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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

COURT OF APPEALS 

CASE NO. 2023-CA-0767 

{Electronically Filed} 

 

 

ROGER QUARLES, et al.  APPELLANTS 

 

v.  On Appeal from Fayette Circuit Court 

 Case No. 20-CI-00332 

 Hon. Julie M. Goodman, Judge 

 

HAYNES PROPERTIES, LLC, et al. APPELLEES 

 

 

 

MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL 

 

 

 

 The Appellee, Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association (“BTGCA”), by counsel, 

moves the Court to dismiss because (a) this Appeal is untimely under RAP 3, and (b) Appellants 

are not the real parties in interest and the real party in interest may not now be timely joined.  As 

grounds BTGCA states the following: 

Nature of this Action 

 The Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association has been a tobacco marketing 

cooperative doing business in corporate form since its organization under the Bingham Act in 

1922, now subject to the provisions of KRS 272.1001, etc.  BTGCA has represented Burley 

tobacco growers in Kentucky, Missouri, Indiana, Ohio and West Virginia for decades.  From 1941-

2005, it did so as a designated “tobacco association” agent for the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

under the federal tobacco loan program.  Congress ended the federal tobacco program in 2005, and 

paid landowners and tobacco growers “Tobacco Transition Payments” over a period of years 
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thereafter, causing the vast majority of what was formerly over 190,000 Burley growers to cease 

production of tobacco in BTGCA’s five member states. 

 After 2008, BTGCA returned to its tobacco marketing cooperative functions, and for a 

period of about 10 years, it bought and sold Burley tobacco for farmers who signed contracts and 

thereby became members.  It purged its old membership rolls and by 2019, considered 

approximately 3,000 tobacco farmers to be members.  Members never paid dues to BTGCA 

throughout its history.   

 By 2019, the number of tobacco growers contracting to sell their tobacco to BTGCA was 

averaging less than 500 per year.  The Board of Directors of BTGCA, representing 18 different 

districts (there was one vacancy), began discussing whether to dissolve the marketing cooperative.  

Several BTGCA members, including Mitch and Scott Haynes (doing business as Haynes 

Properties, LLC and Alvin Haynes & Sons), as well as S&GF Management, LLC (a farming entity 

owned by the Greathouse family in Midway) and separately, Greg Craddock, a farmer in Metcalfe 

County, wanted to dissolve the Cooperative, but each had a different plan.  The Haynes-Greathouse 

group filed this action in Fayette Circuit Court on January 30, 2020, for dissolution, with claims 

against BTGCA’s directors and officers.  In early February 2020, the BTGCA Board of Directors 

passed a motion to liquidate itself over 18 months or so.  Both the Haynes-Greathouse plaintiffs 

and Greg Craddock disagreed with the Board’s plan.  The Fayette Circuit Court had already issued 

a restraining order that precluded any distribution of net assets by the Board to any members, but 

allowed continuation of business in the ordinary course, including sale of its tobacco inventory 

and other assets.  The Board then voted to enter into voluntary non-binding mediation with the 

Haynes-Greathouse plaintiffs.  Craddock was invited to mediate, but declined.  When a mediation 

settlement was reached, the Board of BTGCA voted to dissolve under judicial supervision by 
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overwhelming majority.  Appellant Roger Quarles had always favored dissolution.  The Board had 

voted to grant money before dissolution to an existing or new agricultural non-profit entity that 

would represent the interests of tobacco farmers of all types of tobacco (not just Burley, but also 

dark or flue-cured tobacco, grown primarily in Western Kentucky).  Appellant Quarles was one of 

two BTGCA who voted against that grant in the 14-2 vote.  (The other dissenter, Tim Tarter, wanted 

to grant more money to the new tobacco advocacy group.)  $1.5 million was allotted for that grant. 

