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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY CIVIL ACTION NO.: 2020-CP-36-00093

Jetterson Davis, Jr.,

Plaintiff, DEFENDANTS MEMORANDUM IN
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S
V. MOTION FOR PERJURY, CONTEMPT,
AND SANCTIONS FOR FALSE
Chad Connelly, Tom Persons & South Carolina AFFIDAVIT
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs
Children Fund,
Defendants.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendants Chad Connelly, Tom Persons & South Carolina
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs Children Fund (“Exceptional SC”) (collectively
“Defendants”), by and through the undersigned counsel, submit this Memorandum in Opposition to
Plaintiff’s Motion for Perjury, Contempt, & Sanctions for False Affidavit filed on May 14, 2020, in
which Plaintiff seeks an Order granting unspecified sanctions against Defendants and compelling the
production of certain confidential and statutorily protected information (“Motion for Petjury”). This
Court should deny Plaintiff’s Motion for Perjury, Contempt, & Sanctions for False Affidavit because
Plaintiff’s motion is meritless.

ARGUMENT

Plaintiff filed the Motion for Perjury alleging the affidavits of Chad Connelly are false and do
not match numbers supplied to Plaintiff by the SCDOR. Chad Connelly issued two affidavits in this
case. Both report the same information and explain it clearly. It is absolutely clear that the numbers
obtained by Plaintiff are only a part of the fundraising picture for Defendant ECENC. The numbers

obtained by Plaintiff from SCDOR would not be expected to closely follow or match Exceptional SC
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fundraising until later in or near the end of the tax year. Defendants fail to see merit to Plaintiff’s
Motion for Perjury.

Defendants believe that Mr. Connelly’s affidavits are stand alone and so clear that no one in
this matter cannot clearly see the shortfall of Plaintiff’s attack on the veracity of Mr. Connelly’s
affidavits. It is explicit that Plaintiff’s accusations of perjury does not take into account the complete
picture of fundraising and the donation tax cap reservation process included in this organization’s
fundraising metrics as outlined in Mr. Connelly’s affidavits. The affidavits so clearly explain the metrics
used in these calculations, and what they represent relative to damages incurred by shutting down the
fundraising of this program, that they stand alone and are not misleading or inaccurate.

Facts Presented in Affidavits of Chad Connelly

Exhibit 1 is the first affidavit of Chad Connelly. This document was presented to the Court to
show the necessity of having staff working to secure donations and reported the rate at which those
donations were being secured. Its purpose was to establish the potential damage of the relief sought
of freezing the finances of Exceptional SC.

In the first affidavit, Mr. Connelly reports that a) he is the Executive Director of Exceptional
SC, b) a description of IRS regulations that make donations to Exceptional SC disadvantageous or
neutral at best to donors, and ¢) the constant work it takes to secure donations. The affidavit also
reported the fundraising picture of Exceptional SC at that time totaling $1,045,000 in donations, which
includes donation reservations, secured over a 21-day period.

In Mr. Connelly’s supplemental affidavit, attached as Exhibit 2, Mr. Connelly explains there is
a donation tax cap reservation system where CPA’s or donors can reserve space under the tax cap for
their donation and send the donation during the tax year at a time convenient for the donor’s CPA. It
was explained that not all donations use this reservation system, but the fundraising total tracked by

Exceptional SC includes both donation reservations and direct donations that have not gone through
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that donation reservation system. The supplemental affidavit also explains the accuracy and reliability
of the metric from the donation reservation system in years past. The one million forty-five thousand
dollars was a combination of tax cap reservations and funding already received that was not under a
reservation.

Affidavit of David Wilson

Exhibit 3 is the affidavit of David Wilson and attachments thereto. Mr. Wilson is the person
who ran the donation tax cap reservation system. He supplied Mr. Connelly with the figure of nine
hundred seventy-six thousand dollars in reservations for calendar year 2020. That figure was supplied
to Mr. Connelly on March 3. The data from which this figure was calculated is also attached. Donor
information has been excluded from this dataset. Counsel for Defendants has a copy of the data. That
copy can be shared with the court for 7 camera review upon request.

Conclusion

It is expressly clear how the figures in Mr. Connelly’s affidavits were calculated. The nine
hundred seventy-six thousand dollars in donation reservations, plus approximately seventy thousand
dollars in direct donations that did not use the reservation system, resulted in Mr. Connelly’s figure. It
is known to be accurate and expresses the damage that would be caused if the staff was to stop actively
soliciting donations under the current tax credit system that is non-advantageous to the donor.
Therefore, the Plaintiff’s Motion for Perjury is without merit and once again a feeble attempt to
circumvent a court order denying him access to Exceptional SC financial information. Attorneys for
Defendants respectfully request this court deny Plaintiff’s Motion for Perjury.

