From:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Loretta Maddox

Court Of Appeals Filings

Rusty Duncan; Gresham, Jay; Fletcher smith

EFBC Notice of Intent to Appeal-Circuit Court Case No.: 2019-CP-23-06363
Thursday, August 14, 2025 5:12:27 PM

Enoree Fork Baptist Church Affidavit of Church Officer.pdf
Enoree Fork Baptist Church Memo in Support of Writ.pdf
Enoree Fork Baptist Church Writ of Supersedeas.pdf
Enoree Fork Baptist Church Motion to Stay.pdf

Enoree Fork Baptist Church NOITA exhibit B.pdf

Enoree Fork Baptist Church NOITA exhibit A.pdf

Enoree Fork Baptist Church Notice of Intent to Appeal.pdf
Enoree Fork Baptist Church Notice of Appearance.pdf
Enoree Fork Baptist Church Court Admin Itr.pdf

Enoree Fork Baptist Church Clerk Itr.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Please see attached correspondence and Notice of Intent to Appeal in the above referenced

matter from Attorney Smith. By copy of this email we do hereby serve the Attorney for
Plaintiffs/Respondents and the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit Clerk of Court.

The Clerk of Court letter will go out in today's mail along with the check for filing fees.

Thank you,

Loretta Maddox

Legal Administrator to Fletcher N. Smith, Jr., Esq.
112 Wakefield St. (29601)

PO BOX 10496

Greenville, SC 29603
loretta@piedmontlegal.com


mailto:Loretta@piedmontlegal.com
mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org
mailto:rduncan@kinglawoffices.com
mailto:Jgresham@greenvillecounty.org
mailto:fnsmith@bellsouth.net

IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

The Honorable Patrick C. Fant 111
Court of Appeals Case No.:

Circuit Court Case No.: 2019-CP-23-06363
Consolidated Case Nos.: 2017-CP-23-05851; 2017-CP-23-06127

SYLVESTER JACKSON, KAREN ROBINSON, MICHAEL ROBINSON, DOROTHY
WILLIAMS, JOHN WOODFOLK, ERNEST "TERRY" MURRAY, DONALD COX,
TIMOTHY MCBEE, DERRICK COX, REGINALD JACKSON, WILLIE FOSTER,
CYNTHIA ROBINSON, ZELMA BROWN, TELEK COBB, SARAH THOMASON, and
THURSHIA JAMISON-JACKSON,

Respondents,

V.

CHARLES "BENNIE" SMITH, ROBIN SMITH, LARRY DAWKINS, MABLE
DAWKINS, JIMMY DAVIS, BRENDA DAVIS, DOROTHY THOMASON, L..C.
THOMASON, and JAMES SIMS,

Appellants.

AXFIDAVIT OF CHURCH OFFICER IN SUPPORT OF NON-PARTY CHURCH
ENTITY'S STANDING AND AUTHORITY TO APPEAR

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
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BEFORE ME, the undersigned Notary Public, personally appeared Clarrissa Robinson,

who being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

10.

L AFFIANT'S IDENTITY AND QUALIFICATIONS

My name is Clarissa Robinson, and [ am over the age of eighteen (18) years and
competent to testify to the matters contained herein.

l'am a duly elected and authorized officer of Enoree Fork Baptist Church ("EFBC" or
"the Church"), a religious nonprofit corporation organized and existing under the laws of
the State of South Carolina.

My current position with the Church is Treasurer, and I have served in this capacity since
2019,

1 have been a member of Enoree Fork Baptist Church for approximately 60 years and
have personal knowledge of the Church's governance, organization, and corporate
structure.

I am authorized by the Church's governing body to speak on behalf of the Church
regarding its corporate affairs, legal status, and constitutional rights.

1I. CHURCH'S CORPORATE AND LEGAL STATUS

Enoree Fork Baptist Church is a religious nonprofit corporation duly incorporated
under South Carolina law.

The Church has maintained continuous corporate existence since its incorporation and is
in good standing under South Carolina law.

The Church maintains its principal place of worship and business at 100 Enoree Road,
Greer, Greenville County, South Carolina.

As a religious nonprofit corporation, the Church has legal capacity to sue and be sued,
hold property, enter contracts, and engage in other corporate activities in accordance with
South Carolina law. And the Church has sued Jackson and other entities in one of the
consolidated cases.

The Church operates under its Articles of Incorporation, Corporate Bylaws, and
Church Constitution, which govern its internal affairs, membership, leadership
structure, and religious governance.
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19.

III. CHURCH'S NON-PARTY STATUS IN LITIGATION

I have personal knowledge that Enoree Fork Baptist Church as a corporate entity was
never named as a party by Jackson in the 2017-CP-23-05851 case of the consolidated
lawsuits currently on appeal (Case Nos. 2017-CP-23-05851, 2017-CP-23-06127, and
2019-CP-23-06363).

No service of process was ever attempted upon Enoree Fork Baptist Church as a
corporate entity in any of these proceedings only members were sued by Jackson in a
declaratory Judgment Action.

The Church never appeared before any court in these matters involved in the
Declaratory Judgment Action and never submitted to the jurisdiction of any court
regarding this dispute.

The Church never retained counsel to represent it in the Declaratory Judgment
proceeding until the current limited appearance to protect its constitutional and legal
rights.

No individual parties in any of these lawsuits were authorized by the Church's
governing body to represent the Church as a corporate entity or to bind the Church to any
legal proceedings.

IV. CHURCH GOVERNANCE AND AUTHORITY

The Church's governance structure is established by its constitutional documents and
includes: ’

o Pastoral leadership as provided in the Church's governing documents
o Board of Deacons responsible for spiritual and temporal affairs

o Church membership with voting rights on specified matters

o Trustees responsible for property and financial matters

o Other officers as provided in the Church's bylaws

Church business and governance decisions are made according to the Church's
constitutional documents and Baptist polity, which emphasize congregational autonomy
and democratic decision-making by the membership.

No court has authority to dictate the Church's internal governance, membership
determinations, leadership selection, or ecclesiastical procedures under the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution and South Carolina law.

The Church's religious autonomy and self-governance are fundamental to its identity as
a Baptist congregation and are protected by constitutional principles of religious freedom.
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V. HARM FROM CIRCUIT COURT ORDERS

20. I have reviewed the July 31, 2025 Order entered by the Circuit Court for Greenville
County, which purports to bind and direct the Church despite its non-party status.

21. This Order violates the Church's constitutional rights by:
o Directing the Church to conduct court-supervised meetings
o Dictating membership and leadership determinations
o Imposing judicial oversight on internal church governance
o Interfering with the Church's religious autonomy and self-determination
22. Enforcement of these orders would cause irreparable harm to the Church, including:
o - Violation of the Church's First Amendment rights to religious freedom
o Disruption of constitutionally protected church governance
o Division within the church community
o Precedent for future governmental interference in religious affairs
o Loss of ecclesiastical independence and spiritual authority

23. The Church has never consented to judicial supervision of its internal affairs and
expressly objects to any such interference with its religious autonomy.

VI. CHURCH'S AUTHORITY TO SEEK RELIEF

24. As a religious nonpreofit corporation, the Church has legal standing to protect its
constitutional and statutory rights, including its rights under the First and Fourteenth
Amendments to the United States Constitution.

25. The Church has inherent authority to defend itself against unconstitutional
governmental interference in its internal affairs, regardless of whether it was named as a
party in the underlying litigation.

26. South Carolina law recognizes the right of entities to challenge orders that purport to
bind them without proper jurisdiction or due process.

27. The Church's appearance in this matter is limited to protecting its constitutional and
legal rights and does not constitute submission to any court's general jurisdiction.

VII. AUTHORIZATION FOR LEGAL REPRESENTATION






28. I am authorized by the Church's governing body to retain counsel to represent the
Church's interests in challenging the circuit court's orders and protecting the Church's
constitutional rights. And Fletcher Smith, Jr. Esquire represents Enoree Fork Baptist in
the other actions where Enoree Fork Baptist Church has had its property and money
misappropriated.

29. The Church has specifically authorized its counsel to file appropriate motions, appeals,
and other pleadings necessary to protect the Church from unconstitutional judicial
interference.

30. This authorization is limited to defensive measures protecting the Church's rights as a
non-party entity and does not constitute general submission to any court's jurisdiction.

VIII. FACTUAL BASIS FOR CHURCH'S CLAIMS

31. The Church was harmed by orders entered without its participation, notice, or consent,
in violation of fundamental due process rights.

32. The Church's religious freedom is being violated by judicial attempts to contraol its
internal governance and ecclesiastical affairs.

33. The Church's corporate integrity is threatened by orders that purport to bind it without
proper jurisdiction or authority.

34. Immediate relief is necessary to prevent ongoing constitutional violations and protect
the Church's fundamental rights.

IX. CONCLUSION AND VERIFICATION

35. Based on my personal knowledge and official capacity, I believe that Enoree Fork
Baptist Church has standing to challenge the circuit court's orders and seek protection
of its constitutional and legal rights.

36. The facts stated in this affidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge,
information, and belief,

37. I make this affidavit voluntarily and without coercion, for the purpose of supporting the
Church's limited appearance and motions for relief in this matter.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.






CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of this Affidavit has been served upon all
parties and their counsel of record by electronic filing and service via the South Carolina
Electronic Filing System:

Counsel for All Parties:
Rustin Bryce Duncan, Esquire
King Law Offices PC

1320 West Poinsett Street
Greer, South Carolina, 29650
rduncan@kinglawoffices.com

Clerk of the Circuit Court:
Greenville County Courthouse
301 University Ridge
Greenville, SC 29601

This 13th day of August, 2025.

s/ Fletcher N, Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.

South Carolina Bar No. [Number]
Attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist Church






(s Fothonn—

LARISSA ROBINSON ~
Treasurer, Enoree Fork Baptist Church

Sweyn to and subscribed before me this I 5 day of Aﬁﬁ{;zozs.

s/
Notary Public for South Carolina
My commission expires: [ L 2. 2034
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

This Court confronts an extraordinary case of judicial overreach involving multiple legai
errors and serious First Amendment concerns where a circuit court has purported to bind and
direct the internal governance of Enoree Fork Baptist Church ("EFBC"), a religious nonprofit
corporation that was never named as a party, never served with process, and never appeared in
* the underlying litigation. The July 31, 2025 Order violates fundamental principles of due

process, subject matter jurisdiction, and the First Amendment's protection of religious autonomy.

The Constitutional Crisis: The circuit court has bound EFBC's corporate governance and
compelled congregational action under court supervision despite EFBC having no party status in
the Jackson declaratory action. The Order commands "the church" to conduct supervised
meetings, make membership determinations, and restructure its leadership—all while the church
entity remains absent from the litigation. This unprecedented governmental interference with

religious autonomy demands immediate appeliate intervention.






Four Fundamental Violations Require Emergency Relief:

1. Jurisdictional: EFBC is not a named party in the Jackson complaint yet the Order binds
EFBC's corporate governance, violating due process and exceeding personal jurisdiction

2, Constitutional: By compelling, supervising, and structuring a congregational meeting and
vote, the Order entangles the civil court in ecclesiastical governance beyond neutral-
principles adjudication, violating the First Amendment

3. Procedural: The Order mischaracterizes the complaint as seeking injunctive relief to
access the building, contrary to the declaratory-only prayer, and uses that
mischaracterization to justify coercive remedies not pled

4. Substantive: Internal inconsistencies in jurisdictional reasoning, selective bylaw
application, and overbroad "status quo” remedies reflect reversible legal error and
constitutional infirmity

This case presents exceptional circumstances warranting a writ of supersedeas: ongoing
constitutional violations against a non-party religious entity that cannot be remedied through

ordinary appellate processes.

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY
A. EFBC's Non-Party Status in All Proceedings

Enoree Fork Bapﬁst Church is a religious nonprofit corporation organized under South
Carolina law. Critical to this appeal: EFBC was never named as a party in any of the three
consolidated lawsuits now on appeal.

Undisputed Facts Regarding EFBC's Non-Party Status:

e The Jackson complaint names only individual defendants and seeks declaratory relief
among factions

+ EBFBC was never named as a defendant or plaintiff in any consolidated action
» EFBC was never served with process in any proceeding

e EFBC never appeared before any court or retained counsel until this emergency
intervention

» The Jackson complaint does not seek relief against EFBC as a corporate entity





o The prayer is confined to declarations and "such other further relief," not coercive orders
against a non-party church

B. The Circuit Court's Unprecedented Jurisdictional Ovetreach

|
Despite EFBC's complete absence from the litigation, the July 31, 2025 Order commits multiple J
constitutional violations by purporting to: ‘
i
|

1. Bind Non-Party Corporate Governance
» "Restore the status quo" of EFBC as of April 3, 2017

Reinstate officers and membership based on "Plaintiffs' Exhibit 8"

Order EFBC to convene a business meeting on a court-fixed date at a specified location

Retain jurisdiction to enforce compliance with court-directed church governance

2. Micromanage Ecclesiastical Affairs

« Dictate when and where the congregation must meet (Enoree River Association on J;
specific date) 3

» Prescribe announcement requirements (two successive Sunday announcements)

» Mandate a moderator chosen by attorneys or appointed by the court and paid equally
» Supervise congregational voting on pastoral and governance matters

« Fix membership rosters and voter eligibility through civil authority

3. Exceed Neutral Principles Doctrine

While reciting neutral-principles cases, the Order goes far beyond the limited two-question
test (did the congregation meet; did it dispose of the pastor) to conduct, supervise, and compel

ecclesiastical processes in violation of First Amendment limitations.

C. Mischaracterization of Declaratory Relief

Contrary to the actual pleadings, the Order mischaracterizes the Jackson complaint by
stating that plaintiffs' "main purpose" was "to enjoin the Defendants from prohibiting the
Plaintiffs from accessing the EFBC building." However, the Jackson complaint is solely a

declaratory judgment suit with five declaratory counts and a prayer for declarations, costs/fees,






and generic "other relief,” with no stand-alone injunctive count or express access injunction

request.

D. EFBC's Emergency Intervention to Protect Constitutional Rights

Facing daily constitutional violations as a non-party entity bound by unconstitutional
orders, EFBC now appears through limited intervention to protect its fundamental rights while

challenging orders entered without constitutional authority.

III. STANDARD FOR EXTRAORDINARY APPELLATE RELIEF

A. Writ of Supersedeas Standard

Under Rule 221, SCACR, a writ of supersedeas is appropriate when:

1. There is substantial likelihood of success on the merits

2. lrreparable injury will result absent the writ

3. Threatened injury outweighs harm to opposing parties

4. The public interest favors granting the writ
B. Non-Party Entity's Right to Seek Protection

South Carolina recognizes that entities may challenge orders affecting their rights without
submitting to general jurisdiction. When courts exceed jurisdictional limitations by binding non-
parties, affected entities have inherent right to seek protection. Ballington v. Paxton, 327 S.C.

372 (Ct. App. 1997) ("A court cannot bind non-parties to litigation").

Constitutional Standing: Religious organizations have particular standing to challenge
governmental interference with their autonomy regardless of litigation status, Hosanna-Tabor

Evangelical Lutheran Church v. EEOC, 565 U.S. 171 (2012).

IV. ARGUMENT
A. EFBC HAS STANDING TO SEEK PROTECTION AS NON-PARTY PETITIONER

L. Corporate Standing and Religious Liberty Rights
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Legal Capacity: As a religious nonprofit corporation, EFBC has legal capacity to defend
its constitutional and statutory rights under S.C. Code Ann, § 33-31-302. Religious organizations
have heightened standing to challenge governmental interference with their constitutionally

protected autononiy.

Constitutional Protection: The First Amendment protects religious organizations' right to
internal self-governance. Corporation of Presiding Bishop v. Amos, 483 U.S. 327 (1987). When
government violates these rights, affected religious entities have standing to seek immediate

protection.

2. Non-Party's Inherent Right to Challenge Binding Orders

Fundamental Due Process: EFBC has been bound by judicial orders entered without
constitutional process. The Fourteenth Amendment prohibits binding entities without notice and

opportunity to be heard. Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.8. 306 (1950).

Jurisdictional Protection: When courts exceed their authority by binding non-parties,
affected entities may seek protection without submitting to general jurisdiction. EFBC's limited

appearance preserves all constitutional and jurisdictional defenses while seeking necessary relief.

B. SUBSTANTIAL LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS ON THE MERITS

EFBC and Petitioners demonstrate overwhelming likelihood of success based on multiple
independent reversible errors:
1. Complete Absence of Personal and Subject Matter Jurisdiction Over EFBC

Fatal Due Process Violation: The Order violates basic jurisdictional principles because
EFBC was never named as a defendant in the Jackson complaint, never served with process, and

never appeared before the court.





Undisputed Record: The Jackson complaint "names only individual defendants and secks
declaratory relief among factions; it does not name EFBC as a defendant or seek relief against
EFBC as a corporate entity," Yet the Order purports to bind EFBC's corporate governance and

compel congregational action.

Controlling Authority: "Directing internal corporate procedures of a non-party religious
corporation without joinder and service violates basic due process and personal jurisdiction
principles because a court cannot enter binding relief against a person or entity not properly

before it."

Precedential Support: Knotts v. Williams, 319 S.C. 473 (1995) (Supreme Court vacated
order directing church procedures because church entity was not named as party); Ballington v.

Paxton, 327 S.C. 372 (Ct. App. 1997) (courts cannot bind non-parties).

2. Bxceeding Neutral Principles Through Ecclesiastical Entanglement

Constitutional Violation Beyond Neutral Adjudication: While civil courts may use neutral
principles to decide threshold corporate questions, they may not conduct, supervise, or compel

ecclesiastical processes or substitute court-directed procedures for a church's own polity.
Excessive Entanglement in Violation of Establishment Clause:

a. Direct Supervision of Religious Governance: "Ordering and supervising a congregational
meeting and vote is judicial entanglement in internal governance beyond neutral adjudication."

The Order:

» Dictates when and where the congregation must meet

o Prescribes announcement requirements and meeting procedures not found in church
bylaws

» Mandates court selection or appointment of moderator
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» Retains jurisdiction to oversee religious decision-making

b. Judicial Control of Ecclesiastical Processes: The Order "imposes court-made procedures
not found in the 1996 bylaws it purports to honor, thereby dictating church procedures contrary
to its own statement that 'It is not the function of the courts to dictate procedures for a church to

follow.,™

c. Ongoing Supervisory Role: By retaining "jurisdiction to ensure 'both factions' comply and
to oversee through the congregational vote date," the Order "places the court in an ongoing
supervisory role over internal religious decision-making, a function incompatible with the

limited civil judicial role in church disputes under neutral principles."”

Controlling Authority: Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971) (excessive entanglement);
Serbian Eastern Orthodox Diocese v. Milivojevich, 426 U.S. 696 (1976) (ecclesiastical

abstention); Hosanna-1abor, 565 U.S. 171 (religious autonomy),

3. Ultra Vires Ecclesiastical Membership Determinations

Impermissible Religious Authority: The Order "adopts 'Plaintiffs' Exhibit 8' as the
authoritative roll for 'active,' 'Inactive,’ and 'associate' members, and uses that exhibit to fix voter
eligibility for the compelled congregational meeting, thereby making ecclesiastical membership

determinations and reinstatements under color of civil authority."

Violation of Religious Autonomy: South Carolina law cautions that civil courts have "no
authority to intervene in cases involving expulsion from church membership" absent a civil or
property right and must avoid extensive inquiry into religious law. The Order violates this

principle by:

+ Fixing membership rosters under civil authority






+ Determining voter eligibility for religious governance
« Reinstating officers through judicial decree rather than ecclesiastical process

Constitutional Violation: "Fixing membership rosters and officer status for a congregational

church is quintessentially ecclesial and beyond neutral adjudication."

4. Mischaracterization of Declaratory Action to Justify Unpled Relief

Tmproper Recharacterization: The Order mischaracterizes the Jackson complaint by
stating plaintiffs' "main purpose" was "to enjoin the Defendants from prohibiting the Plaintiffs

from accessing the EFBC building." This fundamentally misrepresents the actual pleadings.

Actual Pleadings: The Jackson complaint "is solely a declaratory judgment suit with five
declaratory counts and a prayer for declarations, costs/fees, and generic 'other relief,’ with no

stand-alone injunctive count or express access injunction request."

Legal Error: "Framing unpleaded injunctive aims as the suit's 'main purpose' improperly
recasts the cause, affects the law/equity classification, and risks granting remedies neither pled

nor noticed." This violates fundamental principles of notice pleading and due process.

Exceeding Pleaded Relief: The Order "contemplates access and control consequences
regarding EFBC's building through 'restoration' and the mandated meeting and vote, despite
EFBC not being a party in the Jackson action; relief affecting property possession or corporate

control ordinarily requires the corporation's joinder."

