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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
' ) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTYOF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.: 2013-CP-10-1877

The RMUE through its General Officers. ) - s wert o TR

Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher, )

"Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell )

Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton, ) ORDER

James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver, )

)

Plaintiffs, )

V. )

’ )

Herman Bolds, Richard Brown Cecil )
Parker, Theodore Miller, Carl Miller, Joan S.) ~
Roper, Martha Mathews, Thomasina G. ) Z = =
Walker, Marilyn S. Washington, JareeR. ) - T-?f_"_n ;p‘
Stanley, Audrey Wilder, Derrick Lucas, ) | g—k w
Willie Parker, Jr. James Cromwell, ) ‘; > S
James A. Roper, 111, Elizabeth R. Parker, ) o
Jacqueline R. Miller, and Payne Church % \ g‘.’x_‘, %
: 5= ©
Defendants. ) ‘ 5 g

)

STATUS OF CASE

After T held a lengthy non-Jury trial, I ordered mediation be held by September 1, 2015 I

E'*_‘&" =

withheld ruling pendlng mediation. Mediation was held on August 31 2015 ‘But indications were
that efforts were ongoing to remove one remaining contingency. A motion was ﬁled to compel
settlement, and on December 16, 2015 1 held ; hearing on that motion.

BRIEF STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACT |

I will make no effort to recite the facts, except as necessary to this order. The material

facts, necessary to this order, are as follows:
1: The parties mediated until approximately midnight. ' e TR T

2. A hard-fought settlement was reached, with one contingency or caveat.

coa

T
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3. The contingency was approval by the Bishop, of Reverend Junious, as Pastor.’
4. Reverend J unioﬁs was not approved by the Bishop.
5. Reverend Junious is not under any speciﬁc;-' disqualification for the R.M.U.E. ministry.
6. Every agreement, especially, one to be presented to the Court, contains the implied

condition of good-faith and fair dealing. ’

7. Iview the intent of the agreement to require some objective reason for not appointing

Réve‘rend Junious.
DICTA

I have duly considered Mr. Johnson;s zealous’afgument that no ’one, certainly no court, can
compel the Bishop to issue an ordination, or to assign a Pastor. This is certainly an argument
worthy of consideration. Iam enforcing a settlement, not deciding ecclesiastical matters. I note
that the Plaintiff has long sought pendent lite relief. My order basically restores the status quo

ante of a united Payne R M.U.E. Church pastored by Reverend Junious, until the issue is

revisited at General Council in November 2016. November 2016 is long before any final

decision could be heard on appeal.

PROPERTY RULING

While I fervently hope the issue is moot, I have decided to rule upon the issue of title to real

estate. It was indicated that the Church itself may have pre-existed the RM.U.E. affiliation.

However, the real estate wés deeded to Payne’s Chapel R M.U.E. Church. Payne RM.UE.

Church still exists. Nothing has transpired to validly change the title. Specifically, the Quitclaim
deed was signed by persons who were no longer members of Payne R.M.U.E. Church. The real
estate of Payﬁe R.M.U.E. isGonfirmed and quieted in favor of Payne RM.U.E. Churc}i;'a/k/a

Payne’s Chapel R.M.U.E. Church.
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~

I therefore hold that there is no failure of a condition precedent, and order that the settlement
be enforced. It is now therefore ORDERED tHat the settlement appended hereto become the
order of the Court. It is further ordered that any real property herein concerned is the property of

Payne R.M.U.E. Church, a/k/a Payne’s Chapel R M.U.E. Church, not the newly formed

t

MW/

e Hénorgble J. C. Nicholson, Jr
Circuit Coutt Judge

corporate entity, Payne Church.