Respecttully submitted,

CPERL GROUP

s/ Geoffrey Chambers
Geoffrey K. Chambers, Esquire
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August 4, 2020

411 Walnut Street

Number 10646

Green Cove Springs, FL. 32043
Phone: 864-508-0899
Geoffrey@CPERLgroup.com

—and —

BARNWELL WHALEY PATTERSON &
HELMS, LLC

M. Dawes Cooke, Jr., Esquire
Justin P. Novak, Esquire

P.O. Drawer H

Chatleston, South Carolina 29402
Phone: (843) 577-7700

Fax: (843) 577-7708
mdc@barnwell-whaley.com
jnovak@barnwell-whaley.com

Attorneys for Defendant South Carolina
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs
Children Fund, Chad Connelly & Tom Persons
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY CIVIL ACTION NO.: 2020-CP-36-00093

Jetterson Davis, Jr.,

Plaintiff, DEFENDANTS MEMORANDUM IN
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S
V. MOTION TO STAY 30 DAYS &
SUBSTITUTE PLAINTIFF
Chad Connelly, Tom Persons & South Carolina WITH STANDING
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs
Children Fund,
Defendants.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendants Chad Connelly, Tom Persons & South Carolina
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs Children Fund (“Exceptional SC”) (collectively
“Defendants”), by and through the undersigned counsel, submit this Memorandum in Opposition to
Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay 30 Days & Substitute Plaintiff with Standing filed on July 15, 2020, in which
Plaintiff requests an order staying this action and leave to substitute an unidentified party with standing
to serve as the plaintiff. This Court should deny Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay 30 Days & Substitute
Plaintiff because Plaintiff’s Complaint has been dismissed with prejudice because Plaintiff is not a real
party in interest and does not have standing to assert the subject claims, Plaintiff has not identified a
real party in interest for substitution, the granting of such a stay would harm cause undue harm to

Defendants, and a proper party with standing may pursue any such claims through its own action.

ARGUMENT

A South Carolina court may order substitution of parties upon the death of a party, the
incompetency of a party, the transfer of interest, or upon the separation from office of a public officer.
Rule 25, SCRCP. In order to effect such a substitution, an action must be commenced by a real party

in interest for whom a proper prosecuting party is substituted. See id. For example, upon transfer of
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an interest from one corporation to another through a merger that extinguishes the original

corporation. See, e.g., Bryant v. Waste Management, Inc., 342 S.C. 159, 164, 536 S.E.2d 380, 383 (Ct.

App. 2000).

In this case, this Court has determined that Plaintiff is not a real party in interest because
Plaintiff does not have standing to assert the subject claims and, therefore, this Court does not have
jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s allegations. (Order Den. Mot. for Prelim. Inj. and Dismissing Compl. and
Denying Mot. for Sanctions, June 30, 2020.) ““Without jurisdiction, a court cannot proceed at all in
any cause; jurisdiction is the power to declare law, and when it ceases to exist, the only function
remaining to a court is that of announcing the fact and dismissing the cause.” Limehouse v. Hulsey,
404 S.C. 93, 104, 744 S.E.2d 566, 572 (2013) (quoting 32A Am.Jur.2d Federal Courts § 581 (2007)).
As a result, this Court dismissed Plaintiff’s Complaint with prejudice pursuant to Rules 12(b)(1) and
(6), SCRCP.

As this Court does not have jurisdiction over the subject claims because Plaintiff does not
have standing to assert them, this Court should deny Plaintiff’s motion to continue this litigation in
his hopes of finding a party with standing to pursue his allegations. Moreover, Plaintiff does not seek
to substitute a real party in interest to prosecute his allegations. Instead, Plaintiff seeks an order
allowing this action to proceed without a proper plaintiff despite its dismissal while Plaintiff attempts
to identify a party with proper standing to pursue his allegations while the action is stayed even though
it has been dismissed with prejudice.'

“The circuit court has discretion whether to grant a stay of a matter pending before the court.”

City of Spartanburg v. Belk’s Dep’t Store of Clinton, 199 S.C. 458, 480, 20 S.E.2d 157, 167 (1942).

