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NO. ______________________  JEFFERSON CIRCUIT COURT 
  DIVISION ___________ 
                                                        
James C. Brown   Plaintiff 
4431 Parker Ave. 
Louisville, KY 40212–2739, 
Individually and On Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated 
 
VS.  Class Action Complaint 
  
Marilyn Fowler Hartley  Defendant 
4 River Hill Road 
Louisville, KY 40207–1190 
 
 Serve: Marilyn Fowler Hartley 
  4 River Hill Road 
  Louisville, KY 40207-1190 

* * * * * * * * * 

Comes the Plaintiff, James C. Brown, individually and on behalf of all others similarly 

situated, upon personal knowledge as to his own acts, and upon information and belief, and for 

his Complaint, states as follows: 

NATURE OF ACTION 
1. This is a class action brought by Plaintiff individually and on behalf of all persons who are 

personally liable on Certificates of Delinquency purchased by Marilyn Hartley or DETCO in 

Kentucky after April 23, 2012 (the “Class”).  

2. Plaintiff and members of the Class are victims of a scheme perpetrated by Marilyn Hartley to 

charge excessive and unlawful interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, servicing fees, and 

costs to their accounts.  

3. Defendant’s scheme has injured the Plaintiff and the Class in at least the following ways: First, 

Defendant has charged interest to the accounts of the Plaintiff and the Class when Kentucky 

law prohibits her from charging interest to these accounts. Second, Defendant has charged 

attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and/or payment plan servicing costs to the accounts of 

Plaintiff and the Class to which Defendant is not entitled under relevant Kentucky laws and 
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regulations. Each of these acts has unlawfully inflated the amount of money Defendant claims 

Plaintiff and the Class currently owe her and the amounts of money Defendant claims Plaintiff 

and the Class members are required to pay her in a repayment plan.  

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
4. Plaintiff himself, and on behalf of the proposed Class, allege claims under the common law 

and under the statutes of the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

5. The amount in controversy exceeds the minimum jurisdictional requirement. 

6. Plaintiff asserts no federal causes of action. 

THE PARTIES 
7. Plaintiff James C. Brown is a resident of Jefferson County, Kentucky. Defendant owns a 

Certificate of Delinquency for unpaid property taxes in 2011 for which Plaintiff is 

personally responsible. 

8. Defendant Marilyn Hartley is a resident of Jefferson County, Kentucky with her residence 

and principal place of business at 4 River Hill Road, Louisville, KY 40207.  

9. Marilyn Hartley is an attorney licensed to practice law in the Commonwealth of Kentucky 

and who does, in fact, practice law in Kentucky.  

10. On July 19, 2010, Defendant Marilyn Hartley filed a “Certificate to Do Business under 

Assumed Name” with the Jefferson County Clerk. Exhibit 1. In this form, Defendant 

Marilyn Hartley certified that the business known as “DETCO” is “owned and operated 

by Marilyn Hartley” and that she was the sole owner of “DETCO”.  

11. By virtue of the volume of Certificates of Delinquency Defendant has purchased a) in the 

Commonwealth and b) in Jefferson County, and because the amount of Certificates she 

purchased in 2012 is greater than the statutory minimum, KRS 124.128(3) requires 

Defendant to register with Kentucky’s Department of Revenue.  

12. Defendant Marilyn Hartley registered with the Department of Revenue as a third-party 

purchaser of Certificates of Delinquency in 2010, 2011, and, most recently on October 14, 

2012. The 2012 application is attached as Exhibit 2. In this application, Marilyn Hartley 
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registered her business’s assumed name, “DETCO,” as an “Individual/Sole 

Proprietorship” with the principal place of business located at 4 River Hill Road, 

Louisville, KY 40207. 

13. Despite the requirement of 103 KAR 5:190, Section 2(5) that every applicant to purchase 

tax liens in Kentucky “be registered and qualified to do business in this Commonwealth, 

and be in good standing with the Kentucky Secretary of State,” neither DETCO nor 

Marilyn Hartley are registered or in good standing with the Kentucky Secretary of State.  

14. DETCO is not registered with the Secretary of State nor does it exist as a corporation, 

partnership, unincorporated association, limited liability partnership, limited liability 

company, trust, or any other business entity authorized to do business in the state of 

Kentucky.1 

15. Because DETCO is only an assumed name of the individual, Marilyn Hartley, Defendant 

Marilyn Hartley is responsible for DETCO’s statements, omissions, acts, and practices.  

16. Marilyn Hartley is subject to the Commonwealth’s statutes, rules, and regulations 

governing private, third party purchasers of Certificates of Delinquency.  

17. Marilyn Hartley is individually liable for damages flowing from unlawful statements, acts, 

and practices made in DETCO’s name.  

STATEM ENT OF FACTS 
18. Since April 23, 2012, Marilyn Hartley has purchased at least four-hundred and sixty (460) 

Certificates of Delinquency from the Jefferson County Clerk.  

19. In 2012, Marilyn Hartley purchased more Certificates of Delinquency for unpaid property 

taxes in Jefferson County than any other third-party purchaser . See “Jefferson County’s 

                                                
1 Because “DETCO” is only an assumed name of Marilyn Hartley and not a legally distinct 

business entity, for the sake of clarity and legal accuracy, this Complaint will hereinafter refer to 
both “DETCO” and “Marilyn Hartley” as “Marilyn Hartley” as there is no functional or legal 
difference between the two. 
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Largest Purchasers of Certificates of Delinquency in 2012” at Exhibit 3.2 

20. Since April 23, 2012, Defendant has spent at least $663,477.41 purchasing Certificates of 

Delinquency in Jefferson County alone. See “Class Members” at Exhibit 4, p. 11.  

21. Plaintiff James C. Brown is 69 years old and is retired from the Army Corps of Engineers 

and International Harvester. He has lived in Louisville for fifty years.  

22. He is personally liable for a Certificate of Delinquency flowing from property taxes he 

didn’t pay in 2011.   

23. Marilyn Hartley paid $917.30 to purchase the Certificate of Delinquency. See “Assignment 

of Certificate of Delinquency” at Exhibit 5.  

24. On September 18, 2012, the Jefferson County Clerk delivered to Marilyn Hartley the 

Certificate of Delinquency for Plaintiff’s unpaid property tax debt.  

