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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

L DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR IN RULING THAT THE TOWN OF
SULLIVAN’S ISLAND COMPLIED WITH SOUTH CAROLINA LAW
IN RESPONDING TO A CITIZEN INITIATED ORDINANCE WHEN
THE TOWN FAILED TO PASS THE INITIATED ORDINANCE,
FAILED TO CONDUCT A REFERENDUM WITHIN ONE YEAR OF
RECEIVING THE INITIATED ORDINANCE, AND FAILED TO
OBTAIN A PRE-ELECTION RULING THAT THE INITIATED
ORDINANCE WAS FACIALLY DEFECTIVE?

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This is an appeal from a non-jury trial in which the trial court declared that the
Town of Sullivan’s Island (“Town”) complied with South Carolina law in responding to a
citizen initiated ordinance (“Initiated Ordinance™) proposed by petition (“Petition™).

On February 13, 2012, the Town filed a declaratory judgment action in the
Charleston County Court of Common Pleas against the “Islanders for a Smaller School”
seeking a court ruling: 1) that the Initiated Ordinance was facially defective and 2) that
the Town was not required to submit the Initiated Ordinance to a referendum. (R. 407—
469). The Town never served its summons and complaint.

On October 19, 2012, Appellants filed suit against the Town seeking a declaration
that the Town failed to comply with South Carolina law in refusing to take appropriate
action in response to the Initiated Ordinance.! (R. 27-59). On March 13, 2013, the trial
court denied the Town’s motion for judgment on the pleadings and allowed the case to

proceed. (R.2-3). The Town voluntarily dismissed its own complaint on April 23, 2013.

(R. 326-327). On September 5, 2013, Appellants amended their complaint to add a

! Appellants originally sought injunctive relief but this claim was not pursued at trial and
is not the subject of this appeal.



Section 1983 claim for violation of their constitutionally protected rights to vote and
procedural due process. (R. 91-97).

The matter proceeded to a bench trial on May 15-16, 2014 before the Honorable
R. Markley Dennis, Jr. After considering the testimony, evidence and argument of
counsel, the trial court entered judgment in favor of the Town on June 9, 2014. (R. 4-
25). The trial court ruled that the Initiated Ordinance was facially defective, that the
Town complied with South Carolina law in responding to the Initiated Ordinance, and
that the Town did not deprive Af)pellants of their constitutional rights. Id. The trial court
denied Appellants’ motion to reconsider the order of judgment on September 5, 2014.
(R. 26).

Appellants filed a timely Notice of Appeal on October 3, 2014 and appeal the trial
court’s ruling that the Town complied with South Carolina law in responding to the
Initiated Ordinance.

FACTS

Since the 1950s, the Charleston County School District (“CCSD”) has operated an
elementary school on Sullivan’s Island. (R. 328). In or around 2009, CCSD expressed
conceﬁ for the existing school building’s age and structural integrity. CCSD began
considering plans to demolish the existing school and to build a new school in the same
location. On January 19, 2010, the Town Council (“Council”) passed a resolution
pledging “its support and commitment to the Charleston County School District in the
effort to maintain the school on Sullivan’s Island.” (R. 328-329). This resolution was

reaffirmed by the Town on May 20, 2011. (R. 330).



In the late summer and early fall of 2011, the Town and CCSD began privately
negotiating a lease for the construction of a new elementary school (“Lease”) on

Sullivan’s Island. (R. 148:12-19; R. 150:15-23). The Lease provided that the parameters

. for the design of the new school could include a building of up to 74,000 square feet. (R.

369). The public was provided with no information regarding the plans for the building
of the school prior to CCSD’s public adoption of vthe Lease at a regularly scheduled
meeting of the Charleston County School Board on August 15, 2011. (R. 358-383; R.
151:3-5; R. 161:19-162:2). Subsequently, the Town held three readings of a proposed
ordinance adopting the Lease during Council meetings on August 16, 2011; September
12, 2011; and September 20, 2011. The particulars of the Lease and school design were
first revealed to the residents-of Sullivan’s Island during the August 16, 2011 meeting.
(R. 161:6-13; R. 359).