 Meanwhile, Greg Craddock had filed his own suit against BTGCA and its directors in 

Metcalfe Circuit Court.  The Haynes-Greathouse plaintiffs and BTGCA filed a joint motion asking 

the Court to approve the proposed settlement, accept jurisdiction over the judicial dissolution of 

the BTGCA, and treat the distribution of its net assets after payment of all creditors as a class 

action, in order to cutoff any and all other prospective lawsuits by present or former members of 

the Cooperative that would only dissipate its net assets available for distribution to its members.  

The plaintiffs (Haynes Properties, et al.) joined Greg Craddock as a defendant in the case to 

subsume all claims he had asserted. 

 Judge Julie M. Goodman, herself an experienced class action defense attorney prior to 

taking the Bench, conducted rigorous evidentiary hearings and received extensive briefings from 

all parties, and ultimately approved the proposed settlement with significant modifications of her 

own.  On November 17, 2020, Judge Goodman entered an Amended Preliminary Certification 

Order and directed that notice of the class settlement be given to all purported settlement class 

members.  She scheduled a Fairness hearing that allowed all Objectors to present written objections 

and to testify in opposition to the proposed class settlement, which included proposed percentage 

attorney’s fees awards to the McBrayer law firm representing the Haynes and Greathouse 

Plaintiffs, and to the Billings law firm representing Craddock.  In granting preliminary certification 
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to the Settlement Class, Judge Goodman appointed Katherine Yunker and Jason R. Hollon as Class 

Counsel. 

The Fairness hearing was conducted over several days beginning February 24, 2021. 

 Appellant Roger Quarles and other persons not represented by counsel objected to the $1.5 

million grant which the Board of BTGCA had committed to make prior to the filing of the proposed 

joint settlement in court.  These and other objections – including objections to payment of attorneys 

fees – were heard and denied by Judge Goodman as part of the Fairness Hearing. 

 When Judge Goodman approved the proposed settlement, first by Opinion and Order 

entered June 11, 2021, then by Amended Opinion and Order entered July 28, 2021), she modified 

the provisions regarding the charitable grant of $1.5 million to the separate tobacco advocacy 

nonprofit with her own concept of fairness to the Settlement Class.  (Exhibit A, paras. 23-36)  

The Burley and Dark Tobacco entity would receive $100,000 start-up money in its first year, 

$75,000 in its second year, and after its first year, notice was to be given to all Settlement Class 

members giving them the right to “opt-out” and claim a proportionate share of the remaining 

$1.325 million if they wished to withdraw support from the new tobacco advocacy nonprofit.  This 

was not a proposal made by Roger Quarles or any of the other Objectors, who outright opposed 

the entirety of the proposed $1.5 million charitable donation to any agriculture-related entity.  The 

new entity also agreed to other conditions the Court attached to the grant concerning composition 

of the Board and no director compensation.  The new entity has separate counsel, English, Lucas, 

Priest & Owsley in Bowling Green, Kentucky.  It is important to note that no persons, including 

the Objectors, took any appeal from any portion of the July 28, 2021 Amended Opinion and Order. 
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 On August 6, 2021, the W. H. Graddy & Associates law firm (“Graddy law firm”), “as 

counsel for the Objector, Roger Quarles and others,” filed a motion with supporting affidavits 

seeking an award of not more than 24% of the $1.325 million grant fund, as a “common fund” 

under KRS 412.070, claiming credit for Judge Goodman’s decision to allow an “opt-out” vote for 

Settlement Class Members to withdraw a proportionate share from the grant fund.  The motion 

relied on Affidavits of Mr. Graddy and his associate, Dorothy Rush, with no copy of any fee 

contract with Roger Quarles or other client.  On August 24, 2021, Judge Goodman denied the 

motion for attorney’s fees by the Graddy law firm, giving specific reasons.  (Exhibit B)  No appeal 

was taken by anyone from that Order. 