5. Internal Inconsistencies Demonstrating Legal Error

Contradictory Jurisdictional Analysis: The Order contains fundamental internal
inconsistencies that demonstrate reversible legal error:
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a. Selective Bylaw Application: The Order "refuses to decide which bylaws 'are appropriate to
govern the function and operation of EFBC' for lack of jurisdiction, yet it applies the 1996
bylaws as controlling for termination procedures, reinstates membership and officers by exhibit,

and designs a meeting process that departs from the bylaws' internal mechanisms."
b. Contradictory Authority Claims: The Order simultaneously:
« States courts cannot "dictate procedures for a church to follow"

o Then dictates specific meeting procedures, moderator selection, announcement

requirements, and governance processes

c. Inconsistent Jurisdiction Theory: The Order "states courts only ask if the congregation met and
disposed of the pastor and, if yes, lack jurisdiction; it then finds the congregation did not validly
meet and asserts jurisdiction to restore the status quo." However, "supervising a future meeting,
choosing or appointing a moderator, fixing notice modalities, and reinstating a membership roll

exceeds 'restoration’ and crosses into dictating internal procedures."

6. Overbroad "Status Quo” Relief Exceeding Judicial Authority

Beyond Preservation Into Management: The Order's "'status quo' relief goes far beyond

preservation into substantive ecclesial restructuring under court command” through:

a. Judicial Engineering: "Judicially engineered ecclesiastical votes" rather than preservation

pending lawful internal action

b. Ongoing Supervision: "Member roll adoption and ongoing court monitoring" exceeding

traditional status quo relief
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¢c. Ecclesiastical Restructuring: "Sweeping reinstatements and compelled action" that "'restoring
status quo' is used to justify sweeping reinstatements and compelled action; but status quo ante
typically preserves positions pending lawful internal action, not judicially engineered

ecclesiastical votes.”

C. IRREPARABLE HARM REQUIRING IMMEDIATE RELIEF
EFBC and Petitioners face multiple forms of irreparable harm that cannot be remedied
through post-appeal relief!

1. Constitutional Injury Is Irreparable Per Se

Established Doctrine: "The loss of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal periods

of time, unquestionably constitutes irreparable injury." Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373 (1976).

Religious Freedom Violations: Each day the Order remains in effect constitutes ongoing
constitutional violations including:

+ Violation of EFBC's religious autonomy through judicial control of ecclesiastical
governance

o Compelled participation in court-directed religious activities
» Governmental interference with protected internal church decision-making
2. Ecclesiastical and Spiritual Harm Unique to Religious Organizations

Ongoing Violation of Religious Autonomy: The Order's daily enforcement:

» Subjects protected religious governance to unconstitutional government control

» Violates EFBC's spiritual authority and ecclesiastical independence

» Creates precedent for future governmental interference in religious affairs

e Undermines fundamental Baptist principles of congregational autonomy
Irreversible Changes to Church Structure: Court-mandated procedures

permanently alter constitutionally protected internal governance through:

+ Judicial imposition of governance contrary to religious doctrine and tradition
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» Confusion about legitimate religious authority within the congregation

e Division of the religious community in ways that cannot be restored

+ Loss of ecclesiastical independence that cannot be remedied after appeal
3. Due Process Violations Against Non-Party Entity

Ongoing Constitutional Violation: Every day EFBC remains bound by orders entered without

due process violates fundamental constitutional principles including;

« Binding without notice to the corporate entity
e No opportunity to be heard before orders affecting governance
¢ Violation of basic procedural rights that cannot be restored

Dangerous Precedent: Allowing these orders to stand creates precedent that religious and
other entities can be bound without proper constitutional process, threatening institutional

autonomy across socicty.

4. Community and Congregational Harm
Religious Community Division: Court-ordered procedures create irreparable harm through:
» Trreparable schisms within the church community
« Confusion over court-imposed versus religiously-determined authority
» Loss of congregational unity and spiritual fellowship
« Disruption of worship and religious activities

Coerced Religious Activity: Mandated participation in judicially-supervised religious
governance violates individual conscience rights of church members and forces participation in

religious activities under governmental control.

| D. BALANCE OF HARMS AND PUBLIC INTEREST STRONGLY FAVOR SUPERSEDEAS
1. Overwhelming Harm to EFBC and Petitioners vs. Minimal Harm to Respondents
Irreparable Constitutional Harm: As detailed above, ongoing constitutional, religious, and

due process violations that cannot be remedied after appeal.
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Minimal Harm to Respondents: A supersedeas merely preserves the current church

governance structure pending constitutional adjudication:

+ No monetary damages at stake requiriﬁg immediate enforcement

» Eight-year litigation history shows brief additional delay for constitutional resolution is
minimal

« Status quo preservation maintains existing structure rather than implementing court-
ordered governance

» Future protection available if Respondents ultimately prevail after proper constitutional
adjudication

2. Compelling Public Interest in Constitutional Protection

Separation of Church and State: Preventing judicial overreach serves fundamental

constitutional principles by:

» Protecting religious autonomy from governmental interference
+ Maintaining proper boundaries between civil and ecclesiastical authority
+ Preserving church-state separation for all religious organizations

Due Process Protection: Ensuring entities cannot be bound without constitutional process

protects:

+ Basic procedural rights for all citizens and organizations
o Proper party joinder requirements in civil litigation
+ Constitutional limitations on judicial authority over autonomous institutions

Precedential Significance: This Court's action will determine whether South

Carolina courts can bind religious and other entities without constitutional process. The
implications extend beyond this case to the fundamental relationship between government and

autonomous institutions.

3. No Bond Required for Constitutional Protection
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No Monetary Award: The Order contains only declaratory and injunctive relief regarding

church governance, not monetary damages requiring security.

Constitutional Issues: First Amendment and due procesé rights cannot be protected
through monetary bonds—constitutional violations require immediate protection, not delayed

compensation.

Non-Party Status: EFBC as a non-party entity secking protection from erroneous orders

should not face bond requirements that could delay necessary constitutional relief.
V. CONCLUSION

This case presents extraordinary circumstances warranting immediate appellate
intervention through writ of supersedeas. The circuit court has committed multiple legal errors
and constitutional violations by binding and directing a religious organization without

jurisdiction, due process, or constitutional authority.

The Four Critical Violations Demanding Emergency Relief;

1. Jurisdictional Overreach: EFBC is not a named party yet the Order binds its corporate
governance, violating due process and personal jurisdiction

2. Constitational Entanglement: Compelling, supervising, and structuring congregational
meetings violates First Amendment limits on judicial authority over religious
organizations

3. Procedural Violations: Mischaracterizing declaratory relief to justify unpled coercive
remedies against non-party entity

4. Legal Inconsistencies: Internal contradictions in jurisdictional reasoning and overbroad
remedies reflecting reversible error

The Four-Part Test Is Overwhelmingly Satisfied:

1. Substantial Likelihood of Success: Multiple independent constitutional and jurisdictional
violations establish clear reversible errors
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2. Irreparable Harm: Daily constitutional violations causing irreparable injury to religious
freedom and ecclesiastical autonomy

3. Balance of Harms: Overwhelming constitutional harm versus minimal inconvenience to

other parties

4. Public Interest: Compelling interest in protecting church-state separation and
constitutional boundaries on governmental power

Emergency Relief Is Essential: Unlike ordinary civil disputes, this case involves ongoing

constitutional violations against a non-party religious entity that grow worse with each day of

enforcement. Religious autonomy, once violated, cannot be fully restored. Due process, once

denied, creates lasting harm to constitutional principles.

EFBC and Petitioners respectfully urge this Court to grant the requested writ of supersedeas

to prevent ongoing constitutional violations while ensuring proper appellate review of these

critical constitutional questions. The extraordinary nature of these violations demands

extraordinary relief to preserve the constitutional principles at the foundation of our religious

liberty and due process protections.

Greenville, South Carolina

Dated: August 13, 2025

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N. Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.

South Carolina Bar No. [Number]

Attorney for Petitioners and

Attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist Church (Non-Party
Petitioner)

112 Wakefield Street

P.O. Box 10496

Greenville, SC 29603

Telephone: (864) 232-6541
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

The Honorable Patrick C. Fant 111
Court of Appeals Case No.:

Circuit Court Case No.: 2019-CP-23-06363
Consolidated Case Nos.: 2017-CP-23-05851; 2017-CP-23-06127

CHARLES "BENNIE" SMITH, ROBIN SMITH, LARRY DAWKINS, MABLE
DAWKINS, JIMMY DAVIS, BRENDA DAVIS, DOROTHY THOMASON, L.C.
THOMASON, AND JAMES SIMS,

Petitioners,
AND

ENOREE FORK BAPTIST CHURCH, a religious nonprofit corporation appearing as non-
party petitioner,

V.

SYLVESTER JACKSON, KAREN ROBINSON, MICHAEL ROBINSON, DOROTHY
WILLIAMS, JOHN WOODFOLK, ERNEST "TERRY" MURRAY, DONALD COX,
TIMOTHY MCBEE, DERRICK COX, REGINALD JACKSON, WILLIE FOSTER,
CYNTHIA ROBINSON, ZELMA BROWN, TELEK COBB, SARAH THOMASON, AND
THURSHIA JAMISON-JACKSON,

Respondents.






PETITION FOR WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS
(RULE 221, SCACR)

TO THE HONORABLE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS:

Petitioners Charles "Bennie" Smith, Robin Smith, Larry Dawkins, Mable Dawkins,
Jimmy Davis, Brenda Davis, Dorothy Thomason, L.C. Thomason, and James Sims, and Enoree
Fork Baptist Church ("EFBC"), a religious nonprofit corporation appearing as non-party
petitioner, by and through undersigned counsel, respectfully petition this Honorable Court
pursuant to Rule 221, SCACR, for a Writ of Supersedeas to stay the execution and enforcement

of the circuit court's July 31, 2025 Order pending the determination of their appeal.
NATURE OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL CRISIS

‘This extraordinary writ is necessitated by the circuit court's unprecedented overreach in
binding and directing the internal governance of Enoree Fork Baptist Church ("EFBC"), a
religious corporation that was never named as a party, never served with process, and
never appeared in the underlying litigation. The July 31, 2025 Order violates fundamental
principles of due process, subject matter jurisdiction, and the First Amendment's protection of

religious autonomy by:

+ Binding a non-party religious corporation without constitutional process
+ Compelling ecclesiastical governance through court-supervised meetings and voting

» Mischaracterizing a declaratory judgment action to justify coercive remedies never
pled

+ Exceeding neutral principles doctrine through direct management of church affairs

s Violating due process by entering binding orders against an entity not properly before
the court






ORDERS SUBJECT TO SUPERSEDEAS

Petitioners seek supersedeas of the July 31, 2025 Order which commits multiple legal errors
and constitutional violations by:

A. Jurisdictional Overreach Against Non-Party Entity

Despite EFBC never being named as a defendant in the Jackson declaratory action, the
Order purports to:

"Restore the status quo” of EFBC as of April 3, 2017
» Reinstate officers and membership based on "Plaintiffs' Exhibit 8"
e Order EFBC to convene a business meeting on a court-fixed date
« Specify location, notice requirements, and moderator selection
» Retain jurisdiction to enforce compliance with court-directed church governance
B. Ecclesiastical Entanglement Beyond Neutral Principles

Violating First Amendment limitations, the Order micromanages EFBC's religious
governance by:

+ Dictating when and where the congregation must meet
» Prescribing announcement requirements and meeting procedures
» Selecting or appointing a court-chosen moderator
» Supervising a congregational vote on pastoral matters
» Fixing membership rosters and officer status under civil authority
C. Mischaracterization of Pleaded Relief
Contrary to the declaratory-only complaint, the Order:
« Mischaracterizes the action as seeking injunctive relief for building access
» Uses this mischaracterization to justify coercive remedies not pled
« Grants relief affecting corporate property without corporate party joinder
» Exceeds the prayer for declaratory relief through binding mandates
STANDARD FOR SUPERSEDEAS
Under Rule 221, SCACR, a writ of supersedeas is appropriate when:

1. There is a substantial likelihood of success on the merits of the appeal
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2. Irreparable injury will result if the writ is not granted
3. The threatened injury to the petitioner outweighs the harm to the opposing party

4. The public interest favors granting the writ

ARGUMENT
L SUBSTANTIAL LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS ON THE MERITS

Petitioners demonstrate overwhelming likelihood of success based on multiple reversible errors
and constitutional violations:

A. Fatal Lack of Personal and Subject Matter Jurisdiction Over EFBC

Fundamental Due Process Violation: The Order violates basic jurisdictional principles
because EFBC was never named as a defendant in the Jackson complaint, never served with
process, and never appeared before the court. The Jackson complaint "names only individual
defendants and seeks declaratory relief among factions; it does not name EFBC as a defendant or
seek relief against EFBC as a corporate enfity." '

Controlling Authority: "A court cannot enter binding relief against a person or entity not
properly before it." Ballington v. Paxton, 327 S.C. 372 (Ct. App. 1997). Directing internal
corporaté procedures of a non-party religious corporation without joinder and service
violates basic due process and personal jurisdiction principles.

Precedential Support: In Knotts v. Williams, 319 S.C. 473 (1995), the South Carolina
Supreme Court vacated a similar order because the church entity was not named as a party,
emphasizing that courts cannot direct non-party religious organizations.

B. Exceeding Neutral Principles Doctrine Through Ecclesiastical Entanglement

Constitutional Violation: While civil courts may use neutral principles to decide
threshold corporate questions, they may not conduct, supervise, or compel ecclesiastical
processes or substitute court-directed procedures for a church's own polity.

Excessive Entanglement: The Order violates the Establishment Clause by:

¢ Ordering and supervising a congregational meeting and vote as judicial entanglement
in internal governance beyond neutral adjudication

o Dictating meeting procedures not found in church bylaws, including location, timing,
and moderator selection

» Retaining jurisdiction over ongoing religious decision-making, placing the court in
supervisory role over ecclesiastical affairs
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Controlling Authority: Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971) (excessive
entanglement); Serbian Easiern Orthodox Diocese v. Milivojevich, 426 U.S. 696 (1976)
{ecclesiastical abstention).

C. Ultra Vires Ecclesiastical Determinations

Religious Membership Violations: The Order adopts "Plaintiffs' Exhibit 8" as the
authoritative roll for "active," "inactive," and "associate" members, and uses that exhibit
to fix voter eligibility for the compelled congregational meeting, thereby making ecclesiastical
membership determinations under civil authority.

Controlling Autherity: South Carolina law cautions that civil courts have "no authority
to intervene in cases involving expulsion from church membership" absent a civil or propetty
right and must avoid extensive inquiry into religious law. Fixing membership rosters and
officer status for a congregational church is quintessentially ecclesial and beyond neutral
adjudication.

D. Mischaracterization of Declaratory Action

Exceeding Pleaded Relief: The Order mischaracterizes the Jackson complaint by
stating plaintiffs' "main purpose" was "to enjoin the Defendants from prohibiting the Plaintiffs
from accessing the EFBC building," when the Jackson complaint is solely a declaratory
judgment suit with five declaratory counts and a prayer for declarations, with no stand-
alone injunctive count or express access injunction request. ‘

Legal Error: Framing unpleaded injunctive aims as the suit's "'main purpose"
improperly recasts the cause, affects the law/equity classification, and risks granting
remedies neither pled nor noticed.

E. Internal Inconsistencies in Jurisdictional Analysis
Contradictory Legal Standards: The Order contains internal inconsistencies by:

o Refusing to decide which bylaws "are appropriate to govern" for lack of jurisdiction,
yet applying 1996 bylaws as controlling

« Stating courts cannot "dictate procedures for a church to follow" while
simultancously dictating meeting procedures, moderator selection, and notice
requirements

» Finding limited jurisdiction to "enable the church to act" but then supervising
ecclesiastical processes far beyond restoration

F. Overbroad "Status Quo" Relief

Exceeding Restorative Authority: The Order's "status quo™ relief goes far beyond
preservation into substantive ecclesial restructuring under court command through:
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o Judicially engineered ecclesiastical votes rather than preservation pending lawful
internal action

« Member roll adoption and engoing court monitoring exceeding traditional status quo
relief

» Sweeping reinstatements and compelled action beyond mere preservation of positions
I1. IRREPARABLE HARM REQUIRING IMMEDIATE RELIEF

Petitioners and EFBC face multiple forms of irreparable harm that cannot be remedied through
post-appeal relief:

A. Constitutional Injury Is Irreparable Per Se

First Amendment Violations: "The loss of First Amendment freedoms, for even
minimal periods of time, unquestionably constitutes irreparable injury." Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S.
347, 373 (1976).

Ongoing Constitutional Violations: Each day the Order remains in effect:

+ Violates EFBC's religious autonomy through judicial control of ecclesiastical
governance

+ Subjects religious decision-making to unconstitutional government supervision
« Compels participation in court-directed religious activities violating conscience rights
B. Due Process Violations Against Non-Party Entity

Fundamental Procedural Rights: EFBC faces ongoing binding by judicial orders
entered without due process, including:

« No notice to the corporate entity of proceedings affecting its governance
« No opportunity to be heard before orders directing internal religious affairs
» No proper service or joinder before binding corporate governance decisions
C. Ecclesiastical and Institutional Harm
Religious Autonomy Destruction: Court-mandated religious procedures cause:
« Permanent alteration of constitutionally protected church governance
o Confusion about legitimate religious authority within the congregation
« Judicial substitution for religious decision-making processes

o Precedent for governmental interference in religious organizations





Community Division: Enforcement creates:

Irreparable schisms within the religious community

Loss of congregational unity and spiritual fellowship

Disruption of worship and religious activities

Coerced religious participation violating individual conscience

II1. BALANCE OF HARMS WEIGHS DECISIVELY FOR SUPERSEDEAS
A. Overwhelming Harm to Petitioners and EFBC

Constitutional, religious, and due process violations causing irreparable injury that

cannot be remedied after appeal, including ongoing daily violations of First Amendment rights
and binding of non-party entity without constitutional process.

B. Minimal Harm to Respondents

Temporary preservation of status quo pending constitutional adjudication:

No monetary damages at stake requiring immediate enforcement

Eight-year litigation history shows brief additional delay is minimal

Current church governance continues pending proper constitutional resolution

Future protection available if Respondents ultimately prevail after due process
1V. PUBLIC INTEREST STRONGLY FAVORS SUPERSEDEAS

A. Constitutional Protection

Separation of Church and State: Preventing judicial overreach serves fundamental
constitutional principles by:

Protecting religious autonomy from governmental interference
Maintaining proper boundaries between civil and ecclesiastical authority

Preserving church-state separation for all religious organizations

B. Due Process and Rule of Law

Fundamental Procedural Rights: Ensuring entities cannot be bound without constitutional

process protects:

Basic due process for all citizens and organizations

Proper party joinder requirements in civil litigation





Constitutional limitations on judicial authority

C. Precedential Significance

Institutional Pretection: Preventing this constitutional overreach protects:

Future religious organizations from governmental interference
Voluntary associations from judicial control without due process
Constitutional boundaries on governmental power over autonomous institutions

BOND REQUIREMENT

No bond should be required because:

1.

No Monetary Award: The Order contains only declaratory and injunctive relief
regarding church governance, not monetary damages requiring security

Constitutional Issues: First Amendment and due process rights cannot be protected
through monetary bonds-—constitutional violations require immediate protection

Non-Party Entity: EFBC seeks protection from erroneous orders entered without
jurisdiction or due process

Declaratory Judgment: This action seeks only declarations about church governance,
not monetary compensation

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioners and EFBC as non-party petitioner respectfully request that this
Honorable Court:

L.
2.

GRANT this Petition for Writ of Supersedeas pursuant to Rule 221, SCACR;

STAY the execution and enforcement of the July 31, 2025 Order pending final
determination of this appeal;

ENJOIN all parties from implementing court-directed church governance procedures
affecting EFBC;

PROHIBIT enforcement of any orders purporting to bind EFBC as a non-party entity;

ORDER that no bond be required given the constitutional nature of the issues and
absence of monetary damages;

EXPEDITE consideration of this petition given the ongoing constitutional violations;

GRANT such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper.





CONCLUSION

This case presents extraordinary circumstances warranting immediate appellate
intervention. The circuit court has violated fundamental constitutional principles by binding and
directing a religious organization without jurisdiction, due pro.cess, or constitutional authority.
The multiple legal errors—jurisdictional overreach against a non-party, ecclesiastical
entanglement beyond neutral principles, mischaracterization of pleaded relief, and due process
violations—demand immediate relief to prevent irreparable harm to religious autonomy

and constitational principles.

