
STATE OF INDIANA  ) DEARBORN COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 
     ) SS: 
COUNTY OF DEARBORN ) CAUSE NO.       
 
 
THE CITY OF LAWRENCEBURG,  ) 
INDIANA,      ) 
       ) 
   Plaintiff,   ) 
       ) 
 v.      ) 

      ) 
DEARBORN ADULT CENTER, INC.,   ) 
MARIE EDWARDS in her official and  ) 
individual capacity, and AARON COOK in ) 
his official and individual capacity,  ) 
       ) 
   Defendants.   ) 
 
 

COMPLAINT 
 

 Plaintiff, the City of Lawrenceburg, Indiana (the “City”), for its Complaint for 

Declaratory Judgment and Damages (“Complaint”) against Defendants, the 

Dearborn Adult Center, Inc. (“DAC”), Marie Edwards (“Edwards”) and Aaron Cook 

(“Cook”) (collectively, “Defendants”), alleges as follows: 

Preliminary Statement 

Since the DAC’s formation, the City has funded its non-profit, public-benefit 

operations to provide activities and an information center for seniors in the City and 

surrounding areas. The City provided hundreds of thousands of dollars a year 

through voluntary revenue sharing arrangements and separate funding 

agreements. However, the City recently discovered suspicious spending of DAC 

funds—by Edwards and/or Cook—in violation of its public-benefit mission, by-laws, 



2 
 

and agreements with the City; some of which appears to personally benefit 

Edwards, Cook, or their family or friends. The City tried to resolve the matter 

informally through a financial audit, but DAC and Edwards would not agree to it. 

Accordingly, the City is filing this Complaint for declaratory judgment that the 

DAC—through Edwards and/or Cook—has breached its agreements with the City, 

and to recover funds which were spent in contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit 

mission and agreements with the City.   

Parties 

1. The City is a third-class Indiana city as defined by Indiana Code section 36-4-

1-1(a).  The City supports many important non-profits through revenue sharing and 

grant contracts. 

2. The DAC is a non-profit, public benefit corporation formed exclusively to aid 

in giving quality to the lives of older persons in the City and surrounding areas. 

3. At all times pertinent to this Complaint, Edwards was (and still is) Executive 

Director and Chairwoman of the DAC. 

4. At all times pertinent to this Complaint, Cook was Assistant Executive 

Director and a member of the DAC’s Board of Directors. 

Jurisdiction and Venue 

5. This Court has jurisdiction over the parties pursuant to Indiana Trial Rule 

4.4(A)(1), (4), and (5) 

6. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to Indiana Trial Rule 75(A)(1), (4), (5) 

and/or (10). 
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Background 

 The City provides funding for the DAC’s public benefit operations. 

7. The DAC was formed in 1993 as a domestic non-profit corporation to provide 

a public benefit to the community—e.g., to enrich the lives of senior citizens in the 

City and surrounding areas by providing them programs, services, and activities. 

See Bylaws, § 4.01, ¶¶ 2, 3, a true and accurate copy of which is attached as 

Exhibit A.  

8. The City supports the DAC’s operations by providing it with certain funding 

contributions. In fact, in 2019, the City provided over $250,000 to the DAC through 

both a gratuitous revenue sharing arrangement pursuant to Indiana code sections 

4-33-12-9, 13-6, and by contract. 

9.  The City enters into annual contracts with the DAC to support their public 

benefit operations. True and accurate copies of the City’s funding agreements with 

the DAC from 2016 to 2019 are attached hereto as Exhibits B, C, D, and E, 

respectively. 

10.  In the funding agreements, the City agreed to provide funds for the DAC to 

“provide activities and maintain an information center for Senior Citizens in for 

Dearborn County and surrounding areas of Southeastern Indiana.” See, e.g., Ex. E, 

¶¶ 2,3. 

11. Further, the DAC’s bylaws explicitly state that its board of directors “must 

ensure that the organization”: 

• “Absolutely ensure that the corporation assets and earnings do not 
unjustly enrich board members”; and 
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• “Does not further non-exempt purposes (such as purposes that benefit 
private interests) more than insubstantially.” 

See Ex. A, § 4.01, ¶¶ 2, 3. 

12.  The City has paid all amounts contemplated by its prior arrangements with 

the DAC. 