25. On September 20, 2012, Marilyn Hartley recorded the Assignment of Certificate of 

Delinquency with the Jefferson Circuit Clerk.  

26. On September 22, 2012, Marilyn Hartley sent Plaintiff a letter dated September 19 with 

enclosures. See Exhibit 6. 

Relevant Statutory and Regulatory Scheme 

27. Owners of property in Kentucky who do not pay property taxes are personally liable for the 

payment of those taxes. See KRS 134.015(4). 

28. Kentucky law places a lien on the assessed property in the amount of the unpaid taxes plus 

penalties and fees as defined by statute. The lien amount includes the amount of the 

Certificate of Delinquency along with “all interest, penalties, fees, commissions, charges, 

costs, attorney’s fees, and other expenses provided by [Chapter 134]”. See KRS 134.420.  

29. Kentucky law allows private individuals and businesses to purchase a Certificate of 

Delinquency. See KRS Chapter 134.010, et seq.  

                                                
2 This data and the spreadsheet attached as Exhibit 4 are compiled from publicly available data on 

the Jefferson County Clerk’s website: http://www.jeffersoncountyclerk.org/delinquent-tax-
lottery.asp 
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30. Instead of collecting delinquent taxes itself, Louisville Metro Government—along with 

many other local governments across the Commonwealth—offers for sale its Certificates of 

Delinquency to private individuals and businesses. These “third-party purchasers” 

function as private tax collectors.  

31. Because local governments across Kentucky—including Louisville—sell the right to collect 

unpaid taxes to third-party purchasers like Defendant to fund municipal operations instead 

of collecting those taxes itself, the Kentucky legislature has enacted laws and the 

Department of Revenue has promulgated regulations to govern the behavior of third-party 

purchasers to ensure these privatized tax collectors treat debtors uniformly and with 

transparency and fairness. These regulations also help ensure that an unscrupulous, overly 

aggressive private tax collector does not gain a competitive advantage over more 

responsible members of the tax lien purchasing industry. 

32. Effective April 23, 2012, the amounts of interest, penalties, fees, commissions, charges, 

costs, and attorney’s fees that third-party purchasers like Defendant are allowed by statute 

to charge to the Plaintiff’s and class members’ accounts are defined in KRS 134.125 

(interest), KRS 134.452 (fees and attorney’s fees), and KRS 134.490(5)(d) (administration 

fee for servicing payment plans).  

33. KRS 134.490(1)(a) requires Defendant, as a third-party purchaser of Certificates of 

Delinquency, to send an individualized notice to the Plaintiff and each class member within 

fifty (50) days after the delivery of the Plaintiff’s or class members’ Certificates of 

Delinquency by the clerk to the third-party purchaser.  

34. Kentucky law allows owners of Certificates of Delinquency, regardless of whether the 

owner is a government entity or private individual or business, to foreclose on an assessed 

property to collect on the Certificate of Delinquency if the amount owed is not paid within 

a statutorily defined time. See KRS 134.546.  

35. Owners of Certificates of Delinquency, regardless of whether the owner is a government 

entity or private individual or business, enjoy an elevated lien priority over all other liens on 
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a piece of property. That is, third party purchasers of Certificates of Delinquency will be 

one of the first parties to be paid out of the proceeds of a foreclosure auction. See KRS 

134.420.  

Defendant’s Failure to Provide Required Notice 

36. KRS 134.490 requires original notices of transfer from third-party purchasers to delinquent 

taxpayers to contain specific information regarding the tax lien, the identity and location of 

the purchaser, the availability of a payment plan, and the ramifications of failing to pay the 

debt. To be a proper notice, the Defendant’s notices of transfer must contain, among other 

disclosures and instructions, the following information:  

a. A complete listing of the amount due, as of the date of the notice, itemized as 

follows:  1) the purchase price of the certificate of delinquency, 2) interest accrued 

subsequent to the purchase of the certificate of delinquency, and 3) fees imposed 

by the third party purchaser. See KRS 134.490(3)(d)(4); 

b. A statement informing the taxpayer that upon written request and payment of a 

processing fee, the third-party purchaser will offer a payment plan. See KRS 

134.490(3)(d)(5); 

c. The third party purchaser’s phone number. See KRS 134.490(3)(e)(4); and 

d. The third party purchaser’s physical address. See KRS 134.490(3)(e)(2).  

37. KRS 134.490 suspends “the accrual of all interest and any fees incurred by the third-party 

purchaser” if the third party purchaser fails to send an original notice as required by KRS 

490(1)(a) “until proper notice is given as required by this subsection”.   

38. Despite the clear requirements of KRS 134.490, Defendant failed to provide Plaintiff with 

an itemization of the amount Defendant claimed was due as of the date of the Notice. See 

Exhibit 6. 

39. Further, 103 KAR 5:220E requires Defendant’s notice to include a statement that Plaintiff 

has a right to request a payment plan for up to a year after the transfer of the Certificate of 

Delinquency to Defendant.  
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40. Defendant’s notice did not contain this statement.  

41. Defendant failed to provide the Plaintiff with DETCO’s phone number. Marilyn Hartley 

listed DETCO’s phone number on her “Application for Certificate of Registration to 

Purchase Certificates of Delinquency” as (502) 439-5821. See Exhibit 2.  

42. The only phone number on the notice provided by Marilyn Hartley is contained in the 

letterhead of her law office: (502) 551-1155. See Exhibit 6. 

43. Because Marilyn Hartley drafted the letter to conceal the fact that Marilyn Hartley is doing 

business under the assumed name of “DETCO” (claiming instead that she had “been 

retained by DETCO to collect the above referenced delinquent 2011 property tax bill” on 

behalf of her “client”), providing her law office’s phone number does not satisfy the 

requirement in KRS 134.490 to provide the phone number of the third-party purchaser.  

44. Defendant also failed to provide the Plaintiff with her physical address as required by KRS 

134.490(3)(e). See Exhibit 6. Defendant’s physical address is 4 River Hill Road, Louisville, 

KY 40207.  

45. The purpose of the requirement to provide a physical address is to allow debtors a physical 

location at which they can locate the creditor to request repayment options and/or make 

payments under a payment plan. 103 KAR 5:220E, Section 2(2) and Section 4(3)(l). 