The four-part test fori supersedeas is overwhelmingly satisfied by: (1) substantial
likelihood of success on multiple constitutional and jurisdictional grounds; (2) irreparable harm
from ongoing First Amendment and due process violations; (3) overwhelming harm to
constitutional rights versus minimal inconvenience to other parties; and (4) compelling public

interest in protecting church-state separation and constitutional boundaries.

Without immediate stay, EFBC faces daily constitutional violations that cannot be
remedied through ordinary appellate processes. This Court's intervention is essential to preserve

the constitutional principles at the foundation of religious liberty and due process protection.





Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N. Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.

South Carolina Bar No. [Number}]

Attorney for Petitioners and

Attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist Church (Non-
Party Petitioner)

112 Wakefield Street

P.O. Box 10496

Greenville, SC 29603

Telephone: (864) 232-6541
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

The Honorable Patrick C. Fant III
Court of Appeals Case No.:

Circuit Court Case No.; 2019-CP-23-06363
Consolidated Case Nos.: 2017-CP-23-05851; 2017-CP-23-00127

SYLVESTER JACKSON, KAREN ROBINSON, MICHAEL ROBINSON, DOROTHY
WILLIAMS, JOIN WOODFOLK, ERNEST "TERRY" MURRAY, DONALD COX,
TIMOTHY MCBEE, DERRICK COX, REGINALD JACKSON, WILLIE FOSTER,
CYNTHIA ROBINSON, ZELMA BROWN, TELEK COBB, SARAH THOMASON, and

THURSHIA JAMISON-JACKSON,
Respondents,

V.

CHARLES "BENNIE" SMITH, ROBIN SMITH, LARRY DAWKINS, MABLE
DAWKINS, JIMMY DAVIS, BRENDA DAVIS, DOROTHY THOMASON, L.C.

THOMASON, and JAMES SIMS,

Appellants.

MOTION TO STAY ENFORCEMENT OF ORDERS AFFECTING NON-PARTY
CHURCH ENTITY

(RULE 221, SCACR)

TO THE HONORABLE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS:

COMES NOW, Enoree Fork Baptist Church ("the Church"), a religious nonprofit
corporation, by and through undersigned counsel, and respectfully moves this Honorable Court
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pursuant to Rule 221, SCACR, for an emergency order staying the enforcement of all circuit
court orders purporting to bind, direct, or supervise the Church pending the determination of the
pending appeals and resolution of fundamental jurisdictional and constitutional issues.

PROCEDURAL POSTURE AND EMERGENCY NATURE

This Motion arises from the circuit court's constitutional and jurisdictional overreach in

its July 31, 2025 Order, which purports to bind and direct the internal governance of the Church
despite the Church never being named as a party, served with process, or brought before any
court, The Church now faces immediate enforcement of unconstitutional orders that violate its
religious autonomy and due process rights.

Emergency Relief Required: The Church secks immediate stay because:

1.
2.

Constitutional violations are ongoing with each day the orders remain in effect

Irreparable harm to religious autonomy cannot be remedied afler appeal

Due process violations continue as long as non-party entity remains bound

Enforcement actions may commence without immediate appellate intervention
ORDERS REQUIRING STAY

The Church seeks stay of the following circuit court orders affecting it as a non-party:

1. July 31, 2025 Primary Order

Purports to bind the Church as an entity despite non-party status
Orders "the church" to conduct court-supervised congregational meetings

Mandates specific religious procedures including voting, membership determinations,
and leadership selection |

Retains ongoing judicial sapervision over church governance and internal affairs

Directs ecclesiastical activities in violation of First Amendment protections

2. Related Enforcement Orders

Any orders implementing or enforcing the July 31, 2025 Order against the Church
Orders purporting to supervise or control church meetings, governance, or property
Directives regarding church membership, leadership, or internal organization

STANDARD FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL

Under Rule 221, SCACR, a stay pending appeal should be granted when:





1. There is a substantial likelihood of success on the merits
2. Trreparable injury will result absent a stay
3. The threatened injury outweighs harm to the opposing parties
4, The public interest favors granting the stay
Sloan v. S.C. Bd. of Physical Therapy Exam'rs, 370 S.C. 452 (2006).
ARGUMENT
1. SUBSTANTIAL LIKELITHOOD OF SUCCESS ON THE MERITS

The Church has an overwhelming likelihood of success on multiple independent grounds
that establish the circuit court's lack of authority to bind or direct a non-party religious entity:

A. Complete Absence of Subject Matter Jurisdiction
Fundamental Defect: The circuit court lacks any authority to bind the Church because:

« Never Named as Party: The Church was not named as a defendant in any consolidated

action
» Never Served with Process: No service of process was ever attempted on the Church
« Never Appeared: The Church never appeared before any court or submitted to
jurisdiction
+ Non-Party Status: The Church remains a non-party to all proceedings

Controlling Authority: "A court cannot bind non-parties to litigation.” Ballington v. Paxton, 327
S.C. 372 (Ct. App. 1997).

Religious Context: Courts cannot direct church governance without proper party status. Knotts
v. Williams, 319 S.C. 473 (1995) (vacating order because church entity was not named as party).

B. Constitutional Violations Under the First Amendment
The orders violate both Religion Clauses of the First Amendment;

Establishment Clause Violations:

+ Excessive Entanglement: Court supervision of church meetings and governance creates
prohibited entanglement. Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971)

+ Government Control: Judicial direction of religious activities violates separation
principles

o Ongoing Supervision: Retained jurisdiction over church affairs exceeds constitutional
limits





Free Exercise Clause Violations:

» Religious Autonomy: Churches have constitutional right to internal self-governance.
Hosanna-Tabor Evangelical Lutheran Church v. EEOC, 565 U.S. 171 (2012)

« Ecelesiastical Independence: Government cannot confrol internal religious organization.
Kedroff'v. St. Nicholas Cathedral, 344 U.S. 94 (1952)

o Forced Religious Activity: Mandated church meetings violate free exercise rights
C. Due Process Violations
Procedural Due Process: The Church was denied fundamental due process because:
« No Notice: Never received notice of proceedings affecting its governance
« No Opportunity to Be Heard: Never had opportunity to defend its interests
» No Proper Joinder: Never properly joined as necessary party under Rule 19, SCRCP
« Binding Without Process: Cannot bind entity without constitutional protections

Substantive Due Process: Orders exceed any legitimate governmental interest in regulating
internal church governance.

D. Religious Autonomy Doctrine

Ecclesiastical Abstention: Civil courts must abstain from resolving internal church governance
matters. Watson v. Jones, 80 U.S. 679 (1872).

Neutral Principles Limitations: Even under neutral principles doctrine, courts cannot manage
ongoing church operations. fra Banks v. St. Matthew Baptist Church, 406 S.C. 156 (2013).

Ministerial Exception: Church autonomy extends to internal governance and leadership
decisions protected from judicial interference.

IL IRREPARABLE HARM REQUIRING IMMEDIATE RELIEF

The Church faces multiple forms of irreparable harm that cannot be remedied by post-
appeal relief:

A. Constitutional Injury Is Irreparable Per Se

First Amendment Violations: "The loss of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal
periods of time, unquestionably constitutes irreparable injury." Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373
(1976).

Religious Freedom: Violation of religious autonomy and free exercise rights causes harm that
cannot be quantified or compensated monetarily.






B. Ecclesiastical and Spiritual Harm
Ongoing Violation of Religious Autonomy: Each day the orders remain in effect:
« Violates the Church's constitutionally protected independence
s Subjects religious governance to unconstitutional government control
o Creates precedent for future governmental interference in religious affairs
» Undermines the Church's spiritual authority and ecclesiastical integrity
Irreversible Changes to Church Governance: Court-mandated procedures will:
e Permanently alter the Church's internal structure and decision-making
« Create confusion about legitimate religious authority
« Establish judicially-imposed governance contrary to church doctrine and tradition
+ Divide the religious community in ways that cannot be undone
C. Due Process and Jurisdictional Harm

Ongoing Binding Without Process: Every day the Church remains bound by orders entered
without due process violates fundamental constitutional principles that cannot be restored.

Precedential Damage: Allowing orders to stand creates dangerous precedent that religious and
other entities can be bound without proper joinder or constitutional protections.

D. Community and Congregational Harm
Religious Community Division: Enforcement will cause:
o [Irreparable schisms within the church community
« Confusion over legitimate religious authority
e Disruption of worship and religious activities
» Loss of congregational unity and spiritual fellowship

Coerced Religious Activity: Mandated church meetings violate the conscience and religious
beliefs of church members opposed to court supervision.

ITI. BALANCE OF HARMS WEIGHS DECISIVELY FOR STAY
A, Overwhelming Haxrm to the Church

As detailed above, the Church faces irreparable constitutional, religious, and due process injuries
that cannot be remedied after appeal.






B. Minimal Harm to Other Parties
A stay merely preserves the current church governance structure pending appellate resolution:
» No Monetary Damages: No party seeks monetary relief that could be affected by delay

« Status Quo Maintenance; Stay preserves existing governance rather than implementing
new court-ordered structure

« Constitutional Resolution: Allows proper adjudication of fundamental constitutional
issues

« Due Process Protection: Ensures Church receives constitutionally required process
before being bound

C. Other Parties' Interests Can Be Protected

If other parties ultimately have valid claims after proper constitutional adjudication, their
interests can be protected through relief that respects jurisdictional and constitutional limitations.

IV. PUBLIC INTEREST STRONGLY FAVORS STAY
A. Constitutional Protection

Separation of Church and State: Preventing judicial overreach into religious affairs serves
fundamental constitutional principles establishing proper boundaries between government and
religion.

Religious Freedom for All: Protecting one church's autonomy preserves religious liberty for all
faith communities and prevents erosion of constitutional protections.

B. Due Process and Rule of Law

Procedural Integrity: Ensuring entities cannot be bound without proper process protects
fundamental rights for all citizens and organizations.

Jurisdictional Limits: Requiring courts to operate within constitutional and statutory boundaries
serves public inferest in limited government.

C. Prevention of Dangerous Precedent

Future Protection: Preventing this constitutional overreach protects all religious organizations
from future governmental interference.

Institutional Integrity: Maintaining proper separation between judicial and ecclesiastical
authority preserves important institutional boundaries.

BOND REQUIREMENT

No bond should be required because:






A. No Monetary Award or Damages

»

The circuit court orders contain no monetary award or damages
This involves only declaratory and injunctive relief regarding church governance

No party has claimed monetary damages from church governance structure

B. Constitutional Nature of Issues

First Amendment and due process rights cannot be protected through monetary security

Constitutional violations require immediate protection, not delayed monetary
compensation

Religious freedom issues transcend monetary considerations

C. Noh-Party Status

The Church is not a party to the underlying litigation
Non-parties seeking protection from erroneous orders should not face bond requirements

Due process violations against non-parties warrant immediate relief without financial
barriers '

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the Church respectfully requests that this Honorable Court:

1.
2.

GRANT this Motion to Stay pursuant to Rule 221, SCACR;

IMMEDIATELY STAY the enforcement of all circuit court orders purporting to bind,
direct, or supervise Enoree Fork Baptist Church pending final determination of all
appeals;

ENJOIN all parties from taking any action to implement or enforce provisions of the
July 31, 2025 Order or related orders affecting the Church;

PROHIBIT any court-supervised meetings, governance procedures, or ecclesiastical
activities involving the Church;

ORDER that no bond be required given the constitutional nature of the issues and
absence of monetary damages;

EXPEDITE consideration of this Motion given the ongoing constitutional violations and
irreparable harm;

PROTECT the Church's constifutional rights to religious autonomy and due process
pending proper adjudication of these fundamental issues;
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8. GRANT such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper to safeguard

the Church's constitutional and legal rights,

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N, Smith, Jr,

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.
South Carolina Bar No. [Number]
Attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist Church
112 Wakefield Street

P.O. Box 10496

Greenville, SC 29603

Telephone: (864) 232-6541

Email: fnsmith@bellsouth.net






CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that a true and correct copy of this Motion to Stay has been served upon
all parties and their counsel of record by electronic filing and service via the South Carolina

Electronic Filing System:;

Rustin Bryce Duncan, Esquire
King Law Offices PC

1320 West Poinsett Street
Greer, South Carolina, 29650
rduncan@kinglawoffices.com

Clerk of the Circuit Court:
Greenville County Courthouse
301 University Ridge
Greenville, SC 29601

This 13th day of August, 2025.

Greenville, S.C.

August 13, 2025

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N, Smith, Jr.
FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR.,
ESQ.

South Carolina Bar No. [Number]
Attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist
Church

112 Wakefield Street

P.O. Box 10496

Greenville, SC 29603

Telephone: (864) 232-6541

Email: fasmith@bellsouth.net
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE

Enoree Fork Baptist Church
Plaintiff,
Vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Sylvester Jackson, Stepping-Stone )
Ministries, Inc., William M. Landreth, )
Landreth Propertxcs, LLC, Cordell Porter, )
Donald Cox Ernest Murray, CresCom Banic/)
Formerly Greer State Bank, and Rodney )
Butler, )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defendants,

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE

Sylvester Jackson, Karen Robinson,
Michael Robinson, Dorothy Williams, John )
Woodfold, Ernest “Terry” Murray, Donald )
Cox, Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, )
Reginald Jackson, Willie Foster, Cynthia )
Robinson, Zelma Brown, Telek Cobb, Sarzah )
Thomason, and Thurshia Jamison-Jackson, )

Plaintiffs,
Vs.

Charles “Bennie” Smith, Robin Smith,
Larry Dawkins, Mable Dawkins, Jimmy
Davis, Brenda Davis, Dorothy Thomason,
L.C. Thomason, and James Sims,
Defendants,

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Civil Action No.: 2017-CP-23-06127
CONSOLIDATED FILE NUMBER-
2019-CP-23-06363

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Civil Action No.: 2017-CP-23-05851
CONSOLIDATED FILE NUMBER-
2019-CP-23-06363

ORDER REGARDING PLAINTIFES®
CAUSES OF ACTION FOR
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT

1. INTRODUCTION

This matter came before the Court for a non-jury trial regarding Plaintiffs Sylvester
Jackson, Karen Robinson, Michael Robinson, Dorothy Williams, John Woodfold, Ernest “Terry”

Murtay, Donald Cox, Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, Reginald Jackson, Willie Foster, Cynthia
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Robinson, Zelma Brown, Telek Cobb, Sarah‘ Thomason, and Thurisha Jamison-Jackson’s
Declaratory Judgment claims on June 20, 2025. The Court finds that the congregation of Enoree
Fork Baptist Church (“EFBC”) never officially met pursuant to EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and
Bylaws for the purpose of disposing of Plaintiff Sylvester Jackson (“Pastor Jackson™) or any of
the other Plaintiffs. Additionally, it was not established by a preponderance of the evidence that

the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws was adopted by the Congregation of EFBC and controlled Pastor

Jackson’s termination. Since the congregation never met, the Court has jurisdiction over this matter

to restore the status quo of EFBC back to April 3, 2017. By restoring the status quo of the Church,
the congregation of EFBC is enabled to act in its duly constituted manner in whatever way it deems
appropriate regarding Pastor Jackson’s pastoral status or any other EFBC member’s membership
status, The Court retains jurisdiction over this case to ensure both factions of EFBC comply with
its Order for the congregation to meet and vote on whether EFBC will terminate Pastor Jackson or
expel any of the other Plaintiffs pursuant to EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and Bylaws.
IL PROCEDRUAL HISTORY

This case concerns a church dispute between two factions of the EFBC Congregation. In

August 2015, Sylvester Jackson was elected as the Pastor of EFBC pursuant to EFBC’s 1996

Constitution and Bylaws. On November 30, 2016, Charles “Bennie” Smith filed a civil action

against Sylvester Jackson, Emest Murray, Rodney Duck, Karen Robinson, and Cynthia Robinson

in Civil Action Number 2016-CP-23-06929 alleging the parties misappropriated church funds

without authorization and the parties did not legitimately vote on or institute the 2016 Constitution
and Bylaws.
On March 23, 2017, the Honorable Perry H. Gravely Ordered the parties to hold a church

meeting on April 15, 2017 (“Church Meeting”) at the Enoree River Association located at 421
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Dallas Road, Greenville, South Carolina and conduct such business as allowed by the existing
church Constitution and Bylaws, among other orders. On April 11,2017, the Honorable Letitia H.
Verdin amended Judge Gravely’s Order to include that at the Church Meseting the parties were to
decide whether a receiver would be necessary for the case and that if no decision was reached then
the Court would determine if a receiver was necessary, among other amendments.

According to the parties, the Church Meeting occurred; however, the Parties were unable
to agree on whether a receiver was necessary and, despite Judge Verdin’s Order, the Court never
decided on the necessity of a receiver after the Church Meeting. On March 15, 2018, at the request
of the Plaintiff, Judge Gravely dismissed Civil Action Number 2016-CP-23-06929 without
prejudice and voided all prior Orders issued before that date.

On September 11, 2017, over seven (7) years ago, Pastor Jackson, and his supporting
faction of the EFBC Congregation, instituted this Declaratory Judgmeﬁt action (Civil Action
Number 2017-CP-23-05851) against Defendant Charles “Bennie” Smith and a faction of the EFBC
congregation that opposed Pastor Jackson. On September 26, 2017, Plaintiff Charles “Bennie”
Smith, and the faction of the EFBC Congfegation opposed to Sylvester Jackson, instituted Civil
Action Number 2017-CP-23-06127 on behalf of “Enoree Fork Baptist Church.” This action was
against Pastor Jackson, Stepping Stones Ministries, Inc., and Pastor Jackson’s supporting faction
of the EFBC Congregation. On March 20, 2019, Judge Stilwell granted a consent dismissal of
Civil Action Number 2017-CP-23-05851 with leave to restore pursuant to Rule 40(I) of South

Carolina Rules of Civil Procedures. On October 30, 2019, Judge Stilwell ordered Civil Action
Number 2017-CP-23-05851 be restored and the ca'se was subsequently reassigned as Civil Action

Number 2021-CP-23-06230. Civil Action Number 2021-CP-23-06230 has no filings.
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The allegations in Civil Action Number 2017-CP-23-05851 and Civil Action Number

2017-CP-23-06127 arise from the same set of facts, On February 3, 2020, Judge Gravely:

consolidated Civil Action Number 2017-CP-23-05851 and 2017-CP-23-06127 into 2019-CP-23-
06363. Judge Gravely also referred 2019-CP-23-06363 to Greenville County’s Master-in-Equity,
Honorable Charles B. Simmons, Jr.. On March 3, 2021, Judge Simmons ordered, based on the
consent of the parties, that Civil Action No. 2019-CP-23-06363 be stricken from the civil tiial
docket pursuant to Rule 40(j), SCRCP.

On December 16, 2021, Judge Verdin restored Civil Action No. 2019-CP-23-06363 to the
civil t_t"ial docket. On May 4, 2023, the Honorable G.D. Morgan Jr. held that Plaintiff Enoree Fork
Baptist Church could not ask the Court to reconsider Judge Gravely’s February 3, 2020 Order
pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRCP. Judge Morgan also ruled that the Plaintiff Enoree Fork Baptist
Church waived its request for a jury trial. On May 8, 2023, Judge Morgan reconsidered his
previous ruling and held that the Plaintiff Enoree Fork Baptist Church requested a jury trial in its
Amended Complaint filed on October 4, 2017. Judge Morgan amended his prior Order to reflect
that EFBC had not waived its right to a jury trial. However, J udge Morgan stated that any rulings
regarding whether jury issues existed would be determined by Judge Simmons at trial,

On May 10, 2023, Judge Simmons referred the case back to the Circuit Coutt for a jury
trial on a finding that the legal issues were “so intertwined with equitable issues that a trial on the
equitable issues alone would be impossible.” OnMarch 10, 2025, this case was scheduled to come
before the Court for a jury trial in the Cireuit Court, Prior to trial commencing, the Plaintiffs moved
for the appointment of a receiver, and after hearing arguments from both sides, the Court issued

an oral ruling and a corresponding Form 4 Order on March 11, 2025, finding that a pre-judgment
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receivership was appropriate. Subsequently, EFBC filed two memoranda on March 12, 2025,

followed by two amended memoranda on March 17, 2025:

1. Amended Memorandum in Support of Rule 59 Motion to Alter and Amend Order
Dated March 11, 2025, and Memorandum in Support of Rule 59 Motion
2. Amended Motion to Stay Pursuant to Rules 52 and 59 of the South Carolina Rules

of Civil Procedure for Expedited Appeal and Rule 241, SCACR, and Rules SYE)
and 60, SCRCP

-On April 23, 2025, the Court granted the Motion to Alter and Amend the Coutt’s March
11,2025 Order deciding it would not appoint a receiver and disposed of the Court’s prior decision
to stay the matter. The Court scheduled Plaintiff Sylvester Jackson’s Declaratory Judgment Causes
of Action for a non-jury trial on June 20, 2025, and stated it would schedule EFBC’s claims for a
jury trial after it decided the declaratory judgment issues.

