasonable settlement offers and if some of the Ohio Respondents or Unknown Respondents 
wanted to accept, to whom would Chesley make the settlement check payable and from whom would he obtain a 
release or satisfaction of judgment? 
11 The Abbott Case is a "mass action" and not a class action proceeding. Ford chose to bring a "mass action" and 
must now live with that choice and communicate with and advise each client individually. 
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21. Ford's refusal to disclose to Chesley the current identity of the Unknown 

Respondents and the current amount owed to each of them permits Ford to treat Chesley's 

judgment creditors as a group thus protecting Ford from the work of communicating with 

specific individual clients and advising each of them individually on this matter. Ford's refusal 

to disclose to Chesley the current identity of the Ohio Respondents and the current amount owed 

to each of them protects Ford from the work of communicating with specific individual clients 

and advising each of them individually on this matter. 

22. Ford made several filings in the Criminal Case and in the Sixth Circuit Court of 

Appeals seeking to keep from Chesley and the federal court (i) the total value of assets seized on 

account of the Criminal Defendants Judgment, (ii) the current names and addresses of her clients, 

(iii) the amounts distributed to those clients, and (iv) the amount of money she collected that was 

not distributed to her clients. Ford's relationship with her clients and the fees she retained while 

collecting the Criminal Defendants Judgment has had no more oversight than the activities of the 

Criminal Defendants in the Settled Case that permitted the fraud that resulted in the Criminal 

Case. 

23. Ford's refusal to provide requested information to Chesley (i) impairs Ohio and 

Kentucky's public policy that favors settlements, (ii) deprives Ford's individual clients of the 

potential opportunity to receive individualized communications and advice, (iii) deprives 

Chesley of valuable rights and (iv) deprives courts in Kentucky and Ohio of information they 

may need to handle certain issues that may arise in connection with this matter. 

24. Ford's actions threaten the rights of third parties in Ohio who Ford has stated she 

intends to depose and whose rights Ford has attempted to violate by seeking their private 

financial documents and information in Kentucky rather than by pursuing the proper procedural 
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mechanism for obtaining the information directly from this third parties - a process that would 

require Ford to come to Ohio invoke the jurisdiction of the Ohio courts in order to issue 

subpoenas, and at the same time, afford those third parties the opportunity to protect themselves 

and their information under the auspices of the Ohio courts. Ford's actions in Kentucky seeking 

information from and concerning Ohio third paiiies are being done in violation of the rights of 

h . 12 t ose parties. 

25. Since Chesley was not a judgment debtor until August 1, 2014, Chesley had no 

significant opportunity to participate in any of the above-described actions in the Abbott Case or 

the Criminal Case that (i) determined the $42,000,000 judgment amount in 2007 or (ii) created 

all the necessary adjustments to the amount owed on the Criminal Defendants Judgment and, 

consequently, the Chesley Judgment. 

FORD THREATENS ACTION THAT WILL CAUSE HARM 

26. The "res" in this matter, Chesley's assets, if any, are in Ohio not in Kentucky. 

Chesley does not have any assets in the Commonwealth of Kentucky that are subject to seizure 

for collection on the Chesley Judgment. Ford intends to domesticate the Chesley Judgment in 

the State of Ohio and take collection action on assets located in the State of Ohio. 

27. Ford has threatened to issue subpoenas and take depositions of numerous persons, 

entities and institutions. Ford's targets will not voluntarily provide information to Ford thereby 

requiring Ford to issue subpoenas to those targets, many of whom have no presence in Kentucky 

and are not subject to a subpoena issued by the Boone Circuit Court. Some of the targets of 

Ford's scattergun discovery efforts are not parties to, or cmTently aware of, the Abbott Case and 

some of the assets Ford might attempt to seize are used by, held by or owned by entities who are 

12 See the letter of Thomas Pyper, Esq., counsel for Clark Schaeffer & Hackett, an entity on whom Ford served a 
subpoena in Kentucky. A copy of this letter was filed with the Court on April 28, 2015. 
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not parties to, or currently aware of, the Abbott Case. Many of these third parties are Ohio 

residents, citizens or domiciles who deserve the procedural protections offered by Ohio law. 

28. Ford served a subpoena (in Kentucky) on Chesley's accounting firm demanding 

that CSH produce to Ford the financial records and information of at least 10 Ohio entities or 

citizens. Ford did not comply with applicable Kentucky law in relation to service of that 

subpoena because she did not serve a copy of it on those eight to ten Ohio entities or citizens 

prior to serving it on CSH. That subpoena (a) removes any doubt about Ford's intention of 

getting information from Ohio citizens or domiciliaries, or access to Ohio assets, without being 

required to comply with Ohio law or to otherwise afford the Ohio targets of her efforts with the 

procedural and substantive protections to which they are legally entitled; and (b) violates this 

Court's January 14, 2015 Order. See the Kentucky subpoena and related correspondence added 

to the record herein on April 28, 2015. 

29. Acting in the Abbott Case on May 1, 2015 Ford served on Chesley discovery that 

seeks private financial information of certain Ohio entities, including several not owned by 

Chesley. That discovery evidences the same intent to harm Ohio entities and the same disregard 

for the Court that Ford demonstrated with the subpoena served on CSH. 

30. As of this writing, there is a protective order in the Abbott Case that limits how 

Ford may disseminate confidential financial information. In a motion filed in the Abbott Case on 

April 21, 2015, Ford seeks to eliminate those limitations. 13 In that motion, Ford stated that she 

plans to file fraudulent conveyance actions; given her discovery targets, Ford is clearly targeting 

Ohioans. Ford seeks to avoid the need to file those actions under seal despite the confidential 

financial information she will disclose concerning many Ohio residents. Ford intends to publicly 

13 A copy of this motion was filed with the Court on April 28, 2015. 
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disclose the private financial information of Ohio residents including Chesley and others who are 

not parties to the Abbott Case. 

31. Chesley does not have the ability to secure a supersedeas bond in the amount of 

$42,000,000, plus millions in accrued interest. If any money is owed by Chesley to the Abbott 

Case plaintiffs, Chesley believes that an accurate calculation of the amount owed on the Chesley 

Judgment may substantially reduce the Chesley Judgment for the reasons described above. 

Chesley does not know and cannot estimate the amount that remains owed on account of the 

Chesley Judgment. Knowing the current amount owed on the Chesley Judgment is important 

because, inter alia, that amount 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 Court might impose 

on Ford to insure that her collection effo1is do not attach assets in excess of the amount truly 

owed on the Chesley Judgment. 14 Ford's refusal to disclose the current total amount of the 

Chesley Judgment may impair judicial decision making in Kentucky and this Court. 

32. Chesley is confident his Kentucky appeal of the Chesley Judgment will be 

successful. Thereafter, any collection activity by Ford against Chesley will have to be reversed 

including the return of assets to innocent third parties from whom Ford may seize assets. The 

temporary loss of seized assets may cause significant harm to the innocent third-parties who are 

the subject of Ford's collection activity. 

33. Ford asse1ied in the Criminal Case that any money she seized and kept as her fee 

did not have to be returned if the judgment being enforced was later reversed. 15 Ford is anxious 

14 Query: how will any court properly control the dollar value of assets about which Ford seeks information and 
then seeks to seize if Ford refuses to state the total current amount of the Chesley Judgment? 
15 See Ford's July 7, 2011 Objection To The United States' Motion For An Order Of Accounting And Motion To 
Alter, Amend, Or Vacate The Court's June 29, 2011 Order Granting The United States Motion filed in the Criminal 
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to collect the Chesley Judgment despite the pendency of a likely successful appeal because she 

plans to retain her 40% of what she collects even after Chesley's Kentucky appeal is successful. 

FORD IS ACTIVE IN OHIO 

34. As noted above, Ford has threatened several severe and significant actions in 

Ohio intended to enforce the Chesley Judgment. Those acts will not be Ford's first activity in 

Ohio related to the Abbott Case. Respondents Judith Peck (n/k/a Wageman), Jayne Adams, 

Carol Boggs, Linda Brimley, Patricia Kennedy, Ruby Adams, Ruby Godbey, Louisa Moss 

Howard, Rebecca Lovell Estate, 16 and Betty Kelly, deceased (collectively the "Ohio 

Respondents") are Ohio residents. The Ohio Respondents are among Ford's clients who Ford 

has described as Chesley's judgment creditors and are in the same position as the above-

described Unknown Respondents except that Chesley believes he has discovered their current 

addresses. 

35. Chesley's counsel made extraordinary efforts to determine the current addresses 

of the Ohio Respondents. Chesley is choosing to specifically identify these persons at this time 

because their Ohio residency impacts certain legal issues that the Court may face. 