The Town of Sullivan’s Island has approximately 2,100 residents and 1,800
registered voters—of whom Appellants are three. (R. 157:1-5). In early September of
2011, Appellants drafted and circulated an initial petition asking the Town to analyze the
impact of the new school building before ratifying the Lease. This initial petition simply
asked “Town Council to — to stop, to slow down. To listen to this — the voices in this
petition, the signees of this petition.” (R. 192:4-6). The initial petition was presented to

the Town during the September 12, 2011 Council meeting. (R. 291-317). The Town

-took no action in response to this initial petition. (R. 164:2-10; R. 196:16-197:4).

" Frustrated by the Town’s response at the September 12, 2011 Council meeting,
Appellants drafted and circulated a formal petition and proposed ordinance. (R. 197:5-

11). The Town’s handling of the Initiated Ordinance is at issue in this appeal. The



Initiated Ordinance provided that the Town’s existing Design Review Board would
eyaluate all plans for the new school building and that the school-building’s size would
be limited to the existing school building’s smaller footprint. (R. 354-357). On October
10, 2011, Appellants presented the Town Clerk with the Petition and Initiated Ordinance.
(R.331-3 5’3; R. 354-357). The Petition was signed by 261 residents and was certified by
the Charleston County Board of Elections and Voter Registration as containing the
required signatures of fifteen percent of the registered voters on Sullivan’s Island. (R.
228:16-19).

Before the Town ratified the Lease with CCSD, the Town “knew that [it] had
received a certified petition for referendum.” (R. 184:18-21). During the October 18,
2011 Council meeting, the floor was opened for public commentary and Appellant Kathy
Post reminded the Town that the Initiated Ordinance was pending (R. 385) and Appellant
Martha Smith expressed that the réferendum would give the residents the opportunity to
vote for the school they wanted. (R. 386). Based on the concerns expressed by the
public, Mayor Carl Smith asked Council for a motion to defer ratification of the
ordinance of the Lease until a referendum could be held. (R. 387-389). No member of
Council made such a motion and Mayor Pro Tem Mike Perkis signed and ratified the
Lease with CCSD on October 18, 2011. (R. 164:23-24; R. 165:24-166:4; R. 166:10-23;
R. 358-383; R. 384-393). No further action was taken .by Council to address the
Initiated Ordinance at that time. |

On some later date, the Town determined on its own accord that the Initiated

Ordinance was invalid and defective and need not be submitted to a referendum vote as

required by statute. (R. 168:18-169:5, R. 169:18-25; R. 178:7-10; R. 206:21-207:9). It




is unclear when this decision was communicated to the public. During the January 17,
2012 Council meeting, several residents again asked Council about the status of the
referendum. (R. 395-396).

| After the Town filed a declaratory judgment action on February 13, 2012, the
Town failed to commence its action. (R. 210:21-211:19; R. 213:11-15; R. 220:12-15).
During the March 5, 2012 Special Meeting of the Council, it was noted that: |

[TThere was no representative for the Islanders for a Smaller
School group to accept service. Because there is not a
representative and the Town does not want to name one person
and put him in a position where he may not want to be, the Town
is waiting for someone to step forward.

(R. 403).

Several residents who signed the Petition in support of the Initiated Ordinance,
including each of the Appellants, came forward after the March 5, 2012 Council meeting
and agreed to accept service of the Town’s summons and complaint. (R.214:8-215:1; R.
318-319; R. 320-322; R. 323-325). However, the Town chose not to serve any of these
volunteers or any of the other voters who signed the Petition. The summons and
complaint were never served and the Town’s action was never properly commenced. (R.
214:1-8).

Because the Town refused to pass the Initiated Ordinance, refused to submit the
Initiated Ordinance to a vote by the entire Sullivan’s Island electorate, and did not obtain
a pre-¢election ruling as to thé validity of the Initiated Ordinance, Appellants filed suit on
October 19, 2012—one day and one year after the Town was presented with the certified

Petition and Initiated Ordinance. (R.27-59).



STANDARD OF REVIEW
“Declaratory judgment actions are neither legal nor equitable and, therefore, the
standard of review depends on the nature of the underlying issues.” Judy v. Martin, 381
S.C. 455, 458, 674 S.E.2d 151, 153 (2009). An issue regarding statutdry interpretation is
a question of law. Univ. of S. California v. Moran, 365 S.C. 270, 275, 617 S.E.2d 135,
137 (Ct. App. 2005). “In an action at law tried without a jury, an appellate court’s scope

2

of review extends merely to the correction of errors of law.” Temple v. Tec-Fab, Inc.,
381 S.C. 597, 599-600, 675 S.E.2d 414, 415 (2009).
ARGUMENT

This case is about separation of powers and an abuse of limited municipal power.
In choosing to disregard the statutory mandate to take affirmative action when presented
with a citizen initiated ordinance, the Town exceeded the scope of its power and
effectively thwarted Appellants’ right to participate in their local government. The trial
court’s ruling that the Town complied with South Carolina law in response to the
Initiated Ordinance constitutes an error of law and should be reversed.