III.  FACTS

The Plaintiffs’ first witness was Pastor Jackson. Pastor Jackson testified he was first hired
by EFBC to be its pastor in August of 2015. During this time, Pastor Jackson stated that EFBC
was governed by EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and Bylaws. However, Pastor Jackson testified that
after he was hired he reviewed EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and Bylaws when the Church was in the

process of securing its 501(c)(3) status. He noted several items in the 1996 Constitution and
Bylaws that were outdated and out of compliance with Internal Revenue Service’s guidelines.
Pastor Jackson testified that the Church decided to amend the 1996 Constitution and Bylaws to
bring EFBC in compliance with the IRS guidelines, as well as to update EFBC’s Constitution and
Bylaws,

Pastor Jackson testified that in order to amend EFBC’s Constitution and Bylaws the 1996
Constitution and Bylaws provides that it must be annournced at two consecutive Church meetings

that a meeting will be held to amend the Constitution and Bylaws, Pastor Jackson tesfified that the
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Church followed the procedure set out in EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and Bylaws and, in fact, went
beyond the procedures required to amend EFBC’s Constitution and Bylaws. Pastor Jackson
testified that it was announced there would be an amendment to EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and
Bylaws and that three separate readings for the new amended revised Constitution were held by
the Church. He stated that the members of EFBC were given the revised Constitution and Bylaws
and that the Church had a final reading at an annual Church meeting where EFBC adopted the
2016 Constitution and Bylaws on J anuary 23, 2016. Pastor Jackson also testified that page 22 of
EFBC’s 2016 Constitution and Bylaws shows that it was received, approved, and adopted on
January 23, 2016. (See Plaintiffs’ Ex. 2). Pastor Jackson further testified that the meeting minutes
from the January 29, 2016 church meeting speak to the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws being
approved by 43 members of the Church. (See Plaintiffs’ Ex. 3),
The 1996 EFBC Constitution and Bylaws Article VII, Sub-article I. provides:
A Pastor’s term of office may be ended upon thirty (30) days of notification on the
part of the Pastor or of the Church by mutual consent. Termination of office shall
be voted on at a regularly called business meeting; notice of such meeting and its
purpose having been read on two (2) Successive Sundays. A vote of a majority of
the members present shall make a valid termination of said office.
(Plaintiffs’ Ex. 1),
In contrast, the Amended 2016 EFBC Constitution and Bylaws Article VII, Sub-Article 4.

provides:

The engagement of a Pastor may be terminated by a two-thirds vote of the active
members present at a church family conference called for that purpose by the Joint
Board. A quorum of not less than thirty (30) percent of the Active members of this
Church shall be required for such conference.

(Plaintiffs® Ex. 2).

Pastor Jackson testified that in December 2016, a woman hand delivered him a letter before

church service. The December 8, 2016 letter was signed by Fletcher Smith, counsel for the
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Defendants, Charles Bennie Smith, and Rodney Duck. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 4). The letter informed
Pastor Jackson that he was immediately suspended as Pastor of EFBC, with pay, due to a pending
lawsuit filed against him—Civil Action No.2016-CP-23-06929. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 4). Pastor Jackson
also received two petitions allegedly signed by members of the EFBC Congregation. One of the
petitions suspended him as pastor of EFBC without pay until Civil Action No. 201 6-CP-23-06929
was resolved. (See Plaintiffs’ Ex. 5). The other petition purportedly authorized the treasurer of
EFBC to institute a lawsuit and gather financial récords of EFBC and also hired Fletcher Smith to
represent EFBC in the lawsuit. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 6).
Pastor Jackson testified that Rodney Duck, Chairman of Deacon Ministry, did not have the
authority to suspend him as Pastor because neither the 1996 or 2016 EFBC Constitution and
Bylaws allows the Deacons to suspena the pastor. Rather, he argued that the Constitution and
Bylaws both require that the termination of the pastor is to be handled by the congregation of the
Church. Pastor Jackson also testified that there is not a provision in either the 1996 or 2016 EFBC
Constitution and Bylaws that allows members of the chur;:h to act against the Pastor through
petition. Moreover, Pastor Jackson testified that the pefitions appeared to be signed by the same
person in some instances, and were also signed by minor children under the age of ten (10) years
old. Pastor Jackson stated that it looked as if about a third of the signatures on both petitions were
not active members of EFBC. Pastor Jackson testified that he did not stop serving as pastor after
he received the letter and the petitions and continues to sérve as the Pastor of EFBC to this date.
Pastor Jackson testified that on April 3, 2017, he received a letter from Defendants Rédney
Duck, James Sims, Charles Smith, L.C. Thomason, and Larry Dawkins informing him that his
tenure as Pastor of EFBC had been terminated and it was effective immediately. (Plaintiffs’ Ex.

9). The letter provides that the chairpersons of the Board of Deacons made the decision to terminate
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Pastor Jackson with the full support of the leaders of the Church who also signed the letter.
(Plaintiffs’ Ex. 9). The letter also states that “[t]he church has not had an official meeting to remove
any church leader from their post” since Pastor Jackson was hired as Pastor. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 9.

The letter goes on to state that:

The Honorable Perry H. Gravely issued a Court Order on March 23, 2017 during
the Injunction hearing that was held on March 21, 2017. The Coutt Ordered an
Annual meeting for the Enoree Fork Baptist Chruch to take place at 421 Dallas Rd.,
Greenville, SC; said meeting to be held at 2:00PM on Saturday, April 15, 2017. At
this meeting we will inform the entire church family of our decision to terminate
you as Pastor and make the membership aware of the church financial transactions
set forth in the pending lawsuit. Please note that you are restricted from the premises
of the Enorre Fork Baptist Church,

(Plaintiffs’ Ex. 9).
Pastor Jackson testified that none of the people that signed the letter had the authority to terminate

him and that a proper vote by the Church on the issue of termination never oceurred,

Pastor Jackson testified on April 3, 2017, he received a no trespass notice banning him
from EFBC, which was signed by the same individuals that sent him the letter of termination.
Pastor Jackson testified that none of the individuals that signed the no trespass notice had the
authority to restrict someone from the church, Pastor Jackson also testified that he did not comply
with the notice. After receiving the trespass notice from the faction opposéd to him, Pastor Jackson
testified that he and some of EFBC’s officers went to the church to change the locks because
members of the opposing faction Jocked them out of the church. However, Pastor Jackson testified
that this resulted in the police being called because one of the opposing EFBC members claimed
that one of Pastor Jackson’s supportiné church officers pulled a gun on her.

Pastor Jackson testified that on April 10, 2017, he received a letier signed by the same
individuals that signed Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 9 and Exhibit 10 notifying him that the Chairpersons of

the EFBC Deacon Board held a special meeting on Sunday, April,9, 2017, to inform the church
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body of their decision to terminate him as Pastor on April 3, 2017. (Plaintiffs’ Ex, 11). The letter
states, “[p]lease note that in this Special Meeting of the Church Body, the Enoree Fork Baptist
Church family unanimously voted to approve and confirm the Deacon Board Chairpersons
decision to terminate you as Pastor of Enofce Fork Baptist Church.” (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 1 1). The letter
also requested that Pastor Jackson immediately cease and desist representing himself as Pastor of
EFBC after April 10, 2017, (Plaintiffs® Ex. 11). Pastor Jackson testified that both the 1996 or 2016
EFBC Constitution and Bylaws require two weeks’ notice be given to the Church when calling a
meeting to vote on the Pastors termination. Pastor Jackson testified that no notice was given to the
Church that such a meeting would be called and that he was not aware of whether any such meeting
actually occurred on April 9, 2017,

Pastor Jackson testified that after the events with the police, he did not go back to the
physical EFBC location at 100 Enoree Road, Greer, South Carolina (“Enorece Road Location™).
He testified that the majority of officers and members of EFBC, including himself, began holding
service at Enoree River Baptist Complex Building on Mauldin Road for a couple of years then,
after COVID-19 hit, he started having church service via telecommunication. Pastor Jackson
testified that the other faction é‘taycd in the EFBC church building at the 100 Enoree Road, Greer,
South Carolina, location, Pastor Jackson testified that he believed the 2016 Constitution and
Bylaws governed EFBC at the time he was terminated #s Pastor of EFBC and that he continues to
operate under the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws.

On cross examination, Pastor Jackson testified that Judge Gravely ordered a meeting to
occur on April 15, 2017, so that both factions of EFBC could vote on whether to appoint a receiver
for the Church. The Court took Judicial Notice of Judge Gravely’s March 23,2017 Order requiring

both factions to meet on April 15, 2017. Pastor Jackson testified that on April 17, 2017 a decision
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was reached by the Church to appoint a receiver and that he, the church secretary, and moderators
signed a letter to be given to Judge Gravely that a receiver would be appointed for the Church.
| Pastor Jackson denied that he could havé motioned to call a vote regarding his termination at the
April 15, 2017 meeting because orders were given to the state convention officer and the local
convention moderator that only the issue of whether a recefver would be appointed would be
addressed at the meeting. Pastor Jackson denied ever disassociating himself from EFBC. Pastor
Jacksor{ also denied ever reincorporating a new church and testified that he believes he is still the
Pastor of EFBC,
Cynthia Robinson, EFBC’s Clerk, and Zelma Brown, EFBC’s Secretary, were the only
other witnesses that teétiﬁed on behalf of the Plaintiffs. Ms. Robinson testified she belicved the
2016 Constitution and Bylaws were properly adopted by the Church. Ms. Robinson testified that
EFBC’s members received copies of the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws in advance and that a vote
was held in January 2016 at an annual church conference. However, Ms. Robinson also admitted
that there was no record of the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws being distributed to EFBC’s
members before it was véted on and that she did not have with her in court the meeting minutes
from the church meeting where EFBC’s congregation allegedly voted to adopt the 2016
Constitution and Bylaws. Ms. Robinson also testified that pursuant to EFBC’s Constitution and
Bylaws the Church body has to terminate a pastor 'and that there is a procedure for calling a church
family conference. Ms. Robinson testified she did not recall if the EFBC Congregation ever voted
to terminate Pastor Jackson and that she believed Pastor Jackson was still EFBC’s Pastor. Ms.
Robinson testified that she started keeping membership records for EFBC in 2015 and confirmed

that the contents of Plaintiffs’ Exhibits 3 (Minutes of Church Business Meeting from January 29,
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2016); Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 7 (2015 Membership list); and Plaintiffs’ Fxhibit 8 (2016/2017
Membership Lists), were accurate and that she signed off on them. |
Zelma Brown, EFBC’s Secretary, testified that EFBC had three meetings regarding the

2016 Constitution and Bylaws. Ms. Brown testified that the meetings were called so that the 2016

Constitution and Bylaws could be read to the Church; however, the meetings were not called

during regular church meetings. Ms. Brown testified that the appropriate Bylaws were followed
by the Church to adopt the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws and that the Church adopted the amended
2016 Constitution and Bylaws on January 23, 2016. Ms. Brown believed there is no reason to
doubt members of EFBC’s congregation were given a fair opportunity to vote on the adoption of
the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws; however, she did not remember the dates when the first two
meetings regarding the adoption of the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws actually ocourred. The

Plaintiffs rested after Zelma Brown’s testimony.

Defendants first called lifelong member of EFBC and current temporary Pastor of EFBC

Larry Dawkins. Pastor Dawkins testified that he voted to terminate Pastor Jackson on at least one

occasion and that the Church operated under the 1996 Constitution and Bylaws at the time he voted
to terminate Pastor Jackson. Pastor Dawkins also testified that Judge Gravely ordered EFBC to
meet and that the meeting was held at the Enoree Association Center. Pastor Dawkins also testified
that he signed Plaintiff’s Exhibit 9 and that the Church never actually had a meeting to terminate
any church leader since the Church hired Pastor Jackson, as referenced in Exhibit 9, because Pastor
Jackson would not let them have a meeting. On cross-examination, Pastor Dawkins testified that
he did not know if Pastor Jackson, Zelma Brown, or Cynthia Robinson were given notice of the

meeting referenced in the April 10, 2017 letter to Pastor Jackson (Plaintiff’s Ex. 11). Pastor
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Dawkins also testified he did not remember how many EFBC members attended the meeting that
day or whether the 1996 or 2016 Constitution and Bylaws were followed to conduct the meeting.
The Plaintiff also called Jimmy Davis, a EFBC member since 2009. Jimmy Davis testified
that he believed Pastor Jackson had been terminated in 2016 and that the Church had several votes
over the years to reaffirm his termination, However, Mr. Davis also testified that neither Pastor
Jackson nor any of his supporting faction were present at any of these meetings. Mr. Davis testified
the process for holding a -me_éting to terminate a Pastor in a Baptist Church is to announce from
the pulpit two successive weeks in advance that a meeting will be held to vote on whether the
church will terminate its pastor. If members do not attend church then they do not receive notice.
Mr. Davis further testified that Pastor Jackson would not have received notice after the trespass
notice against Pastor Jackson (Plaintiffs® Ex. 10) was issued, but Pastor Jackson did receive notice
from Judge Gravely of the April 15, 2017 Court Ordered Meeting, Mr. Davis testified that Pastor
Jackson and the EFBC members were present at Judge Gravely’s Court Ordered April 15, 2017
Meeting, but there was no motion to reinstate Pastor Jackson as EFBC’s Pastor during that
meeting. On cross-examination, Mr. Davis testified that the meeting referenced in the April 10,
2017 letter to Pastor Jackson (Plaintiff's Ex. 11) did occur and about 25 to 30 active members
attended the meeting.

The Plaintiff then called longtime EFBC member and trustee of EFBC?. L.C. Thomason,
who testified that he remembered Pastor Jackson proposing the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws to
the Church and receiving a copy of if; however, Mr. Thomason testified that it was never adopted
by the Church. Mr, Thomason further testified that Church never rescinded the 1996 Constitution
and Bylaws and that there is nothing in the Church mecting minutes that shows the Church

rescinded it. Mr. Thomason also testified he did not ask Pastor Jackson to call meeting to discuss
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his termination, but tlhat he had discussions with other EFBC members about terminating Pastor
Jackson.
After L.C. Thomason’s testimony the Defendants called Robin Smith, Charles Bennie
Smith’s wife and longtime EFBC merﬁber. Ms. Smith testified that Pastor Jackson passed out
copies of the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws, however, she travels a lot so she did not vote on it.
Ms. Robinson also testified she participated in meetings to suspend Pastor Jackson, Ms. Smith
further testified that the Church could not have a meeting because Pastor Jackson did not allow
them to have a meeting, Ms. Smith testified that they had to reach out to moderator Bradley to ask
if they could have a meeting at the Enorece Association Center: Ms. Smith testified that they
eventually had a meeting at the Enoree Association Center and the Church voted that Pastor
Jackson would no longer be EFBC’s Pastor. On cross-examination, Ms, Smith testified that they
contacted the main office in Columbia, the moderator for the Enoree Association, and Reverend
Simmons, but that no action was taken by any of these Boards to terminate Pastor Jackson, Ms,
Smith also testified that moderator Brantley sent her a letter after the meeting stating that she would
no longer be Missionary President because Pastor Jackson had kicked her out of the Church.
Next, the Defendants called Brenda Davis, another longtime EFBC member, Ms, Davis
testified that there were no meetings about amending the Constitution between the time Pastor
Jackson was hired in August of 2015 and January 23, 2015, Ms. Davis also testified that she did
not remember receiving the proposed 2016 Constitution and Bylaws from Pastor Jackson. Ms.
Davis further testified that she attended Judge Gravely’s ordered meeting on April 15, 2017, Ms.
Davis testified that there was a moderator and the active and inactive EFBC members were present.
Ms. Davis also testified that no one moved to rehire Pastor Jackson at the April 15, 2017 meeting.

Ms, Davis further testified that she signed two Petitions (See Plaintiffs’ Ex. 5 and Plaintiffs’ Ex.
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6) and that she remembered the congregation meeting as a church body to terminate Pastor
Jackson. On cross éxamination, Ms. Davis testified that she remembered Pastor Jackson asking
them at a Church meeting to adopt the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws, but that they refused because
they did not know what was in it,

Next Defendants called Lorisa Robinson, a lifelong EFBC member; and she testified that
she attended the meeting to terminate Pastor Jackson at the Enoree Association Center and that
she signed the petition to terminate Pastor Jackson. Ms.Robinson also testified that Pastor Jackson
refused to let them have a meeting at the Church. Ms. Robinson further testified that prior to the
Court Ordered April 15, 2017 meeting, the Church had several association meetings to terminate
Pastor Jackson, pursuant to the 1996 Constitution and Bylaws. Ms. Robinson testified that no one
was ever given the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws that Pastor Jackson prepared. On cross-
examination, Ms. Robinson testified that she was not awaré if there was a committee created by
the Church to prepare the 2016 Constitution and Bylaws.

Next, the Defendants called Dorothy Thomason, longtime EFBC member, who testified
that the Church had several meetings to terminate Pastor Jackson including a meeting at the Enorec
River Association.

Finally, Defendants called Mable Dawkins, longtime EFBC member, who testified that
there came a time when the Church wanted to part ways with Pastor Jackson and that they had a
meeting at the Enoree Association Center because Pastor Jackson would not let them have a
meeting. Ms. Dawkins also testified that when the Defendants’ faction tried to go to the church to
hand out the Court Order to provide notice to the congregation of the April 15,2017 Court Ordered
meeting, Pastor Jackson blocked ther from doing so. Ms. Dawkins also testified that at the April

15, 2017 Court Ordered meeting no one tried to reinstate Pastor Jackson as EFBC’s Pastor, Ms,
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Dawkins testified that at the time the Church was operating undet the 1996 Constitution and
Bylaws, On cross-examination, Ms, Dawkins testified that she did not remember a committee
being formed to draft the amended 2016 Constitution and Bylaws.
IV.  LAW
The Plaintiffs, Pastor Jackson and his supporting EFBC faction, brought this action for

declaratory relief. “Whether an action for declaratory relief is legal or equitable in nature depends
on the Plaintiff’s main purpose in bringing the action.” Williams v. Wilson 349 S.C. 336, 340, 563

S.E.2d 320, 322 (2002). The Plaintiffs’ main purpose in bringing this action is for the Court to

determine whether Pastor Sylvester Jackson and members of his supporting faction were properly

terminated by the EFBC’s Congregation, as well as to enjoin the Defendants from prohibiting the
Plaintiffs from accessing the EFBC building and performing their respective roles for the church.
Therefore, this is an action in equity.

Courts have limited review of church matters, and “[c]hurch disputes may be resolved by
the courts only if resolution can be made without extenisive inquiry into religious law.” Id “It is
not the function of the courts to dictate procedures for a church to follow.” /d. “Generally, a civil
court has no authority to intervene in cases involving expulsion from church membership where
there is no question of an invasion of a civil, propetty or contract right.” Bowen v. Green, 275 S.C.
431, 434,272 S.E.2d 433, 434 (1980). “South Carolina case law is in accord 1Vwith the view that no
review of the ecclesiastical decision follows absent the infringément of those rights but South
Carolina authorities do not treaf the specific issue of men;bcrship expulsion.” Id. at 434,272 S.E.2d
at 434-35. |

It is uncontested EFBC is a congregational church, “A congregational church is an

independent oiganization, governed solely within itself, either by a majority of its members or by
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such other local organism aé it may have instituted for the purpose of eqclesiasticai government
" Seldon v. Singletary, 284 S.C. 148, 149, 326 S.E.2d 147, 148 ( 1985). Baptist churches are
independent congregational churches governed by their own congregations. The congregation
selects the church's trustees and the trustees are always members of that church. In a congregational
church, the congregation is the highest authority. Williams, 349 S.C. at 151, 326 S.E.2d at 149,
“The law is clear that the majority controls the decisions of a .congrcgational church.” Seldon, 284
S.C.at 151,326 S.E.2d at 149,

In cases involving the dismissal of a pastor, the Court only has the power to consider two
questions: (1) whether the congregation met; and, (2) whether the congregation disposed of the
Pastor. Morris Street Baptist Church v. Dart, 67 S.C. 33 8,343, 45 S.E.2d 753, 754 (1903). In the
process of answering the two questions, the Court will not determine who shall or shall not be
members of a church or dictate procedure for-a church to follow. Bowen, 275 S.C. at 435, 272
S.E.2d at 435, It is also not proper for this Court to “determine whether the Church acted
consistently with its religious laws and doctrines, its system of discipline and administratim;n in
revoking [the minister’s] ministry. . . [because that] would be a quintessentially ecclesiastical
matter over which a court could not exercise jurisdiction.” Pearson v. Church of God, 325 S.C.
45, 53, 478 S.E.2d 849, 853 (1996).