36. Ford contends that her clients are specifically identified on the "settlement grid" 

created about 12 years ago by the Criminal Defendants in the Settled Case. 17 Ford made that 

assertion in open court and in multiple filings in the Abbott Case. Ford chose to rely on the 

Case in which Ford responded to concerns that reversal of the Criminal Defendants Judgment might require the 
return of the funds she collected by stating" ... an attorney cannot be required to repay an attorney's fee paid to her 
by a client out of funds collected by the attorney to satisfy a judgment which is later reversed." 
16 The current address located for Rebecca Lovell, presumably the address of her estate, is located in Port Orange, 
FL. However, upon information and belief, this individual was located in Ohio until 2012. 
17 Janetta M Moore, et al. v. A. H. Robbins Company, et al. Boone County, Kentucky Circuit Case No. 98-CI-
00795 is the "Settled Case." A copy of the settlement grid is attached to and verified by the Affidavit of Mr. Frank 
Benton (the "Benton Affidavit") initially filed in the federal court and re-filed herein for the Court's convenience. 
Mr. Benton also describes the origin of the settlement grid - it was created by the Criminal Defendants and was used 
as part of the fraud that sent the Criminals to jail. Given this history, the Court can understand Ford's need to hide 
information concerning damages. A thorough investigation of Ford's damage calculation could possibly reveal that 
use of the settlement grid in 2007 to determine the amount of the Criminal Defendants Judgment effectuated a fraud 
on the Kentucky court. 
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settlement grid created by the Criminal Defendants and tell the Boone Circuit Court it lists her 

clients. Ford is estopped from now asserting that the persons on the settlement grid (including 

the Ohio Respondents) are not her clients. Ford cannot now assert that the Ohioans listed on the 

settlement grid are not her clients and Chesley's judgment creditors. 

37. A review of the settlement grid relied on by Ford lists the names and addresses of 

Ford's clients and shows that Ford's clients include (or at least included) the Ohio Respondents. 

The settlement grid shows Ohio addresses for the Ohio Respondents. Those persons continue to 

reside in Ohio, specifically at the addresses shown in the caption to this pleading. 

38. In 2007 when Ford filed her Eighth Amended Complaint in the Abbott Case, five 

of the Ohio Respondents [as identified on the Ford used settlement grid] were still listed by Ford 

as her clients. 

39. Except for the fact that Chesley is now informed of their cunent addresses, the 

Ohio Respondents are in the same circumstance as the above-described Unknown Respondents. 

40. On information arid belief, Chesley asserts that as counsel for the Unknown 

Respondents and the Ohio Respondents, Ford has communicated with her clients during the 10 

years the Abbott Case has been pending. In actions directly related to the Abbott Case, Ford has 

directed communications into Ohio which were specifically intended for the Ohio Respondents. 

41. In 2011 Ford made a filing in the Criminal Case. In that filing, Ford stated that 

she has collected over $40,000,000 in the Abbott Case. Ford also asserted that significant 

portions of those funds were distributed by Ford to her clients, including the Ohio Respondents. 18 

In actions directly related to the Abbott Case, Ford has sent money into Ohio. 

42. In that same 2011 Criminal Case filing, Ford stated that she retained for the 

payment of attorney fees over $13,000,000 from the funds she collected in the Abbott Case. 

18 See Angela M. Ford's Pre-Hearing Memorandum filed on September 6, 2011 in the Criminal Case. 
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Ford has asserted that she retained those fees pursuant to contracts she has with each of her 

clients, including the Ohio Respondents. In actions directly related to the Abbott Case, Ford has 

entered into contracts with multiple Ohio residents for the provision of legal services for the 

benefit of those Ohioans. 

43. Ford has sufficient personal and professional contacts with Ohio (including the 

above-described contacts related to the Abbott Case) that courts in Ohio have general personal 

jurisdiction over Ford for all purposes including this case. This Court also has specific personal 

jurisdiction over Ford such that Ford is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court for purposes of 

this case. 

44. On September 8, 2012, Betty L. Kelly died. At that time, Betty Kelly resided in 

Ohio and any probate estate arising from that death was or will be opened in Ohio. Chesley does 

not know what person or entity that succeeded to Ms. Kelly's rights against Chesley. Hence, 

Chesley named Ms. Kelly as one of the Ohio Respondents in an effort to cause proper notice to 

reach the person or entity that succeeded to Ms. Kelly's rights against Chesley. 

45. Even using the old settlement chart, it is impossible for Chesley to identify each 

of Ford's current clients who Ford contends hold a judgment against Chesley because Ford has 

(a) listed some 463 different names in various filings in the Abbott Case while (b) 

simultaneously claiming that her clients who hold judgments against Chesley number 

approximately 382. A complete discussion of this topic can be found in Chesley's Verified 

Memorandum In Support Of Motion For Injunctive Relief filed herein on January 6, 2015. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley prays that the Court: 

19 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 07/22/2015 10:59 I MOTN I A 1500067 I CONFIRMATION NUMBER 426669 



A. Declare that before Respondents take any action in the State of Ohio to enforce 

the Chesley Judgment, Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley is entitled, at a minimum, (i) the name, 

address and amount owed to each of Chesley's cunent judgment creditors and (ii) the exact 

current amount owed on the Chesley Judgment in the unexpected event the Chesley Judgment is 

affirmed; 

B. Declare that Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley is entitled to know and that 

Respondent Ford must immediately disclose to Chesley (i) how much money and the value of 

assets seized under the authority of the Criminal Defendants Judgment, any assets forfeited in the 

Criminal Case and any restitution paid in the Criminal Case, (ii) when any assets were seized or 

forfeited and any restitution payments were made so that Chesley can check the accuracy of 

Ford's pre-judgment and post-judgment interest calculations, (iii) the amount collected by Ford 

and not distributed to her clients, and (iv) the total amount distrib~ted to each of the Ohio 

Respondents and the Unknown Respondents in both the Settled Case and the Abbott Case, after 

reduction for Ford's 40% fees and Ford's expenses; 

C. Enjoin Respondent Angela M. Ford, the Unknown Respondents, the Ohio 

Respondents and any other person acting on behalf of the Unknown Respondents or the Ohio 

Respondents from taking any action to collect the Chesley Judgment in the State of Ohio until 90 

days after Chesley has received all of the information that this Court declares Chesley is entitled 

to receive; 

D. Enjoin Respondent Angela M. Ford, the Unknown Respondents, the Ohio 

Respondents and any other person acting on behalf of the Unknown Respondents or the Ohio 

Respondents from registering or domesticating the Chesley Judgment in Ohio and attempting to 

issue subpoenas or any other discovery to non-parties in Ohio, except Chesley, until 90 days 
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after Chesley has received all of the information that this Court declares Chesley is entitled to 

receive; 

E. Enjoin Respondent Angela M. Ford, the Unknown Respondents, the Ohio 

Respondents and any other person acting on behalf of the Unknown Respondents or the Ohio 

Respondents from registering or domesticating the Chesley Judgment in Ohio and attempting to 

issue subpoenas or any other discovery seeking information from or concerning Ohio residents, 

Ohio domiciliaries or Ohio citizens, except for Chesley, until 90 days after Chesley has received 

all of the information that this Court declares Chesley is entitled to receive; and 

F. Enjoin Respondent Angela M. Ford, the Unknown Respondents, the Ohio 

Respondents and any other person acting on behalf of the Unknown Respondents or the Ohio 

Respondents, from destroying any documents relevant to any of the issues described in this 

Petition or Chesley's other filings made simultaneously herewith. Chesley submits that this 

relief is required due to Ford's demonstrated efforts to hide the information sought by Chesley. 

21 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 07/22/201510:59 I MOTN I A 1500067 I CONFIRMATION NUMBER426669 



VERIFICATION 

Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley swears or affirms as follows: (1) I am over eighteen years 
old and have never been declared mentally incompetent; (2) I have personal knowledge of the 
facts set fmih in the above-written Second Amended and Supplemental Restated Verified 
Petition For Declaratory Judgment And Injunctive Relief (the" Second Amended Petition"); (3) 
I am the judgment debtor who is the target of the Chesley Judgment described in the Second 
Amended Petition, (4) to the best of my knowledge and belief, the facts set out in the Second 
Amended Petition are true and correct. 

Stanley M. Chesley 

Sworn to, and subscribed, in my presence on ____ , 2015 by Stanley M. Chesley who 
is known to me. 

Notary public, State of Ohio 
My commission expires on __ _ 

SIGNATURE AND APPEARANCE OF PETITIONER'S COUNSEL 

Respectfully submitted, 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
3300 Great American Tower 
301 E. Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
513-651-6785 
Fax 513-651-6981 
vmauer@fbtlaw.com 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this day of , 2015, a copy of the foregoing was 
served on Christen M. Steimle, Esq., Dinsmore & Shohl LLP, 255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900, 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 by first class United States mail, postage prepaid. 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
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CQURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

Stanley M. Chesley, 

Petitioner, 

V. 

Angela M. Ford, Esq., et al. 

Respondents. 

Case No. A1500067 

Judge Ruehlman 

ORDER GRANTING PETITIONER'S 
MOTION FOR LEA VE TO FILE 
SECOND AMENDED VERIFIED 
PETITION 

This matter comes before the Court upon the Motion of Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley 

("Chesley") for leave to file a Second Amended Verified Petition in order to add new defendants 

to the First Amended Verified Petition. For reasons stated in Chesley's Motion, and for other 

good cause shown, the Court finds that said Motion is well-taken and is hereby GRANTED. 

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that Chesley is 

hereby granted leave to amend, and that the proposed Second Amended Verified Petition 

attached as Exhibit A to Chesley's Motion is deemed filed as of the date of this Order. 

Petitioner's counsel shall arrange for service of the Second Amended Petition. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Judge Ruehlman 
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

STANLEY M. CHESLEY Case No. A1500067 

Petitioner, Judge Ruehlman 

v. 

ANGELA M. FORD, ESQ., et al. 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE 
VERIFIED STATEMENT OF 
SUPPLEMENTAL FACTS IN 
SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR 
PERMANENT INJUNCTION Respondents. 