 Meanwhile, the BTGCA and the Dissolution Committee appointed by the Court were busy 

liquidating its tobacco inventory, selling its headquarters building on South Broadway in 

Lexington, Kentucky, liquidating its investment account and paying all known creditors.  The 

Circuit Court approved two distributions from BTGCA net assets to Settlement Class Members 

(totaling 2,603 persons and entities) – one in December 2021, $5,670 per Class Member, and 

another in November 2022, $3,930 to each Class Member.  There will be one final third distribution 

to Settlement Class Members from the net assets of BTGCA, planned to occur before the end of 

2023, which is separate from the subject $1.325 million grant fund from which attorney’s fees are 

claimed by the Graddy law firm in this appeal. 

 On March 13, 2023, the Circuit Court approved the form and content of a notice to all 

2,603 Class Members with return postcard informing them of their right to “opt-out” and claim a 

proportionate share of the $1.325 million grant fund, less Class Counsel fees (to be determined) 

and expenses.  This notice was mailed to all Class Members, and told Class Members in part: 
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You have the option to request and be paid individually a 

proportionate share of the Fund remaining … You also have the 

option to request that the proportionate share be left in place as part 

of the grant to the Association [Barley and Dark Tobacco Producer, 

not BTGCA].  If you do not send in a response to this notice, the 

proportionate share will be left in place for the Association. 

 On March 17, 2023, the Graddy law firm renewed its motion for award of attorney’s fees, 

now seeking the reduced amount of $99,375, representing 7.5% of the $1.325 million.  Again, no 

fee contract with Mr. Quarles or any other Objector was filed in the record.  On April 5, 2023, the 

Circuit Court denied their Renewed Motion for attorney’s fees.  That Order contained “final and 

appealable” language, and gave specific reasons for the denial.  (Exhibit C) 

 On April 17, 2023, the Graddy law firm filed a motion under CR 59.05 asking Judge 

Goodman to alter, amend or vacate her April 5 Order denying its request for attorney’s fees, stating 

no new grounds.1  The Circuit Court denied the motion of the Graddy law firm on June 1, 2023, 

by final Order.  (Exhibit D)  The Objectors, without making the Graddy law firm a co-Appellant, 

filed their Notice of Appeal on June 26, 2023. 

ARGUMENT 

I.  The Notice Of Appeal Was Untimely 

 Plainly, the Objectors and the Graddy law firm should have appealed from the Circuit 

Court’s Order on August 24, 2021 that denied the initial request by the Objectors and/or Graddy 

 
1 That motion was not served upon the long list of unrepresented Objectors whom the Court treated as parties, who 

by letters to the Court had opposed any payment of attorneys fees.  The Graddy law firm attempted to correct this 

oversight by issuing an amended Re-Notice of Hearing on May 1, 2023, served on all named parties and Objectors, 

but without certifying it had served the CR 59.05 motion itself upon those unrepresented Objectors.  The Court 

heard the Graddy law firm’s motion on May 5, 2023 (coincidentally, the arguable last day for a timely notice of 

appeal from the April 5, 2023 Order denying the Renewed Motion for attorneys fees).  Whether the attempted Re-

Notice was sufficient to allow relation-back and make the CR 59.05 motion of April 12, 2023 timely despite the 

failure to serve all parties is unclear.  These Appellees preserve that argument, while believing there are other clear 

grounds for dismissal of this appeal. 
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law firm for attorney’s fees to be paid out of the $1.325 million grant fund.  Although lacking CR 

54.02 “final and appealable” language, that Order in all respects was fully dispositive on the 

limited subject of that claim for attorney’s fees from that particular grant fund, distinct from the 

overall judicial dissolution and liquidation of remaining BTGCA assets for the benefit of all 2,603 

Class Members, not just those who wanted to claim their share of the grant fund and not see the 

Burley and Dark Tobacco Producer Association, Inc. be funded.  That Order followed the expressly 

final July 28, 2021 Amended Opinion and Order approving the terms of dissolution of BTGCA as 

a class settlement including the $1.325 million grant, as modified.  No appeal was taken from that 

primary judgment.  Therefore, the August 24, 2021 Order denying attorneys fees to the Graddy 

law firm was a final judgment adjudicating that claim too.  CR 54.01.  There was nothing more for 

the Circuit Court to do with respect to the denied motion for attorneys fees.  The Graddy law firm 

presented no new evidence or law, in 2021 or later when it filed its Renewed Motion for attorneys 

fees in March 2023.   