' Dated: Z/ T e
/ /

At: Charleston, South Carolina
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" apply to the Court for the ;rehef demanded in the Complaint.

i)

‘ . @)
. el =
O
S
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS ;@
ot JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 15
CIVIL ACTION NO: 2012-CP-10-

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON,

)
)
)
The RMUE through its General Officers, )
Barbara B. Clark, Warren E, Hatcher, )
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell )
Haxopton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton, )
James Mogseley, Willie B. Okver, )
)

)

)

)

)

Plaintiffs,
vs. SUMMONS
Herman Bolds, Richard Brown, Cecil Parker,)

=)

w0 [ =
Theordore Miller, Carl Moore, Joan S. Roper) r af 5oy,
Martha Matthews, Thomasina G. Walker, ) 1 r;': CEY e
Mearilyn S. Washington, Jaree R. Stanley, ) A S S
Audrey Wilder, Derrick Lneas, } bRz T
Willic Parker, Jr., James Cromwell, ) \ =) =2 v
James A. Roper, II1, Elizabeth R. Patker, ) L ST i

Jacqueline R. Miller, and Payne Church g ‘ = =
Defendsants j ! |
_)

TO THE DEFENDANT ABOVE NAMED:
YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Complaint in this

action, a copy of which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your Answes to the
said Complaint on the subscribers at 300 Main Street (Post Office Box 1125) Hardeeville, South
Carolina 29927, within thirty (30) dajrs after the service hereof, exclusive of the date of such

sexvice; and if you fail to answer the Complaint within the time aforesaid, the Plaintiffs will o

g;& _ (843) 784-2142/(843) 784-5770 facsimile
March 2 ,2013 |
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
9th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT -
CIVIL ACTION NO: 2012-CP-10-

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON,

)

)

)
The RMUE through its General Officers, )
Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher, )
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell )
Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton, )
James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver, )
)

)

)

)

)

Plaintiffs,

VS.

COMPLAINT

7
v

Defendant(s).

3] L. =
Herman Bo)ds, Richard Brown, Cecil Parker,) S oef 2 oen
Theordore Miller, Carl Mooze, Joan S. Roper) PRy
Martha Matthews, Thomasina G. Walker, ) A
Mearilyn S. Washington, Jaree R. Stanley, ) = Ti
Audrey Wilder, Derrick Lucas, ) i b 5 =2 P,
Willie Parker, Jr., James Cromwell, ) : 5= 12 Somns”
James A. Roper, III, Elizabeth R. Parker, ) . T2 o
Jacqueline R. Miller, and Payne Church ) f <
' ),
)
)

The Plaintiff complaining of the Defendants alleges and shows unto the Court:
1. . That Payne Church is 2 Reformed Methodist Union Episcopal Church, (RMUE '
Church), located in Charleston County, State of South Carolina.

2. That the individual Defendants have resigned from the RMUE, but still attempt to

interfere with Church matters, (see attached letter).
3. That the individual Defendants hold themselves out a Church officials, but have
not been legally elected or appointed. |
4. That the individual Defendants seek to take actions, that only the congregation, at
large, could take, after due notice of any impending decision making.
5. That the Coxporatc Defendant is a newly created entity

\

which seeks to usurps the
property and rele of the RMUE Church and Payne RMUE Church.
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6. That the Defendants are-withholding, and possibly converting to their own use,

fonds belonging to RMUE.
. 7. Thst the Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law.

8. That the Plaintiffs are being irreparably harmed.

9. That a justifiable controversy exists.

10.  That Plaintiff is entitled to a injunctive relief both temporary and permanent,
restraining the Defendants from interfering in Church or RMUE matters.

WIHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs pray for temporary and permanent injunctions, costs of this
actjon, and such other and furthes relief as may be just and proper..

THE LAW OFFICES OF D,
JOHNSON, JR., LL

By N - 7,
DARRELL/THO

Attorney e Plaji /

LAW OFFICE L THOMAS

JOBNSON, JR. LLG,
POST OFFICE BOX
HARDEEVILLE, SC 29927
(843) 784-2142

(843) 784-5770 facsimile

Hardeeville, South Carolina

Marchg { ’*' 2013

ROA 0009



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
| | ) 9th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT -
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON, ) CIVIL ACTION NO: 264-CP-10- | § 7] b}

The RMUE through its General Officers,
Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher,
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell
Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton,
James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver,
Plaintiffs,
AMENEDED

SUMMONS

A8

VS.

e

4dV¥ £1p;

03714

Herman Bolds, Richard Brown, Cesar Jenkins,)
Theordore Miller, Carl Moore, Joan S. Roper)
Martha Matthews, Thomasina G. Walker, ) _
Marilyn S. Washington, Jaree R. Stanley, : 4
- Audrey Wilder, Derrick Lucas, );
Willie Parker, Jr., James Cromwell, )
James A. Roper, I11, Elizabeth R. Parker, )
) :
)
)