“Whenever the Congregation meets as a church, it may [act]. . . in any way that it sees fit;
and, when a congregation has acted, the civil courts will not inquire whether in doing so it violated
any of its own rules.” Morris St. Baptist Church v. Dart, 67 SV.C. 338, 45 S.E. 753, 754 (1903).
“[T]he function of this Court.. .[is] to assure that the Church itself has spoken. If it has, this Court
inquires no further, If it has not, this Court may restore the status quo to enable the church to act.”

Bowen, 275 8.C. at 435, 272 S.E.2d at 435. If the two questions referenced above are answeted in
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the affirmative, then the Court has no jurisdiction to hear the case. Jd. If the Court finds that no
action has been taken by the co_ngreg_ation‘ in regard to the litigation, then the appropriate action is
to dismiss the case for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Knotts v. Williams, 319 S.C. 473, 479,
462 S.E.2d 288, 291 (1995).
V. ANALYSIS
a. PRELIMINARY ISSUES
During preliminary arguments, the Defendants, the faction opposed to Pastor Jackson,
moved to dismiss the case on grounds that the Plaintiffs, the faction that supports Pastor Jackson,
had disassociated themselves from the Church on their own accord and therefore, no longer had
standing to bring the declaratory judgment action against the Defendants pursuant to Bramlett v.
Young, 229 8.C. 519, 93 S.E.2d 873 ( 956). However, the Plaintiffs argued that Pastor Jackson
and his supporters never disassociated from EFBC and continued to act as EFBC, despite his
physical separation from the Church. Thus, Defendants’ Motion was denied because Pastor
Jackson claimed to have never disassociated from EFBC. This same issue was raised at the end of

the trial, however, based on the evidence presented, the Court finds Pastor Jackson and his

supporters never disassociated from EFBC.

The Defendants also argued that pursuant to Knotts v. Williams, 319 S.C. 473, 462 S.E.2d
288 (1995), the Plaintiffs’ case should be dismissed because this Court cannot tell EFBC how it
should vote to remove its members or dictate a procedure for the Church to follow. The Court
denied the Motion to allow the Parties to develop the issue duting the trial. After hearing the
evidence presented, the Court finds that it has jurisdiction to restore the status quo of EFBC back

to April 3, 2017, thus the Court hereby denies Defendants’ Motion.
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Defendants furthe;' argued that since EFBC is an Eleemosynary Corporation, EFBC
Members cannot hold EFBC accountable for anything EFBC did to its members in this case.
However, the Defendants also admitted that the grounds for dismissal had been denied in a prior
Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Summary Judgment filed by the Defendants, Since this Court
cannot overturn the decision of another Circuit Court J udge, the Court Denied the Motion, Finally,
Defendants claim the Plaintiffs failed to name Enoree Fork Baptist Church as a necessary party.
The Court hereby denies Defendants’ motion and finds that this issue has been raised in a prior
Summary Judgment memorandum (January 14, 2020), and denied by Judge Gravely on February
3, 2020,

b. DECLARATORY JUDGMENT ANALYSIS
1. Plaintiffs’ First Cause of Action

Plaintiffs’ first declaratory judgment cause of action requests for this Court to declare the
Constitution and Bylaws allegedly adopted by EFBC on January 23, 2016, according to the
Plaintiffs, are apprqpriate to govern the function and operation of the church. “It is not the function
of the courts to dictate procedures for a church to follow.” Williams, 349 8.C. at 340, 563 S.E.2d
at 322. Given the relevant law, the Court does not believe it is appropriate for this Court to
detetmine which constitution and bylaws are appropriate to govern the function and operation of
EFBC, as a whole, or dictate what procedures EFBC should follow in fofo. Therefore, the Court
refuses to consider or provide any relief in regard to Plaintiffs’ First Cause of Action and hereby
denies the Cause of Action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, However, the Court does find,
in accordance with South Carolina law, that EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and Bylaws controlled the
procedure for expelling EFBC’s members and Pastors, as discussed below.

2, Plaintiffs’ Second Cause of Action
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Regarding Plaintiffs’ Second Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief; the Plaintiffs request
for this Court to declare that Pastor Jackson is the lawful Pastor of EFBC. In cases involving the
dismissal of a pastor, the Court only has the power to consider two questions: (1) whether the
congregation met; and, (2) whether the congregation disposed of the Pastor. Morris Street Baptist
Church v. Dart, 67 S.C. 338, 343, 45 S.E.2d 753, 754 ( 1903). In the process of answering both
questions, the Court will not determine who shall or shall not be members of a church or dictate
procedure for a church to follow. Bowen, 275 $.C, at 435, 272 S.E.2d at 435. It is also not proper
for this Court to “determine whether the Church acted consistently with its religious laws and
doctrines, its system of discipline and administration in revoking {the minister’s] ministry. .
[because that] would be a quintessentially ecclesiastical matter over which a court could not
exercise jurisdiction.” Pearson, 325 S.C. at 53, 478 S.E.2d at 853. Church disputes may be
resolved by the courts orily if resolution can be made without extensive inquiry into religious law.
Williams, 349 S.C. at 340,‘563 S.E.2d at 322, The function of the Court is to assure that the
congregation has spoken: if it has, this Court will inquire no further, but if it has not, this Court
may restore the status quo to enable the church to act, Bowen, 275 S.C. at 435, 272 S.E.2d at 435.

Given the relevant law, the only issue the Court is concerned with regarding Plaintiffs’
Second Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief is whether the congregation of EFBC met ta
terminate Pastor Jackson. The Court reaches its decision by following the precedent set in McCain
v, Brightharp, 399 S.C. 240, 730 S.E.2d 916 (Ct. App. 2012), and Bowen v. Green, 275 8.C, 431,
272 5.E.2d 433 (1980). In McCain, the South Carolina Court of Appeals looked to Mount Canaan
Baptist Church’s Bylaws and the testimony developed at trial to answer the question of whether
the congregation of Mount Canaan Baptist Church met to terminate its Pastor. McCain, 399 S.C.

at 250, 730 S.E.2d. at 921, Therefore, this Court looks to the Constitution and Bylaws adopted by
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EFBC, and the testimony developed at trial by the parties, to determine whether EFBC’s
congregation met to terminate Pastor Jackson.

In this case, there are two competing sets of Constitutions and Bylaws that each faction
argues governs the procedure for how the congregation of EFBC can hold a. meeting to terminate
its Pastor.

The 1996 EFBC Constitution and Bylaws Article VII, Sub-article I. provides:

A Pastor’s term of office may be ended upon thirty (30) days of notification on the

part of the Pastor or of the Church by mutual consent. Termination of office shall

be voted on at a regularly called business meeting; notice of such meeting and its

purpose having been read on two (2) Successive Sundays. A vote of a majority of

the members present shall make a valid termination of said office.

(Plaintiffs® Exhibit 1).

In contrast, the Amended 2016 EFBC Constitution and Bylaws Article VII, Sub-Article 4.

provides:

The engagemetit of a Pastor may be terminated by a two-thirds vote of the active
members present at a church family conference catled for that purpose by the Joint

Board. A quorum of not less than thirty (30) percent of the Active members of this
Church shall be required for such conference.

(Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 2).

The Defendants, the EFBC faction that opposes Pastor Jackson, argues that the 1996 EFBC
Constitution and Bylaws governed EFBC’s Pastor termination process at the time Pastor Jackson
was ousted by the Defendants. The Plaintiffs, the EFBC faction that supports Pastor Jackson,
argues that the Amended 2016 Constitution and Bylaws goverﬁed EFBC’s Pastor termination
process at the time Pastor Jackson was terminated. The Plaintiffs further argue that Pastor Jackson

was not properly terminated under either Constitution. This Court agrees.
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EFBC’s Congregation had not adopted the Amended 2016 Constitution and Bylaws when
it purportedly terminated Pastor Jackson on April 3, 2017. The Court finds that it was not shown
by a preponderance of the evidence that EFBC was operating under the Amended 2016
Constitution and Bylaws at the time Pastor Jackson was terminated. Although, Pastor Jackson,
Cynthia Robinson, and Zelma Brown testified that EFBC followed the procedures set out in
EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and Bylaws to amend the Constitution and Bylaws in 2016, none of
them testified as to the specific dates the church met to amend the 1996 Constitution. Furthermore,
Cynthia Robinson testified that there was no record that EFBC handed out the Amended 2016
Constitution and Bylaws to EFBC’s congregation before it was voied on and she did not have the
meeting minutes from the day Defendants claim EFBC voted to adopt the Amended Constitution.
Moreover, several of EFBC’s tembers, who testified on behalf of Defendants stated that Pastor
Jackson’s proposed amended 2016 Constitution and Bylaws were not distributed to the EFBC’s
members before it was allegedly voted on, or that EFBC never voted on whether to adopt the 2016
Constitution and Bylaws at all. Thus, this Court finds that the Constitution and Bylaws adopted by

the EFBC’s Congregation in 1996 governed Pastor Jackson’s termination at the time he was
purportedly terminated from his position in April of 2017.

Regardless, based on the language of both the 1996 EFBC Constitution and Bylaws, as
wel].as the language of the Amended 2016 EFBC Constitution and Bylaws, the Coutt finds that
under either document no church meeting to terminate Pastor Jackson could have occurred in this
case. No evidence was presented by the Defendants that Pastor Jackson received thirty (30) days’
notice of his termination from the Church as required by the 1996 Constitution and Bylaws. (See
Plaintiffs’ Ex. 1). There was also no evidence presented by Defendants that EFBC gave notice on

two (2) successive Sundays that the congregation of EFBC would be voting on whether to
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terminate Pastor Jackson at a regularly gal fed business meeting. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 1). Furthermore,
the Court was provided no documentary evidence that a majority of the members of EFBC’s
Congregation voted to terminate Pastor Jackson.

Similarly, no evidence was brought out through Defendants’ witness testimony that two-
thirds of the active members present at a church family conference ever called for the purpose of
terminating Pastor Jackson by the Joint Board as required by the Amende‘d 2016 Constitution and
Bylaws. (See Plaintiffs’ Ex. 2), Moreover, the Defendants provided no evidence that a quorum of
not less than thirty (30) percent of the active members of the EFBC’s Congregation voted to
terminate Pastor Jackson. (See Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 2).

In this case, Pastor Jackson’s termination was initiated by an April 3, 2017 letter from the
Chairpersons of the Board of Deacons. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 9). The letter explicitly states that EFBC
did not have an official church meeting to remove any church leader from their post since Pastor
Jackson was hired. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 9). The letter goes on to state that the Chairpersons of the Board
of Deacons would inform the entire church family of its decision to terminate Pastor Jackson on
April 15, 2017, pursuant to Judge Gravely’s March 23, 2017 Order. (Plaintiffs’ Ex. 9). |
Subsequently, on April 10, 2017, Pastor Jackson received another letter from the same individuals
that sent him Plaintiffs> Exhibit 9. (See Plaintiffs’ Ex. 11). The April 10,2017 letter stated that the

Chairpersons of the Board of Deacons held a special meeting on Sunday, April 9 to inform the

church body of their decision to terminate him as Pastor on April 3, 2017, and that the church body

had unanimously voted to approve and confirm the Boards decision to terminate Pastor Jackson'.

Pastor Jackson was already “terminated” before the April 9, 2017 special meeting.

! The Court notes that the actions of the Board of Deacons were inconsistent with what was stated in both the April
3, 2017 letter (Plaintiffs Ex. 9) and the April 10, 2017 letter (Plaintiffs Ex. 1 1.
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Therefore, under either the 1996 EFBC Constitutioh and Bylaws or the Amended 2016
EFBC Constitution and Bylaws, EFBC’s Congregation never met for the purpose of terminating
Pastor Jackson. Since EFBC’s Congregation did not vote to dispose of Pastor Jackson prior to this
litigation, the Coutt finds it has subject matter Jurisdiction to restore the status quo back to the day
Pastor Jackson was wrongfully terminated as EFBC’s Pastor by the Chairpersons of the Board of
Deacons on April 3, 2017,
3. Plaintiffs’ Third Cause of Action
Regarding Plaintiffs’ Third Cause of Action for Declaratory Relief, the Plaintiffs request
for this Court to declare who the lawful active members of EFBC were during the year of 2016, as
well as who the lawful active members of EFBC were during the year of 2017, Since the Court is
hereby restoring the status quo of EFBC back to April 3, 2017, to enable the Congregation to act
to determine Pastor Jackson’s pastoral status, EFBC’s fn'emb.ership at that time will be restored as
well. The membership at that time will be based on the members listed in Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 8
attached to this Order.
4. Plaintiffs’ Fourth Cause of Action
Regarding Plaintiffs’ Fourth Cause of Action, the Plaintiffs requests that this Court declare
John Woodfolk, Timothy McBee, Michael Robinson, Karen Robinson, Dorothy Williams, Cynthia
Robinson, and Zelma Brown were unlawfully terminated from their EFBC officer positions.
Similar to the Court’s analysis of the termination of Pastor Jackson above, the Court finds that no
evidence was presented to the Court that EFBC’s congregation ever met to terminate any of the
above-named individuals from their EFBC positions. Thus, the Court finds it has subject matter
Jurisdiction to declare that the expulsion of these members by the Defendants faction was a nullity.

In any regard, since the Court is restoring the status quo of EFBC back to April 3, 2017, the

23

£9£90€2d06102#38VD - SV Td NOWWOD - ITTIANITHD - Wd 01:€ LE M 5202 - O34 ATYIINOH L0373





membership of the Church at that time will be restored as well. Thus, the Court finds Plaintiffs’
Fourth Cause of Action is addressed by the Court’s ruling regarding Plaintiffs’ Second Cause of
Action. To the extent that some of these individuals have passed away, such individuals no longer
have thé ability to bring such a clairn.
3. Plaintiffs’ Fifth Cause of Action
Regarding Plaintiffs’ Fifth Cause of Action, Plaintiffs requests for this Court to declare that
Terry MLu‘ray, Donald Cox, Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, Reginald Jackson, and Willie Foster
were unlawfully terminated from their positions as EFBC Trustees and that the Defendants may
not prohibit them or any of the other Plaintiffs from accessing the church building, Similar to the
Court’s analysis of the termination of Pastor Jackson above, the Court finds that no evidence was
presented to the Court that EFBC’s congregation ever met to terminate any of the above-named
individuals from their EFBC positions. Thus, the Court finds it has subject matter jutisdiction to
declare that the expulsion of these members by the Defendants faction was a nullity, In any regard,
since the Court is restoring the status quo of EFBC back to April 3, 2017, the membership of the
Church at that time will be restored as well, Thus, the Court finds Plaintiffs’ Fifth Cause of Action
is addressed by the Court’s ruling regarding Plaintiffs’ Second Cause of Action. To the extent that
some of these individuals have passed away, such individuals no longer have the ability to bring
such a claim.
CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the Court hereby restores the status quo of EFBC back to April 3, 2017,
before any of the Plaintiffs to this lawsuit were terminated from their EFBC positions. This enables
EFBC’s congregation to act pursuant to its 1996 Constitution and Bylaws regarding the expulsion

and termination of the named Plaintiffs in this matter. To facilitate this, the Court hereby Orders a
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church business meeting of both EFBC factions be scheduled on Saturday, August 30, 2025, at the,

Enoree River Association, 421 Dallas Road, Greenvilie, South Carolina, at 2:00 PM. A moderator
will be chosen by the attorneys of both parties to preside and if one cannot be chosen then the
parties must notify the Court and the Court shall choose a moderator to serve, equally paid by both
parties. This business meeting is to be announced to both factions on two successive Sundays
beginning on August 17, 2025, and August 24, 2025. These announcements will notify the
respective factions that a business meeting of all those who were members of EFBC, based on the
members listed in Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 8, will meet for the specific purpose of voting on whether
Pastor Jackson shall be terminated as EFBC’s Pastor, This vote will be taken in accordance with
EFBC’s 1996 Constitution and Bylaws requiring a vote of a majority of the members to terminate.
The Court hereby retains jurisdiction over this case to assure compliance with this Order,

like the trial Court in Bowen, until the final vote of EFBC’s Congregation is reached on August

30, 2025.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
The Honorable Patrick C. Fant, Il
Presiding Circuit Court Judge
July , 2025
Greenville, SC

25

£9€90£240610C#ASYO - SYIId NOWINGCD - ATHANTTHD - Wd 0L:€ LE INM SZ0Z - Q114 ATIVOINOYLDT T3





Soidngunuy ULBEIIPM. U =S wie

Active Members
Enoree Fork Year 2016/2017

L. Pastor Sylvester fackson

2, Adams, Exotica

3. Austin, Mekosha

4, Benson, AP, {Deacon)

5 Benson, Reverend Ruby
Black..Bnm'_

7. Brown, Jerry

8. Brown, Zelma (Secretary)

9. Cobb, Telek (Misician)

10. Cox, Akebs

11 Cox, Derrick (Trustee)

12, Cox, Doriald {Trustee)

13, Cox,

14. Dawkins, Alma

15. Dawkins, Belty . ‘
16. Dawkins, Mable .
17, Dawkins, Min,

18. Fostar, Willle (Trustes)
19. Gist, Buﬂu

20. Glynsph, Ilckia -
2l ——

22, Goods, Xaavier
23, Gndy, Donald

* 4. Hanpuon, Margaret.
25, Hawthorne, Jaselle (Mmuinn)
26, Houston, Trudy
27. Jackson, Anits Yveite
28. Jackson, Dajjahnique.
29. Jackson, Mangalens “Lane™
30, Jsckson, Reginald (Trustee)
31. Jamison —Jackson, Thirshia
32. Jonas, Quintells
33, Linder, Marilyn
34. McBes, Tim (Trustes)
35, McClintock, Fennie
36, McDonald, Xaren
37.Millsr, Rosis
38. Morris, Christopher
39, Muray, Ernest (Trustes)
40, Nolson, Roosevell (Trustee)
4], Rnbmson, Cynthia (Clerk)
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. 4:- l!’{::h:ou. Wﬁ‘m Mie PLAINTIFF'S
43, Robinson, M IE
45, Stiomons, James E, (resigned) \ p.
46, Sims, James (Deacon) m__g__ﬁ()ﬂil;aﬁi
47, Smith, Jacqueline
48. Smith, Toy
49. Thomas, Janie M
50, Thomason, Curtis
S1. Thamason, LC (resigned) A 3 '&m}. W/
52. Thomason, Sarah A -1",‘.\, Atacr =
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53, Todd, Corine
54. Valentine, Sarah
55, Williams, Minister Dorothy
56, Wofford, Geraldine:
57. Woodfolk, Deacon John
58. Woodfolk, Margaret

Inactive Members
Euwores Fork Year 2016/21017

1. Baskerville, Shelby

2. Booker, Carolyn

3, Boyce, Kirk

4, Duviy, Breads

S. Davis, Jinmy

6., Dawkins, Lois « (Health)
7, Dawkins-Posey, Janotte

19, Ladson, Willizm
20, Lauta, Rev. Hoover - (Health)
21, Leatherwood, Brenda
22, Leatherwood, Nelson (Heslth)
23, Pickett, Mary
24. Pinson, Pauline - (Health}
2§, Radden, Mae - (Health)
" 26, Rice, Yvomme - (Health)
27. Robinson, Clarissa
28, Sims, Charlsse
29. Sims, James Travis
10, Sims, Jurline
11. Skinger, Regins
52. Smith, Charles “Bennic”
33. Smith, Robin
34, Thowmas, Demetrica
35. Thomas, Isxish-
. 36, Thomas, Janneite
37. Thornason, Dorothy M.
38, Thomason, Kim
39, Thomasan, Laura Pearl ‘
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Assoclateo Members
Enoree Fork Year 20162017

1. Brown Deacon James
2. Duclostt Kim
4. Loake Elder Regina

3. Henderson Mattie
5. Leake Willle

40, Thomason, Murtls- (Health)
41. Wright, $0Ann - (Health)
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Greenville Common Pleas

Case Caption: Sylvester Jackson , plaintiff, et al vs. Charles Bennie Smith ,
defendant, et al
Case Number: 2019CP2306363
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Patrick C. Fant, III
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE 13™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
CIVIL ACTION NO: 2017-CP-

STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE

)

)

)

)

)

Sylvester Jackson, Karen Robinson, )

Michael Robinson, Dorothy )

Williams, John Woodfolk, Ernest )

“Terry” Murray, Donald Cox, )

Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, )

Reginald Jackson, Willie Foster, )

Cynthia Robinson, Zelma Brown, )

Telek Cobb, Sarah Thomason,and ) ‘

Thurshia Jamison-Jackson, ) SUMMONS

)

)

Plaintiffs, )

)

VS. )

. D,

Charles “Bennie” Smith, Robin 1 )

Smith, Larry Dawkins, Mable )

Dawkins, Jimmy Davis, Brenda )

Davis, Dorothy Thomason, L.C. )

)

)

)

)

Thomason, and James Sims,

Defendants.