Webster County Soil Conservation District v. Shelton, 437 S.W.2d 934 (Ky. 1969) 

presented the converse situation, but is instructive on both this and the second argument on real 

party in interest.  There, members of the Conservation District sued to recover their share of assets 

of the district.  The plaintiffs won judgment dated June 28, 1967, which expressly reserved the 

issue of attorneys fees for the plaintiffs’ counsel.  The District appealed on July 27, 1967.  In an 

August 23, 1967 supplement judgment, the trial court awarded only half the amount sought by 

plaintiffs’ counsel.  The plaintiffs and their counsel Jerry Nall appealed, contending Nall had a 

written contract with 400 of the members for a 50% fee.  The plaintiffs sought to dismiss the 

District’s appeal from the first (main) judgment, arguing it was interlocutory, not final, because it 

had reserved the attorneys fee issue.  The Court of Appeals disagreed.  Id. at 937.  As to the merits 
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of Nall’s appeal for a larger fee, the appellate Court reversed and remanded, with instructions that 

his fee contract for 50% of the recovery by his clients be enforced, and that the trial court determine 

a reasonable fee payable out of the remaining fund by the noncontracting parties who were also 

members of the District.  Id. at 940.  Here, the Graddy law firm never produced a written fee 

contract with any of its listed clients.  The Shelton case strongly indicates that denial of a request 

for attorneys fees in a “common fund” case is a final order, and that was the case here.  The 

subsequent work of the Circuit Court, the Dissolution Committee and Class Counsel to implement 

the class settlement did not depend on further work by the Graddy law firm.  The Order denying 

fees to the Graddy law firm became final after September 24, 2021, along with the main judgment 

that included the modified grant fund and opt-out process (the July 28, 2021 Amended Opinion 

and Order). 

The filing of the Renewed Motion for attorney’s fees on March 17, 2023 did not revive or 

start the clock again on the expired time to appeal the first denial of attorneys fees by the Circuit 

Court on August 24, 2021.  It went unchallenged and became final.  Compounding this error, the 

Graddy law firm filed an incomplete, and therefore, late motion to alter, amend or vacate the April 

5, 2023 Order denying its Renewed Motion for attorney’s fees by not properly serving all parties 

within ten days (plus 3 days) as required by CR 59.05.  The bottom line is that the request for 

attorney’s fees out of a “common fund” – denied by Judge Goodman on August 24, 2021 – is final 

and non-appealable.  The Notice of Appeal is too late.  Accordingly, the appeal should be 

dismissed. 

 In denying the Graddy law firm’s motion for attorney’s fees, the August 24, 2021 Order 

concluded “Graddy as counsel for certain objectors did not create a common fund or increase the 

assets of the common fund; rather, Graddy helped provide a different framework for the 
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distribution of the $1.5 million.” (Order, p. 2).  No appeal was filed within thirty days after that 

Order.  

Kentucky Rules of Appellate Procedure (RAP) 3(A)(1)2 requires the notice of appeal 

required by RAP 2 shall be filed with the clerk of the court from which the appeal is taken no later 

than 30 days from the date of notation of service of the judgment or order appealed from. The 

timely filing of a notice of appeal is a jurisdictional prerequisite to the validity of an appeal. 

RAP 2(A)(3)3 states that, “[t]he failure of a party to file timely a notice of appeal, cross-

appeal, or motion for discretionary review shall result in a dismissal or denial.” As the Objectors’ 

Notice of Appeal is untimely, this Court does not have jurisdiction to hear the case.  

In its Motion to Alter, Amend, or Vacate the Court’s April 5, 2023 Order, the Graddy law 

firm concedes that it asked the Court to reconsider its position in the August 24, 2021 Order during 

the 2023 hearing (that the common fund did not change, only the distribution of certain assets) by 

arguing that was not the standard for awarding attorney’s fees. The Court found no legal grounds 

to change its original decision to deny Graddy’s attorney’s fees (made in August 2021) based on 

the clear language of CR 23.08, governing class action settlements.  