Pursuant to Ohio Rule of Civil Procedure 15(E), Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley 

("Chesley") respectfully moves this Court for leave to file his Statement of Supplemental Facts 

in Support of Petition for Permanent Injunction (the "Supplement", attached hereto as Exhibit A) 

to address the facts and circumstances related to three pending enforcement actions recently filed 

by Respondent Angela M. Ford ("Ford") in Colorado, Nevada, and Louisiana. Chesley 

endeavors to alert this Court to Ford's continued disregard for the formalities required under the 

Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act ("UEFJA"), and therefore demonstrate 

Chesley' s continued need for a permanent injunction. 

The reasons for this Motion are more fully set forth in the attached Memorandum in 

Support. For the Court's convenience, a proposed Order is attached as Exhibit B. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
3300 Great American Tower 
301 East Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
513-651-6785 
Fax 513-651-6981 
vmauer@fbtlaw.com 
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 

This action commenced upon Chesley's Verified Petition for an injunction, which sought 

to enjoin Ford from enforcing a judgment against Chesley (the "Chesley Judgment") without 

providing Chesley with certain information required under Ohio law. See RC 2329.023. 

Pursuant to Chesley's petition, on January 14, 2015, this court entered a preliminary injunction. 

Months after the initial pleadings were filed in this case, Ford embarked on a crusade 

across the country, seeking to execute the Chesley Judgment in Colorado, Nevada, and 

Louisiana. Each of those states has enacted a version of the UEFJA, and Ford has purported to 

file each of the Chesley Judgments in the various state courts in accordance with the UEFJA. 

Yet, despite the relative uniformity of the applicable law in each state, each of Ford's filings has 

varied. The Supplement outlines these variations, identifies the relevant subsections of each 

state's law, and provides examples of how Ford's filings continue to disregard the express 

language of the statute. 

The Rules of Civil Procedure permit "a supplemental pleading setting forth transactions 

or occurrences or events which have happened since the date of the pleading sought to be 

supplemented" when notice is "reasonable" and when the terms of such are "just." Civ.R. 15(E). 

Leave to file a Supplemental Complaint "shall be freely given." Westfield Ins. Co. v. O.KL. Can 

Line, 155 Ohio App.3d 747, 762 (2003). While the Supplement is styled as a "Statement of 

Supplemental Facts," rather than a "Supplemental Petition," it serves exactly the same purpose­

apprising the Court of certain events that have arisen since the initial filing. 

To start, allowing the proposed Supplement advances several goals, including 

highlighting Ford's continued efforts to enforce the judgment against Chesley without following 

the procedures outlined in the UEFJA, and, most importantly, illustrating the ongoing need for a 
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permanent injunction. Simply put, the facts included in the Supplement confirm that there is a 

concrete, imminent risk that Ford will domesticate the Chesley judgment in Ohio without heed to 

the provisions of RC 2329.021, et seq. 

Further, there is no reason not to allow Chesley to supplement the original Petition. 

While the action has been pending for some time, the permanent injunction hearing has not yet 

been held, and Ford, of course, already knows what she did in Louisiana, Nevada and Colorado. 

Accordingly, Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley requests that this Court grant him leave to 

file his Statement of Supplemental Facts in Support of Petition for Permanent Injunction. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
3300 Great American Tower 
301 East Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
513-651-6785 
Fax 513-651-6981 
vmauer@fbtlaw.com 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a on this 21st day of August, 2015, a copy of the foregoing was 
served by first class U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, upon: 

Brian Sullivan, Esq. 
Christen M. Steimle, Esq. 
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP 
255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
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Donald J. Rafferty, Esq. 
Cohen Todd Kite & Sanford, LLC 
250 E. Fifth Street, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

STANLEY M. CHESLEY Case No. A1500067 

Petitioner, Judge Ruehlman 

v. 

ANGELA M. FORD, ESQ., et al. 

STATEMENT OF 
SUPPLEMENTAL FACTS IN 
SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR 
PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

Respondents. 

Petitioner Stanley M. Chesley ("Chesley") files with the Court this Statement of 

Supplemental Facts In Support of Petition For Permanent Injunction. This document does not 

add additional parties or change the nature of the relief sought by Chesley. The following facts 

all occurred after Chesley filed his initial petition in this matter: 

FACTS RELATED TO NEVADA 

1. Nevada has enacted a version of the Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgment 

Act, Nevada Revised Statutes 17.330 to 17.400 ("UEFJA"). For all relevant purposes, the 

Nevada version of the UEFJA is the same as Ohio's version of that statue, Ohio Rev. Code 

Section 2329.021, et seq. The UEFJA requires that when domesticating a foreign judgment, the 

filing include (a) the name of each judgment creditor; (b) the address of each judgment creditor; 

( c) the amount owed to each; and ( d) the total amount owed must also be disclosed. 

2. Acting through Nevada counsel and allegedly on behalf of Chesley's Judgment 

Creditors, on May 26, 2015 Ford filed a Notice of Filing Application of Foreign Judgment and 

Affidavit of Judgment Creditor's Attorney (Ford's "Nevada Filing"). A copy of the Nevada 

Filing is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

3. Ford's Nevada filing under the UEF J A has the exact same deficiencies that 

Chesley identified to this Court. Among those deficiencies are the following: 
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A. Ford attached the Boone Circuit Court's September 19, 2014 Amended Order (the 

"Kentucky Amended Order") that purports to award a judgment against Chesley to the 

"Plaintiffs." Ford is representing to the Nevada court that the Kentucky Amended Order 

is the operative judgment that she seeks to enforce. 

B. The Nevada Filing has a list of 382 names that Ford alleges are Chesley's 

"judgment creditors." Despite the fact that the Kentucky Amended Order states that the 

"Plaintiffs" are the judgment creditors, Ford's list includes names that have never been 

identified as "plaintiffs" in the Boone Circuit Court case and omits other entities that are 

named "plaintiffs" in that case. It is impossible for the court in Nevada to determine that 

persons entitled to collect the Chesley Judgment are the parties who in fact are enforcing 

the judgment in Nevada. 

C. Ford's Nevada Filing asserts that the "last known address [in the singular, sic] for 

the Judgment Creditors" is "PF Judgment Creditors c/o Angela M. Ford, PSC." Ford has 

never asserted that "PF Judgment Creditors" is anything other than a pseudonym for Ford 

and, in fact, there is no entity named "PF Judgment Creditors" that actually exists and 

holds a judgment against Chesley. It is untrue that any of the Judgment Creditors reside 

in Ford's law office. 

D. The Kentucky Amended Order purports to award a judgment against Chesley to 

the "Plaintiffs" in the amount of $42,000,000. Ford does not state the amount owed to 

any particular judgment creditor. Ford's Nevada filing does not assert the total amount 

now owed either to any particular judgment creditor or in total. Ford admits that she has 

collected $17,868,2981 against the $42,000,000 judgment amount. Ford's Nevada filing 

contends that interest has been accruing, but she does not state the interest start date. The 

total owed on the Chesley Judgment cannot be known without an accurate calculation of 

the amount of interest owed. Therefore, the Nevada court cannot act to insure that Ford 

does not collect more than is owed on the Chesley Judgment. 

4. Despite these deficiencies, Ford was able to take collection action using the 

Nevada judgment created by her flawed domestication. Ford issued four legally inappropriate 

1 Ignoring Chesley's multiple requests, Ford has refused to demonstrate the accuracy of this figure or disclose the 
dates when collections occurred despite the fact that the accrual of interest must be adjusted downward as 
collections occur and the outstanding balance owed is reduced. Chesley has reason to believe that Ford's collections 
in this matter are, in fact, more than double the admitted amount. 
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writs of garnishment and sets of collection related interrogatories. Each of (i) the Castano 

Directed Distribution Trust ("Castano Trust") and (ii) the Castano Trust's bank, Wells Fargo, 

were targeted by one of Ford's Nevada writ of garnishment. A copy of the Writ of Execution 

issued in Nevada is attached as Exhibit B. Those two writs were illegal in many respects 

including the following: 

A. Ford tried to garnish money that might be Chesley's share of money owed 

to the "Waite Schneider Bayless & Chesley Deferred Compensation Trust" (the 

"Compensation Trust"). Amounts owed to Chesley under the Compensation 

Trust, if any, are likely exempt under Ohio Rev. Code 2329.66(10).2 

B. The Compensation Trust is not a judgment debtor and so cannot be 

garnished. 

C. The Compensation Trust has no presence in Nevada and no connection to 

the Castagno Trust. 

D. The Compensation Trust is an Ohio entity and protected from Ford's 

attack by the Court's January 14, 2015 Restraining Order. 

E. Ford provided no way for a judge in Nevada or the Nevada garnishees to 

determine what portion, if any, of monies subject to garnishment in Nevada and 

payable to the Compensation Trust are distributable to Chesley. 

F. Ford sought to seize all amounts in the bank account of the Castano Trust 

at Wells Fargo. Ford took this action despite her actual knowledge that (i) the 

Castano Trust is not a judgment debtor under the Chesley Judgment, (ii) the 

Castano Trust has over 100 separate beneficiaries, (iii) one of which is WSBC3 

and (iv) the judgment debtor in this matter, Chesley, is not a beneficiary of the 

Castano Trust. Of course, Ford did not disclose any of this information to the 

Nevada court. 

2 Section 2329.66(10)(b) exempts from collection, in part, Chesley's "rights to receive or interests in receiving a 
payment or other benefits under any pension, annuity, or similar plan or contract, not including a payment or benefit 
from a stock bonus or profit-sharing plan or a payment included in division (A)(6)(b) or (IO)(a) of this section, on 
account of illness, disability, death, age, or length of service .... " 
3 WSBC is also not a judgment debtor and amounts owed to it cannot be garnished by Ford. 
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G. Ford's garnishment to Wells Fargo prevented the timely distribution of 

over $10,000,000 to over 130 beneficiaries of the Castano Trust. None of these 

persons are judgment debtors. 