13.  The City has also been providing funding to the DAC in 2020, pursuant to an 

unwritten arrangement, on a claim-by-claim basis. 

14.  However, based on questionable requests for payment submitted by the DAC 

in 2020 and payments reflected in the DAC’s past bank records, the City has 

temporarily discontinued payments to the DAC under that verbal agreement. 

The City discovered suspicious spending of DAC funds by Edwards and 
Cook. 

15.  As noted above, the City recently received information regarding 

questionable spending of DAC funds by Edwards and Cook. 

16.  For example, the DAC’s credit card statements show Cook purchased 

personal flights to and from Las Vegas (totaling $459.18) on DAC’s credit card. 

When questioned about the charge, Cook confirmed the flights were for personal use 

and said Edwards told him he could charge the personal flights to DAC’s credit 

card. Edwards confirmed she authorized Cook’s personal charge on DAC’s credit 

card. 

17.  The credit card statements reveal additional questionable charges that 

appear inconsistent with its non-profit, public-benefit mission: 
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• Edward’s husband’s cell phone bill being paid by DAC funds;1 

• Life insurance payments (two payments to New York Life Ins. totaling 

$894.27); 

• $1,500 payment to Doubletree Hotel (apparently paid for the 

Lawrenceburg Fall Fest by the DAC); 

• Payment made to the 9/11 Memorial in New York; 

• Payments to Ancestry.com; 

• Liquor store expenses; 

• Significant payments for gas and/or gas station purchases; 

• Dry cleaning expenses; 

• Car wash expenses; 

• Travel insurance payments; 

• Pervasive shopping/food/gas purchases; 

• A $675 dinner at Blue Gate restaurant; 

• The Webstaurant for $1684.67; 

• Gamble’s furniture for $649.99; 

• Sirius XM; 

• Oddities in Aurora; 

• Apple iTunes payments; 

• Big Brothers and Big Sisters; 

• Best Buy; 

 
1 Edwards also admitted in a text message to the Mayor that she has purchased cell phone plans not 
only for her husband, but other “volunteers” as well, with DAC funds. 
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• WIx.com ; 

• Liberty tax preparation; 

• NMX Franklin Prosperity and Dividend Machine payments;  

• Amazon Marketplace; 

• SEI Communications; 

• Crazy Horse Gift Shop; 

• Target; 

• Autozone; and 

• Lowe’s. 

18.  The bank statements also show five-figure unpaid balances reaching 

$26,368.43 in 2019. 

19.  Additionally, the DAC’s submissions for payment from the City in 2020 

revealed, by way of example only, the following financial infirmities (despite 

receiving substantial funding from the City): 

• Delinquent utility bills; 

• Delinquent Federal and State taxes; 

• Delinquent Workforce Development payments; 

• Delinquent fire and safety payments; 

• Delinquent BMV payments and late fees; 

• Delinquent Cintas bills; and 

• Delinquent bills to Cardinal Office Supplies. 
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20.  Each of the foregoing examples demonstrates troubling potential misuse, 

misallocation, or mismanagement (or all three) of the DAC’s funds in contravention 

of its public-benefit purpose, its bylaws, and its funding agreements with the City. 

The DAC—through Edwards, Cook, and the rest of its board—refused to 
allow an independent audit of the DAC’s finances as requested by the 
City. 

21.  In light of the suspicious spending set out above, the City requested an 

independent audit of the DAC’s finances to identify any misuse and/or satisfy the 

City that its funds were being used for their intended purposes; the terms of such 

audit were proposed by the City, including the auditing firm. 

22.  The DAC refused, claiming without any basis that a conflict of interest 

existed with the City’s proposed auditor. 

23.  As a show of good faith, the City proposed an alternative auditor. The DAC 

once again refused—this time without explanation—and demanded that the 

Indiana State Board of Accounts (“SBOA”) provide an auditor to perform the work 

(which is not something the DAC or City has the power to demand). 

24.  In short, the City has attempted to resolve the funding issues with the DAC, 

Edwards, and Cook informally and in a timely fashion—all in the interest of 

keeping the DAC open, funded, and available for seniors in the community and 

surrounding areas. The DAC has thwarted those attempts, leaving an unresolved 

controversy regarding the DAC’s use of funds provided by the City under the 

parties’ funding agreements. 