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Comnplaint in this action, a
copy of which is hereby served upon you, and to serve a copy of your Answer to said Complaint
upon the subscriber at his office, 404 N. Main St., Travelers Rest, SC 29690, within thirty (30)
days after the service hereof, exclusive of the day of service, and if you fail to answer the
Complaint within the time aforesaid, the Plaintiff will apply to the Court for the relief demanded

in the Complaint.

PHILLIPS LAW FIRM

o/ Jeffrey A. Phillips
Jeffrey A. Phillips, Counse! for Plaintiff

S.C.Bar # 66518

404 N. Main Street
Travelers Rest, SC 29690
(864) 834-7171
attyjeff@bellsouth

COUNSEL FOR THE PLAINTIFF
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STATE OF SQUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE 13™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE CIVIL ACTION NO: 2017-CP-

)

)

)

)

)

Sylvester Jackson, Karen Robinson, )

Michael Robinson, Dorothy )

Williams, John Woodfolk, Ernest )

“Terry” Murray, Donald Cox, )

Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, )

Reginald Jackson, Willie Foster, )

Cynthia Robinson, Zelma Brown, )

Telek Cobb, Sarah Thomason, and )
Thurshia Jamison-Jackson, ) COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY

' )

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

]

JUDGMENT
Plaintiffs,
V8.

Charles “Bennie” Smith, Robin
Smith, Larry Dawkins, Mable
Dawkins, Jimmy Davis, Brenda
Dayvis, Dorothy Thomason, L.C.
Thomason, and James Sims,

Defendants.

The Plaintiffs, Sylvester Jackson (hereinafter “Jackson™), Karen Robinson, Michael Robinson,
Dofothy Williams, John Woodfolk, Ernest “Terry” Murray, Donald Cox, Timothy McBee,
Derrick Cox, Reginald Jackson, Willie Foster, Cynthia Robinson, Zelma Brown, Telek Cobb,
Sarah Thomason, and Thurshia Jamison-Jackson, complaining of the Defendants herein, would

respectfully show unto this Honorabie Court as follows:

- PARTIES AND JURISDICTION
1. That Plaintiff Sylvester Jackson is a citizen and resident of the City of Pelzer, the County of

Anderson, and the State of South Carolina.
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. That Plaintiff Karen Robinson is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville, the County
of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.

. That Plaintiff Michael Robinson is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville, the
County of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.

. That Plaintiff Dorothy Williams is a citizen and reéident of the City of Greenville, the County
of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina,

. That Plaintiff .%ohn Woodfolk is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville, the County
of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.

. That Plaintiff Terry Murray is a citizen and resident of the City of Lyman, the County of
Spartanburg, and the State of South Carolina.

. That;laintiff Donald Cox is a citizen and resident of the Ci‘ty of Taylors, the County of |
Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.’ | | '

. That Plaintiff Timothy McBee is a citizen and resident of the City of Woodruif, the County
of Spartanburg, and the State of South Carolina.

. That Plaintiff Derrick Cox is a citizen and resident of the City of Simpsonville, the County of
Greenville, and the State of South Carélina. |

10, That Plaintiff Reginald Jackson is a citizen and resident of the City of Moore, the County of
Spartanburg, and the State of South Carolina,

11. That Plaintiff Willie Foster is a citizen and resident of the City of Greer, the County of
Greenville, and the State of South Carolina,

12. That Plaintiff Cynthia Robinson is a citizen and resident of the City of Fountain Inn, the

County of Greenville, and the State South Carolina.
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13. That Plaintiff Zelma Brown is a citizen and resident of the City of Greer, the County of
Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.
14. That Plaintiff Telek Cobb is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville, the County of
Greenvilie, and the State of South Carolina. |
13. That Plaintiff Sarah Thomason is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville, the County
of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina,
16. That Piaintiff Thurshia Jamison;Jackson is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville,
the County of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.
17. That Defendant Charles “Bennie” Smith is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville,
the County of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.
18 That Defendant Robin Smith s a citizen and resider'lt of the City of Greenville, tﬁe County of
Greenvilié, and the State of South Carolina. ' |
19. That Defendant Larry Dawkins is a citizen and resident of the City of Taylors, the County of
Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.
20. That Defendant Mable Dawkins is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenvillé, the County
of Greenville, and the State of ‘South Carolina, |
21. That befendant Jimmy Davis is a citizen and resident of the City of Greer, the County of
Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.
22. That Defendant Brenda Davis is a citizen and resident of the City of Greer, the County of
Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.
.23. That Defendant Dorothy Thomason is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville, the

County of Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.
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24, That Defendant L.C. Thomason is a citizen and resident of the City of Anderson, the County
of Anderson, and the State of South Carolina.
25. That Defendant James Sims is a citizen and resident of the City of Greenville, the County of

Greenville, and the State of South Carolina.

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS
26. On August 29, 2015, Plaintiff Sylvester Jackson was lawfully called to the office of Pastor by
* a vote 0of 36-7 in a duly called church meeting pursuant to Article VII, Section 3 of the old
Constitution and By-Laws of Enoree Fork Baptist Church (hereinafter “EFBC” or “the
church”), adopted on January 30, 1996. (See Exhibit A, “Minutes of Chu;ch Business,
8/29/15,” and Exhibit B, “C.onstitution and ‘.By-Laws, Adopted 1/30/96.”) All Plaintiffs al;;
officers or church leaders of EFBC. | | ‘ |
27. On January 23, 2016, the new Constitution aﬁd By-Laws of EFBC were properly voted on
and adopted by the members of the church pursuant to the Constitution and By-Laws in place
at that time. (See Exhibit C, "‘Constitution and By-Laws, Adopted 1/23/16.”)
28. The membership rolls of EFBC are reconciled at the end of each calendar year. (See Exhibit
| C, Article VI, Section 4(g).)
29. Asof November 2016, there were sixty-six (66) Active members of EFBC, (See Exhibit D,
“Membership Roll 2015/2016.”)
30. On November 20, 2016, Defendant Bennie Smith filed a civil suit against Plaintiff Jackson,
Plaintiff Terry Murray, Plaintiff Karen Robinson, Plaintiff Cynthié Robinson, and Roddney

Duck, in which he alleged that these individuals misappropriated church funds without
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authorization and failed to make a proper accounting to the church in breach of their
fiduciary duty to protect church assets. (See Case No. 2016-CP-23-06929.)

31. On December 8, 2016, Plaintiff Jackson received a letter from Fletcher Smith, attorney for
Defendant Bennie Smith, advising him that he had been suspended as Pastor of EFBC
indefinitely with pay until the conclusion of the civil suit filed against him. (See Exhibit E,
“Letter from Fletcher Smith, 12/08/16,”) Attached to this letter were two “petitions” that
purport to have been signed by various members of EFBC - one requesting the stspension of
Plaintiff Jackson as Pastor and one giving authorization to the Treasurer of EFBC to initiate a
lawsuit on behalf of the church and to hire Fletcher Smith as counsel in that matter. (See
Exhibit F, “Two Petitions, 12/08/16.”)

32. These “petitions” are ineffective a;ld fraudulent for the following reasons:

a. They" contain the signatur'e of one minor child ~.Ca£r1den Smith, age 7 at the time of
purported signing. .

b. Several signatures appear to have been signed by the same hand.

¢. Some signatures were frauduiently signed, including that of member Janelle
Hawthorne, who sent a letter to Fletcher Smith .on January 8, 2017, advising him that
she did not sign these petitions or authorize anyone to sign them on her behalf. (See
Exhibit G, “Letter from Janelle Hawthorne, 1/08/17.”)

d. Mofeovér, more than one-third (1/3) of the signatures (thirteen (13) of thirty-five
(35)) that appear on these petitions belong to individuals who were not Active
members at the time of purported signing. (Compare Exhibit F, with Exhibit D.)

e. On the day these petitions were purportedly signed, most of the Active members had

traveled to Georgia for a church-related trip.
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f.  There is no provision in the EFBC Constitution or By-Laws wherein a congregation
can suspend a pastor “by petition.”

33. The actions taken in § 31 were in violation of the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC
(discussed in more detail infra 79 47-51).

34. On April 3, 2017, Plaintiff Sylvester Jackson received a letter advising him that his tenure as
Pastor had been terminated immediately, per the decmon of a committee purportmg to be the
“Board of Deacons,” which was comprised of the followmg members of EFBC: Benme
Smith (Inactive member), Larry Dawkins (Active member), L.C. Thomason (Inactive
member), James Sims (Active member/Deacon), and Roddney Duck (Inactive member), (See
Exhibit H, “Letter to Sylvester Jackson, 4/03/17.”)

35. The action taken m 9 34 was in violation of the Constitution and By-Laws ;fEFBC
(discussed in mc;re detail infra 41 4_'17-5.1).

'36. Also on April 3, 2017, a Trespass Notice was issued to Plaintiff Jackson, prohibiting him
from trespassing on any and all church property located at 100 Enoree Road, Greer, SC
29652, This Trespass Notice was signed by Bennie Smith (Inactive member), Larry Dawkins
{Active member), Jimmy Davis (Inacﬁve membet), L.C, Thomason (Inactive member), and
James Sims (Active member/Deacon). (See Exhibit I, “Trespass Notice, 4/03/17.”) |

" 37. With the exception of James Sims (Deacon), none of those signing the Trespass Notice held

officer positions in the church. No one Deacon has the authority to place someone on

Trespass Notice, no Active member has this authority, and certainly, no Inactive member has

this authority.
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38. Also on April 3, 2017, some or all of fhe defendants named above changed the locks on the
doors of the church building, thus prohibiting the plaintiffs ~ officers of the church and other
church leaders - from accessing the building.

39. Pursuant to the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC, the Trustees have care, custody, and
oversight of the property of the church. (See Exhibit C, Article VIIL, Section 17.)

40. On April 10, 2017, Plaintiff Jackson received a letter advising him that the congregation had
voted unanimously to approve and confirm the decision of a co@ﬂee purporting t(; be the
“Board of Deacons” to terminate him as Pastor, effective April 3; 2017, in a “Special’
Meeting of the _ChurcH Body” held on April 9, 2017. (See Exhibit J, “Letter to Sylvester
Jackson, 4/10/17.”)

41. The action taken in § 40 was in violation of the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC

| (discussed in mc;re detail infra |\ 47-5 i). |

42, Oﬂ April 16, 2017, the following individuals were verbally informed that they were being
terminated from their officer positions and that others would be replacing them: Terry
Murray (Trustee),: Donald Cox (Trustee), Timothy McBee (Trustee/Treasurer), Derrick Cox
(Trustee), Reginald Jackson (Trustee); Willie Foster (Trustee), John Woodfolk (Deacon),
Michael Robinson (Sunday School Superintendent), Karen Robinson (Associate Miﬁister),

" Dorothy Williams (Associate Minister), Cynthia Robinson (Membership Secretary/Clerk),
and Zelma Brown (Stewardship/Finance Secretary).

43. The action taken in ] 42 was in violation of the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC

(discussed in more detail infra 1§ 52-53).
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44. On April 20, 2017, the Greenville County Sheriff"s Department was summoned to the church
building at 100 Enoree Road and instructed all attendees not to return to the premises until
the civil matter referenced above had been resolved.

45. As of April 2017, there were fifty-six (56) Active members of EFBC. (See Exhibit K,
“Membership Roll 2016/2017.”)

46. On April 23, 2017, thirty-six (36) Active members signed a petition affirming that (1) they
were not given proper notice o-f the meeting or actions taken on April 9, 201.7; 2) Piaintiff
Jackson was the duly called and elected Pastor‘of the church; and (3) they were, in fact,
Active members of the church. (See Exhibit L, “Petition of Active Membex_'s, 4/23/117.°)

47. According to the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC, in order for a Pastor’s employment to
be terminéted, a Special Church Family Conference (hereinafter “ébnferet;ce”) ‘must be
called fc')r that purpose eit{ner Sy: '

a. The Pastor, the Cﬁairman of the Board of Deacons, and the Chairman of the Board of
Trustees, provided that all three (3) are informed of the subject matter to be presented
at the Conference (See Exhibit C, Article IX, Section 6); or |

b. A written petition of tﬁrenty-ﬁvc (25) percent of Active members. If a Special Church
Family Conference is called by written petition of Active members, é quorum of forty
(40) percent of the church’s total roster of Active members is required to participate
in the Conference in order for a vote to be valid. (See Exhibit C, Article IX, Section
7)

48. Moreover, according to the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC;

a. Proper notice of the Conference must be given to the congregation via announcement

at the Sunday worship services for the two (2) Sundays preceding the Conference,
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which must include the subject matter of the Conference (See Exhibit C, Article IX,
Section 6);

b. A quorum of not less than thirty (30) percent of the church’s total roster of Active
members must be in attendance at the Conference in oxder for a vote to be valid (Se¢
Exhibit C, Article VII, Section 4);

¢. Two-thirds (2/3) of that quorum must vote to terminate the Pastor (See Exhibit C,
Article VII, Section 4); and |

d. Only Active members have the right to vote in meetings of the church (See Exhibit C,
Article VI, Section 5(a) and (b)).

49. The decision of the “Board of Deacons” to terminate Plaintiff Jackson on April 3, 2017,
v1olated the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC in that: i

a. Nclther the Consntutmn nor the By-Laws provides for the Board of Deacons to
terminate the Pastor; and

b. There was no vote of the Active membership.

50. The l“Special Meeting of the Church Body” allegedly held on April 9, 2017, violated the
Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC in the following ways:

a. First, the meeting was for the express purpose of “confirm.iﬂg the vote of the Board of
Deacons” to terminate Plaintiff Jackson as Pastor. Since there is no provision in the
Constitution or By-Laws for the Board of Deacons to remove a Pastor, it follows that
any congregational vote to confirm, ex post facto, an invalid action by the Board of
Deacons does not make it valid.

b. Second, this meeting ‘;vas not called by the Pastor, the Chairman of the Board of

Deacons, and the Chairman of the Trustee Board.
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¢. Third, the Pastor, the Chairman of the Board of Deacons, and the Chairman of the
Trustee Board were not all informed of the subject matter to be presented at the
meeting.

d. Fourth, this meeting was not called by a written petition of twenty-five (25) percent
of the Active members of tﬁe church.

e. Fifth, proper two-weeks’ notice was not given to the congregation that this meeting
would be held, as evidénced by the petition signed Sy a majority of the Active
members affirming that said notice was not given, and by the fact that this meeting
was held only six (6) days after the “Board of Deacons” made its final decision to
terminate Plaintiff Jackson.

f. Sixth, the quorum of Active members necéésary for a vote was not presént at the
n;eetiﬁg. Thus, even a unanimous vote of the Active members would have been
insufficient to approve and confirm the decision of the “Board.”

51. Furthermore, the petition to suspend Plaintiff Jackson on December 8, 2016, does not
constitute a valid “vote” of the Active membership to terminate him as Pastor for any one of
the followiné reasons:

a, First, this petition called for the temporary s;xspensibn of Plaintiff Jackson as Pastor
until the civil suit referenced supra 30 was resolved ~ not for his termination.

b. Second, this petition was not signed ata Special Church Family Conference called by
the appropriate church officers or by written petition of the Active membership for
the purpose of discussing and voting on Plaintiff Jackson’s termination.

c. " Third, proper two-weeks’ notice was not.given to.the congregation that this petition

would be presented for signing.
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d. f’ourth, the quorum of Active members necessary for a vote was not present when the
petition was signed, as evidenced by the fact that most of the Active members were in
Georgia on December 8, 2016.

¢. Fifth, even if a quorum of Active members was present, it is impossible that two-
thirds (2/3) of the quorum actually signed the petition, as evidenced by the fact that
(1) more than one-third (1/3) of the signatures on the petition belong to individuals
who were not Active members at the time :;f purported signing; (2) one signature
belongs to a minor child; (3) at least one signature (that of Janelle Hawthorne) was

. proven to have been forged; and (4) several other signatures appear to have been
signed by the same hand and thus, were likely forged.

52. Deacons, Trustees, and Assistant Ofﬁcer‘s"may only be terminated prior to the exﬁiration of
t"heir.terms of office by a vote of the church taken at a Special Church Family Conferenc_e
called for such purpose. (See Exhibit C, Asticle VIII, Sections 14, 19, and 44

53, The verbal termination of the individuals listed supra § 42 from their officer positions
violated the Constitution and By-Laws of EFBC because no Special Church Fmﬁily
Conference was called for the purpose of voting on the termination of these officers, nor did
the congregatioﬁ ever vote on their termination. |

54. During this ongoing conflict within the church, the congregation split into two factions. More
tﬂan three-fourths (3/4) of the Active members continued to worship under Plaintiff Jackson
at the Enoree River Associate Complex, located at 421 Dallas Road, Greenville, SC 29607,
and less than one-fourth (1/4) of the Active members began to worship under Defendant

. Larry Dawkins at the church building, located at 100 Enoree Road:

11
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55. Plaintiff Jackson sought for the State Convention to address these issues via letter dated June
15, 2017 (See Exhibit M, “Letter to Dr. James Blassingame, 6/15/17"); however, the attorney
for the Convention informed him that the State Convention would not resolve the dispute
between the members because the churches of the Convention are autonomous and not
subject to the authority of the State Convention.

56. Because there is no ecclesiastical remedy for the issues described herein, and because none
of these issues is ecclesiastical in nature, ﬂ;is matter is both appropriately anci exclusively

justiciable in the civil courts. Without this action, the litigants would have no method by
which to address or resolve this controversy. (See, e.g., Bowen v. Green, 275 8.C. 431,272
S.E.2d 433 (8.C. 1980); McCain v. Brightharp, 399 S.C. 240, 730 S.E.2d 916 (S.C. App.

2012).)

~ FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Declaratory Judgment Adjudicating the Appropriateness of the Constitution and By-Laws of
EFBC to Govern the Function and Operation of the Church

57. Paragraphs 1-56 are hereby incorporated as if restated in full verbatim.

.58. An actual, present and justiciable controversy has implicitly arisen between the plaintiffs and
the defendants concerning the appropriateﬁess of the Constitution and By-Laws adopted by
the congregation of EFBC on January 23, 2016, to gbvern the function and operation of the
church, |

59. The plaintiffs seek declaratory judgment from this Court that the Constitution and By-Laws

“ of EFBC are appropriate to govern the function and operation of the church.

FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION .
Dec!aratmy Judgment Adjudicating the Identity of the Lawful Pastor of EFBC

60. Paragraphs 1-59 are hereby incorporated as if restated in full verbatim,

12
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61. Plaintiff Jackson was lawfully hired as Pastor of EFBC.

62. Plaintiff Jackson was unlawfully terminated as Pastorlof EFBC.

63. An actual, present and justiciable controversy has arisen between the plaintiffs and the
defendants concerning the identity of the lawful Pastor of EFBC.