5. Ford also used the illegally obtained Nevada judgment to issue writs of 

garnishment and collection related interrogatories to Chesley' s Kentucky counsel, Frost Brown 

Todd LLC and Benton Benton & Luedeke. Neither of those firms have offices in Nevada. The 

writs of garnishment were not served in Nevada or as required by Nevada law. A copy of the 

Writ of Garnishment served on Frost Brown Todd is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

6. Ford's four garnishment writs included poorly constructed nonsensical 

interrogatories addressed to the garnishees. Inter alia, Ford referred to "Abbott" as the 

"defendant" and she caused the Las Vegas Township Constable to direct Chesley's two 

Kentucky counsel to "under oath" violate Chesley' s attorney client privilege and disclose 

information to Ford. 

FACTS RELATED TO LOUISIANA 

7. Louisiana has enacted a version of the Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgment 

Act, Louisiana Revised Statute 13:4241. et seq. ("UEFJA"). For all relevant purposes, the 

Louisiana version of the UEFJA is the same as Ohio's version of that statue, Ohio Rev. Code 

Section 2329.021, et seq. The UEFJA requires that when domesticating a foreign judgment, the 

filing include (a) the name of each judgment creditor, (b) the address of each judgment creditor 

and ( c) the amount owed to each; also, ( d) the total amount owed must also be disclosed. 

8. Acting through Louisiana counsel and allegedly on behalf of Chesley's Judgment 

Creditors, on June 1, 2015 Ford filed her Ex Parte Petition To Make Foreign Judgment 

Executory (Ford's "Louisiana Filing"). A copy of the Louisiana Filing is attached hereto as 

ExhibitD. 
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9. Ford's Louisiana Filing included as an attachment the Boone Circuit Court's 

October 22, 2014 Second Amended Judgment. Ford is representing to the Louisiana court that 

the "Second Amended Judgment" is the operative judgment that Ford seeks to enforce. 

10. The document Ford asserts is operative in Nevada (the Kentucky Amended 

Order) is not the document she says is operative and is enforcing in Louisiana, the Second 

Amended Order. Ford is lying to the court in Nevada or Louisiana or both. 

11. Ford's filing under the UEF J A in Louisiana is better than her filing in Nevada, but 

it still has errors and omissions: 

A. The Second Amended Judgment purports to award a judgment against 

Chesley to the "Plaintiffs." The Louisiana Filing has a list of 382 names that Ford 

alleges are Chesley's "judgment creditors." That list includes names that have 

never been identified as "plaintiffs" in the Boone Circuit Court and omits other 

entities that are named "plaintiffs" in that case. It is impossible for the court in 

Louisiana to determine that persons entitled to collect the Chesley Judgment are 

the parties in Louisiana. 

B. Ford's Louisiana Filing asserts that the "last known address [in the 

singular, sic] for the Judgment Creditors" is "PF Judgment Creditors c/o Angela 

M. Ford, PSC." Ford has never asserted that PF Judgment Creditors is anything 

other than a pseudonym for Ford and, in fact, there is no entity named "PF 

Judgment Creditors" that actually exists and holds a judgment against Chesley. It 

is actually untrue that any of the Judgment Creditors reside in Ford's law office.4 

C. Ford's Louisiana Filing does not assert either (i) the total amount now 

owed or (ii) the debt owed to each particular judgment creditor. Ford admits that 

she has collected $17,868,2985 against the $42,000,000 judgment amount. Ford's 

Louisiana Filing contends that interest has been accruing, but she does not state 

4 Ford's Nevada filing provides no further indication of the actual address of the judgment creditors. Ford's 
Louisiana and Colorado filings, however, provides the town/city and state where each of the 382 putative judgment 
creditors resides but does not disclose a street address or zip code. 
5 Despite Chesley's requests, Ford has refused to demonstrate the accuracy of this figure or disclose the dates when 
collections occurred despite the fact that the accrual of interest must be adjusted downward as collections occur and 
the outstanding balance owed is reduced. 
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the interest accrued to date. The total owed on the Chesley Judgment cannot be 

known without an accurate calculation of the amount of interest owed. Therefore, 

the Louisiana court cannot act to insure that Ford does not collect more than is 

owed on the Chesley Judgment. 

D. Effectively admitting one of her mistakes in Nevada, the Louisiana Filing 

tries to describe "PF Judgment Creditors" by including a footnote that states "PF 

Judgment Creditors are a group of 382 judgment creditors, a list of those creditors 

is attached in Exhibit B-1. 'Their respective domiciles are listed in Exhibit C. "' 

In fact, of course, the actual "domiciles" are not listed since only the city/state is 

provided. Apparently PF Judgment Creditors is an unincorporated association 

controlled by Ford since not all of its members are "plaintiffs" and not all 

"plaintiffs" in the Kentucky case are members of PF Judgment Creditors. 

12. On June 2, 2015, one day after Ford filed her deficient domestication papers, Ford 

was issued a "Judgment" in Louisiana against Chesley in favor of the "PF Judgment Creditors." 

(the "Louisiana Judgment"). This "one day" judgment6 that Ford received ex-parte is exactly the 

irreparable harm that Chesley feared and the Court foresaw when the Restraining Order was 

issued. Ford ignored requirements of the UEFJA and Ford got a judgment in one day. The same 

might have happened in Ohio but for the Restraining Order. 

13. There are several problems with the "one day" ex parte Louisiana Judgment: 

A. There is no entity or formal group of persons known as "PF Judgment 

Creditors" that holds a judgment against Chesley; 

B. Since it was granted ex parte, there was no opportunity for Chesley to 

challenge the finding that Ford "satisfied" the above-described requirements of 

Louisiana's UEFJA; and 

C. The Louisiana Judgment was made "EXECUTORY" (emphasis original) 

on that date, thus denying Chesley the opportunity to assert his belief that Ford 

has overstated the amount owed. 

6 A copy of Ford's "one day" judgment is attached as Exhibit E. 
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FACTS RELEVANT TO COLORADO 

14. Colorado has enacted a version of the Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgment 

Act, Section 13-53-101, et seq. Colorado Revised Statutes ("UEFJA"). For all relevant purposes, 

the Colorado version of the UEFJA is the same as Ohio's version of that statue, Ohio Rev. Code 

Section 2329.021, et seq. The UEFJA requires that when domesticating a foreign judgment, the 

filing include (a) the name of each judgment creditor, (b) the address of each judgment creditor 

and ( c) the amount owed to each; also, ( d) the total amount owed must also be disclosed. 

15. Acting through Colorado counsel and allegedly on behalf of Chesley's Judgment 

Creditors, on July 31, 2015 Ford filed in Colorado a Notice of Filing Application of Foreign 

Judgment (the "Colorado Filing"). A copy of the Colorado Filing is attached as Exhibit F. 

16. Ford's Colorado Filing included as an attachment the Boone Circuit Court's 

October 22, 2014 "Second Amended Judgment." Ford is representing to the Colorado court that 

the "Second Amended Judgment" is the operative judgment that Ford seeks to enforce. This is 

not the same document that Ford's Nevada filing asserts is operative.7 

17. The Colorado Filing states "see attached Exhibit A for a list of each plaintiff I 

judgment creditor and their corresponding address." In fact, the Colorado Filing mirrors the 

Louisiana Filing by providing names and cities I towns - but not actual addresses for any 

judgment creditor. 

18. In the Colorado Filing, Ford abandons the pretense of "PF Judgment Creditors." 

No reference to that phony organization can be found in the Colorado Filings. Instead, Ford 

reverts to use of "Mildred Abbott, et al. c/o Angela M. Ford, Esq." Ironically, the list of putative 

"Plaintiffs I Judgment Creditors" shown on Exhibit A does not include Mildred Abbott, instead, 

7 Given that Ford used the Second Amended Judgment in both Louisiana and Colorado, it seems clear that Ford 
misled the Nevada court when she used the Kentucky Amended Order. 
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the reference is to the "Abbott Estate." A probate or bankruptcy estate is, of course, a separate 

legal entity. No filing in the Kentucky case ever replaced Plaintiff Mildred Abbott with the 

separate legal entity, an estate. 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Chesley prays for the relief requested in the Second Amended 

Verified and Supplemental Petition for Declaratory Judgment and Injunctive Relief filed in this 

matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
Vincent E. Mauer (0038997) 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
3300 Great American Tower 
301 East Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
513-651-6785 
Fax 513-651-6981 
vmauer@fbtlaw.com 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a on this_ day of August, 2015, a copy of the foregoing was served 
by first class U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, upon: 

Brian Sullivan, Esq. 
Christen M. Steimle, Esq. 
Dinsmore & Shohl, LLP 
255 East Fifth Street, Suite 1900 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

0118087.0619701 4850-2907-3702v2 
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Donald J. Rafferty, Esq. 
Cohen Todd Kite & Sanford, LLC 
250 E. Fifth Street, Suite 2350 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Isl Vincent E. Mauer 
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1 NOFA 
ELEISSA C. LAVELLE, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 293 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 

3 601 South Tenth Street, Suite 204 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

4 Telephone: (801) 323-2207 
Facsimile: (877) 898-1168 

5 ~-Mail: elavelle@fabianlaw.com 
Attorneys for Plaintifft 

6 

7 

8 

9 

DISTRJCT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

MILDRED ABBOTT, et al. 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

STANLEY M. CHESLEY, et al.. 