1 Notably, Plaintiff has not identified any such party in the five months that have elapsed since service of
Defendants’ Motion to Deny Preliminary Injunction and Dismiss the Complaint in which Defendants first argued that
Plaintiff did not have standing to bring the asserted claims or in the month since entry of the Order Denying Plaintiff’s
Motion for Preliminary Injunction and Dismissing Plaintiff’s Summons and Complaint with Prejudice and Denying
Motion for Sanctions on June 30, 2020.
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South Carolina courts, however, generally employ a stay of proceedings only when there is another

issue pending between the same parties in another action and the and the resolution of that issue will

affect the action sought to be stayed. See, e.g., Rush v. Thompson, 203 S.C. 106, 106, 26 S.E.2d 411,
414 (1943). Plaintiff does not seek a stay pending the resolution of another matter that will affect the
instant litigation. Instead, Plaintiff seeks to stay an already dismissed action in order to permit Plaintiff
additional time to find a party with standing to pursue his allegations. In essence, Plaintiff seeks a stay
to collaterally attack an existing judgment. See Henry v. Cottingham, 253 S. C. 286, 170 S. E. 2d 387
(1969).

In addition to being untimely and improper, such a stay would serve only to prejudice
Defendants by keeping them embroiled in an already dismissed action brought by a party without
standing while that party seeks a proper party to pursue his cause. The stay would also result in an
inefficient use of South Carolina’s courts as any party with standing may bring its own claim at any
time in accordance with South Carolina law.

As a result, this Court should deny Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay 30 Days & Substitute Plaintiff in
accordance with the Order Denying Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction and Dismissing
Plaintiff’s Summons and Complaint with Prejudice and Denying Motion for Sanctions filed on June
30, 2020.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should deny Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay 30 Days &
Substitute Plaintiff. This memorandum is further based upon the pleadings, applicable South Carolina
jurisprudence, and any other matter as may be acceptable to the Court.

Respectfully submitted,

[Separate Signature Page Follows]
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August 4, 2020

BARNWELL WHALEY PATTERSON &
HELMS, LLC

/s Justin P. Novak

M. Dawes Cooke, Jr., Esquire
Justin P. Novak, Esquire

P.O. Drawer H

Charleston, South Carolina 29402
Phone: (843) 577-7700

Fax: (843) 577-7708
mdc@barnwell-whaley.com
jnovak@barnwell-whaley.com

—and —
CPERL GROUP

Geoffrey K. Chambers, Esquire
411 Walnut Street

Number 10646

Green Cove Springs, FL. 32043
Phone: 864-508-0899
Geoffrey@CPERLgroup.com

Attorneys for Defendant South Carolina
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs
Children Fund, Chad Connelly & Tom Persons
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY CIVIL ACTION NO.: 2020-CP-36-00093

Jetterson Davis, Jr.,

Plaintiff, DEFENDANTS MEMORANDUM IN
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S

V. MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION
OF ORDER

Chad Connelly, Tom Persons & South Carolina
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs
Children Fund,

Defendants.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendants Chad Connelly, Tom Persons & South Carolina
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs Children Fund (“Exceptional SC”) (collectively
“Defendants”), by and through the undersigned counsel, submit this Memorandum in Opposition to
Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order filed on July 13, 2020, in which Plaintiff requests an
order altering or amending this Court’s Order Denying Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction
and Dismissing Plaintiff’s Summons and Complaint with Prejudice and Denying Motion for Sanctions
filed on June 30, 2020 (“Order Dismissing Complaint”). This Court should deny Plaintiff’s Motion
for Reconsideration of Order because Plaintiff’s motion fails to identify any issue or argument raised
but not ruled upon or which this Court has misunderstood or failed to fully consider.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

South Carolina’s Rules of Civil Procedure “contemplate two basic situations in which a party
should consider filing a Rule 59(e) motion.” Elam v. South Carolina Dept. of Transp., 361 S.C. 9, 24,
602 S.E.2d 772, 780 (2004). “A party must file such a motion when an issue or argument has been
raised, but not ruled on, in order to preserve it for appellate review.” Id. “A party may wish to file

such a motion when she believes the court has misunderstood, failed to fully consider, or perhaps
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failed to rule on an argument or issue, and the party wishes for the court to reconsider or rule on it.”
Id. “A party cannot use Rule 59(e) to present to the court an issue the party could have raised prior to
judgment but did not.” Hickman v. Hickman, 301 S.C. 455, 456-57, 392 S.E.2d 481, 482 (Ct. App.
1990).