Count 1 – Declaratory Judgment 
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25.  The City incorporates the allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully restated here. 

26.  Under Trial Rule 57 and the Indiana Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act, 

this Court has the power to declare parties’ rights, status, and other legal relations, 

and may construe agreements before or after breach thereof. 

27.  The DAC’s use of funds provided by the City for purposes other than its non-

profit, public-benefit mission, or to unjustly enrich Edwards and/or Cook, constitute 

a breach of its funding agreements with the City since at least 2016 

28.  Such breaches, and all other breaches revealed in discovery, entitle the City 

to recover at least the amounts paid under its funding agreements with the DAC 

which the DAC spent in contravention of its public benefit purpose or to unjustly 

enrich Edwards and/or Cook. 

29.  Such breaches also absolve the City of any obligation to provide funding 

under any verbal agreement for 2020 whereby the City would fund the DAC’s 

public-benefit operations by paying the DAC’s claims on an ad hoc basis. 

30.  The parties’ dispute over whether the DAC’s spending constitutes breach(es) 

of its funding agreements with the City, and whether the City must provide any 

additional funding under its verbal arrangement with the DAC for 2020, presents 

justiciable controversy which affects the legal rights, status, and relationship of the 

parties. 

WHEREFORE, the City, by counsel, respectfully requests that this Court enter 

judgment declaring that the DAC has breached its funding agreements with the 
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City by spending funds paid by the City in contravention of its public-benefit 

purpose or to unjustly enrich Edwards or Cook, and declare that the City is not 

obligated to pay additional DAC claims in 2020 or thereafter, and for all other relief 

just and proper. 

Count 2 – Breach of Contract 

31.  The City incorporates the allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully restated here. 

32.  The City and DAC entered into the funding agreements attached as Exhibits 

B through E. 

33.  The City and DAC also verbally agreed to an arrangement whereby the City 

would fund the DAC on a claim-by-claim basis in 2020. 

34.  The City has fully performed its obligations under the funding agreements 

attached as Exhibits B through E; the City has also paid claims submitted pursuant 

to a verbal arrangement for payment of claims on an ad hoc basis in 2020, until the 

City learned of the misuse of funds by Edwards and Cook, at which point the City 

withheld further payments. 

35.  The DAC’s misuse of funds paid by the City, which the DAC—through 

Edwards and/or Cook—paid for purposes which contravene the DAC’s public-benefit 

purpose, constitutes a breach of the aforementioned funding agreements and verbal 

arrangement with the City to fund the DAC on an ad hoc basis in 2020. 

36.  The City has been harmed by the aforementioned breaches, for which the 

City is entitled to recover damages. 
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37. The City is entitled to recover damages in this cause not only from the DAC, 

but more specifically from Edwards and Cook personally, because upon information 

and belief, Edwards and Cook have used non-profit corporate funds to pay personal 

obligations. 

WHEREFORE, the City, by counsel, respectfully requests that this Court enter 

judgment in its favor and against the DAC, Edwards, and/or Cook and award 

damages to the City in an amount to be proven at trial, and for all other relief just 

and proper. 

Count 3 – Unjust Enrichment (DAC) 

38.  The City incorporates the allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully restated here. 

39.  Without regard to the enforceability or validity of the funding agreements 

referenced above, and the unwritten funding arrangement for 2020, in exchange for 

the City’s payments under all prior funding agreements and arrangement for 2020, 

the City expected and required the DAC to have performed its obligations in 

furtherance of its public-benefit mission. 

40.  Because the DAC did not perform all of its obligations under those 

agreements—e.g., the DAC, through Edwards and/or Cook, spent the City’s funds in 

contravention of its public-benefit purpose—the DAC was not entitled to receive, 

and is not entitled to retain, funding that was paid to it by the City but spent in 

contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit purpose. 
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41.  Allowing the DAC, Edwards, and/or Cook to retain the benefit of the 

misspent funds, in contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit purpose, would be 

unjust. 

42.  The DAC, Edwards, and/or Cook should be ordered to disgorge all funds paid 

to them by the City which were spent in contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit 

purpose. 

WHEREFORE, the City, by counsel, respectfully requests that this Court enter 

judgment in its favor and against the DAC, Edwards, and/or Cook and award 

damages in an amount to be proven at trial, and for all other relief just and proper. 