Defendants. 

CASE NO. 

DEPT.NO. 

A-15-718827-F 

xxx 

NOTICE OF FILING APPLICATION OF 
FOREIGN JUDGMENT AND AFFIDAVIT 
OF JUDGMENT CREDITOR'S 
ATTORNEY 

TO: STANLEY M. CHESLEY, Defendant; and 

lS TO: SHERYL G. SNYDER, ESQ. and FRANK BENTON, IV, ESQ., Attorneys for Defendant 

19 

20 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an Application for Filing of Foreign Judgment was filed in 

the District Court, Clark County, Nevada on May 21, 2015, and is attached hereto, which 
21 

22 Application includes: 

23 

24 

25 

·26 

27 

1. A copy of the Exemplified Copy of the of the Amended Order of the Boone Circuit Court, 

Division III, Commonwealth of Kentucky, entered on September 19, 2014 in Case No. 05-

Cl 436; and 

2. A copy of the Affidavit of Judgment Creditor's Attorney Pursuant to NRS 17.360. 

The post office address of the Judgment Creditors, all of whom are identified in the 

NOTICE OF FILING OF FOREIGN JUDGMENT AND AFFIDAVIT - 1 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

attachment to the Affidavit of Judgment Creditor's Attorney Pursuant to NRS 17.360, is: 

Mildred Abbot, et al 
c/o Angela Ford, Esq. 
83 6 Euclid Ave, Suite 311 
Lexingon, KY 40502 

The name and post office address of the Judgment Creditors' attorney in Nevada are: 

Eleissa C. Lavelle, Esq. 
Fabian & Clendenin, P.C. 
601 South Tenth Street, Suite 204 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

The name and post office address of the Judgment Creditors' attorney in Kentucky are: 

Angela Ford, Esq. 
836 Euclid Ave, Suite 311 
Lexingon, KY 40502 

14 Dated this 261h day of May, 2015. FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

~C'Jwt--
ELEISSA C. LAVELLE, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 293 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 
601 South Tenth Street, Suite 204 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

NOTICE OF FILING OF FOREIGN JUDGMRNI-' A Nn A FFTDA VTT - 2 
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l CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 The undersigned hereby certifies that on the 26th day of May, 2015, she served a copy of a 

3 Notice of Filing Application of Foreign Judgment and Affidavit of Judgment Creditor's Attorney 

4 
by personally depositing a copy of the same in a mail box of the United States Post Office, 

5 
enclosed in a sealed envelope, postage prepaid, certified mail, retuni receipt requested, addressed 

6 

7 
to the following at their last known addresses: 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Stanley M. Chesley 
9005 Carmargo Road 
Cincinnati; Ohio 45243 

Sheryl G. Snyder, Esq. 
Griffin Terry Sumner, Esq. 
Frost Brown Todd, LLC 
400 West Market Street, 32nd Floor 
Louisville, Kentucky 41072 

Frank Benton IV, Esq. 
P.O. Box 72218 
Newp01i, Kentucky 41072 

All Employee ofFABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 

NOTICE OF FILING OF FOREIGN JUDGMENT AND AFFIDAVIT - 3 
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DISTRICT COURT CIVIL COVER SHEET A - 1 5 - 7 1 8 8 2 7 - F 

__ ............... C..kl.\: .. ~.~-.............. --.. -~ounty, Nevada X X X 
Case No. _ ................... , ____ ......................................... - .......... .. 

(Assigned by Clerl!'s Ojjlce) 

I. Party Information (provide botll lrome rmd 111rrill11g addresses If dljfere11t) 

Plaintiff(s) (name/address/phomi): Defendant(s) (name/address/plione): 

Mildred Abbott, et al. Stanley M. Chesley, et al. 

cfo Angela Ford, PSC 9005 Camargo Road 

836 Euclld Avenue, Suite 311 Clnclnnattl, OH 45243 .. 
Lexington, KY 40502 

Attorney (name/addressfphone): Attorney (namefaddrcssfphonc): 

Elelssa c. Lavelle - Fabian & Clendenln, P.C. Sheryl G. Snyder and Griffin Terry Sumner - Frost Brown Todd LLC 
----

601 South Tenth Street, Suite 204 400 West Market St, 32nd Floor, Loulsville, KY 40202 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 Frank Benton IV 

Phone: (801) 323-2207 Email: elavelle@fablanlaw.com P.O. Box 72218, Newport, KY 41072 

II. Nature of Controversy (please select tfle 011e most ffpplicablefl/111g tvpe below) 
Civil Case Filing Typ'es · 

Real l'l'ope1'fy To1is 
Lnndlordtrenant Negligence Other To1·ts 

Ounlawful Detainer 0Auto 0Product Liability 
Oother Lnndlord/renant 0Premises Liability Orntentional Misconduct 
Title to P1·opel'ty Oother Negligence 0Employment Tort 
Orudicial Foreclosure Malpractice Ornsurance Tort . 
D Other Title to Property 0Medical/Dental OotherTort 
Othe1• Real Propel'ty 0Legal 

Ocondemnation/Eminent Domain 0Accotmting 
D Other Real Property Oother Malpractice 

l'1·obate Construction Defect & Contract Judicial Review/Appenl 
Probate (select cmM type a11d estate v11/11e) Constl'uction Defect Judicial Review 

Osummary Administration Ochapter40 0Foreclosure Mediation Case 
Ooeneral Administration Oother Construction Defect 0Petition to Seal Records 
OspecialAdministration Conh'act Case 0Mental Competency 
OsetAside Ounifonn Commercial Code Nevada State Agency Appeal 
0TruslfConservatorship 0Building and Construction Onepartment of Motor Vehicle 
Oother Probate Omsurance Carrier Oworker's Compensation 
Estate Value Ocommercial Instrument Oot1ter Nevada State Agency 
Dover $200,000 Ocollection of Accounts Appeal Other 

0Between $100,000 and $200,000 0Employment Contract 0Appeal from Lower Court 
Ounder $100,000 or Unknown Oother Contract Oother Judicial Review/Appeal 

Ounder $2,500 

ClvilWl'lt Other Civil Filing 

CivilWrlt 

Owrit ofHabeas Corpus 
Ownt of Mandamus 

Ownt of Quo Warrant 

May 21, 2015 
Date 

Nev1do. AOC -Reulll'di St1tl1tJc1 Unll 
Pwauanl lo NRS 3.27S 

--
Other Civil Filing 

Owrit of Prohibition Ocompromise ofMinor's Claim 
Oother Civil Writ liJForelgn Judgment 

Oother Civil Matters 

B11si11ess Co11rtjil111gs slto11ld be filed 11sing tlte B11si11ess Court civil coverslteet. 

%;.c·k 
1gnature o uutiatmg party or representative 

See ot/1er side for faml(v-related casejllf11gs. 
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1 AFJ 
ELEISSA C. LAVELLE, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 293 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 

3 601 South Tenth Street, Suite 204 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

4 Telephone: (801) 323~2207 
Facsimile: (877) 898~1168 

5 E~Mail: elavelle@fabianlaw.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

Electronically Filed 
05/21/2015 04:06:18 PM 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

6 

7 

8 

9 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

MILDRED ABBOTT, et al. 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

STANLEY M. CHESLEY, et al. 

Defendants. 

CASE NO. A - 1 5 - 7 1 8 8 2 7 - F 

DEPT. NO._ ...... x.....,x'-"'x'--____ _ 

APPLICATION FOR FILING OF 
FOREIGN JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO 
NRS 17.330, et. seq. 

15 COMES NOW, Eleissa C. Lavelle, Esq., of the law firm of Fabian & Clendenin, P.C. and 

16 files herewith the following do~uments constituting an Application for Filing of Foreign Judgment 

17 pursuant to NRS 17.330, et. seq.: 

18 1. Exemplified Copy of the Amended Order of the Boone Circuit Court, Division III, 

19 Commonwealth of Kentucky, entered on September 19, 2014 in Case No. 05-CI 436 

20 (Attachment 1); and 

21 2. Affidavit of Judgment Creditor's Attomey Pursuant to NRS 17.360 (Attachment 2). 

22 
"11'by . 

23 Dated this.-.(_ day of May, 2015. 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 

APPLICATION FOR FILING OF FOREIGN JUDGMENT - 1 
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··· COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY . 
. . 

.·COUNTY OF BOONE 

*** 
.. . . 

CERTIFICATION 

" .. 
AC·TOF 

CONGRESS 

. I CONFIRMATION NUMBER 433835 ELECTRONICALLY FILED 08/21/201511:40 I MOTN I A 1500067 



AOC-065 
Rev. 12-04 
Page 1 of 1 
Commonwealth of Kentucky 
Court of Justice www.kycourls.net 
28 U.S.C. Sec. 1738; 
FRCP Rule 44 

STATE OF KENTUCKY, 

BOONE ________ County 
SS. 

CERTIFICATION ACT 
OF CONGRESS 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

(FOR OUT OF STATE USE) 

County __ B_oo_N_E ____ _ 

CIRCUIT 
I, DIANNE MURRAY Clerk of Court, In and for the 

State and Counfy aforesaid, do hereby certify that the foregoing Is a full, true and correct 
copy of __ cA_S_E_#_os_-_c_I __ -o_o_4_3_6 __ AM_E_N_D_E_D_no_J.ID_·_E_R ____________ ~ 

In the above-styled case, as appears of record In my office. 