ARGUMENT

Plaintiff asks “this Court to reconsider its decision and/or allow the litigants to have a special
hearing on thle] sole matter of standing” on the grounds that “[w]hen our home state has not
addressed [the] issue, it is proper to look at other state findings” and that “no harm will be done in
allows [Plaintiff] to proceed|.]” (Pl.’s Mot. for Recons., July 13, 2020.) In the alternative, Plaintiff asks
this Court to enter a proposed order already rejected by this Court in place of this Court’s Order
Dismissing Plaintiff’s Complaint. (1d.)

Plaintiff’s motion, however, fails to identify any issue or argument raised but not ruled upon
ot which this Court has misunderstood or failed to fully consider. Plaintiff, instead, merely seeks to
revisit the previously raised argument that this Court should ignore South Carolina law and adopt
foreign common law to accord him standing as a donor to challenge directly the conduct of a nonprofit
corporation under the theory that his donation created either an implied contract subject to a condition
subsequent or a charitable trust.

In previously considering this argument, this Court properly determined that Plaintiff does
not have standing to assert the subject claims pursuant to any South Carolina statute, through the
rubric of constitutional standing, or through the narrow public importance exception. (Id.) Plaintiff
does not assert that this Court has misunderstood, failed to consider, or failed to rule on any argument
or issue. Plaintiff merely asks this Court to ignore South Carolina law in favor of the laws of other

states that—Plaintiff argues—may provide him a basis for standing to assert the subject claims. '

1 Defendants deny that Plaintiff would be accorded standing under any of the cases cited in his filings.
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South Carolina law, however, actually directly refutes Plaintiff’s arguments.” As this Court’s
Order notes, the South Carolina Nonprofit Corporation Act expressly circumscribes standing to
challenge the conduct of a nonprofit corporation such as Exceptional SC to the Attorney General, a
director, or by a member or members in a derivative proceeding. S.C. Code § 33-31-304; S.C. Code §
33-31-810; Davis v. Hamm, 300 S.C. 284, 288, 387 S.E.2d 676, 678 (Ct. App. 1989). Accordingly,
Plaintiff’s status as a donor to the nonprofit corporation does not accord him standing to assert the
subject claims under South Carolina law. See id.

As a result, this Court should deny Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order because
Plaintiff’s motion fails to identify any issue or argument raised but not ruled upon or which this Court
has misunderstood or failed to fully consider and South Carolina law does not accord Plaintiff standing

to assert the subject claims.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should deny Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration of
Order. This memorandum is further based upon the pleadings, applicable South Carolina
jurisprudence, and any other matter as may be acceptable to the Court.

Respectfully submitted,

[Separate Signature Page Follows]

2 In the interest of economy, Defendants incorporate by reference the jurisprudence and arguments contained in
Defendants’ Motion to Deny Preliminary Injunction and to Dismiss the Complaint filed on March 4, 2020, and
Defendants’ Reply to Plaintiff’s Response in Opposition to Defendants’ Motion to Deny Preliminary Injunction and to
Dismiss the Complaint and Motion for Sanctions filed on April 16, 2020.

Page 347 of 552

£60009€d20202#3SVD - SY31d NOWINOD - Add3dMaAN - IANd 8T ¥0 Bny 0202 - d311d AT1VOINOY1D313



August 4, 2020

BARNWELL WHALEY PATTERSON &
HELMS, LLC

/s Justin P. Novak

M. Dawes Cooke, Jr., Esquire
Justin P. Novak, Esquire

P.O. Drawer H

Charleston, South Carolina 29402
Phone: (843) 577-7700

Fax: (843) 577-7708
mdc@barnwell-whaley.com
jnovak@barnwell-whaley.com

—and —
CPERL GROUP

Geoffrey K. Chambers, Esquire
411 Walnut Street

Number 10646

Green Cove Springs, FL. 32043
Phone: 864-508-0899
Geoffrey@CPERLgroup.com

Attorneys for Defendant South Carolina
Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs
Children Fund, Chad Connelly & Tom Persons
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EXHIBIT A
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| HEADLINES

South Carolina’s
Government-Run
‘School Choice’
Program Is In
Trouble

And so is the debate over “education reform’

Jd

in the Palmetto State ...

FITSNews

he month of July provided no shortage of disappointing news when it comes to “education
reform” in South Carolina. Dominating the headlines was governor Henry McMaster’s
embarrassingly anemic proposal to route in federal coronavirus “stimulus”
money into one-time “school choice” grants.