46. Defendant failed to provide the original notice as required by KRS 134.490 and yet charged 

and continues to charge interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and servicing fees to 

the Plaintiff’s account despite the fact that KRS 134.490 requires the third party purchaser 

to suspend charging interest and fees to an account “until proper notice is given as 

required by this subsection”.  

47. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff believes Defendant sent out similarly ineffective 

notices to the other four-hundred and fifty-nine (459) class members and is charging 

interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and servicing fees to their accounts in 

contravention of KRS 134.490’s prohibition against assessing interest and fees to debtors’ 

accounts when the third-party purchaser has failed to send out a proper notice. 
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48. KRS 134.490(3)(c) requires the Defendant to “maintain complete and accurate records of 

all notices sent pursuant to this section.”  

49. As of the date of the filing of this Complaint, the total amount of interest the Marilyn 

Hartley has unlawfully charged to the class members account totals $37,164.20. See 

Exhibit 4.3  

50. Each month, Marilyn Hartley unlawfully charges an additional $6,634.47 of interest to the 

460 class members’ accounts.4  

51. As of April 23, 2012, the maximum administrative fee permitted by KRS 134.452(1)(4) is 

$115 per Certificate of Delinquency.  

52. Upon information and belief, Defendant has unlawfully charged to the accounts of the 

Plaintiff and the other 459 members of the class at least a $115 administrative fee ($52,900 

total). 

53. Upon information and belief, the amount of the administrative fees Defendant actually 

incurred was less than $115.   

54. As of April 23, 2012, the maximum attorney’s fee permitted by KRS 134.452(1)(c)(3) to be 

charged to each Class member’s account in the first ninety (90) days is the lesser of a) the 

actual fees charged or b) $175.  

55. Upon information and belief, Defendant has unlawfully charged to the accounts of the 

Plaintiff and the other 459 Class members at least a $175 attorney fee ($80,500 total).  

56. Upon information and belief, Defendant has charged additional attorney’s fees to class 

members’ accounts beyond the $175 attorney’s fee alleged above.  

                                                
3 This number is based on the assumption that Defendant has charged the statutory maximum 

interest rate (1%/month) to each account for each month that she has owned the Certificate of 
Delinquency. It also assumes that no class members have paid off in full their tax delinquency. 
To the extent some class members have paid off their tax delinquency, the total interest 
unlawfully charged to a member’s individual account may be lower.  

4 Again, if some class members have paid their loans in full, their accounts will not continue to 
accrue interest and this number may be lower.  
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57. Upon information and belief, the amount of attorney’s fees actually incurred was less than 

the amount Defendant charged to the accounts of Plaintiff and the other Class members.  

58. Plaintiff entered into a payment plan with Defendant.  

59. Defendant is charging to Plaintiff’s account an $8/month fee for servicing the payment 

plan.  

60. This servicing fee, like the interest, administrative fee, and attorney’s fee, is unlawful 

because the Defendant failed to provide Plaintiff with a proper original notice as required 

by statute.  

61. To date, Defendant has unlawfully charged at least $32 to Plaintiff’s account for servicing 

Plaintiff’s payment plan.  

62. Upon information and belief, Defendant is charging an unknown number of other class 

members this $8/month servicing fee despite the KRS 134.452’s prohibition against 

assessing fees to a debtor’s account when the third-party purchaser has failed to provide 

proper notice as required by Kentucky law.   

Defendant’s Unlawful Payment Plan 

63. Effective April 23, 2012, the Kentucky legislature required third-party purchasers of 

Certificates of Delinquency to offer payment plans if their debtors requested one in writing. 

See KRS 134.490.  

64. The purpose of requiring third-party purchasers to offer payment plans to their debtors is 

to have more Certificates of Delinquency paid “without having to resort to costly 

foreclosure proceedings.” 103 KAR 5:220E.  

65. Defendant’s September 19, 2012 letter to Plaintiff included an offer of a payment plan to 

repay the amount Defendant claimed was due as of September 19, 2012.  

66. Defendant’s payment plan requires Plaintiff to pay $140 a month.  

67. Defendant’s payment plan included “additional fees/costs associated with the payment 

plan that are reflected in the amount owed.” See Exhibit 6.  
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68. The Defendant was not entitled to include any accrued interest, fees, or costs into the 

principal amount of Plaintiff’s payment plan and such charges are unlawful.  

69. Plaintiff accepted Defendant’s payment plan.  

70. Effective April 23, 2012, payment plans offered to debtors by third party purchasers were 

subject to specific statutory conditions and constraints, including but not limited to the 

following requirements:  

a. Both the taxpayer and third-party purchaser are required to sign the agreement 

(KRS 134.490(5)(b)); 

b. The third-party purchaser is prohibited from assessing any fees beyond fees 

expressly authorized by KRS Chapter 134 and an $8/month administrative fee for 

servicing the payment plan (KRS 134.490(5)(c)); and 

c. The third-party purchaser must comply with additional terms and conditions for 

installment payment plans promulgated by the Department of Revenue (KRS 

134.490(5)(g)). 

71. Despite the clear requirements in KRS 134.490, Defendant did not sign the payment 

agreement, assessed fees to Plaintiff’s account that are forbidden by statute, and, as shown 

below, displayed a brazen lack of compliance with the Commonwealth’s regulations that 

govern payment plans offered by third-party purchasers.  

72. On September 4, 2012, the Department of Revenue’s Office of Property Value 

Administration promulgated administrative regulations as 103 KAR 5:220E, “Installment 

payment plan guidelines for third party purchasers of certificates of delinquency.” 

73. The purpose of the Department of Revenue’s administrative rules are to “help ensure all 

third party purchasers of certificates of delinquency are consistent and equitable in the 

terms offered as part of the installment plans offered to delinquent taxpayers”.  

74. In addition to the statutory guidelines found in KRS 134.490, 103 KAR 5:220E places 

additional constraints on the terms and conditions of repayment plans offered by third-

party purchasers.  
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75. 103 KAR 5:220E, Section 3 requires the third-party purchaser to provide notice to debtors 

that a repayment plan is available. Among other requirements, that notice must:  

a. Provide a physical address for the third-party purchaser; 

b. Explain that a payment plan is available upon written request of the property 

owner; and 

c. Contain a statement that the right to request a repayment plan expires after twelve 

(12) months from the date the third-party purchaser purchased the Certificate of 

Delinquency.  