When a municipality is presented with a properly initiated ordinance by a group
of its citizens, the municipality has only three options: 1) adopt the ordinance; 2) submit
the initiated ordinance to a public referendum; or 3) obtain a judicial declération that the
proposed ordinance is facially defective. See S.C. Code Ann. § 5-17-30 (1975); Town of
 Hilton Head Island v. Coalition of Expressway Opponents, 307 S.C. 449, 415 S.E.2d 801

(1992). Because the Town failed to take any of the three actions permitted under the law,

this Court should reverse the trial court’s ruling and declare that the Town did not comply

with South Carolina law in responding to the Initiated Ordinance.




The General Assembly has provided citizens with the right to petition and propose
ordinances to their governing municipalities. Chapter Seventeen of Title Five of the
South Carolina Code is specifically and solely dedicated to this procedure and imposes
clear requirements on a municipality in receipt of a properly initiated ordinance. See S.C.
Code Ann. §§ 5-17-10 —5-17-30 (1975).

Section 5-17-10 ié entitled “Electors of municipality permitted to propose
ordinances” and states:

The electors of a municipality may propose any ordinance, except
an ordinance appropriating money or authorizing the levy of
taxes. Any initiated ordinance may be submitted to the council
by a petition signed by qualified electors of the municipality
equal in number to at least fifteen percent of the registered voters
at the last regular municipal election and certified by the
municipal election commission as being in accordance with the
provisions of this section.

S.C. Code Ann. § 5-17-10 (1975).2

When the municipality does not pass an initiated ordinance, Section 5-17-30 of
the South Carolina Code requires the municipality to conduct a referendum -and permit
the entire electorate to vote on whether to pass the initiated ordinance:

If the council shall fail to pass an ordinance proposed by
initiative petition or shall pass it in a form substantially different
from that set forth in the petition therefor or if the council fail to
repeal an ordinance for which a petition has been presented, the
adoption or repeal of the ordinance concerned shall be submitted
to the electors not less than thirty days nor more than one year
from the date the council takes its final vote thereon. The council
may, in its discretion, and if no regular election is to be held
within such period, provide for a special election.

2 It is not disputed that the Petition and Initiated Ordinance cbmplied with the.
requirements of Section 5-17-10 of the South Carolina Code (1976).
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S.C. Code Ann. § 5-17-30 (1975).

“The cardinal rule of statutory interpretation is to ascertain the intent of the
legislature.” Georgia-Carolina Bail Bonds, Inc. v. County of Aiken, 354 S.C. 18, 22, 579
S.E.2d 334, 336 (Ct. App. 2003). The General Assembly's intent should be ascertained
primarily from the plain language of the statute in question. See Jonmes v. State Farm
Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 364 S.C. 222, 230, 612 S.E.2d 719, 723 (Ct. App. 2005); Stephen v.
Avins Const. Co., 324 S.C. 334, 339, 478 S.E.2d 74, 77 (Ct. App. 1996). AWhat a
legislature says in the text of a statute is considered the best evidence of the legislative
intent or will. See Jones, 364 S.C. at 230, 612 S.E.2d at 723. When a statute's lahguage
is plain and unambiguous, and conveys a clear and definite meaning, the court has no
right to impose another meaning. Catawba Indian Tribe of South Carolina v. State, 372
S.C. 519, 525, 642 S.E.2d 751, 754 (2007).

With respect to a citizen’s right to initiate an ordinance, it is clear that the General
Assembly intended for electors to have a broad ability to “propose any ordinance” sﬁbjéct
to very few limitations. The General Assembly did not intend for a municipality’s
obligation to take responsive action to be triggered by the initiative of one or just a few
citizens—which is demonstrated by the requirement that the group of citizens seeking to
initiate an ordinance must obtain public support and signatures of at least fifteen percent
of the municipality’s electorate. See S.C. Code Ann. § 5-17-10 (1975). This is the only
burden that the General Assembly chose to place on members of the petitioning
electorate.