McMaster’s idea — like previous “school choice” proposals in the Palmetto State — is a joke. And while the
rhetoric emanating from both “reformers” and status quo apologists regarding these grants has been
supercharged (and a legal battle is underway as to the appropriation of the money) — it is, to quote
Macbeth, “full of sound and fury, signifying nothing.”

Whether you support this appropriation or not, it falls spectacularly short of the sort of permanent,
universal parental choice that's needed to materially expand the education marketplace, create real
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competition and improve academic outcomes for all students in South Carolina.

To be clear: We do not object to the grants themselves, as they would provide some temporary relief to a ‘

small universe of at-risk students. But to pretend they are something bigger than they are — to pretend
they will even make a dent in the ongoing legacy of increasingly costly government-run failure — that is a
lie.

And frankly, the so-called “conservatives” peddling this lie are every bit as contemptible in our eyes as
the status quo snake oil salesmen who have been telling us for decades that more money “for the
children” will fix our historic academic woes.

It hasn't. It can’t. And it won't. But nor, for that matter, will the weak “school choice” half-measures
pushed by establishment Republican politicians.

To quote the great playwright again, “a pox on both (their) houses.”

As we previously reported, McMaster’s proposed appropriation would help only 5,000 low-income
students with a one-time grant of $6,500. To put those numbers in context, there are a total of
783,000 students in South Carolina’s chronically failing government run education system — with
taxpayers shelling out a staggering $14,227 per pupil, per year.

That's $11.2 billion ... each year, every year.

Oh, and that is before we count “education” money spent in connection with local bond referendums ... or
the $1.5 billion in unrestricted reserve cash South Carolina’s school districts are currently sitting on.

So, are we seriously to pretend that McMaster’s plan — which would help a mere 0.63 percent of South
Carolina students cover 45.7 percent of the state’s average per pupil cost for just one year — is real
reform?

Because it isn't ...

(SPONSORED CONTENT - STORY CONTINUES BELOW)
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Anyway ... late last week there was another significant development on the school choice front in South
Carolina.

According to our sources, a major shakeup took place in the leadership of the Exceptional
SC organization — a 501(c)(3) which bills itself as “dedicated to supporting exceptional needs students
and families in South Carolina.”

This special needs program — which has come under fire in recent months for alleged misappropriation —
has been operating under the auspices of the S.C. Department of Revenue (SCDOR). The agency
doesn’t have direct control over the program, but it does have joint oversight responsibility along with an
appointed board.

What sort of shakeup are we referring to? Nothing has been announced officially, but we are told the
program’s executive director — former S.C. Republican party (SCGOP) chairman Chad Connelly — no
longer occupies his leadership role with the organization. We are similarly told the chairman of the
Exceptional SC board — Tom Persons — is also “out.”

What happened? Well, as have previously noted charitable giving across the country has been trending
downward in the aftermath of the 2017 tax cut — which reduced the incentive for most Americans to make
donations. With less chance of obtaining a tax write-off for their benevolence, fewer Americans have
been benevolent — which has had a pernicious impact on programs like Exceptional SC.

But there were serious structural problems with the program, as well.
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Years ago, this news outlet reluctantly supported the transfer of Exceptional SC to SCDOR in light of
repeated legislative threats to terminate it. However, we continue to believe its best long-term interests
would be served by private sector management — which is what leading fiscal conservatives in the S.C.
General Assembly (including senator Tom Davis) have proposed doing with it.

The sooner that happens, the better ...

|| Misappropriation Allegations Greeted By Lawsuit Threat

The program has also been mired in legal battles. According to Palmetto Kids FIRST — a scholarship
funding organization run by Greenville, S.C. attorney Jeff Davis and his wife Olga Lisinksa — the group’s
supporters have engaged in a “smear campaign” against them and their organization in the hopes of
keeping the program under government control.

“They did not want this program to be run by independent non-profits,” a recent email from Lisinska’s
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group noted.

Davis and Lisinska have also accused Exceptional SC of fiscal mismanagement and “overspending” —
and of failing to even come close to reaching the $12 million state cap on charitable contributions for
special needs scholarships.

“It is ongoing and not going to be pretty when it all comes out,” the same email noted, referring to
Exceptional SC’s finances.