Thus, the Graddy law firm and its clients, if unhappy, should have appealed the August 24, 

2021 Order, when the Judge held that it was not entitled to an award of attorney’s fees, within the 

required timeframe.  They did not appeal that Order, so this appeal should be dismissed.  The June 

26, 2023 Notice of Appeal was untimely and this Court lacks jurisdiction. 

 
2 RAP 3 became effective on January 1, 2023. Prior to that time, Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure (“CR”) 

73.02(1)(a) was controlling on this issue and, likewise, required that the notice of appeal be filed within 30 

days from the entry of a final judgment. 
3 RAP 2 also went into effect on January 1, 2023. Prior to that time, CR 72.02(2) was controlling on this 

issue.  
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II.  The Objectors Are Not The Real Parties In Interest, The W. H. Graddy & Associates  

Law Firm Is The Real Party In Interest And Should Have Joined This Appeal  

As A Co-Appellant, But Did Not, So This Appeal Should Be Dismissed 

 

 When the initial motion for attorney’s fees was filed in August 2021 by the Graddy law 

firm, it only contained an affidavit from Mr. Graddy, stating only that Mr. Quarles had paid Mr. 

Graddy a “small retainer”, and that Quarles had “approved” – as if Quarles had authority to do so 

for Settlement Class Members – that Graddy could later request up to 24% of the $1.5 million 

grant fund as his attorney fee for representing Quarles and any other Objectors who opposed the 

grant fund.  No copy of a fee contract or engagement letter between Roger Quarles (or any other 

Objector client) and the Graddy law firm was ever filed in the record or put into evidence in a 

hearing.  Judge Goodman clearly rejected the fee request from the class settlement (part “B,” so to 

speak).  There is no evidence in the record that Roger Quarles or any other Objector has any 

liability to pay any legal fees, past or future, to the Graddy law firm.  Accordingly, none of the 

appealing Objectors have been harmed or are real parties in interest, and the only real party in 

interest, the Graddy law firm, did not name itself a party to this appeal.  Accordingly, the appeal 

should be dismissed.  Webster County Soil Conservation District, supra demonstrates how things 

should properly have been done. 

Specifically, the Graddy law firm is and has been requesting that the attorney’s fee be made 

directly to it – not to Mr. Quarles or any other client. Kentucky case precedent dating back as far 

as sixty years indicates that appellate courts have declined to address the adequacy or 

reasonableness of attorney's fee awards unless the attorney is named as or makes himself a party 

in the appeal. Carter v. Carter, 382 S.W.2d 400, 402 (Ky. 1964). CR 17.01 provides that “every 

action shall be prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest…”.  
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The Kentucky Supreme Court in Knott v. Crown Colony Farm, Inc. held, “[d]ismissing an 

appeal for failure to name an attorney as a party is made on a case-by-case basis with a proper 

examination of whom the fees were awarded to and the authority for the award. 865 S.W.2d 326 

(Ky.1993).  

In Neidlinger v. Neidlinger, 52 S.W.3d 513 (Ky. 2001) 4 the Kentucky Supreme Court 

stated, “[i]f the ‘reasonable amount’ is ordered paid directly to the attorney, the attorney ‘may 

enforce the order in his own name’ and, thus is the real party in interest and a necessary and 

indispensable party to any appeal from that order.” Id. “If, however, the fees are awarded to the 

client as reimbursement for fees previously paid, the client is the real party in interest and the 

attorney need not be named.” Id.  In this record, the Objectors have never sought reimbursement 

to them for any attorneys fees paid to the Graddy law firm. 