When the petitioning electorate’s burden is satisfied, the General Assembly

expressly requires a municipality to take action within one year after receiving an



initiated ordinance. See S.C. Code Ann. § 5-17-30 (1975). The Legislature does not
permit a municipality to simply declare that an initiated ordinance is invalid or to
otherwise take no action. “Under the rules of statutory interpretation, use of words such
as ‘shall’ or ‘must’ indicates the legislature's intent to enact a mandatory requirement.”
Bradley v. Doe, 374 S.C. 622, 634, 649 S.E.2d 153, 160 (Ct. App. 2007) (quoting Collins
v. Doe, 352 S.C. 462, 470, 574 S.E.2d 739, 743 (2002)).

Our Supreme Court carved out a narrowly tailored third option for a municipality
in receipt of an initiated ordinance which the municipality does not want to pass or put to
the electorate. In Town of Hilton Head Island v. Coalition of Expressway Opponents, the
Court held that “a court may undertake a pre-election review of an ordinance initiated by
registered voters, and alleged by the municipality to be defective.” 307 S.C. 449, 415
S.E.2d 801 (1992). In Expressway Opponents, citizens circulated a petition to initiate an
ordinance requiring the municipality to conduct a referendum anytime it sought to collect
~ atoll for the use of roads or bridges located on Hilton Head Island. Id. at 452, 415 S.E.2d
at 803.

Upon receipt of the initiated ordinance, the Town of Hilton Head Island believed
that the ordinance was facially invalid and chose not to adopt the ordinance or submit it
to the electorate. Id. at 453, 415 S.E.2d at 803. Instead, the Town filed a declaratory
judgment action seeking pre-election review of the validity of the proposed ordinance.
Id. In ruling that the lower court had jurisdiction to determine whether the initiated
ordinance was facially defective, the Court was clear:

[Whether an] . . . initiated ordinance is facially defective in its
entirety. . . [is a] finding[] which can be made pursuant to judicial
inquiry only, and [that] a municipality has no power to pass on
the validity of an initiated ordinance; a declaratory judgment

9



action is the appropriate method by which a municipality may
seek pre-election review of an initiated ordinance.

Id. at 457-58, 415 S.E.2d at 806 (emphasis added).

The Court did not remove or abré gate any statutory duty placed on a municipality
pursuant to Section 5-17-30. Significantly, the Court expressly placed the burden of
obtaining a judicial declaration on the municipality before the municipality can properly
refuse to conduct a referendum. This is in keeping with the General Assembly’s clear
directive that once the petitioning electorate complies with Section 5-17-10 the
municipality has the burden of taking action.

The trial court’s ruling in the present case suggests that a rhunicipality can choose
to take no action in response to an initiated ordinance and still comply with the
requirements of Section 5-17-30 and Expréssway Opponents. The Town never
commenced an action to seek a pre-election ruling. See Rule 3(a), SCRCP (“A civil
action is commenced when the summons and complaint are . . . served within the statute
of limitations in any manner prescﬁbed by law; or (2) if not served within the statute of
limitations, actual service must be accémplished not later than one hundred twenty days
after filing”). As a practical matter, choosing not to serve a summons and complaint
makes the proposed lawsuit a legal nullity. Simply filing suit does not satisfy the burden
of a municipality to obtain a pre-election ruling on the validity of a proposed ordinance.

The Town argued that it could not effectuate service of process because no
member of the “Islanders for a Smaller School” group would step forward and agree to
be served. The South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure do not require a member of an

unincorporated association—or any defendant—to step forward and agree to be sued.

10



Rather, Rule 4(d)(3) provides plain rules for serving an unincorporated association with a
summons and complaint:

Upon a[n] . . . unincorporated association which is subject to suit
under a common name, by delivering a copy of the summons and
complaint to an officer, a managing or general agent, or to any
other agent authorized by appointment or by law to receive
service of process and if the agent is one authorized by statute to
receive service and the statute so requires, by also mailing a copy
to the defendant.

Rule 4(d)(3), SCRCP.