This news outlet will keep its eyes peeled for any official announcements from SCDOR regarding the
leadership of this program. In the meantime, we will continue to hold accountable anyone who claims to
advocate on behalf of the best interests of the children of this state — whether they are apologists for our
failed government-run school system or so-called “reformers.”

South Carolina’s perpetual underachievement requires big change and bold leadership — not status quo
self-preservation or self-serving “reform.”

Unfortunately, in the Palmetto State there is little boldness ... but never any shortage of self-interest.
-FITSNews

*k*x

WANNA SOUND OFF?

Got something you'd like to say in response to one of our stories? We have an open microphone policy!
Submit your own letter to the editor (or guest column) via-email HERE. Got a tip for a story? CLICK
HERE. Got a technical question or a glitch to report? CLICK HERE. Want to help support what we're
doing? SUBSCRIBE HERE.

Banner: Getty

RELATED TOPICS: #CHAD CONNELLY #FEATURED #HENRY MCMASTER #JEFF DAVIS #MACBETH #OLGA LISINSKA
#SCHOOL CHOICE #SOUTH CAROLINA SCHOOL CHOICE #TOM DAVIS

Tropical Storm Warning Issued For South Carolina Tourism Update:
SC Coast As Isaias Moves Closer Still Stalled Out
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EXHIBIT B
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FOR PARENTS

Published 7 days ago on August 3, 2020
By PALMETTOKIDSFIRST

[ ] SHARE [] TWEET
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Saturday before last we shared with you the actual JUNE 30, 2020 Exceptional SC bank statements.
The SC Department of Revenue provided them to us ... and unfortunately these official documents
exposed the real truth ... only $107,338.68 (less outstanding checks) in the bank ... and only $8.91 in
their brokerage account.

This past week we keep hearing the “chatter” from multiple unrelated sources ... is all abuzz with TWO
CLAIMS:

#FireChadConnelly (and his entire “team”) are GONE ...

#RemoveTomPersons is OUT as Board Chairman and OFF the Board completely...

Finally ... the straw that broke the camel’s back ... And as people say ... LinkedIN never lies. Chad
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Connelly was super quick at updating his business profile online. It is pretty easy to tell where his
priorities have always been with his LinkedIN:
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No formal announcement ... as of yet ... although FITSNews broke the story on Saturday:

https://lwww.fitsnews.com/2020/08/01/south-carolinas-government-run-school-choice-program-is-in-
trouble/

Obviously this is HUGE NEWS ... and there has been no “formal” announcement from Exceptional SC ...
but we do not think this is an episode of “Punked” ... the sources are too numerous and too broad and
too unrelated to each other ... and as we said this is LONG OVERDUE ... so not unexpected at all.

WHY are Connelly & Persons GONE ... as if we have to tell you, right? Most of you know. Look
above ... only $40 / incumbent is in the bank today, and we have schools starting next week. 10%
scholarships last semester ... so families expecting $5,000 only received $500 ... and all new families
received ZERO. Tons of problems ... big and small ... including multiple data breaches ... and worst of
all ... these two people (Connelly & Persons) actively opposed changes and fixes that would have FULLY
FUNDED all of our kids ... but in doing so would have cut-off their “personal” money flow and control over
the program. All because they did not want this program to be run by independent non-profits ... just like
EVERY OTHER STATE IN THE NATION for 300,000 students annually.

Connelly & Persons picked themselves over the children ... and that was nothing less than
unforgivable. #FollowTheMoney!!!

And then there is the 2% Administrative Fee Cap ... and allegations of EMBEZZLEMENT. That all
came out January 25th, 2020 ... based on CPA & DOR financial reports. It is ongoing and not going to
be pretty when it all comes out (hopefully sooner rather than later with these new developments) ... but if
anything ... this overspending may be the straw that broke the camel’s back ... at least with the SC
Department of Revenue.
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Nobody seemed to care (other than a few of our legislator friends ... not even the mainstream press)
when kids did not get funding ... and schools were closing over this mess ... but when “important” people
might have serious legal liability ... and perhaps criminal charges ... that fear perhaps is what spurred
someone to ACT ... finally!!!

The ongoing question? So, was all this apparently illegal activity limited to just Chad Connelly and Tom
Persons ... who seemed to be driving the ship into the ground and refusing all requests for

transparency ... and were aided by their CPA Firm (who is now not “independent” ... which is a huge red
flag) & their lawyer(s) .... and backed up by the SC Department of Revenue (who actively opposes this
program for political reasons) ... or is it a broader problem?

More to come on all of this ... we are sure.
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