76. Despite the clear requirements of 103 KAR 5:220E, Defendant’s notice lacked all of the 

requirements listed above.  

77. Instead, Defendant’s September 19, 2012 notice threatened a one-time, take-it-or-leave-it 

payment plan with a short period of time for the Plaintiff to determine a course of action, 

“Please be advised that Kentucky law allows you to satisfy this debt to our client by way of 

a payment plan. If you wish to participate, please sign and return the enclosure with your 

first payment. If we do not receive the signed agreement, it will be determined that you do 

not wish to participate and the entire amount will be due and payable on the 

aforementioned date [September 30, 2012].” See Exhibit 6.   

78. 103 KAR 5:220E, Section 4 governs the requirements and terms of payment plans offered 

by third-party purchasers, including Marilyn Hartley. In addition to other requirements, 

payment plans offered by third party purchasers must: 

a. Provide for at least a twelve (12) month repayment term, Section 4(1); 

b. Be signed by both the property owner and purchaser, Section 4(2); 

c. Be executed and copied by the third-party purchaser, Section 4(2); and 

d. Be returned to the property owner by the third-party purchaser, Section 4(2).  

79. Despite the clear requirements of 103 KAR 5:220E, the payment plan offered by Defendant 

did not contain a space for Defendant to sign. 
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80. Upon information and belief, Defendant did not sign the payment plan that Plaintiff signed 

and returned to Defendant with his first payment. 

81. Despite the clear requirements of 103 KAR 5:220E, Defendant did not return a signed copy 

of the payment plan to Plaintiff.  

82. Under 103 KAR 5:220E, Section 4(3), any payment plan offered by the Defendant shall 

contain, among other information, an itemization of the principal balance of the payment 

plan including:  

a. The base amount due at the time the payment plan is executed; 

b. Prelitigation attorney fees and administrative fees accrued and due at the time the 

payment plan is executed;  

c. Interest that will accrue (assuming compliance with the payment plan) during the 

repayment period; and 

d. The amount of the monthly processing fee imposed.  

83. Despite the clear requirements of 103 KAR 5:220E, Defendant’s payment plan did not 

contain an itemization of the amount to be repaid. Instead, Defendant offered only, “Please 

note there are additional fees/costs associated with the payment plan that are reflected in 

the amount owed.” See Exhibit 6.  

84. 103 KAR 5:220E, Section 4(3) also required the Defendant to explain that a payment plan 

would be in default if the Defendant did not receive payment within fifteen (15) business 

days of the payment’s due date.  

85. Despite the clear requirements of 103 KAR 5:220E, Defendant’s payment plan did not 

explain this to Plaintiff. Instead, upon information and belief, Defendant’s payment plan 

threatened, “Failure to make any payment on or before the due date will result in the 

immediate end of the agreement and the entire amount will be due.” [Emphasis added.] 

See Exhibit 6.  

86. 103 KAR 5:220E, Section 3 also required the Defendant to accept cash as a form of 

payment.  
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87. Despite the clear requirements of 103 KAR 5:220E, upon information and belief, 

Defendant limited the forms of payment that she would accept to only certified check, 

money order, or cashier’s check. 

88. Plaintiff is making payments of $140/month under his payment plan with Defendant. Over 

the minimum twelve (12) month repayment period mandated by 103 KAR 5:220E, Plaintiff 

will pay approximately $1,680 to Defendant.  

89. The proper amount of Plaintiff’s monthly payment under a conforming repayment plan, 

assuming the statutorily-defined maximum $115 administration fee, $175 attorney’s fee, 

and an $8/month servicing fee is $117.78. Plaintiff would pay $1,413.38 under this plan 

over 12 months.   

90. The proper amount of Plaintiff’s monthly payment under a conforming payment plan that 

doesn’t charge interest and fees to Plaintiff until Defendant sends proper notice of transfer 

under KRS 134.490 is $76.45 per month. Under this payment plan, Plaintiff would pay 

$917.30—the amount Defendant paid the Jefferson County Clerk—over 12 months.5  

91. Upon information and belief, Defendant used a spreadsheet to determine the principal 

balance Plaintiff owed and to determine a monthly payment for the repayment plan.  

92. Defendant miscalculated the Plaintiff’s principal balance and appropriate monthly payment 

due under a payment plan.  

93. Upon information and belief, Defendant used the same or similar spreadsheets to 

miscalculate the principal balance and appropriate monthly payment of the other 459 

Certificates of Delinquency she has purchased since April 23, 2012.  

94. Upon information and belief, Defendant sent the same or similar forms to the other 459 

class members.  

                                                
5 The twelfth installment would be reduced by ten cents to $76.35 to avoid overpayment.  
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95. As outlined above, these forms contained the inflated principal balances, contained false 

information, misstatements of the law, and failed to provide information and disclosures 

that Marilyn Hartley was required by law to give to the class members.  

Defendant’s Additional Misdeeds 

96. As described above, Defendant has unlawfully charged and continues to charge to the 

accounts of Plaintiff and 459 other class members hundreds of thousands of dollars in 

interest, administrative fees, and attorney’s fees to which Defendant is not entitled. 

97. As described above, Defendant has unlawfully charged and continues to charge to the 

accounts of Plaintiff and an unknown number of other class members who entered into a 

repayment plan with Defendant an $8 per month administrative fee for servicing their 

payment plans.   

98. As described above, Defendant’s September 19, 2012 letter to Plaintiff (and, on 

information and belief, the 459 letters Defendant sent to the additional class members) 

contained numerous false, unfair, deceptive, and misleading statements regarding the 

principal balance owed, the amount Plaintiff needed to repay under a repayment plan, and 

the terms and conditions that governed that repayment plan.  

99. As described above, Defendant’s September 19, 2012 letter to Plaintiff (and, on 

information and belief, the 459 letters Defendant sent to the additional class members) 

omitted critical information that Defendant was required by law to provide to Plaintiff and 

the other class members.  