IN .TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the Court aforesaid, 
at the clfy of BURLINGTON this 21st d y of APRIL 20~. 

STATE OF KENTUCKY, 
SS. 

_B_O_ON_;_E ______ county 

I' 
J. R SCHRAND CIRCUIT ________________ __, Judge of the. ___________ Court 

In the state and county aforesaid, do certify that DIANNE MURRAY , who has signed 
the foregoing certificate, Is, and was at the time of same, Clerk of said Court, duly elected and qualified; 
that all his/her officio! acts as such are entitled to full faith and credit, and that his/her foregoing attestation. 
ls In due form of law. 

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND, at the City of BURLINGTON 

STATE OF KENTUCKY, 

this 21s~ , 20~~dg~ 

SS. 
_B_O_;ON_;_E ______ County 

I, DIANNE MURRAY Clerk of the CIRCIUT Court In the State 

and county aforesaid, do certify that J · R SCHRAND who signed the foregoing 
certificate, Is and was at the time of signing same, Judge of said Court, duly elected and qualified; that 
all of his/her officio! acts as such are entitled to full faith and credit, and that his/her foregoing attestation 
Is In due form of law. , .. 1 . 11 r-., 

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND, at the 911y .or ·BURLlNGTON 

this 21st day of APRIL . ' , :·. 20._1_5 __ 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
BOONE CIRCUIT COURT 

DIVISION III 
CASE NO. 05-CI-00436 

MILDRED ABBOTT, et al. 

v. 
STANLEY M. CHESLEY, et al. 

AMENDED ORDER 

PLAINTIFFS 

· DEFENDANTS 

This Court conducted a hearing in this matter on July 15, 2014 on Plaintiffs' Motion for 

Partial Summary. Judgment as to Defendant Stanley M. Chesley ("Chesley") .. The Plaintiffs were 

represented by Hon. Angela Ford .. The Defendants were represented by Hon. Sheryl G. Snyder 

and Hon. Frank V. Benton, IV. The Court having reviewed Plaintiffs' Motion, Chesley's 

Response, Plaintiffs' Reply, having heard argument from counsel, and being in all ways 

sufficiently advised, finds as follows: 

This Court, by the March 8, 2006 Order of Senior Status Judge William Wehr, previously 

granted summary judgment against Defendants William J. Gallion, Shirley Allen Cunningham, Jr. 

and Melbourne Mills, Jr. on Plaintiffs' breach of fiduciary duty claims in their representation of 

Plaintiffs in the Darla Guard, et al. v. A.H. Robbins Company, et al. lawsuit which involved 

injuries Plaintiffs suffered as a result of ingesting the "fen-phen11 diyt drug. The Court awarded 

damages in the amount of $42 million (by Orde~ of August 1, 2007) and ruled the Defendants 

were jointly and severally liable to the Plaintiffs. The Supreme Collli of Kentucky affirmed the 

partial summary judgment against Gallion, Cunningham and Mills, including that each was 

jointly and severally liable for the amounts owed. Plaintiffs noyr ask this Court to order summary 

Judgment on their breach of fiduciary claims against Chesley, that Chesley be jointly and 

1 
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severally liable with Gal,lion, Cunningham and Mills for the amounts owed to Plain~ffs, and that 

Chesley disgorge all ~ees he collected in the Guard matter. 

The Kentucky Bar Association instituted disciplinary proceedings relating to Chesley' s 

actions in the Guard matter in Kentucky Bar Association v. Chesley, KBA File 13785. The Trial 

Commissioner conducted a hearing and found that Chesley had violated eight (8) different ethics 

rules. The Trial Commissioner recommended that Chesley be permanently disbarred from the 

practice of law in Kentucky, and that he pay $7,555,000.00 in restitution to the Guard case 

clients. The Board of Governors of Kentucky adopted the Trial Commissioner's Ryport. The 

Supreme Court of Kentucky found Chesley guilty of violations of eight provisions of SCR 3.130 

and followed the Board's recommendation that Chesley be permanently disbarred. The Supreme 

Court did not order that Chesley pay restitution. Kentucky Bar Ass'n v. Chesley, 393 E?.W.3d 584 

(Ky. 2013). 

Plaintiffs argue that summary judgment is appropriate as to their breach of fiduciary duty 

claims through the doctrine of Issue preclusion or collateral estoppel. Issue pre~lusion would b1nd 

Chesley ~o the factual. and legal determinations made in the disciplinary proceedings before the 

Tri~l Commissioner, the Board of Governors, and the Supreme Court of Kentucky regarding the 

settlement of the Guard matter that resulted in his ~isbannent. Chesley disagrees. 

The Trial Commissioner found, and the Supreme Court ratified, that Chesley violated the 

following specific provisions of SCR 3 .130: · 

SCR 3.130~1.5(a) by accepting over $20 million in attorney's fees, which exceeded the 

amount established by client contracts and contracts with co-counsel, and which were otherwise 

unreasonable. 

2 
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SCR 3.130"1.S(c) by failing to provide clients with a written statement of the outcome of 

. the matter, as well as the remittance to the client and the method of its determination. The 

contractual contingency fee contracts for the clients were either for 30% or 33 1/3% plus expenses 

of up to 3%. A 49% contingency fee was actually charged to the clients. Chesley's C?ntractual 

agreement with class counsel was for 21 % of fees upon successful settlement of the case, which 
. . 

should have been $12,941,638.46 and no~ f4e $20 million plus he received.. He was paid 

$7,555,000 in excess of his proper fee. 

SCR 3.130"1.5(e)(2) by dividing fees without consent ofclients. 

SCR 3.,130"5.l(c)(l) by knowingly ratifying specific misconduct of other lawyers. 

SCR 3.130"1.8(g) by representing two or more clients in m~ng an aggregate settlement 

of the clain;ls w~thout consent of the clients or disclosure to them of the existence and nature of all 

claims. Chesley was class counsel pursuant to his agreement with Gallion, Cunningham and 

. Mills and therefore had the same duties as them with regarding the re.quirements of SCR 3.130-

l.8(g). 

SCR 3.130-3.3(a) by making a false statement of material fact to the tribunal. 

SCR 3.130-8.l(a) by making a false statement of material fact in connection with a 

disciplinary matter. 

SCR 3.130"8.3(c) (now SCR. 3.130-8.4(c)) by engaging in conduct involving dishonesty, 

fraud, deceit or misrepresentation. 

Issue preclusion, also known as collateral estoppel, "allows the use or'an earlier judgment 

by one not a party to the original action to preclude relitigation of matters litigated in the earlier 

action." Miller v. Admin. Office of Courts, 361 S.W.3d 867 (Ky. 2011). A non-party in the former 

action may assert res judicata, a close cousin to issue preclusion, against a party to the former 

3 
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action as long as the party against whom res judicata is pleaded had a realistically full and fair 

opportunity to present his case. Id (quoting Moore v. Commonwealth, 94 S. W .2d 317 (Ky. 1997). 

Additionally, the Supreme Court has addressed whether administrative agencies acting in a 

judicial capacity are entitled to the .same res judicata effect as judgments of a cQurt, finding that 

they do. Ky. Bar Ass'n v. Harris, 269 S.W.3d 414 (Ky. 2008). 

Chesley' s hearing before the Trial Commissioner was· held November 5-6 and l'i.-13, 200~ 

before Judge Rod Messer and continued to September 13~15 and 20-24, 2010 before· Judge 

William L. Graham. Chesley was represented at various times by Kent Westberry, Esq., James 

Gary, Esq.; Frank Benton, IV, Esq., Scott Cox, Esq., Mark Miller, Esq., Sheryl Snyder, Esq. and 

Hon. Susan Dlott. Prior to the hearing, the testimony of five out of state witnesses was provided 

by video depositions, including 44 exhibits. During the several days the hearing was held, a total 

of 43 witnesses gave· testimony either in person or by deposition, with the Trial Commissioner 

considering 124 exhibits. Additionally, the Trial Commissioner allowed time for the parties to 

submit briefs at the conclusion of the Hearing. The Court finds. Chesley had a realistically full 

and f~r opportunity to present his case before the Trial Commissioner. 

Certain elements must be met for issue preclusion to operate as a ·bar to further litigation: 

"(1) at least one party to be bound in the second case must have been a party in the first case; (2) 

the issue in the second case must be the same issue as the first case; (3) the issue must have been 

actually litigated; (4) the issue was a~tually decided in that action; and (5) the decision on the 

issue in the prior action must have been necessary to the court's judgment and adverse to the party . . 

to be bound." Id quoting Yeoman v. Commonwealth Health Policy Bd. 983 S.W.2d 459 (Ky. 

1998). 

4 
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The Court finds these elements have been met with regard to Plaintiffs' Motion in this 

matter and the findings in KBA v. Chesley. Chesley was a party bound by the KBA matter. The 

facts and circumstances at issue in the instant Motion were those at issue in the KBA matter. The 

facts and circumstances were litigated in the KBA matter before the Trial Commissioner at a 

hearing held November 5-6 and 12-13, 2009 and September 13-15 and 20-24, 2010, and reviewed 

by the Board of Governors and the Supreme Court of K~ntucky. The Trial Commissioner made 

factual findings ~d legal .conclusions, which were adverse to C~esley, and which were affirmed 

by the Bo.ard of Governors and the Supreme Court of Kentucky, said facts being those at issue in 

the instant Motion. The f~ctual findings and legal conclusions by the Trial .Commissioner, the 

Board of Governors and the Supreme Court of Kentucky were necessary for the outcome 'of the 

KBAmatter. 