The same result was upheld in Fink v. Fink, wherein the appellant failed to name the 

appellee’s attorney in the notice of appeal. 519 S.W.3d 384 (Ky. Ct. App. 2016). As a result, the 

Court of Appeals concluded that failure to name the attorney as an indispensable party was fatal 

to an appeal and dismissed the appeal. Id. at 385. The Court of Appeals noted that any attempt to 

amend the notice of appeal must have been accomplished within the normal time requirements for 

filing the notice of appeal. Id.  Neidlinger and Fink were the governing cases when Judge Goodman 

 
4 Notably, Neidlinger was overruled on other grounds by Smith v. McGill, 556 S.W.3d 552 (Ky. 2018). The Smith 

Court overruled Neidlinger insofar as it “required a financial disparity in order for attorney's fees to be awarded and 

return to the plain language of the statute [KRS 403.220].” Smith, 556 S.W.3d at 555. The Smith Court did not question 

the holding in Neidlinger that an attorney is the real party in interest when an award of attorney’s fees is directed to 

the attorney.  
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ruled in April 20235  Here, it is too late for the Graddy law firm to cure that deficiency, even if the 

June 1, 1023 Order denying its CR 59.05 motion was the pertinent final Order triggering the appeal 

time. 

While Neidlinger, Fink and Mahl addressed attorney’s fees awarded in divorce actions, 

cases of other types have also held that an attorney is the real party in interest concerning awards 

of attorney’s fees directly to the attorney. 

Stevenson v. Bank of Am., 359 S.W.3d 466 (Ky. Ct. App. 2011) stated generally:  “[w]e 

think every one [sic] would agree that ordinarily the real party in interest is the person who is the 

beneficial owner of the cause of action sought to be prosecuted.” Id. at 469. (Emphasis added).  

The Graddy law firm is admittedly the intended recipient of the legal fees sought in this appeal. 

In Hamm v. Workman, the Kentucky Court of Appeals addressed the award of attorney’s 

fees in an employment action with the Cabinet for Health and Family Services. The Hamm Court 

held, “[a] proper examination of the circumstances of this case, particularly the person to whom 

fees were awarded, reveals that Workman's attorney was directly awarded the attorney’s fees. 

Therefore, the Cabinet's error in failing to name Workman's attorney as a party is fatal.” No. 2007-

CA-000798-MR, 2008 WL 2468781, at 2 (Ky. Ct. App. June 20, 2008). 

Leasure v. Coleman Am. Companies, Inc. concerned attorney’s fees awarded in a breach of 

contract and fraud lawsuit. No. 2006-CA-001673-MR, 2008 WL 2065235 (Ky. Ct. App. May 16, 

 
5 Fink recently was tacitly overruled by Mahl v. Mahl, No. 2021-SC-0481-DG and 2021-SC-0487-DG (April 27, 

2023), 2023 WL 3113308 at *7.  There, the appealing husband challenged that he had to pay his wife’s attorney.  As 

part of the modern trend of more liberal indulgence of appellate rule deficiencies, Mahl noted the wife’s attorney 

received notice of the appeal, giving him a chance to intervene.  It then said “the failure to name an indispensable 

party is no longer automatically fatal to an appeal.”  Id. at *8 (Emphasis added).  Here, it is inescapable that the 

Graddy law firm is the real party in interest and hence, should have named itself as an Appellant where it is claiming 

fees that were denied by the Circuit Court for which and its clients are not liable to pay. 
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2008). The Court held, “[i]t is clear that the awards were made for their benefit and that the 

attorneys were the real party in interest regarding the awards.” Id. at 1.  

Put simply, the award the Graddy law firm seeks is only for its benefit, therefore the Graddy 

law firm is the real party in interest on its fee request.  But the Graddy law firm failed to name 

itself as a party to this appeal, thus the appeal must be dismissed.  Without the law firm as an 

Appellant, this Court lacks jurisdiction to fully adjudicate the matter, and it is too late to correct 

this error.  

 Wherefore, these Appellees pray the Court to dismiss this Appeal as untimely, and because 

the Appellants (Objectors) are not the real parties in interest and the time has expired for the W. H. 