100. In addition to the unlawful charges, false, unfair, deceptive, and misleading statements, and 

omissions of information Defendant was required by law to include in her September 19, 

2012 letter to Plaintiff, Defendant’s letter also contained further unfair, false, deceptive, 

and misleading statements including, but not limited to: 

a. “I am enclosing hereto a copy of the Certificate of Delinquency as well as a copy 

of the applicable Kentucky law regarding interest, administrative fees and 

attorney’s fees.” This statement is false, unfair, deceptive, and misleading 
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because the Defendant did not include a copy of the applicable Kentucky law 

regarding interest, administrative fees and attorney’s fees. Despite her clear 

awareness of the new law’s requirement to offer to delinquent taxpayers a 

payment plan, Defendant included an old copy of KRS 134.452 rather than the 

current version of KRS 134.452. The copy she included was passed in 2009 and 

effective January 1, 2010; but, the Kentucky legislature amended KRS 134.452 

effective April 23, 2012. Marilyn Hartley did not include a copy of the law in effect 

at the time of her letter to Plaintiff. The new KRS 134.452 limits a third-party 

purchaser’s ability to charge attorney’s fees to a debtor’s account and contains 

updated provisions regarding other applicable fees. The law Defendant included 

was not, in fact, applicable to Plaintiff’s loan at all and its inclusion was a false, 

unfair, deceptive, and/or misleading act or practice.  

b. Upon information and belief, the “Payment Plan Agreement” that Defendant 

included in her September 19, 2012 letter (and letters to the other class members) 

contained a statement that “Failure to make any payment on or before the due 

date will result in the immediate end of the agreement and the entire amount will 

be due.” This is a false, unfair, deceptive, and/or misleading statement because, 

as explained above, under the law the debtor is only considered in default if he or 

she fails to make a payment within 15 days of the payment’s due date. Further, 

this statement is false, unfair, deceptive, and/or misleading because the “entire 

amount” will not be due. Rather, the amount owed will be reduced by the 

payments he or she has paid under the payment plan (less lawful interest and 

administrative, servicing, and attorney’s fees). Representing that the “entire 

amount” will be due makes the payment plan appear to be an all-or-nothing 

gambit for the homeowner—either they make all of the payments or lose the 

entire benefit of a payment plan, all of the payments made, and still owe the 

“entire amount” to a private tax collector.  
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CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 
101. Plaintiff brings this class action against the Defendant pursuant to Rules 23.02(b) and 

23.02(c) of the Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure, on behalf of all delinquent taxpayers 

who are personally responsible for payment of a Certificate of Delinquency purchased by 

Defendant since and including April 23, 2012 (“the Class”). Excluded from the Class is the 

Defendant and members of her immediate family, any entity in which the Defendant has a 

controlling interest, and the legal representatives, heirs, successors or assigns of any such 

excluded party.    

102. The members of the Class are so numerous that joinder of all members is impracticable.  

While the exact number of Class members is unknown to Plaintiff at the present time, 

Plaintiff anticipates that the class will contain at least the owners of the 460 debtors listed 

in Exhibit 4. These 460 delinquent taxpayers represent only the Certificates of 

Delinquency that Defendant has purchased in Jefferson County, Kentucky. The Plaintiff 

does not know whether Marilyn Hartley has purchased Certificates of Delinquency for 

property in other Kentucky counties.  

103. Despite the numerical size of the Class, the identities of the Class members can be easily 

ascertained from the records and files of the Defendant Marilyn Hartley, the Jefferson 

County Clerk’s office, and other county clerk’s offices from which Defendant has 

purchased Certificates of Delinquency, if any. Plaintiff and his counsel do not anticipate 

any difficulties in the management of this action as a class action. 

104. Plaintiff is also a member of a Subclass defined as “members of the Class who accepted the 

payment plan offered to them by Defendant”. Members of the Subclass are easily 

ascertainable because Defendant is required by law to maintain accurate records of 

payment plans she has offered and that she is servicing. Members of this Subclass have 

suffered additional damages beyond the Defendant’s unlawful charging of interest and fees 

to their accounts and her false, unfair, deceptive, and misleading acts and practices because 
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Defendant has defrauded these subclass members and, in addition, is charging them an 

$8/month administration fee for servicing their payment plans.  

105. Plaintiff will fairly and adequately represent the interests of the Class and Subclass. Plaintiff 

is committed to vigorously prosecuting this action and has retained competent counsel 

experienced in class action litigation. Plaintiff is a member of the Class and Subclass and 

has no interests antagonistic to or in conflict with other Class or Subclass members. 

Plaintiff’s attorney has experience prosecuting class actions and will adequately represent 

the Class in this action. 

106. This action raises numerous questions of law and fact which are common to the Class 

members, including, but not limited to the following: 

a. whether Defendant unlawfully charged interest, attorney’s fees, administrative 

fees, and/or servicing fees to the accounts of the Class members; 

b. whether Defendant’s conduct was unfair, false, misleading, and/or deceptive; 

c. whether the Defendant defrauded Plaintiff and the Subclass members that 

accepted Defendant’s offer of a payment plan;  

d. whether Defendant was unjustly enriched by charging excessive interest and fees 

to the Class members’ accounts; 

e. whether Defendant misrepresented the amount due on Class members’ accounts, 

the terms and conditions that govern the repayment of those accounts, the 

applicable law, and the ramifications of failing to complete a payment plan; and 

f. whether Plaintiff and other members of the Class and Subclass sustained damages 

as a result of Defendant’s conduct and the proper measure of those damages.  

107. The claims or defenses of the represented party are typical of the claims or defenses of the 

Class and Subclass. Plaintiff was victimized by Defendant’s scheme to charge to his 

account excessive interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and servicing fees. 

Defendant’s fraudulent statements further victimized Plaintiff by inducing him to enter 

into a payment plan that required him to repay an amount greater than he is legally 
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obligated to repay. Plaintiff has the same interests as the other Class and Subclass members 

in prosecuting those claims against the Defendant. Plaintiff and all the members of the 

Class and Subclass sustained damages as a result of Defendant’s wrongful conduct. 

108. A class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of 

this controversy. Common issues predominate. Furthermore, the expense and burden of 

individual litigation make it extraordinarily difficult for Class members to redress the 

wrongs done to them individually. 

109. Defendant has or had access to address information for the Class members, which may be 

used for the purpose of providing notice of the pendency of this action. 

COUNT ONE:  FRAUD 
110. Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in the paragraphs above, as if fully set forth 

herein. 