This Court finds Chesley is bound by the factual findings and legal conclusions in the 

KBA matter. The Supreme Court folUld that by entering into an agreement with Gallion, 

Cunningham and Mills, Chesley signed on as co-counsel and was one of the attorneys 

representing the Plaintiffs in the Guard matter. He, therefore, assumed the same ethical 

responsibilities as Gallion, Cillmingham and Mills, and the same responsibilities he would have 
. . 

with any other client. Kentucky Bar Ass 'n v. Chesley. Chesley had the duty to know his fee 

responsibilities to his clients, specifically that he was to receive no more than 21 % of one~third of 
. . 

the $200,450,000.00 settlement, $14,031,500.00. Id. Chesley received $20,497,121.81. Id. The 

Supreme Court found that Chesley knowingly participated in a scheme to skim millions of dollars 

in excess attorney's fees from· unknowing clients, and that he received and retained fees that he 

knew were impropedy taken. Id The Supreme Court further found that he purposefully 

attempted to avoid conversation and correspondence that would expose his knowledge of the 

5 
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nefarious schemes of his co-counsel. Id This Court finds that no genuine issues of material fact 

exist, and summary judgment is appropriate on Plaintiffs' Breach of Fiduciary claims. Chesley 

entered into an attorney-client relationship with the Plaintiffs in Guard. He breached his duty by 

accepting excess fees in the amount of $6,465,621.81. Chesley's conduct caused Plaintiffs to 

receive only a portion of the settlement monies they were entitled to. 

Plaintiffs ~lso asks the Court to order that Chesley is jointly and seve.rally liable with 

Gallion, Cunnigham and Mills for the monies owed to Plaintiffs. The Supreme Court of 

Kentucky affinned Judge Wehr's finding in this matter that Gallion, Cunni~gham and Mills were 

jointly and severally liable to Plaintiffs. The Supreme Court fmmd that Gallion, Cunningham and 

Mills breached attorney-client contracts and therefore joint and several liability is not precluded 

by KRS 411.182. The Supreme also found that by the manner in which Gallion, Cunnungham 

and Mills combined their efforts in the Fen-Phen litigation; they engaged in a joint enterprise, or 

joint adventure, an informal partnership existing for a limited purpose and duration, for which 

joint and several liability is properly assessed under ~S 362.220. Abbottv. Chesley, 413 S.W.3d · 

589 (Ky. 2013) .. 

The Supreme Court enumerated the essential elements of a joint enterprise: (1) an 

agreement, express or implied, among the members of the group; (2) a common purpose to be 

. carried out by the group; (3) a community of pecuniary interest in that purpose among the 

members; ~d ( 4) an equal right to a voice in the direction of the enterprise. Id. citing Huff v . 

Rosenberg, Ky., 496 S.W.2d 352 (1973). The Supreme Court adopted the findings 'of the Trial 

Commissioner in KBA v. Chesley, and this Court found above that issue preclusion bars the 

further litigation of Plaintiffs' breach of fiduciary duty claims against Chesley. 

6 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 08/21/2015 11 :40 I MOTN I A 1500067 I CONFIRMATION NUMBER 433835 



I ~ 1 ' 
I\ I'· 

This Court now finds that no genuine issues of material fact exists, and as a matter of law 
. . 

Chesley is jointly and severally liable with Gallion, Cunningham and Mills for the $42 million in 

damages awarded the Plaintiffs against Ga~)ion, C~ngham and Mills by this Court's Order of. 

August 7, 2007. Chesley signed on as co"counsel representing the Plaintiffs in the Guard matter 

when he entered .into his fee-division contract with Gallion, Cunningham and Mills. Chesley 

shared the common purpose to. be carried- with Gallion, Cunningham and Mills. They agreed on 

h~w they. would share the work and how they would share the profits. Chesley maintained a 

voice in the managerial control of the enterprise. The Court therefore finds that pursuant to KRS 

362.220, Chesley is jointly and severally with Gallion, Cunningham and Mills for the damages 

the Plaintiffs suffered. 

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiffs' Motion 

for Partial Summary Judgment is GRANTED as to Plaintiffs' Breach of Fiduciary claims against· 

Stanley M. Chesley. 

IT IS FURTHER HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Stanley M .. C,hesley is 

jointly and severally liable with Defendants William J, Gallion, Shirley Allen Cunningham, Jr. 

and Melbourne Mills, Jr. for the existing judgment amount of $42 ~Ilion owed to Plaintiffs, 

along with pre-judgment interest at a rate of 8% per annum and post-judgment interest at the rate 

of 12% per annum thereon from the date of this Ju~gment. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiffs' Motion for P·artial 

Summary Judgment as to disgorgement is DENIED. 

This Order is Final and Appealable. There is no just cause for delay. 
~ . . 

DATED thfa µ__:_day of September, 2014. 

1 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 08/21/2015 11 :40 I MOTN I A 1500067 I CONFIRMATION NUMBER 433835 



.• ·: ••\•,,,ti ,, 
I ,. ' t 

COPIES TO: 

c··1 

ALL ATTORNEYS OF RECORD 

STATE OF KENTUCKY 
COUNTY OF BOONE 
I DIANNE MURRAY. Clerk of the 
Circuit/District Courts, do hereby certify that 
the foregoing ls a 1rue and correct copy of the 
original as recorded In my office. . . . 

1111s 21' · dayol ·· ~crfi z.017 
DIANNE MUR :t 

·ey: a4'(Yll olrJ . fJn Md!£t oi.c. 

8 

STATE OF l<ENTUCKY 
COUNTY OF BOONE, 
I, DIANNE MURRAY, Clerk of the . 
Circuit/District Courts, do hereby certify that 
the foregoing is a true and. correct copy of the 
original as recorded In my office. · · · · · · · 

This 

By: 

) 0 :day of · J)t Lth~J¢t·1 JJ) I~ 
DIANNE MURRAY :, · .: 

\U:Llo.J±o1.·:~:\ .. 1 ·~:; .... :. 
·,,', r I' , I 

;, 1,, I I I j / 1 !I j.':: I;~ ; '1 i~ ; 1 1 '• 
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1 AFFf 
ELEISSA C. LAVELLE, ESQ. 

2 Nevada State Bar No. 293 
FABIAN & CLENDENIN, P.C. 

3 601 South Tenth Street, Suite 204 
Las Vegas, NV 89101' 

4 Telephone: (801) 323-2207 
Facsimile: (877) 898-1168 

5 E-Mail: elavelle@fabianlaw.com 

6 Attorneys for Plainttffe 

7 

8 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEV ADA 

9 MILDRED ABBOTT, et al. 

10 

11 vs. 

Plaintiffs, 
AFFIDAVIT OF JUDGMENT 
CREDITOR'S ATTORNEY PURSUANT 
TO NRS 17.360 

12 STANLEY M. CHESLEY, et al. 

13 Defendants. 

14 

15 COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
) ss: 

16 COUNTYOFFAYETIE ) 

17 Angela M. Ford, being first duly swom, deposes and says: 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

1. 

2. 

3. 

That I am counsel ofrecord for Plaintiffs in the matter described in this Affidavit. 

The name and last known address of the Judgment Debtor is: 

Stanley M. Chesley 
9005 Camargo Road 
Cinc:innati, OH 45243 

The name and last known address for the Judgment Creditors is: 

PF Judgment Creditors 
c/o Angela M. Ford, PSC 
83 6 Euclid Ave., Suite 311 
Lexington, KY 40502 

There are 382 judgment creditors in the matter of Abbott et al. and Chesley, et al., 

27 referenced herein. Attached is a list of those creditors. 

28 
.AFFIDAVIT OF JUDGMENT CREDITOR- 1 
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1 4. The Amended Order of the Boone Circuit Court, Division Ill, Commonwealth of 

2 Kentucky, signed by the Honorable James R. Schrand, Boone Circuit Judge, on September 17, 

3 2014 and filed with the Boone Circuit Court on September 19, 2014 in Case No. 05-CI-436 (the 

4 "Judgment") is, upon information and belief, valid and enforceable. 

5 5. As of March 31, 2015, $17,868,298.00 of the Judgment has been satisfied and 

6 $24, 131,702.00 remains due and owing together with pre-judgment interest at the statutory rate of 

7 8% and post judgment from ~eptember 19, 2014 at the statutory rate of 12% per annum until paid. 

8 I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of the ~tate of Kentucky that the foregoing 

9 is true and correct. 