Grady & Associates law firm to join the appeal as Appellants. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

/s/ Kevin G. Henry     

Kevin G. Henry (KBA Bar #31255) 

Megan L. Adkins (KBA Bar #97996) 

Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC 

333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500 

Lexington, KY 40507 

Email: khenry@sturgillturner.com 

Email: madkins@sturgillturner.com 

Counsel for Appellee Burley Tobacco Growers 

Cooperative Association  

 

 

  

mailto:khenry@sturgillturner.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that on July 27, 2023, a true and accurate copy of the foregoing was served 

via Kentucky CourtNet 2.0 on all counsel of record and via U.S. Postal Service on the 

unrepresented objectors and parties listed below pursuant to Circuit Court Order that all documents 

be served on unrepresented objectors:   

 

Robert E. Maclin, III 

Katherine Yunker 

Jason R. Hollon 

McBrayer, PLLC 

201 E. Main Street, Suite 900 

Lexington, KY  40507 

remaclin@mcbrayerfirm.com 

kyunker@mcbrayerfirm.com 

jhollon@mcbrayerfirm.com 

 

W. Henry Graddy, IV 

Dorothy T. Rush 

W. H. Graddy & Associates 

137 N. Main Street 

Versailles, KY  40383 

hgraddy@graddylaw.com 

John S. Friend 

Friend Law, PSC 

908 Minoma Avenue 

Louisville, KY  40217 

johnny@friendlawky.com 

COURTESY COPY TO: 

Hon. Julie M. Goodman 

Judge, Fayette Circuit Court, 4th Div. 

382 Robert F. Stephens Courthouse 

120 North Limestone Street 

Lexington, KY  40507 

josephguthrie@kycourts.net 

  

 

Pursuant to the April 18, 2023, Order Re Service List, notice is also provided to these 

unrepresented persons by United States Mail on July 27, 2023, sent to the following: 

 

Greg Craddock (Appellee) 

4677 Iron Mountain Road 

Center, KY  42214 

Jennifer Darnell 

248 Gray Lane 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

Berkley Marks 

5399 Paris Pike 

Mt. Sterling, KY  40353 

Jacob Barnes 

1088 Bowman Mill Road 

Barry, KY  41003 

Brent Dunaway 

1547 KY Highway 1054 N 

Berry, KY  41003 

Jerry Rankin 

4540 Perryville Road 

Danville, KY  40422 

Ben Clifford 

3459 KY Highway 1284 E 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

William David Furnish 

1320 Highway 982 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

Richard Sparks 

1499 Thatchers Mill 

Paris, KY  40361 

Lincoln Clifford 

3459 KY Highway 1284 E 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

Jarrod Stephens 

504 Commonwealth Lane 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

Wayne Cropper 

5350 Raymond Road 

Mayslick, KY  41055 

mailto:remaclin@mcbrayerfirm.com
mailto:kyunker@mcbrayerfirm.com
mailto:jhollon@mcbrayerfirm.com
mailto:hgraddy@graddylaw.com
mailto:johnny@friendlawky.com
mailto:josephguthrie@kycourts.net
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Leonard Edwin Gilkerson 

345 Calloway White Road 

Winchester, KY  40391 

Addison Thomson 

2224 Mt. Vernon Park 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

Josh Curtis 

1402 KY Highway 1940 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

George M. Darnell 

1593 Grays Run Pike 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

William Thompson 

1809 Mt. Vernon Pike 

Cynthiana, KY  41031 

Robert Barton 

4095 Huffman Mill Road 

Lexington, KY  40511 

Dudley Wayne Hatcher 

648 Hood Road 

Morgantown, KY  42261 

Danny Townsend 

Judy Townsend 

11620 Main Street 

Jeffersonville, KY  40337 

Bruce Quarles 

Steven Quarles 

Travis Quarles 

10570 Owenton Road 

Frankfort, KY  40601 

David Barnes 

678 Bowman Mill Road 

Berry, KY  41003 

  

 

 

/s/ Kevin G. Henry     

Counsel for Appellee Burley Tobacco Growers 

Cooperative Association 
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