111. Plaintiff, for himself and as representative of the Subclass of Class members who accepted 

Defendant’s offered payment plan, alleges that Defendant fraudulently induced them to 

enter into payment plans with materially false statements of law and fact and willful 

omissions of information that Kentucky’s laws and regulations require Defendant to 

provide.  

112. The Defendant, as alleged above, is a licensed attorney practicing in the Commonwealth of 

Kentucky.  

113. Effective April 23, 2012, the Kentucky state legislature revised statutes affecting the rights 

and obligations of third party purchasers, including Defendant.  

114. The Kentucky Department of Revenue promulgated regulations affecting the rights and 

obligations of third party purchasers, including Defendant, effective September 4, 2012.  

115. Defendant, as an individual who has purchased at least 460 Certificates of Delinquency 

worth at least $663,477.41 since April 23, 2012, has an obligation to research, understand, 

comply with, and stay informed about changes to laws that affect her rights and obligations 

under applicable statutes and regulations.  
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116. Defendant, as an attorney who claims to have been retained to collect the tax debt from at 

least 460 individuals worth at least $663,477.41 since April 23, 2012, has an obligation to 

research, understand, comply with, and stay informed about changes to laws that affect her 

rights and obligations under applicable statutes and regulations.  

117. Defendant did, in fact, know about the changes to applicable laws and regulations that 

affected her rights and obligations as a third party purchaser of Certificates of Delinquency. 

Or, in the alternative, her failure to research the applicable laws and regulations was 

reckless.  
Defendant’s Representations of the Amount Due under the 
Payment Plan were False 

118. Defendant made material representations regarding the amount due under the payment 

plan. 

119. These material representations were false because the amount Defendant claimed was due 

contained interest, attorney’s fees, administration fees, and servicing fees that Defendant 

was not entitled to charge to the accounts of the members of the Subclass.  

120. Defendant either knew that the amounts that she claimed were due under each payment 

plan were artificially and unlawfully inflated or made such calculations recklessly. 

121. Defendant made the false statements regarding the amounts due to be repaid under the 

payment plans offered to members of the Subclass with the purpose of inducing Plaintiff 

and other Subclass members to act upon those statements.  

122. Plaintiff and other members of the Subclass did, in fact, rely on the statements by accepting 

the payment terms and making payments to Defendant.  

123. Plaintiff and members of the Subclass have been injured by Defendant’s fraud by paying 

unlawful interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and servicing fees as part of the 

Defendant’s repayment plan.  

Defendant’s Representations Regarding the Law that Applied to Plaintiff 
and the Subclass were False 
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124. Defendant’s fraud did not end with stating an unlawfully inflated repayment amount. 

Rather, Defendant, as the ostensible attorney who “DETCO” had “retained”, also made a 

material representation that the enclosed statutes constituted the “applicable law”.  

125. As explained above, this representation was false because the copy of KRS 134.452 that 

Defendant included and represented as “applicable” was, in fact, no longer applicable.  

126. Defendant made this false statement either recklessly or knowing that the law she included 

was no longer applicable.  

127. Defendant included a copy of KRS 134.452 to induce Plaintiff and Subclass members to act 

upon that information.  

128. Plaintiff and members of the Subclass did, in fact, rely on that information and accepted a 

payment plan that required them to pay unlawful and inflated interest and fees.  

129. Plaintiff and members of the Subclass were injured as a result of the Defendant’s fraud 

when Defendant charged to their account interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and 

servicing fees to which the Defendant was not entitled.   

Marilyn Hartley Willfully Omitted Itemizations of the Accounts of 
Plaintiff and Subclass that are Required by Kentucky Law and Statute 

130. Defendant’s fraud also includes deliberate omissions in her communications to Plaintiff 

and Subclass members.  

131. By law, Defendant was required to provide Plaintiff and Subclass members with an 

itemization of the amount currently due and owing and the amount the Plaintiff and 

Subclass members would need to repay during a payment plan.  

132. The purpose of the requirement that third party purchasers like Defendant itemize the 

amount she claims is owed currently and under a payment plan is to provide the Plaintiff 

and Subclass members with needed transparency. It is to allow Plaintiff and Subclass 

members to determine whether the interest and fees being charged to their accounts is 

lawful and fair.  
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133. Defendant’s willful failure to provide this information—required by both statue and 

administrative regulation—was reckless or part of a deliberate effort to withhold required 

information that consumers could use to discern whether the Defendant’s statements were 

truthful and that the amounts she claimed were due both currently and under the offered 

payment plans were accurate, lawful, and fair.  

134. Defendant’s willful or reckless failure to provide Plaintiff and Subclass members with an 

itemization of the amount currently due was materially misleading and omitted from an 

offer intended to induce the Plaintiff and Subclass to act upon the offer.  

135. Defendant’s willful or reckless failure to provide Plaintiff and Subclass members with an 

itemization of the amount due under the proposed repayment plan was materially 

misleading and omitted from an offer intended to induce the Plaintiff and Subclass to act 

upon the offer.  

136. Plaintiff and Subclass members did, in fact, act upon the offer from which Defendant 

recklessly or deliberately omitted material itemizations by accepting the offered payment 

plans.  

137. Plaintiff and Subclass members have been injured by Defendant’s omissions because the 

payment plans they accepted require them to repay accrued interest, attorney’s fees, 

administrative fees, and servicing fees that Defendant unlawfully charged to their accounts.  

Marilyn Hartley willfully omitted the fact that Plaintiff and the Subclass 
had the right to request a payment plan within a year of the transfer of the 
Certificate of Delinquency  

138. In the same way, Defendant was required by law to explain to Plaintiff and the Subclass that 

they could request a payment plan any time within the first year following the date of 

transfer.  

139. The availability of a payment plan within a year of the date of transfer is statutorily required 

and a material representation.  
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140. Instead, Marilyn Hartley intentionally or recklessly presented Plaintiff and Subclass 

members with a limited-time-only payment plan offer with a short period in which they 

could decide whether to accept the offered payment plan.  

141. Representing to the Plaintiff and Subclass members that, “If we do not receive the signed 

[Payment Plan] agreement, it will be determined that you do not wish to participate and the 

entire amount will be due and payable on the aforementioned date” was false because it 

presented the availability of a payment plan as an opportunity that would expire before 

their right to request a payment plan would, in fact, expire under the statute.  