10 

11 Dated this t!l_ day of May, 2015. 

12 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

to before me this 

County of Fayette, Commonwealth of Kentucky 
... 
, . -Peter L. ~bert 

Jil'otuy Publfo • Slate al Lugb 
Kt!lllUdly • NOlll}' ID # mm 

MY Qimittion BJCpint:l0/17/2016 

~M?fi/ 
Judgment Creditors 

AFFIDAVIT OF J1JDGMENT CREDITOR - 2 
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Mildred Abbott Estate, Danny Abney Estate, Lisa Abraham, 
Elizabeth Adams, Cathy (f/k/a Kathy) Adams, Phyliss Adams, Ruby 
Adams c/o Gloria Little, Ruby Adamson, Susan Adkins, Clantha 
Akers, Effie Elizabeth Alsip, Juanita Alton, JoAnn Alvey Estate, 
Phyliss Applegate Estate, Cindy Armstrong-Kemp, Susan Arvin, 
Clara Atkinson, Linda Back, Vickie Bailey, Mary Ann Bailey, Jamie 
Bailey, Charlotte Baker, Carla Baldwin, Marilyn Barnes, Lee Bartley, 
Jr., Teresa Baumgardner, Debra Bays-Plybon, Linda Beggs, 
Patricia Belcher, Leisa Belding, Eleanor Berry, Margie Berry, 
Margaret Bingham, Emma Black Estate, Sharon Blair, Janice Blair, 
Carol Boggs, Lori Boone, Joie Botkins, Kathy Bowling, Angie Lynn 
Bowman, Virginia Braden, LaDonna Brame, James Branham, Kathy 
Branham, Ruby Branham, Norma Brewer, Alma Brock Estate, 
Glenna Brock-Powell-Renner Estate; Joyce Brown, Barbara Brown, 
Sharon Brown, Edith Browning Estate, Wathalee Brumfield Estate, .. 
Linda Brumley, Billie Brumley-Bradford, Kimberly Brummett, Teresa 
Bruner, Patricia Bryant, Leslie Bullock-Pennington, Warren Burgess 
Estate, Janice Burton, Tina Bush, Sherrie Butler, Donna Campbell, 
Loretta Canada, Buel Cantrell, Debbie Carman-Staton, Tonya 
Carter, Wallace Carter, Charlotte Cason-Custard, Lisa Caudill­
Trustly, Connie Centers, Tony Childress, Gloria Clark, William Clark, 
Rosemary Click, Pamela S. Clift, Allen Coker, Shirley Coleman, 
Tara Coleman, Debra Collier, Margaret Collier, Linda Colvin, Phyliss 
Combs, Ronnie Cook, Mark Cornn, Sanda Cotton-Giley, Nadine 
Couch, Joseph Cowley, Jo Ann Cox, Barbara Crain, Doris Creech, 
Deloris Criswell, Pamela Crowe, Tracy Curtis, Doris W. Dabney 
(now Christopherson), Mary Daughtery, Ginger Davidson-Gibson, 
Elizabeth Davis, Sandra Davis, Mae Biddle Dawson, Karen Dean, 
Jan Delaney, Regina DeSpain-Kliessendorff, Judy Dile, Al Doser, 
Belva Dotson, Teresa Duff, Linda Dunaway, Tami Edwards-Engle, 
Amanda Edwards-Wood, Martha Elliot, Saundra Erp, Charlotte 
Estepp, Sarah Estates, Susan Ezell, Melissa Faye-Beamon, Janet 
Fentress, Sheila Fitch Estate c/o Penny L. Hines, Esq., Vickie D. 
Flannery, Benita Flynn, Tara Foster-Gifford-Mccutchen, Rhoda 
Franklin, Timothy Franklin, Freda Frizzell, Beulah Fugate, Clark 
Fulks Estate, Patricia Gaunce, Barbara Gay, Ken Gayheart, Joni 
Gibson, Jessie Gibson Estate, Gladys Gilbert, Stephanie Gist, Ruby 
Godbey, Rosemary Godby, Joyce Goff-Wells, Debra Goode­
Miranda Estate, Joyce Gordon, Tammie Grant, Amy Gray, Sherry 
Green, Donna Green, Norma Hall, Allie Hall, Geraldine Hall, 
Barbara Hampton, Rhonda Hancock, Leona Gail Handley, Joyce 
Hanley, Rebecca Harris, Debra Harrison, Joy Hassler-Miller, 
Yolanda Hayden, Barbara Heizer, Barbara Hellmueller, Wanda 
Helton, Gary Hendrickson, Vickie Henry, Marcus Highley, Charlene 
Hill, Karen Hillard, Janice Hilton, Linda Hinkle, Jacqueline Hocker, 
Myra Hood, Vicky Hood, Lora Hoover, Evelyn Hopkins, Charlene 
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Horn, Mary Horning, Lisa Hoskins, Cloyd Hoskins, Marilyn Howard, 
Louisa Moss Howard, Donna Howser-Nakagawa, Charlotte Hughes, 
Marcia Hughes-Harness, Marjorie Hulse Estate, Sheila Humphreys, 
Margaret Hunt (n/k/a Mesaris), Wanda Hunter, Brenda Hutchcraft, 
Lorene Hutcherson, Katherine Hutchison, Emma Ison, Della 
Jackson, Mary Ann Jackson, Katina Jackson, Evelyn Jackson 
Estate, Linda James, Debbie Jeffrey, Garnet Johnson-Coleman, 
Ernestine Johnstone, Kathy Jones, Beulah Jones, Judy Jones, 
Linda Jones, Troy Jones, Gerry Jones, Betty Jordan, Betty Kelly 
Estate, April-Keltner-Nuxoll, Patricia Kennedy-Stutz, Gerald King, 
Katherine King, Patti Kitts, Betty Kluck, Lucille Krey, Linda Larkins, 
Emily Lewis, Milton Lewis Estate, Angela Lewis-Mullinix, Sandra 
Dee Littleton, Sherry Long, Linda Long Estate, Kathy Lovan-Day, 
Rebecca Lovell Estate, Charlotte Lush, Linda Malone-McGowan, 
Paula Mann, Pamela Marlowe, Malanei Marro, Mary Martin, Bobbie 
Marton, Linda Martin, Connie Mason, Joni Mcclanahan, Lavonna 
McDaniel, Connie McGirr, Roberta McGuire, Tammy McGuire­
Robinson, Jacqueline McMurtry, Sheila Lynn Meece, Wanda 
Metzger, Linda L. Miller, Delores Miller, Marie Miller, Michael Miller 
Estate, Nellie Miller, Linda F. Miller, Leslie Minton, Kathy Miracle 
Estate, Beverly Mitchell, Eudora Montgomery, Rhonda Moore, 
Margaret Moore, April Morris, Donna Muddiman-Cornish, Mary 
Napier, Wanda Faye Neace, Elizabeth Neal, Linda Nevels, Diana 
Newlin-Riddle, Wilma Noe, Kathy Nolan-Dinsmore, Glenora Pace, 
Louverna Parks, Myrtle Parrish, Judith Peck, Lisa Peek, Recie 
Pennington, Jeff Perkins, Helen Perkins, JoAnn (Perkins) Spencer, 
Stacy Perkins, Doris Phelps, Sonja Pickett, Norma Pickett Estate, 
Brian Powel, Mary P'Pool-Holland, Trena Preson, Suzanna Price, 
Rita Profitt-Norman, Lynne Pursel, Sharon Rainwater, Billie Reese, 
Anthony Rentas Estate, Arlie Rhodes Estate, Evelyn Rhodes, 
Raymond Riley Estate, Levetta Rivera, Odena Roaden, Billie June 
Roberts, Patricia Roberts, Renee Roberts, Fetlna Robinson, Patricia 
N. Robinson, Carol Rogers, Vina Rose, Cathy Rose, Larry 
Rosenberry Estate, Mary Sams, Kathy Sands, Thomas Sapp, 
Justus Scharold, Maxine Seals, Crystal Seals-Gibson, Lisa Sexton 
Estate, Monica Sexton-Napier, Margaret Sharon, Michelle Sharpe­
Roberts, Janet Short-Roberts, Laureda Short Estate, Loretta Sidwell 
(now Dishman), Ada Sizemore Estate, April Slatten-Jones, Carole 
Slone, Elaine Smith, Barbara Smith, Freda Smith, Sharon Smith 
Estate, Darcy Snowden-Talbert, Peggy Spears, Cora Stapleton, 
Paul Stauffer Estate, Corina Stearns, Nancy Stephens, Connie 
Stephens Estate, Sharon Stevenson Estate, Marlene Stewart, 
Loretta Stidham Estate, Betty Stone, Lesta Irene Stout, Donna 
Stromowsky, Connie Sturgill, Marjorie Sudduth Estate, Lisa Swiger, 
Ella Tackett Estate, Priscilla Tafolla Estate, Charles Tapley, Ella 
Taylor, Linda Taylor, Mary Taylor, Jeanne Thomas, Nancy 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 08/21/2015 11 :40 I MOTN I A 1500067 I CONFIRMATION NUMBER 433835 



Thompson, Karen Thompson-McClain, James G. Thurman, Roy 
Toler Estate, Linda Toler Estate, Elizabeth Trent, Jennifer Trimble, 
Joetta Tucker, Deborah Turner, Patricia Turner, Drucilla Turner, 
Valorie Turner, Linda Vance-Self, Linda Vannarsdall-Collins, Debbie 
Vogt-Schneider, Bobbie Walker, Lane Walker Estate, Loraine 
Wallen, Cindy Walters, Martin Ward Estate, Elizabeth Washburn, 
Wanda Watkins, Cheryl Watson, Judy Whitaker, Kim White, Patricia 
White, Mary White-Lynch, Catherine Whitlock, Joyce Whitt, Betty 
Jean Widner, Gloria Williams Estate, Bethany Willinger, Geneva 
Wilson, Melody Winer, Connie Wolfe, Bill Wombles, Artie Woods, 
Fern Wooten, Edwina Wright, Roger Dale Wright, Sandra Wright, 
Debora Wright-Mitsui, Tammy Wright, Sheila Yates, Karen Young­
Coffield, Sandra Zeman Balentine. 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 08/21/2015 11 :40 I MOTN I A 1500067 I CONFIRMATION NUMBER 433835 

I 
I 



       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 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) 

 