The Town has also maintained that. service was “impossible.” This argument has
no merit. Several individuals, including each of the Appellants, came forward and agreed
to voluntarily accept service. The Town chose not to serve any of these individuals and
chose not to amend its complaint to individually name any of the 261 residénts who
signed the Petition as defendants. The Town’s failure to commence the action filed is
fatal to its argument that it sought to obtain pre-election review pursuant to narrow
exception to Section 5-17-30 carved out in Expressway 0pponentst

The trial court reasoned that, in effect, the Town’s failure to serve its suit was
harmless error and determined that the issues raised in the action the Town failed to
commence merged into Appellants’ lawsuit. The trial court’s ruling is neither
countenanced by the plain language of Section 5-17-30 nor supported by the limited
exception to the statute’s requirements detailed in Expressway Opponents. The trial
court’s ruling rewrites the law and unfairly shifts the burden to citizens to not only satisfy
the requirements of Section 5-17-10 but to also obtain judicial review and pre-approval of
an initiated ordinance when a municipality refuses to take action. Permitting a

municipality to pocket veto a citizen initiated ordinance and avoid the mandate imposed

11



by the General Assembly renders the requirements of Section 5-17-30 meaningless. The

trial court should be reversed.

CONCLUSION

Appellants respectfully request that this Court reverse the judgment of the trial

court and declare that the Town of Sullivan’s Island failed to comply with South Carolina

be remanded to the trial court for a determination of an award of costs recoverable under

Section 15-53-100 of the South Carolina Code (2005).

Respectfully submitted,

(L]

7. Rutliddge Young 111

Julie L. Moore

DUFFY & YOUNG, LLC
| 96 Broad Street
Charleston, South Carolina 29401
|
|
|

i
|
law in responding to the Initiated Ordinance. Appellants further request that the matter
|
\
|
?
|

Phone: (843) 720-2044

Attorneys for Appellants

June 1, 2015

12



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

Court of Common Pleas

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY RE@EJV’E@ :
R. Markley Dennis, Jr., Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2012-CP-10-6830

Martha Smith, Kathleen Post, and William Post,

Appellants,

Town of Sullivan’s Island,

Respondenf.
PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Liane Marcotulli, of Duffy & Young, LLC, certify that I have served the FINAL
BRIEF OF APPELLANTS on Respondent by U.S. mail on June 4, 2015 by depositing a
copy of it to its attorneys of record as shown below: '

G. Trenholm Walker, Esq.
John P. Linton, Jr., Esq.
Pratt-Thomas Walker, PA
PO Drawer 22247
Charleston, SC 29413



Lawrence A. Dodds, Esq.
Dodds and Hennessy, LLP
973 Houston Northcutt Blvd., Suite 101

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464
Liane Marcotulli
Paralegal
DUFFY & YOUNG, LLC

96 Broad Street

Charleston, South Carolina 29401
(843) 720-2044 (phone)

(843) 720-2047 (fax)

" Attorneys for Respondent

June 4, 2015
Charleston, South Carolina



@&

VIA FED-EX OVERNIGHT MAIL

DU}F]FY &Y@UNG LLC

96 BROAD STREET, CHARLESTON SC 29401
telephone843-720-2044  facsimile 843-720-2047

ATTORNEYS AT LAW - | .&E CE ]VE
June 4, 2015 s N 05 9,
~ Courtor Abpeals

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
South Carolina Court of Appeals

1220 Senate Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

RE:

Martha Smith, et al. v. Town of Sullivan’s Island

Civil Aciton No.: 2012-CP-10-6830
Appellate Case No.: 2014-002128

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

appeal:

Please find enclosed for filing the following documents in the above-referenced

1 original unbound copy of Appellant’s Final Brief;

15 bound copies of Appellant’s Final Brief:

1 original unbound copy of Appellant’s Final Reply Brief;

15 bound copies of Appellant’s Final Reply Brief;

Certificate of Counsel stating Appellant’s Final Brief complies with Rule
211(b);

Certificate of Counsel stating Appellant’s Final Reply Brief complies with
Rule 211(b); :

1 original and 1 copy of Proof of Service of Appellants’ Final Brief;

1 original and 1 copy of Proof of Service of Appellants’ Final Reply Brief;

1 original unbound copy of the Record on Appeal; and ‘

15 bound copies of the Record on Appeal.

I would appreciate it if you would please return one filed copy of each document to-
our office in the envelope provided.

Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Imarcotulli@duffyandyoung.com
WWW.DUFFYANDYOUNG.COM



The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings

June 4, 2015
Page 2
Liane Marcotulli
Legal Assistant
Enclosures

cc: G. Trenholm Walker, Esq. (via U.S. mail)
John P. Linton, Jr., Esq. (via U.S. mail)
Lawrence A. Dodds, Esq. (via U.S. mail)



wn
- z
z —
2m
DA
* O
Qww X
oy 4
o et (v wl
wumu X A
= uwNZ
CeOve Ll
Q=N w
o .
Xy
=—Or
TOQEH— =
nacoua m
<
<
o
(}.I
Q
o -
N o
Y]
~ ol
m —
< o
ae] 8] T
~ @
4 o Ne
2
-~ 4O
ny L v
Iz Ll
03 = =k
O 0 ZT
Q> [=]
— a o
s L W
z o wa
—> o _Jld
O M H
=l T
¥y O IZ
o0 ®» O
~—

TRY FEDEX

o

(7]
==
T
ol-um
g
-5

Ll
5O w
mw';_
o =
<X
> =
Z O
=2
w O N
—_ D
(=]
—

fedex.com 1800.GoFedEx 1800.463:3339

|
|

Timl] 2= —
o o » S ———
L = L 3 —_—
— & ——
—,o 7] e ———
L Te L
e e R
e
5 Eg
= oc
Eo = FE
S e
Qi S
I — o
o =~ = =
N (ST S
o SRS *‘
©» EEEEE | 8
= E===== |JR%
=] =ﬁ
§§ =mraa ==
= = =}
o8 E==== E:
Os; | SZET S =8 %
cSEE———— SRS

)

Align bottom of peel-and-stick airbill or pouch here.

FedEx. mewpackage

| Egbiess® US Al ]/
L6415
enders {_{ 6oL MMKOJF

FedEx
Tracking
Number

: 18 |

Name Phone
s DV X Y05

AddressC( % ?Jwg(} 6% .

Dept/Floor/Suits/Room

. (heclostor sC ,, A4l

State

4 Express Package Service  +Tomostiocatons. Packages up to 1501bs.
NOTE: Service order has changed. Please select carefully. Forp ”}L‘;ﬁ’;ﬂ;ﬁ;}? ,L’;f;,;’fﬁs"”ﬁ;’;}‘,‘,f
Next Business Day [ *"20r3BusinessDays ~ *

FedEx First Overnight

Earfiast next business moming delivery to select
{ocations, Friday shipmerits will be delvered on

Monday unless SATURDAY Delivery s selacted.

FedEx Priority Overnight %,

Next business morning.® Friday shipmehts wil be
delivered on Monday unlass SRTURDAY Delivery
is selacted. .

FedEx Standard Overnight

Next business aftemoon.®
Saturday Delivery NOT evailable.
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FedEx 2Day AM.

Second businass morning.”
Saturday Delivery NOT available.

O

FedEx 2Day

Second business afternoon.* Thursday shipments
will be dalivered on Monday unless SATURDAY
Delivery s sefected.

FedEx Express Saver
Third business dey.*
Saturday Delivery NOT available.
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* Declared value limit $500.
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, FedEx Envelope* FedEx Pak® )ﬁ FedEx FedEx Oth
2 Your Internal Billing Reference | : . ;. o B 03 Toke [ Other
3 To ‘ H % i 2 6 §pgdial Handling and Delivery Signature Options
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HOLD Weekday

FedEx Iocation addross
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FadEx Fi i
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We cannot deliver to P.0, boxes or P.0. ZIP codes.
T HOLD Saturday
FedExIocation address .
Address ' REQUIRED. Avaitable ONLY for -

FodEk Pory Overigtend
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Yes, .
! Asporattached °
Shipper's Declaraf

‘No

fincluding devicel

. N !
" NOT availabte for FedEx Stendard Ovemight, FedEx 20ay AM
” : Lt . .

jes this shipment contain dangerous goods?
One box must be checked. ——j .

e Yes v
i D “Shipper’s Daclaration
notrequired,

Ex Expsass Saver.

residential delivarias only. Fos applios.

' Drylce
O nr%e,g.unms x

ﬁang‘ax\gu i 1ot b shipped in Fa
or placed in a FadEx Exprass Drop Box. N .

LT *D Cargo Aircraft Only

. E { Indi .
. ndirect Signature
Direct Signature. - - |fno ane is avallable at recipients .- '/
! Someans atre ?pmn!’s address address, someone at a neighboring
obtalning 3519 may sign for delivery. foo applies. address may sign for delivery. For
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