142. Defendant’s failure to disclose the material information that Plaintiff and Subclass 

members could request a payment plan any time in the first year following the Defendant’s 

purchase of their Certificate of Delinquency was a willful omission.  

143. Defendant presented the payment plan with the materially false statements and willfully 

omitted information to induce them to accept the offered and unlawful payment plan.  

144. Plaintiff and Subclass members did, in fact, act in reliance on the offer that contained 

materially false statements and willfully omitted information by accepting the offered 

payment plans that contained unlawful charges.  

145. Plaintiff and Subclass members were injured by Defendant’s fraud because the payment 

plans they accepted require them to repay accrued interest, attorney’s fees, administrative 

fees, and servicing fees that Defendant unlawfully charged to their accounts.   

146. In short, Defendant’s entire course of conduct—from her effort to obfuscate the true 

relationship between Marilyn Hartley and DETCO, to her failure to provide proper notice 

of transfer, to her failure to itemize both the amount currently due and the amount due 

under a payment plan, to her unlawfully inflated claims of amounts due under a payment 

plan, to her presentation of a payment plan as a one-time opportunity with a limited time to 

accept, to her citation to expired law—is an elaborate artifice to disorient hundreds of 

consumers, confront them with a placeless and faceless creditor, “DETCO”, and 

intimidate them into paying her hundreds of thousands of dollars in interest, attorney’s 
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fees, administrative fees, and servicing fees to which she is simply not entitled under the 

law.  

COUNT TW O: UNJUST ENRICHM ENT 
147. Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in the paragraphs above, as if fully set forth 

herein. 

148. The Defendant unlawfully charged to the Plaintiff and Class members accounts interest, 

attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and servicing fees to which the Defendant was not 

entitled.  

149. These fees are recoverable from Plaintiff and Class members personally or by foreclosing 

on the property on which Defendant enjoys a superpriority lien by virtue of her purchase of 

a Certificate of Delinquency.  

150. Defendant has been unjustly enriched by unlawfully inflating the amount due under a 

repayment plan and by claiming an account balance greater than the amount to which she is 

legally entitled.  

151. As a result of the wrongful conduct described above, the Defendant has been unjustly 

enriched at the expense of the Plaintiff and the Class members and in equity should not be 

permitted to retain the benefit of her wrongful conduct. 

COUNT THREE:  VIOLATIONS OF KRS 134.452 
152. Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in the paragraphs above, as if fully set forth 

herein. 

153. KRS 134.452 requires Marilyn Hartley to send an original notice of transfer to Plaintiff and 

Class members within fifty (50) days of the date Defendant receives the Certificate of 

Delinquency.   

154. To date, Marilyn Hartley has not sent a proper original notice of transfer to Plaintiff or the 

other 459 Class members.  
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155. KRS 134.452 forbids Defendant from charging interest, administrative fees, attorney’s fees, 

servicing fees, or any other fee to the accounts of Plaintiff and Class members until a proper 

original notice is sent.  

156. Plaintiff and Class members are entitled to credits to their accounts equal to any amount of 

unlawful interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, servicing fees, and any additional 

fees that have been charged to their accounts between the dates Defendant purchased their 

Certificates of Delinquency and the date Defendant delivers to them proper original notice 

as required by KRS 134.452.  

COUNT FOUR:  NEGLIGENCE PER SE 
157. Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in the paragraphs above, as if fully set forth 

herein. 

158. KRS 446.070 allows individuals injured by a person’s violation of a statutory or regulatory 

standard of care when the violated statute or regulation does not provide a civil remedy and 

the injured individual is within the class of persons the legislature or administrative agency 

intended protect with its statute or regulation, respectively.  

159. In KRS 134.490, the Kentucky legislature required the Defendant to only offer of a 

payment plan to Plaintiff and Class members that included certain terms and conditions 

designed to protect Plaintiff and Class members by providing payment plans that were 

transparent, accurate, and fair.  

160. With 103 KAR 5:220E, the Department of Revenue expanded the requirements with which 

third-party purchasers of Certificates of Delinquency must comply in an effort to ensure 

that the payment plans third party purchaser offer to delinquent taxpayers, including 

Plaintiff and Class members, are “fair and equitable to each delinquent taxpayer.”  

161. Defendant, as described above, failed to comply with even the most basic requirements of 

both KRS 134.490 and 103 KAR 5:220E.  

162. This breach of the standard of care as defined by both Kentucky statute and regulation 

injured Plaintiff and Class members in an amount to be proven at trial.  
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COUNT FIVE:  VIOLATIONS OF THE  
KENTUCKY CONSUM ER PROTECTION ACT 

163. Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in the paragraphs above, as if fully set forth 

herein. 

164. By engaging in the scheme and course of conduct alleged herein, Defendant engaged in 

unfair, false, misleading, and/or deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of her trade 

and/or commerce. 

165. Plaintiff and Class members are persons that the Kentucky legislature intended to protect 

with the Kentucky Consumer Protection Act. 

166. The Defendant charged and continues to charge interest, attorney’s fees, servicing fees, 

and administrative fees to the accounts of Plaintiff and Class members to which Defendant 

is not entitled.  

167. The Defendant failed to send the notice of transfer to Plaintiff and Class members required 

by KRS 134.490.  

168. Instead, the Defendant sent a letter to Plaintiff and Class members that was riddled with 

false, unfair, deceptive, and/or misleading statements regarding the amount due on Class 

members’ accounts, the terms and conditions that govern the repayment of those accounts, 

the applicable law, and the ramifications of failing to complete a payment plan.  

169. Defendant continues to charge interest, administrative fees, attorney’s fees, and servicing 

fees despite Defendant’s failure to send a proper original notice to the Plaintiff and Class 

members.  

170. The Defendant made false, unfair, deceptive, and misleading statements to induce the 

Plaintiff and members of the Subclass to induce them enter into payment plans that require 

them to pay amounts greater than they are legally obligated to pay. 

171. As a result, the Defendant has violated the Kentucky Consumer Protection Act, KRS 

367.170. 
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172. As a result of the foregoing deceptive acts and practices, the Defendant has proximately 

caused the damages incurred by the Plaintiff and the other members of the Class thereby 

entitling the Plaintiff to consequential and punitive damages,6 pre-judgment interest and 

attorney fees under the Kentucky Consumer Protection Act, KRS 367.170 et. seq. 