14n03 4
DHJ.SHH% ”ré‘% 19

N

n
8512 Hy g-

J acqueline R. Miller, and Payne Church

Defendants

)

TO THE DEFENDANT ABOVE NAMED:
- YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Complaint in this

action, a copy of which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your Answer to the
said Complaint on the subscribers at 300 Main Street (Post Office Box 1125) Hardeeville, South
Carolina 29927, within thirty (30) days after the service hereof, exclusivé of the date of such

service; and if you fail to answer the Complaint within the time aforesaid, the Plaintiffs will

apply to the Court for the relief demanded in the Complaint.

April 1,2013

ROA 0010



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

) 9th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON, ) CIVIL ACTION NO: 2612-CP-10- 1 g/ -/} vl
The RMUE through its General Officers, ) OI2 O l?) ‘
Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher, )
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell )
Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton, )
James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver, )
- )
Plaintiffs, )
) AMENDED
vs. ) COMPLAINT
Herman Bolds, Richard Brown, Cesar Jenkins) < & =
" Theordore Miller, Carl Moore, Joan S. Roper) ’ E;— = “73
Martha Matthews, Thomasina G. Walker, ) D ™ o
Marilyn S. Washington, Jaree R. Stanley, ) ! o h gm-z’-
Audrey Wilder, Derrick Lucas, ) ;’ X 5. P73
Willie Parker, Jr., James Cromwell, ) | 8% = IH
James A. Roper, 11, Elizabeth R. Parker, ) | =3 2 W Rood
Jacqueline R. Miller, and Payne Church ) i o g
. ) I
Defendant(s). )
)

The Plaintiff complaining of the Defendants alleges and shows unto the Court:

1. That Payne Church is a Reformed Methodist Union Episcopal Church, (RMUE

Church), located in Charleston County, State of South Carolina.

2. That the individuél Defendants have resigned from the RMUE, but still attempt to

interfere with Church matters, (see attached letter).

3. That the individual Defendants hold themselves out a Church officials, but have

not been legally elected or appointed.

4. That the individual Defendants seek to take actions, that only the congregation, at

Jarge, could take, after due notice of any impending decision making.

ROA 0011




5. - That the Corporate Defendant is a newly created entity which seeks to usurps the

property and role of the RMUE Church and Payne RMUE Church.

6. That the Defendants are withholding, and p0551b1y converting to their own use,
funds belongmg to RMUE
7. That the Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law.

8. That the Plaintiffs are being irreparably harmed.

9. That a justifiable controversy exists.

10.  That Plaintiff is entitled to a injunctive relief both temporary and permanent,
restrainin g the Defendants from interfering in Church or RMUE matters.

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs pray for temporary and permanent injuncfions, costs of this

action, and such other and further relief as may be just and proper..

'HAR ’EVILLE SC 29927
(843Y784-2142
{(843) 784-5770 facsimile

Hafdeevil.lé, South Carolina

April 1, 2013

ROA 0012



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.: 2013-CP-10-1877
The RMUE through its General Officers, )
Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher, )
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell )
Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton, )
James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver, )
Plaintiffs, )
3 .
vs. ¢ MOTION TO DISMISS T
) ‘

Herman Bolds, Richard Brown, Cecil Parker,)

} . .
Theodore Miller, Carl Moore, Joan S. Roper ) . = % e
Martha Matthews, Thomasina G. Walker, ) o 5 -
Marilyn S. Washington, Jaree R. Stanley, ) . e 7:) B Gl
Audrey Wilder, Derrick Lucas, ) \ 32-7 ~ oo
Willie Parker, Jr., James Cromwell, ) ! ’“’% -% @
James A. Roper, ITI, Elizabeth R. Parker, ) ' %‘% -
Jacqueline R. Miller, and Payne Church, ; \ a‘% o

Q —

Defendants ) : \

NOW COMES Defendants, by and throﬁgh their undersigned counsel, and moves this
Honorable Cou;'t to dismiss the Plaintiff’s Complaint pursuant to the South Carolina Rules of
Civil Procedure 12(b), et al. and the following:

This Court lacks subject matter and personal jurisdiction based upon the folldwing:

a. This case is not ripe because it is an ecclesiastical matter and Defendants

assert they have not been tried in any ecclesiastical court. Therefore tﬁe law court

lacks subject matter and personal jurisdiction and thus the case “has been filed

~ untimely under SC Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 12(b) et al_., Rule 12(b)(1) and

Rule 12(b)(2) SCRCP and; | |

b. The Plaintiffs failed to identify the subject matter, parties’ jurisdiction, and

venue pursuant to SC Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 12(b) et al., Rule 12(b)(1),

Rule 12(b)(2), and Rule 12(b)(3); and " '

ROA 0013



c That Plaintiff failed to properly serve the Defendants.
d. . That Plaintiff failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action under
Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP.

In addition, this case is a duplicative 6f two cases; Barbara Clark, et al. vs. Fred Moore, et

al, Case No. 2012-CP-27-291, and William Polite, Jr. vs. Herman Bolds, Case No. 2013-CP-10-

1361. In addition, an appeal is currently pending before the South Carolina Court of Appeals,
Appellate Case No.: 2012-213391 and the South Cardlina Supreme Court. The Supreme Court
has determined that this matter involves the sarﬁe facts and circumstances. (See Exhibit 1).

Question has also been presented by the Supreme Court as to whether actions taken place
before Jasper_ County Court of Common Pleas are null and void. (See Exhibit 2).

In addition, on November 1, 2012, the Jasper County matter was removed to the U.S..
District Cou_rt Pursuant to 28 USC §1446(d), “[p]romptly after the filing of such notice.. of
removal of a civil action... the State court shall proceed no fuﬁher unless and until the case is
remanded”. However; the Plaintiffs and Special Referee Richard E. Fields, who was also the
paid mediator, continued to file motions, injunctions, orderé, and rulings even though they aid
not have authority or jurisdiction to hear and rule on it while pending in F ederal Court.

Plaintiffs’ new action filed against the parties as above captioned is frivolous and is only
meant to harass, annoy, and embarrass the parties and is not based in fact or law. Therefore, this
action should be dismissed, and Plaintiffs should be ordered to pay the appropriate amount for
attorney fees and costs associated with defending this acti;)n and fqr such and other relief as the
Honorable Court deems necessary and proper for dismissal.

Wherefore, Defendants respectfully request that Plaintiffs’ Complaint be dismissed and

that Plaintiffs be ordered to pay the appropriate amount for attorney fees and costs assoéiated

ROA 0014



with defending this action and for such and other relief as the Honorable Court deems necessary

and proper for dismissal.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

THE CURRY LAW FIRM, LLC
EDUARDO K. CURRY, ESQUIRE

=

Attorney for Defendant
ffice Box 42270
North Charleston, South Carolipd 29423

| (843) 767-5284-
et Y / p //\2 (843) 767-5286 (Fax)
ated:

ROA 0015



to the following:

Darrell Thomas Johnson, Jr., Esq.
PO Box 1125

Hardeeville, SC 29927

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

|%- U040~ T
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DISMISS has been served upon opposing counsel by hand delivery, email, or by mailing a copy

properly addressed with sufficient postage affixed thereto this ~ /9 day of QQ;_,_Q) 2013

=
gy
P4
5
=

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of the DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO

!
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'STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON,
Payne RMUE Church
| Plaintiff(s),

woo

Payne Church, a .co%poraﬁon

Defendant(s).

) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
). 9th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

) CIVIL ACTION NO: 2013-CP-10- 35%%

[=2]
' =<
SUMMONS - \1

14003 40 W3
‘mﬁ\mww ranne

I R A T N N e

TO THE DEFENDANT ABOVE NAMED: -
YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Complaint in this

action, a copy of which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your Answer to the

said Complaint on the subscribers at 300 Main Street (Pdst Office Box 1125) Hardeeville, South

Carolina 29927, within thirty (30) days after the service hereof, exclusive of the date of such

service; and if you fail to answer the Complaint within the time aforesaid, the Plaintiffs will

June 27, 2013

5

ROA 0017 -



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INTHE COURT OF COMBJONJEEAS = |
. ‘ ) 9th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT e 2 %ﬂ"‘
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON, . ) CIVIL ACTION NO: 2013}%?-1@%593‘ A
Payne RMUE Church- i o, T i
Plaintiff(s), ‘
vs. COMPLAINT