64. The plaintiffs seek declaratory judgment from this Court that Plaintiff Jackson is the lawful
Pastor of EFBC.

FOR A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
Declaratory Judgment Adludwatmg the Identity of the Lawful Active Members of EFBC

65. Paragraphs 1-64 are hereby incorporated as if restated in full verbatim.

66. An actuai, present and justiciable controversy has implicitly arisen between the plaintiffs and
the defendants concerning the identity of the lawful Active members of EFBC.:

67. The plaintiﬂ‘s’ seek declaratory judgm__ent from this Court that the lawful Active members of
EFBC during the year 2016 were as follows: Sylvester Jackson, Ruby Benson, Larry |
Dawkins, Karen Robinson, A.P. Benson, Roddney Duck, James Sims, John Woodfolk,
Zelma Brown, berrick Cox, Donald Cox, Jimmy Davis, Willie Foster, Reginalﬂ Jackson,
Timothy McBee, Ernest “Terry” Murray, Cynthia Robinson, James Simmons, Travis Sims,
Charles “Bennie” Smith, L.C. Thoméson, Betty Black, Carolyn Booker, Jerry Brown, Akeba
Cox, Brenda Davis, Alma Dawkins, Mable Dawkins, L_ois Dawkins, Carolyn Duck, Bﬁdie
Gist, Jackie Glymph, Virginia Golden, Sarah Griffin, Margaret Harmon, Annie Latta-Harvey,
Anita Jackson, Lane Jackson, Thurshia Jamison-Jackson, Deborah Johnson, Quientella Jones,
Margie Ladson, Marilyn Linder, Fannie McClintock, Karen McDonald, Rosie Miller,
Christopher Morris, Mary Pickett, Yvonne Rice, Clarissa Robinson, Georgla Mae Robinson,

Charlene Sims, Jurline Slms, Robin Smith, Jackle Smith, Toy Smith, Janette Thomas, Janie
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Mae Thomas, Curtis Thomason, Dorothy Thomason, Sarah Thomason, Corrine Todd, Sarah
Valentine, Margaret Woodfolk, Geraldine Wofford, and JoAnne Wright,

68. The plaintiffs seek declaratory judgment from this Court that the lawful Active members of
EFBC during the present year 2017 are as follows: Sylvester Jackson, Exotica Adams,
Melgosha Austin, A.P. Benson, Ruby Benson, Betty Black, Jerry Brown, Zelma Brown,
Telek Cobb, Akeba Cox, Derrick Cox, Donald Cox, Betty Cox, Alma Dawkins, Betty
Dawkins, Mable Dawkins;, Larry Dawkins, Willie f‘oster, Birdie Gist, Jackie Glymph,
Virginia Golden, Xzavier Goode, Donald Grady, Margaret Harmon, J anelle Hawthorne,
Trudy Houston, Anita Yvette Jackson, Daijahnique Jackson, Mangalene “.ane” Jackson,
Reginald Jackson, Thurshia Jamison-Jackson, Quientella Jones, Marilyn Linder, Timothy
iVIcBee, Fannie i&cClintock, Karen McDonald, Rosie Miller, Christopﬁer Morris, Emnest
“Terry” Murray, Roosevelt Nelson, Cynthia Robinson, Georgia Mae 'Robinsqn, Michaql
Robinson, Karen Robinson, James Sims, Jacqueline Smith, Toy Smith, Janie M. Thomas,

. Curtis Thomason, Sarah Thomason, Corrine Todd, Satah Valentine, Dorothy Williams,

Geraldine Wofford, John Woodfolk, and Margaret Woodfolk.

| FOR A FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION |
Declaratory Judgment Adjudicating the Identity of the Lawful Deacons, Treasurer, Sunday

School Superintendent, Associate Ministers, Membership Secretary/Clerk, and
Stewardship/Finance Secretary of EFBC
69. Paragfaphs 1-68 are hereby incorporated as if restated in ﬁdl verbatim.
70, John Woodfolk (Deacon), Timothy McBee (Treasurer), Michael Robinson (Sunday School
Superintendent), Karen Robinson (Associate Minister), Dorothy Williams (Associate
Minister), Cynthia Robinson (Membership Secretary/Clerk), and Zelma Brown

(Stewardship/Finance Secretary) were unlawfully terminated from their positions as officers

of EFBC.
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71. An actual, present and justiciable controversy has arisen between the plaintiffs and the
defendants concerning the identity of the lawful Deacons, Treasurer, Sunday School
Superintendent, Associate Ministers, Membership Secretary/Clerk, and Stewardship/Finance
Secretary of EFBC.

72. The plaintiffs seek declaratory judgment from this Court that:

a. The lawful Deacons of EFBC are John Woodfolk, A.P. Benson, and James Sims;

b. The léwﬁl Treasurer of EFBC is Timothi( McBee;

¢. The lawful Sunday School Superintendent of EFBC is Michael Robinson;

d. The lawful Associate Ministers of EFBC are Karen Robinson, Ruby Benson, and
Dorothy Williams;

e. -'i'he lawfu! Membership Secretary/Clerk of EFBC is Csmthia Robinson; and

f The lawful Stewardship/Finance Sécretary of EFBC is Zelma Brown. _ |

FOR A FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
Declaratory Judgment Adjudicating the Identity of the Lawful Trustees of EFBC

73. Paragraphs 1-72 are hereby incorporated as.if restated in full verbatim.

74. Terry Murray, Donald Cox, Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, Reginald Jackson, and Willie
Foster were untawfully terminated from their positions as Trustees of EFBC.

75. An actual, present and justiciable controversy has arisen between the plaintiffs and the
defendants concerning the identity of the lawful Trustees of EFBC.

76. The plaintiffs seek declaratory judgment from this Court that the lawful Trustees of EFBC
are Emest “Terry” Murray, Donald Cox, Timothy McBeg, Derrick Cox, Reginald Jackson,
Willie Foster, and Roosevelt Nelson, and thus, that the defendants may not prohibit them or

any of the other plaintiffs from accessing the church building.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully pray that the Court hereby declare the following:

(1) That the Constitution and By-Laws a.dopted by the congregation of EFBC on January 23,
2016, are appropriate to govern the function and operation of the church;

{2) That Plaintiff Sylvester Jackson is the lawful Pastor of EFBC;

(3) The identity of the Active members of EFBC in calendar years 2016 and 2017;

(4) The identity of the lawful Deacons, Treasurer, Sunday School Superintendent, Associate
Ministers, Membérship Secretary/Clerk, and Stewardship/Finance Secretary of EFBC;

(5) The identity of the lawful Trustees of EFBC; and

(6) Award attorneys fees and the costs of this action; and

(7) Enter such other further relief to which Plaintiffs may be entitled as a matter of law or equity,

or which the Court determines to be just and proper.

s/Jeffrey A. Phillips

Jeffrey A. Phillips
Attorney for Plaintiffs
S.C.Bar # 66518

404 N. Main Street
Travelers Rest, SC 29690
(864) 834-7171
attyjeff@bellsouth .net

Greenville, South Carolina
September __, 2017
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EXHIBIT A

ORDER DATED AUGUST 12, 2025






FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CTIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Greenville

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2019CP2306363
Sylvester Jackson et al Charles Bennie Smith et al
PLAINTIFE(S) DEFENDANT(S)

[]

[s]

L [

LIL]

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): D Rule 12{b), SCRCP; |:| Rule 41(a},
SCRCP {Vol. Nonsuit); |:| Rule 43{k), SCRCP (Settled);

[ JOther

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): I:I Rule 40(), SCRCP; D Bankruptey;
D Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award,

[:] Other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

Affirmed; D Reversed; [:] Remanded;
Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

~IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: I:I See attached order (formal order to follow)[v/| Statement of Judgment

by the Court:

Please see the attachment on Page 2 below.
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ORDER INFORMATION

This order |:] ends {v*| does not end the case. See Page 2 for additional information,

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgiment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a

copy mailed first class to any party not proceceding in the Electronic Filing System on 08/12/2025 |

Case Party Info Protected

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAI,

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page | of 2

€9€90€2d0610ZHISYD - SYI1d NOWWOD - 3TUANIIHD - Wd LE:Z Z1 BNy GZ0Z - Q3T ATTIVIINOY L33






Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the elerk's
entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties, The clerk will mail a copy of the judzment to
parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

This matter is before the Court pursuant to muitiple motions filed by the Parties after the
Court filed its Order Regarding Plaintiffs' Causes of Action for Declaratory Judgment on
August 31, 2025,

Regarding Defendants' Motion to Stay Pending Appeal (Rule 62; Rule 221, SCACR),
the Court hereby Denies the Defendants' Motion.

Regarding Defendants' Petition for Writ of Supersedeas (Rule 65, SCRCP; Rule 221,
SCACR), the Court hereby Denies the Defendants' Petition.

Regarding Defendants’ Motion to Alter or Amend Judgment, For Rehearing, or Vacatur
(Rule 59, SCRCP), the Court hereby Denies the Defendants' Motion.

Regarding Defendants' Supplemental Rule 59(e) Motion, the Court hereby Denies the
Defendants' Motion.

Regarding Plaintiffs’ Motion to Alter or Amend Judgment Under SCRCP Rule 59(e), the
Court hereby Denies the Plaintiffs’ Motion.

It is so ordered.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 0f2
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Greenville Common Pleas

Case Caption: Sylvester Jackson , plaintiff, et al vs. Charles Bennie Smith ,
defendant, et al '
Case Number: 2019CP2306363

Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

So Ordered

Patrick C. Fant, I1I

Electronically signed on 2025-08-12 14:08:04 page 3 of 3
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

The Honorable Patrick C. Fant III
Court of Appeals Case No.:

Circuit Court Case No.: 2019CP2306363
Consolidated with Civil Action No.: 2017-CP-23-06127

SYLVESTER JACKSON, KAREN ROBINSON, MICHAEL ROBINSON,
DOROTHY WILLIAMS, JOHN WOODFOLK, ERNEST "TERRY" MURRAY,
DONALD COX, TIMOTHY MCBEE, DERRICK COX, REGINALD JACKSON,
WILLIE FOSTER, CYNTHIA ROBINSON, ZELMA BROWN, TELEK COBB,
SARAH THOMASON, and THURSHIA JAMISON-JACKSON,

Respondents,

V.

CHARLES "BENNIE" SMITH, ROBIN SMITH, LARRY DAWKINS, MABLE
DAWKINS, JIMMY DAVIS, BRENDA DAVIS, DOROTHY THOMASON, L.C.
THOMASON, and JAMES SIMS,

Appellants.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO APPEAL

Notice is hereby given that Appellants Charles "Bennie" Smith, Robin
Smith, Larry Dawkins, Mable Dawkins, Jimmy Davis, Brenda Davis, Dorothy
Thomason, L..C. Thomason, and James Sims appeal to the South Carolina Court of
Appeals from the following orders of the Honorable Circuit Court for Greenville

County:
ORDERS APPEALED FROM

1. Order entered July 31, 2025 (the "Primary Order"), which:






Purports to bind Enoree Fork Baptist Church as an entity despite it never
being named as a party

Orders the church to conduct a court-supervised congregational meeting
Reinstates individuals to church membership and leadership positions
Retains ongoing judicial supervision over church governance

Order entered August 12, 2025, denying Appellants' Motion to Alter or
Amend Judgment under Rule 59, SCRCP

Order entered August 12, 2025, denying Appellants' Petition for Writ of
Supersedeas and Motion to Stay without hearing

Order entered August 12, 2025 denying Motion to Alter or Amend
Judgment, For Rehearing or Vacatur(Rule 59, SCRCP).

Order entered August 12, 2025 denying the Appellants’ Supplemental Rule 59€
Motion.

Implied Order of August 12, 2025 denying the Non-Party Enoree Fork to Enter
a Special Appearance with a due process hearing.

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL
This appeal is taken on the following grounds:
L. SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION

The circuit court lacked subject matter jurisdiction to enter orders binding

Enoree Fork Baptist Church as an entity when said church was never named as a party,
served with process, or brought before the court,

II. CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS

The circuit court's orders violate:

The First Amendment to the United States Constitution (Establishment and Free
Exercise Clauses)

Article I, Section 2 of the South Carolina Constitution

Due process rights under the Fourteenth Amendment and South Carolina
Constitution






II1. FAILURE TO JOIN INDISPENSABLE PARTY

The circuit court erred by failing to dismiss the action when Enoree Fork Baptist
Church, an indispensable party under Rule 19, SCRCP, could not be joined due to
statute of limitations.

IV. PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS

The circuit court denied Appellants' post-trial motions without providing due process,
including:

Denial of Rule 59 motion without hearing
Denial of supersedeas petition without hearing
Failure to consider constitutional and jurisdictional arguments
V. ERRORS OF LAW
The circuit court committed reversible errors by:
» Improperly retying on interlocutory summary judgment ruling as dispositive

Exceeding authority in declaratory judgment action

Mandating ongoing judicial supervision of religious organization

Violating church autonomy doctrine

PRESERVATION OF ISSUES
All issues raised in this appeal have been properly preserved through:
« Pre-trial motions and objections
« Trial proceedings and post-trial motions
» Constitutional and jurisdictional challenges

» Rule 59 motion and supersedeas petition






Greenville, South Carolina
Dated: Tuesday, March 4, 2025

s/Fletcher N. Smith, Jr
FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR.
Attorney for Plaintiff

South Carolina State Bar No. 5165
P.O. Box 10496, F.S.

Greenville, SC 29601

Office: (864) 232-6541

Facsimile: (864) 232-6756

Email: tnsmith@@bellsouth.net







IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY : !
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
The Honorable Patrick C. Fant 111
Court of Appeals Case No.:

Circuit Court Case No.: 2019CP2306363
Consolidated with Civil Action No.: 2017-CP-23-06127

SYLVESTER JACKSON, KAREN ROBINSON, MICHAEL ROBINSON, DOROTHY
WILLIAMS, JOHN WOODFOLK, ERNEST "TERRY" MURRAY, DONALD COX,
TIMOTHY MCBEE, DERRICK COX, REGINALD JACKSON, WILLIE FOSTER,
CYNTHIA ROBINSON, ZELMA BROWN, TELEK COBB, SARAH THOMASON, and
THURSHIA JAMISON-JACKSON,

Respondents,

v,

CHARLES "BENNIE" SMITH, ROBIN SMITH, LARRY DAWKINS, MABLE
DAWKINS, JIMMY DAVIS, BRENDA DAVIS, DOROTHY THOMASON, L.C.
THOMASON, and JAMES SIMS,

Appellants.

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE AND LIMITED REPRESENTATION FOR NON-PARTY
CHURCH ENTITY

TO THE HONORABLE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS AND TO ALL
COUNSEL OF RECORD:

COMES NOW, Enoree Fork Baptist Church, a religious nonprofit corporation organized
and existing under the laws of the State of South Carolina ("the Church"), by and through






undersigned counsel, and respectfully enters this LIMITED APPEARANCE before this
Honorable Court for the express and limited purposes set forth herein.

NATURE AND SCOPE OF LIMITED APPEARANCE

This appearance is made pursuant to Rules 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(5) of the South Carolina Rules
of Civil Procedure and the inherent supervisory jurisdiction of this Court. This is expressly a
LIMITED APPEARANCE and does not constitute:

1. A general appearance or submission to the jurisdiction of any court over the Church as an
entity;

2. A waiver of any constitutional, statutory, or procedural rights;
3. Consent to any orders, judgments, or proceedings purporting to bind the Church;

4. Waiver of any objection to subject matter jurisdiction, personal jurisdiction, venue, or

service of process;

5. Submission to any form of judicial supervision or control over the Church’s internal
governance.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY RIGHTS PRESERVED
The Church expressly preserves and asserts all rights guaranteed by:

¢ First Amendment to the United States Constitution (Establishment and Free Exercise
Clauses)

e Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution (Due Process and Equal
Protection)

¢ Article I, Section 2 of the South Carolina Constitution (religious freedom provisions})
+ South Carolina Religious Freedom Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 1-32-10 ef seq.

« All applicable federal and state constitutional and statutory protections of religious
autonony

GROUNDS FOR LIMITED APPEARANCE

The Church appears for the limited purpose of addressing the following critical
jurisdictional and constitutional issues:






1. JURISDICTIONAL CHALLENGES

A. Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction

The Church was never named as a party in any of the underlying consolidated actions
The Church was never properly served with process in any proceeding
No court has acquired jurisdiction over the Church as a corporate or ecclesiastical entity

The circuit court lacked authority to enter orders binding or directing the Church

B. Improper Attempts to Bind Non-Party Entity

The July 31, 2025 circuit court Order purports o bind the Church despite its non-party
status

Courts cannot bind entities that are not properly before them through due process
Individual defendants cannot serve as surrogates for the Church entity
The Church's corporate and ecclesiastical integrity has been violated

H. CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS

A. First Amendment Establishment Clause

The circuit court's Order creates excessive entanglement between government and
religion '

Judicial supervision of church meetings and governance violates separation principles

Court-mandated ecclesiastical procedures exceed constitutional limits

B. First Amendment Free Exercise Clause

The Order interferes with the Church's constitutionally protected religious autonomy
Mandated church meetings and governance procedures violate free exercise rights

The Church's right to internal self-governance has been unconstitutionally infringed

C. Procedural Due Process Violations

The Church was denied notice and oppertunity to be heard before orders affecting its
governance

Due process requires proper joinder and service before binding any entity
The Church's fundamental procedural rights have been violated

ITII. RELIGIOUS AUTONOMY DOCTRINE






A. Ecclesiastical Abstention
+ Civil courts lack authority to resolve internal church governance disputes

» The "neutral principles" doctrine does not authorize judicial management of church

affairs
» Religious organizations have constitutionally protected autonomy over internal matters
B. Church-State Separation
» Ongoing judicial supervision violates fundamental separation principles
« Courts cannot serve as ecclesiastical authorities or supervisors
» The Church's independence from governmental control must be preserved
SPECIFIC RELIEF SOUGHT
WHEREFORE, the Church respectfully requests that this Honorable Court:
1. JURISDICTIONAL RELIEF

+ DECLARE that no court has acquired jurisdiction over Enoree Fork Baptist Church as
an entity ‘ '

+ VACATE all orders of the circuit court purporting to bind, direct, or supervise the
Church

s DISMISS any claims, remedies, or relief asserted against the Church for lack of
jurisdiction
« ORDER that the Church's non-party status be recognized and respected
2, CONSTITUTIONAL RELIEF

» ENJOIN enforcement of any orders violating the Church's First Amendment rights

« PROHIBIT any future judicial supervision or control over the Church's internal
governance

»  PROTECT the Church's religious autonomy and ecclesiastical independence
« PREVENT further constitutional violations through improper judicial entanglement
3. PROCEDURAL RELIEF
» CLARIFY that the Church cannot be bound by orders entered without proper jurisdiction
+ ESTABLISH that individual defendants cannot serve as surrogates for the Church entity

+« CONFIRM that due process protections apply to religious organizations
4






ENSURE that proper procedural safeguards are followed in any future proceedings

4, PROTECTIVE RELIEF

STAY all enforcement of orders affecting the Church pending resolution of jurisdictional
issues

PROHIBIT any receiver, restraining order, or judicial control over Church property or
governance

PREVENT any interference with the Church's constitutionally protected religious
activities

SAFEGUARD the Church's rights pending final resolution of these matters

5. GENERAL RELIEF

GRANT such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper to protect the
Church's constitutional and legal rights

PROVIDE appropriate remedies to address the constitutional and jurisdictional
violations

ENSURE that the Church's rights are fully protected and preserved

SUPPORTING AUTHORITY

This Limited Appearance is supported by established South Carolina and federal precedent,
including;:

Knotts v, Williams, 319 8.C. 473 (1995) (courts cannot direct church procedures without
proper party status)

Ira Banks v. St. Matthew Baptist Church, 406 S.C. 156 (2013) (religious autonomy
doctrine)

Presbyterian Church v. Hull Church, 393 U.S. 440 (1969) (constitutional limits on
judicial authority)

Hosanna-Tabor Evangelical Lutheran Church v. EEOC, 565 U.S. 171 (2012) (ministerial
exception and church autonomy)

Watson v. Jones, 80 U.S. 679 (1872) (ecclesiastical abstention doctrine)






Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N, Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.

South Carolina Bar No. [Number|
Attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist Church
112 Wakefield Street

P.O. Box 10496

Greenville, SC 29603

Telephone: (864) 232-6541

Email: fnsmith@bellsouth.net






CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of this Notice of Appearance and Limited
Representation has been served upon all parties and their counsel of record by electronic filing
and service via the South Carolina Electronic Filing System:

Counsel for Appellants/Respondents:
Rustin Brice Duncan, Esquire

King Law Offices PC

1320 West Poinsett Street

Greer, S.C. 29650
rduncan@kinglawoffices.com

Clerk of the Circuit Court:
Greenville County Courthouse
301 University Ridge
Greenville, SC 26601

This 13" day of August , 2025,
Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N. Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.
South Carolina Bar No. [Number]
Attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist Church
112 Wakefield Street

P.O. Box 10496

Greenville, SC 29603

Telephone: (864) 232-6541

Email: [email address]

VERIFICATION

I, Fletcher N. Smith, Jr., attorney for Enoree Fork Baptist Church, hereby verify under oath that I
am authorized to file this Notice of Appearance on behalf of the Church, and that the facts and
legal positions stated herein are asserted in good faith and based upon reasonable belief that they
are well-founded in law and fact.

s/ Fletcher N, Smith, Jr.
FLETCHER N, SMITH, JR., ESQ.

Swom to and subscribed before me this day of , 2025,






Notary Public for South Carolina
My commission expires:







FrrercaeEr N. SmitH, 1L1.C
ATTORNIDY AT LAW

P.0. BOX 104986, .8, GREBNVILLE, SOUTIH CAROLINA 20603
112 WAKBFIELD STREET GREENVILLE, SOUTH CAROLINA 20601
(B64) 232-6541 FAX (864) 232-6756

August 14, 2025

South Caroelina Court Administration

1015 Sumter Street, Suite 200

Columbia, SC 29201

RE: Expedited Request for Trial Transcript Order

Case: Jackson, ¢t al. v, Smith, et al.