Count 4 – Unjust Enrichment (Edwards) 

43.  The City incorporates the allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully restated here. 

44.  Without regard to the enforceability or validity of the funding agreements 

referenced above, in exchange for the City’s payments under all prior funding 

agreements, the City expected and required the DAC, under the direction of 

Edwards, to have performed its obligations under those agreements. 

45.  Because the DAC, under the direction and control of Edwards, did not 

perform all of its obligations under those agreements—e.g., Edwards spent the 

City’s funds, paid to the DAC, in contravention of its public-benefit purpose and for 

her own personal gain—Edwards was not entitled to receive, and is not entitled to 

retain, funding paid by the City to the DAC which was spent in contravention of the 

DAC’s public-benefit purpose. 
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46.  Edwards paid her personal and/or familial expenses and obligations with 

DAC funds, provided by the City under the aforementioned funding agreements, in 

violation and breach of the City’s funding agreements with the DAC. 

47.  Allowing Edwards to retain the benefit of the misspent funds, in 

contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit purpose, would be unjust. 

48.  Edwards should be ordered to disgorge all funds paid to the DAC by the City 

which she spent in contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit purpose. 

WHEREFORE, the City, by counsel, respectfully requests that this Court enter 

judgment in its favor and against Edwards and award damages in an amount to be 

proven at trial, and for all other relief just and proper. 

Count 5 – Unjust Enrichment (Cook) 

49. The City incorporates the allegations contained in the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully restated here. 

50.  Without regard to the enforceability or validity of the funding agreements 

referenced above, in exchange for the City’s payments under all prior funding 

agreements, the City expected and required the DAC, under the direction of 

Edwards and/or Cook, to have performed its obligations under those agreements. 

51.  Because the DAC, under the direction and control of Edwards and/or Cook, 

did not perform all of its obligations under those agreements—e.g., Cook spent the 

City’s funds, paid to the DAC, in contravention of its public-benefit purpose and for 

his own personal gain—Cook was not entitled to receive, and is not entitled to 
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retain, funding that was paid by the City to the DAC which was spent in 

contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit purpose. 

52.  Cook paid his personal and/or familial expenses and obligations with DAC 

funds, provided by the City under the aforementioned funding agreements, in 

violation and breach of the City’s funding agreements with the DAC. 

53.  Allowing Cook to retain the benefit of the misspent funds, in contravention of 

the DAC’s public-benefit purpose, would be unjust. 

54.  Cook should be ordered to disgorge all funds paid to the DAC by the City 

which he spent in contravention of the DAC’s public-benefit purpose. 

WHEREFORE, the City, by counsel, respectfully requests that this Court enter 

judgment in its favor and against Cook and award damages in an amount to be 

proven at trial, and for all other relief just and proper. 

     Respectfully submitted, 
 
     /s/ Alice M. Morical     
     Alice M. Morical (Attorney No. 18418-49) 
     Evan D. Carr (Attorney No. 33977-49) 
     HOOVER HULL TURNER, LLP 
     111 Monument Circle, Suite 4400 
     Indianapolis, IN  46204 
     (317) 822-4400 
     amorical@hooverhullturner.com 

ecarr@hooverhullturner.com  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I certify that I electronically filed the foregoing document using the Indiana 

E-filing System (IEFS) and that the foregoing document was served upon the 

following persons using the service contact entered in the IEFS via IEFS on April  

21, 2020: 

Dearborn Adult Center, Inc. 
C/o Neil Fairweather 
Wood + Lamping LLP 
600 Vine St. Suite 2500 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
Telephone: (513) 852-6064 
nfairweather@woodlamping.com 
 

I also certify that the foregoing document was served upon the following 

parties via Certified Mail on April 21, 2020: 

Dearborn Adult Center, Inc. 
c/o Marie Edwards, Registered Agent 
1876 N. State Rd 101 
Milan, IN, 47031 
 
Marie Edwards 
1876 N. State Rd 101 
Milan, IN, 47031 
 
Aaron Cook 
421 Short Street 
Lawrenceburg, IN 47025 

 

/s/ Alice M. Morical    

 
1122191v1 

mailto:nfairweather@woodlamping.com
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