COUNT SIX:  MISREPRESENTATION 
173. Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in the paragraphs above, as if fully set forth 

herein. 

174. Defendant misrepresented to the Plaintiff and Subclass members the amount due on 

Plaintiff’s and Class members’ accounts, the terms and conditions that govern the 

repayment of those accounts, the applicable law, and the ramifications of failing to 

complete a payment plan.   

175. Plaintiff and members of the Subclass relied upon the foregoing misrepresentations by 

accepting Defendant’s payment plan and paying inflated monthly payments to Defendant. 

176. Defendant has acted with deception by charging to the accounts of the members of the 

Subclass interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and servicing fees to which 

Defendant is not entitled.  

177. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing, Plaintiff and the Subclass have been 

damaged in an amount to be proved at trial. 

COUNT SEVEN:  INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
178. Plaintiff reiterates the allegations contained in the paragraphs above, as if fully set forth 

herein. 
                                                
6 Punitive damages in this case are especially warranted to punish the Defendant and by way of 

example discourage the other 115 registered third-party purchasers from engaging in similar 
behavior and to ensure that unscrupulous third-party purchasers like Defendant do not gain a 
competitive advantage over responsible, law-abiding third-party purchasers. See commentary to 
103 KAR 5:330E in which the Department of Revenue explains that 115 businesses have 
registered with the Department to purchase Certificates of Delinquency across the 
Commonwealth. 
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179. Under CR 65, Plaintiff and the Class members are entitled to a temporary and permanent 

injunction to prevent the continued violation of their rights contained in KRS 134 and the 

relevant administrative regulations governing the notice third-party purchasers must 

provide and the terms and conditions of any payment plan they offer to delinquent 

taxpayers like Plaintiff and Class members.  

180. Plaintiff and Class members’ rights are being violated because Defendant has not provided 

the information that both the Kentucky legislature and the Department of Revenue require 

Defendant to provide Plaintiff and Class members. The legislature and Department require 

this information to ensure that third party purchasers of Certificates of Delinquency 

provide delinquent taxpayers with transparent, fair, and true information about their rights, 

obligations, and alternatives. The Kentucky legislature recognizes the precarious position 

in which delinquent taxpayers are placed when a third party purchaser purchases a 

Certificate of Delinquency. The legislature recognizes tax delinquent taxpayers as people 

who are personally responsible for paying a third party purchaser, who face the possibility 

of losing property through a foreclosure action, and who may be completely unfamiliar with 

the legal process and their rights, obligations, and alternatives when a third party purchaser 

purchases their Certificate of Delinquency.   

181. This injunction would order Defendant to send an original notice of transfer to Plaintiff and 

each Class member that complies with KRS 134.490 and relevant administrative 

requirements. The injunction would prohibit Defendant from charging to the accounts of 

Plaintiff and Class members any interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, servicing 

fees, or any other cost or fee until she delivers to Plaintiff and each Class member a proper 

notice as required by KRS 134.490 and 130 KAR 5:220E and an explanation of the ways in 

which her previous communications failed to provide the statutorily and administratively 

required notice.  

182. Plaintiff, Class members, and Subclass members are being irreparably injured in a number 

of ways. First, Defendant has deprived them of information and provided them false 
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information regarding their rights, obligations, and alternatives that Kentucky law and 

regulations require she provide. Second, with each month that passes, the Defendant is 

charging to Plaintiff’s and Class members’ accounts interest, attorney’s fees, 

administrative fees, and other costs that artificially and unlawfully inflate the amount of 

money Defendant claims is due and owing. Third, Plaintiff and Subclass members are 

paying each month under a payment plan that contains unlawful charges for interest, 

attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and payment plan servicing fees. This means that 

Plaintiff and Subclass members’ payment plans contain a repayment amount greater than 

the amount to which Defendant is legally entitled. Fourth, because Defendant deducts 

interest and fees first from any payment made, this has the effect of not only inflating the 

principal balance, but also charging to Plaintiff and Subclass members’ accounts more 

interest than Defendant is entitled to charge.  
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JURY DEM AND 
Plaintiff hereby demands a jury trial on all claims to which he and the Class members are 

entitled to a jury trial. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all others similarly situated, pray 

for an Order and Judgment certifying the Class and appointing Plaintiff as class representative 

and granting the following relief: 

1. An injunction prohibiting Defendant from charging to the accounts of Plaintiff and Class 

members any interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, servicing fees, or any other cost 

or fee until she delivers to Plaintiff and Class members a proper notice as required by KRS 

134.490 and 130 KAR 5:220E and an explanation of the ways in which her previous 

communications failed to provide the statutorily and administratively required notice;  

2. That the Defendant credit the accounts of Plaintiff and the members of the Class for any and 

all unlawful interest, attorney’s fees, administrative fees, and any costs charged to their 

accounts; 

3. That the accounts of Plaintiff and the members of the Subclass be credited for any unlawful 

servicing fee charged to their accounts; 

4. That Defendant return any money that Plaintiff and Subclass members paid to her that 

exceeds the amount to which she was legally entitled—the amount she paid for the 

Certificate of Delinquency;  

5. That the Plaintiff, and all others so similarly situated be awarded treble damages in an 

amount to be determined at trial for fraudulently inducing them to enter into a payment plan 

that required the Plaintiff and Subclass members to pay Defendant interest, attorney’s fees, 

administrative fees, and payment plan servicing fees that she was not entitled to collect.   

6. That the Plaintiff and all others so similarly situated be awarded judgment against the 

Defendant for punitive damages for the conduct of the Defendant alleged herein; 
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7. The Court award costs and attorneys fees against Defendant in accordance with the 

Kentucky Consumer Protection Act; 

8. That the value of the judgment the Court considers when determining appropriate 

attorney’s fees include the value of any injunction—whether permanent or temporary—

ordered by the Court; 

9. For pre- and post-judgment interest;  

10. A jury trial; and 

Any and all other relief to which the Plaintiff and all others so similarly so situated may be 

entitled. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
  

  ________________________ 
  Ben Carter 
  Ben Carter Law pllc 

455 South Fourth Street, Suite 902 
Louisville, KY  40202 
502 509 3231 
ben@bencarterlaw.com 
bencarterlaw.com 

  Counsel for Plaintiff 