Circuit Court Case No.: 2019-CP-23-06363

Consolidated Cases: 2017-CP-23-05851; 2017-CP-23-06127
Court of Appeals Case No.: [To be assigned]

Judge: The Honorable Patrick C. Fant III (presiding at trial)

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

I am counsel for Appellants and Non-Party Petitioner Enoree Fork Baptist Church in the
above-referenced consolidated cases now pending before the South Carolina Court of Appeals. 1
hereby request an expedited order for preparation of complete trial transcripts necessary for
appellate proceedings involving critical constitutional and jurisdictional issues requiring
immediate Court review,

CASE INFORMATION AND PARTIES
Requesting Parties:
e Charles "Bennie" Smith, Robin Smith, Larry Dawkins, Mable Dawkins, Jimmy Davis,

Brenda Davis, Dorothy Thomason, L.C. Thomason, and James Sims (Appellants)

» Enoree Fork Baptist Church (Non-Party Petitioner seeking protection from
unconstitutional orders)
Court: Thirteenth Judicial Circuit, Greenville County
Venue: Greenviile County Courthouse, 301 University Ridge, Greénville, SC 29601
Presiding Judge: The Honorable Patrick C. Fant IIl (non-jury trial and final orders)
EMERGENCY NATURE OF CONSTITUTIONAL PROCEEDINGS
A. Unprecedented Constitutional Crisis

This case involves extraordinary judicial overreach where the circuit court has:






»

Bound a religious corporation (EFBC) that was never named as a party or served
with process

Directed internal church governance in violation of First Amendment protections
Compelled ecclesiastical meetings and voting under court supervision

Made religious membership determinations through civil authority

Retained ongoing jurisdiction over religious organization's internal affairs

B. Multiple Constitutional Violations Requiring Immediate Review

Daily constitutional harm occurring:

First Amendment Establishment Clause: Excessive governmental entanglement in
religious affairs

First Amendment Free Exercise Claunse: Interference with religious autonomy and self-
governance

Fourteenth Amendment Due Process; Binding non-party entity without notice or
opportunity to be heard

Personal and Subject Matter Jurisdiction: Orders affecting entity never properly

before court

C. Emergency Appellate Proceedings Pending

Time-sensitive motions requiring transcript support:

Petition for Writ of Supersedeas secking emergency stay of unconstitutional orders
Motion for Stay Pending Appeal to prevent ongoing constitutional violations
Limited Appearance by EFBC as non-party petitioner seeking protection

Notice of Appeal from orders violating fundamental constitutional principles

COMPLETE TRANSCRIPT REQUEST
A. Non-Jury Trial Proceedings (Primary Need)

1. Complete Trial Record

Dates: June 20, 2025 - likely multiple days]
Duration: 1 day trial
Judge: The Honorable Patrick C. Fant 11

Court Reporter: unknown name.

Required Coverage:

Opening statements by all parties






e Complete witness testimony including examination and cross-examination
« All exhibits presented and court rulings thereon
+ Legal arguments regarding jurisdiction, constitutional issues, and church governance
o Court's findings, conclusions, and reasoning for final order
s Hearing Held June 20, 2025
« Entry of July 31, 2025 Order and court's statements regarding authority
B. Post-Trial Proceedings (Critical for Appeal)
1. Rule 59 Motion Proceedings
o Date: August 12, 2025
¢ Nature: Defendants' Motion to Alter or Amend Judgment
+ Constitutional Issues: Jurisdictional and First Amendment challenges
. Result: Denied without hearing - transcript of any oral ruling or statements
2. Supersedeas/Stay Motion Proceedings
« Date: August 12, 2025
s Nature: Defendants' Petition for Writ of Supersedeas and Motion to Stay
» Constitutional Urgency: Emergency relief sought for ongoing violations
+ Result: Denied without hearing - transcript of any proceedings or statements
C. Related Constitutional Proceedings
1. Any Hearings on Jurisdictional Issues
s Proceedings addressing whether EFBC was properly before the court
e Arguments regarding church entity's non-party status
» Court's statements about authority over religious organizations
2. Church Governance and Constitutional Arguments
« Any proceedings involving First Amendment or religious autonomy issues
« Arguments about neutral principles doctrine and ecclesiastical abstention
o Court's reasoning for directing internal church affairs
3. Summary Judgment and Pretrial Proceedings (if relevant to constitutional issues)
e Any hearings addressing party joinder or church entity status
» Constitutional arguments raised in pretrial proceedings
GROUNDS FOR EXPEDITED PROCESSING

A. Constitutional Urgency Requiring Immediate Attention






1. First Amendment Violations
« Daily violation of religious autonomy through court-supervised church governance
o Excessive governmental entanglement in ecclesiastical affairs violating Establishment
Clause
» Interference with free exercise of religion through compelled religious activities
2. Due Process Violations
¢ Non-party entity bound without constitutional process violating fundamental
procedural rights
+ Lack of notice and opportunity to be heard before orders affecting religious
governance
o Jurisdictional violations affecting entity never properly before court
B. Emergency Appellate Relief Pending
1. Petition for Writ of Supersedeas
« Constitutional violations requiring immediate stay of enforcement
o TIrreparable harm to religious freedom occurring daily
e Precedential significance for church-state separation principles
2. Time-Sensitive Constitutional Issues
+ Religious organization's autonomy being violated through ongoing court supervision
+ Ecclesiastical independence threatened by judicial control
+ Church-state separation principles at stake
C. Public Interest in Prompt Constitutional Resolution
1. Separation of Church and State
+ Fundamental constitutional principles requiring protection from governmental
overreach
+ Religious freedom implications for all faith communities
+ Precedential impact on governmental limits regarding religious organizations
2. Due Process Protection
o Procedural rights of entities not propetly joined in litigation
» Jurisdictional integrity of court system
» Constitutional limitations on judicial authority

PAYMENT AND DELIVERY INSTRUCTIONS






A. Payment Responsibility and Authorization

Requesting Parties: Appellants and Non-Party Petitioner (through undersigned counsel)
Payment Authorization: Full payment responsibility accepted for expedited processing Billing
Address:

Fletcher N. Smith, Jr., Esq.

P.O. Box 10496

Greenville, SC 29603

B. Expedited Delivery Requirements

Primary Delivery: Electronic delivery strongly preferred (PDF format for immediate use)
Secondary Delivery: Hard copy delivery to above address if required Timeline Requested:
Emergency processing within 20 days due to constitutional violations and pending Court of
Appeals emergency motions
Justification for 20-Day Requést: _
» Daily constitutional violations requiring immediate appellate review
+ Emergency supersedeas petition pending before Court of Appeals
« First Amendment issues warranting expedited constitutional protection
+ Non-party petitioner facing ongoing harm without appellate relief
C. Emergency Contact Information
Primary Contact: Fletcher N, Smith, Jr., Esq.
Office Phone: (864) 232-6541
Emergency Cell: [Cell phone number]
Email: [Primary email address]
Available for: Emergency coordination, expedited processing questions, delivery arrangements
SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED ORDER
Given the unprecedented constitutional violations and emergency nature of the appellate
proceedings, I respectfully request that Court Administration:
A. Immediate Administrative Action
1. Issue emergency expedited order for transcript preparation within 20 days
2. Prioritize this case due to First Amendment and due process violations
3. Coordinate directly with court reporter for immediate commencement
4. Provide estimated completion timeline within 48 hours of this request
B. Constitutional Priority Processing

1. Recognize constitutional urgency of religious freedom violations






2. Expedite due to daily harm occurring to non-party religious entity

3. Prioritize over routine commercial disputes given constitutional nature

4. Facilitate immediate appellate review of fundamental constitutional questions

C. Communication and Coordination

L.

Notify all counsel of transcript order and timeline immediately

2. Provide regular updates on preparation progress

3. Ensure electronic delivery for immediate appellate use

4, Coordinate with Court of Appeals regarding emergency motion schedule
CERTIFICATION OF NECESSITY AND AUTHORITY

I hereby certify that:

1. Transcripts are essential for proper appellate review of constitutional violations and
jurisdictional errors

2. Expedited processing is warranted due to ongoing daily constitutional violations
against religious organization

3. Emergency relief pending before Court of Appeals requires immediate transcript
support

4. Payment arrangements confirmed for prompt payment upon completion
Constitutional urgency justifies priority processing over routine matters

6. All parties will be notified of transcript completion as required by appellate rules

CONCLUSION AND URGENT REQUEST

The constitutional violations presented in this case—particularly the unprecedented judicial

interference with religious organization governance without due process—require immediate

appellate review. The daily harm to First Amendment religious freedom rights and due process

protections cannot await normal transcript processing timelines.

Expedited transcript preparation is essential to:

»

Protect ongoing constitutional rights through appellate relief
Enable proper appellate review of fundamental constitutional questions
Prevent irreparable harm to religious autonomy and church-state separation

Preserve constitutional principles for all religious organizations






Outlook

Transcript Request for Docket Number 2019CP2306363

From Transcripts@sccourts.org <Transcripts@sccourts.org>
bBate Wed 8/13/2025 4:20 PM
To  fnsmith@bellsouth.net <fnsmith@bellsouth.net>

Greetings,

You are receiving this notice and the summarized Transcript Request shown below because you are
associated with case Jackson, Sylvester vs Smith, Charles Bennie. '
Pursuant to Rule 207(a)(1), SCACR, you are being notified that the transcript has been requested on
8/13/2025. There is no action required.

If you need further assistance, please contact us at transcripts@sccourts.org.

Regards,

Court Administration

Summarized Transcript Request ID: 1203199653

Requester Information:

Name: Fletcher Smith

Entity: Not entered

Email: fnsmith@bellsouth.net

Is the requester a party on the case? No

Does the requester represent a party? Yes Charles Smith

Transcript Information:

Docket Number: 2019CP2306363






Court Type: Circuit
County: Greenville
Case Caption: Jackson, Sylvester vs Smith, Charles Bennie
Appeal Pending? Court of Appeals
Death Penalty? No
Start Date of Proceeding: 6/20/2025
End Date of Proceeding: 6/20/2025
Presiding Judge: Fant, Patrick C, 11l
Court reporter daily assignments:
6/20/2025 (Friday): WebEx, Circuit Court
Opposing Counsel and/or other parties information:
(Attorney) Fletcher N. Jr. Smith
(email): fnsmith@bellsouth.net
(Defendant) Charles Bennie Smith
(Plaintiff) Sylvester Jackson
{Plaintiff Attorney) Jeffrey Alton Phillips
Next hearing date: Date not entered
Portion of proceeding to be transcribed: Entire Hearing

Delivery Information:

Delivery Timeframe: Regular Delivery (60 days)

Delivery Method: PDF & Hard Copy via Priority Mail ($50 + shipping)

Delivery Timeframe: Private/Self

~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may
contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain,
or disseminate this message or any attachment. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of the message and any attachments,







FrLErorer N. Smrra, L1LC
ATTORNEY AT 1.AW

P.0. BOX 10498, F.8. GREENVILLE SOUTH CAROLINA 29603
112 WAKEFIELD STREET GREENVILLE, SOUTH CAROLINA 20601
(B64) 232-6541 FAX (864) 232-6766

August 14, 2025

Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings, Clerk

South Carolina Court of Appeals

1015 Sumter Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE: Emergency Filing of Appellate Documents

Case: Jackson, et al. v. Smith, et al.

Circuit Court Case No.; 2019-CP-23-06363

Consolidated Cases: 2017-CP-23-05851; 2017-CP-23-06127
Court of Appeals Case No.: [To be assigned upon filing]

DEAR MR. SHEAROUSE:
I am counsel for Appellants in the above-referenced consolidated cases and hereby

submit for filing the enclosed emergency appellate documents involving critical constitutional
and jurisdictional issues requiring immediate Court attention.
DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED FOR FILING
A. Primary Appellate Documents
1. Notice of Appeal from Orders entered July 31, 2025, and subsequent post-trial orders
2. Petition for Writ of Supersedeas secking emergency stay of circuit court orders
3. Motion for Stay Pending Appeal (alternative relief under Rule 221, SCACR)
4. Memorandum in Support of Petition for Writ of Supersedeas and emergency motions
B. Church Entity's Limited Appearance Documents
1. Notice of Appearance and Limited Representation for Non-Party Churc_:h Entity
(Enoree Fork Baptist Church)
2. Motion to Stay Enforcement of Orders Affecting Non-Party Church Entity
3. Affidavit of Church Officer establishing standing and authority to appear
4. Memorandum in Support of Limited Appearance and Motion to Stay -
C. Supperting Documentation

1. Certificate of Service for all documents






2, Verification and Notarization where required
3. Filing Fee [payment method and amount] !
4. Court Orders
NATURE OF EMERGENCY PROCEEDINGS
A. Constitutional Crisis Requiring Immediate Relief
These proceedings arise from unprecedented judicial overreach where the circuit court has:
« Bounda reli\gious organization that was never named as a party or served with process
+ Directed internal church governance in violation of First Amendment protections
» Denied post-trial relief without hearing despite constitutional issues presented
B. Time-Sensitive Constitutional Violations
Ongoing harm requiring emergency intervention:
¢ Daily violation of church's First Amendment religious autonomy rights
« Continuing due process violations against non-party entity
« Judicial supervision of religious activities violating church-state separation
o Trreparable harm to constitutional principles growing worse with each day
C. Emergency Relief Requested
Immediate stay sought to prevent:
« Further constitutional violations pending appellate review
« Irreparable harm to religious freedom and church autonomy
» Enforcement of orders entered without jurisdiction or due process
» Precedent-setting governmental interference with religious organizations
REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED PROCESSING
A, Constitutional Urgency
Given the First Amendment and Due Process violations involved, I respectfully request:
1. Immediate docketing of the appeal and assignment of case number
2. Expedited consideration of emergency supersedeas petition
3. Priority scheduling for any oral argument on emergency motions
4. Prompt notification to all parties of filing and case assignment
B. Emergency Calendar Consideration
The constitutional nature of these violations warrants:

+ Emergency calendar placement for supersedeas petition






+ Expedited briefing schedule if additional briefing required
+ Immediate service of filed documents on all parties
+ Coordinated review of church entity's limited appearance

SERVICE AND NOTICE INFORMATION
A, Parties to be Served
All documents filed herewith have been or will be contemporaneously served upon:
1. Counsel for Respondents:
Rustin B. Duncan, Esq.
King Law Offices PC
1320 West Poinsett Street
Greer, South Carolina 29650
864-877-3355
rduncan@kinglawoffices.com

2. Clerk of Circuit Court:
Greenville County Clerk of Court
301 University Ridge
Greenville, SC 29601
B. Service Method
Service accomplished by:
s Electronic filing and service via South Carolina Electronic Filing System (where
applicable)
« First-class mail, postage prepaid to all counsel
« Hand delivery where appropriate for emergency matters
¢ Email transmission for immediate notice of emergency filings
FILING FEE AND PAYMENT
A. Payment Information
Filing Fee: $350.00 for Notice of Appeal and related filings
Payment Method: Check
Check Number: 6578
Payable to: South Carolina Court of Appeals
B. Fee Waiver Request (if applicable)
[Include if seeking fee waiver for constitutional issues or other grounds]
CONTACT INFORMATION FOR EMERGENCY MATTERS
A. Primary Contact
Attorney: Fletcher N. Smith, Jr., Esq.
Office Phone: (864) 232-6541
Cell Phone: 864-735-3306
Email: fasmith@bellsouth.net
Fax: 864-232-6756
B. Alternative Contact
Office Address: 112 Wakefield Street, Greenville, SC 29603
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 10496, Greenville, SC 29603
Available for: Emergency hearings, oral argument, case conferences
SPECIAL REQUESTS






A. Case Management
1. Coordinate with pending circuit court appeals in related consolidated cases
2. Schedule emergency motions for prompt consideration
3. Provide notice of any scheduling for emergency relief
4, Facilitate communication between Court and counsel for urgent matters
B. Administrative Assistance
1. Confirm receipt of all filed documents
2. Assign case number and provide to all parties
3. Schedule emergency calendar if appropriate
4. Coordinate service of Court orders and notices

CERTIFICATION
I hereby certify that:
1. All required documents are included with this filing
2. Proper service has been or will be made on all parties
3. Filing fees have been paid or arrangements made
4. Emergency nature of proceedings justifies expedited processing
5. Constitutional issues require immediate Court attention

CONCLUSICN
The constitutional violations presented in this case—particularly the unprecedented

binding of a religious organization without due process—require immediate appellate
intervention. The enclosed documents seek emergency relief to prevent ongoing First
Amendnent and due process violations while ensuring proper appellate review of these critical
constitutional questions.

1 respectfully request the Court's immediate attention to these emergency filings and
appreciate the Clerk's assistance in expediting processing of these constitutional matters.
Thank you for your prompt attention and assistance,

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N. Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.

Attorney for Appellants .
South Carolina Bar No. [Number]

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that true and correct copies of this letter and all enclosed documents have been
served upon the following by the methods indicated:

Rastin B. Duncan, Esq.

Counsel for Respondents

King Law Offices PC

1320 West Poinsett Street

Greer, South Carolina 29650

864-877-3355

rduncan@kinglawoffices.com






2. Clerk of Circuit Court:
Greenville County Clerk of Court
301 University Ridge

Greenville, SC 29601

[J Hand Delivery

03 U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid

B¢ Electronic Filing and Service

O Facsimile Transmission

X Email

Greenville County Clerk of Court
301 University Ridge

Greenville, SC 29601

U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid

[1 Electronic Filing and Service

U Facsimile Transmission

This 14" day of August, 2025.

s/ Fletcher N, Smith, Jr.
FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.

ENCLOSURES

» Notice of Appeal
Petition for Writ of Supersedeas
Motion for Stay Pending Appeal
Memorandum in Support of Supersedeas Petition
Notice of Limited Appearance (Church Entity)
Motion to Stay (Church Entity)
Affidavit of Church Officer
Memorandum in Support of Limited Appearance
Orders of Judge Fant: Principal Trial Order and Order Denying SCRCP 59 Motion to
Alter or Amend Judgment
» Certificates of Service for all documents
+ Filing fee payment






I respectfully request Court Administration's immediate attention to this constitutional
emergency and expedited processing to facilitate prompt judicial protection of fundamental
rights.

Thank you for your urgent assistance in this matter of constitutional significance.
Respectfully submitted,

s/ Fletcher N. Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ,

Attorney for Appellants and Non-Party Petitioner

South Carolina Bar No. 5165

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE :

I hereby certify that a copy of this Expedited Transcript Request has been served upon opposing
counsel and relevant parties:

Counsel for Respondents:

Rustin B. Duncan, Esq.

[Address and service details]

Greenville County Clerk of Court

301 University Ridge

Greenville, SC 29601

Service by: X Electronic Mail & First-Class Mail O Hand Delivery
This 14th day of August, 2025.

s/ Fletcher N. Smith, Jr.

FLETCHER N. SMITH, JR., ESQ.






Qutlook

Transcript Request for Docket Number 2019CP2306363

From Transcripts@sccourts.org <Transcripts@sccourts.org>
Date Wed 8/13/2025 4:20 PM
To  fnsmith@bellsouth.net <fnsmith@bellsouth.net>

Greetings,
You are receiving this notice and the summarized Transcript Request shown below because you are

associated with case Jackson, Sylvester vs Smith, Charles Bennie.
Pursuant to Rule 207(a)(1), SCACR, you are being notified that the transcript has been requested on

8/13/2025. There is no action required.

If you need further assistance, please contact us at transcripts@sccourts.org.
Regards,

Court Administration

Summarized Transcript Request ID: 1203199653

Requester Information:

Name: Fletcher Smith

Entity: Not entered

Email: fnsmith@bellsouth.net

Is the requester a party on the case? No

Does the requester represent a party? Yes Charles Smith

Transcript Information:

Dacket Number: 2019CP2306363






Court Type: Circuit
County: Greenville
Case Caption: Jackson, Sylvester vs Smith, Charles Bennie
Appeal Pending? Court of Appeals
Death Penalty? No
Start Date of Proceeding: 6/20/2025
End Date of Proceeding: 6/20/2025
Presiding Judge: Fant, Patrick C. Ili
Court reporter daily assignments:
6/20/2025 (Friday): WebEx, Circuit Court
Opposing Counsel and/or other parties information:
{Attorney) Fletcher N. Jr. Smith
{email): fnsmith@bellsouth.net
(Defendant) Charles Bennie Smith
{Plaintiff) Sylvester Jackson
(Plaintiff Attorney) Jeffrey Alton Phillips
Next hearing date: Date not entered
Portion of proceeding to be transcribed: Entire Hearing

Delivery Information:

Delivery Timeframe: Regular Delivery (60 days)

Delivery Method: PDF & Hard Copy via Priority Mail ($50 + shipping)

Delivery Timeframe: Private/Self

rere s CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may
contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain,
or disseminate this message or any attachment. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of the message and any attachments.