Payne Church, a corporation

Defendant(s). -

N N N Nt Nw Nt N Nt N Nt it

The Plaintiff complainjng o-fthe/ Defendants alleges and»shows unto the Court:
1. That Payne Church is a Reformed Methodist Union Episcopal C'hur.ch, (RMUE
Chﬁrch), l.ocated in Charleston County, State of South Carolina.
2. That numerous individuaJ.s have resigned from the RMUE, but stili étt@mpt to
interfere with Church.matters, (see attached letter).
3. That the individuals hold themselves out as officials of a newly formed
corporation c;alled Payne Church, but have not been legally elected or appointed.
-4 That the indii/idual.s seek or purport to take aéﬁons, that only the RMUE
congregation, at large, could take, after due notice of any impending d.ecision making.
5. That the Corporate Defendant is a newly created entity which seeks to usurp the
prc;perty and role of the RMUE Church and Payne RMUE Church.
6. That the Defendants are withholding, and possibly converting to their own'use,
funds belong‘ing to the RMUE, or to Pa,yhe RMUE Church
7. That the Plaintiff has no adequate remiedy at law.
8. Thatthe Plaintiff is being irreparably harmed.

9. That a justiciable controversy exists.

- | | ROA 0018



"10.  That Plaintiff is entitled to a injunctive relief both temporary and permanent,
restraining the Defendants from interfering in Church or RMUE métter,s.
11, That the Defendants has obtained an invalid ultra vires deed to:

All that certain piece or tract of land situate, lying, and being on James Island, Charleston
County, South Carolina, known by the letters C, D, G, H, M and N, on.a plat by W. L. Gaillard
dated May, 1953, entitled AP OF TRACT OF LAND BY EST. OF SARAH E. GRIMBALL”,
which plat was recorded on January 21, 1954 in Plat book J, Page 89, and in the R.M.C. Office
for Charleston County. The said property has such sizes, shapes, metes, buttings and boundings
as are shown on said plat which is made a part and parcel of this description by reference hereto.
Being the same premises conveyed to the George Richardson, Henry Robinson, Raymond
Murray, Joseph Grant, John W. Prioleau, Alfred Bright, Wesley E. Goudine, Wesley A. Moore,
James Fleming, Hezikah Brown, Jr. and Willie Pinckney, as Trustees for Payne’s Chapel
R.M.U.E. Church by Beulah Grimball Robinson by deed dated April 8, 1978; rec April 13, 1978
in Deed Book M115 at Page 135 in the RMC Office for Charleston County. For more detailed
description of the properties herein, reference may be had to that certain plat prepared for Payne
Church, dated March 27, 2013 and recorded April 5, 2013, a copy of which is recorded in the .
Office of the ROD for Charleston County, South Carolma in Plat Book 322 at Page 156.Believed
shown as TMS#: 334-04-00-035.

WHEREFORE, the Pldintiffs pray for temporary and permanent injunctions, nullification '
of the deed to the deed to the corpbrate Payne Church costs of this action, and such other and
further relief as may be just and proper.

THE LAW OFFICES OF DA
JOHNSON, JR., LLC

21 THOMAS

'LAW OFFICE GF DARRELL THEMAS

JOHNSON, JR. LLC -
POST OFFICE BOX 1125
Hardeeville, South Carolina HARDEEVILLE, SC 29927
‘ o (843) 784-2142
June 27, 2013 . (843) 784-5770 facsimile

ROA 0019



FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON : .
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2013-CP-10-3843
Payne RMUE Church ' : Payne Church
PLAINTIFF(S) . : DEFENDANT(S)
) ce Attorney for , D Plamnff D L
o T Defendant R ré %

Submrtted by TR e e . D SelfRepresented ngant« KA

- ok ?\ = 3

_— B o ‘ﬁ |
Disposition Type (Check One) %
D JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issud ~

5
o
have been tried and a verdict rendered. OV . @
oz 2

<l DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the cou %@ e
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. (g %
[]. ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [_] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; ] Rule 4](a)
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [_] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); D Other e )
[J  ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON) [ ] Rule 40(3), SCRCP; D Bankruptcy,

. ~'l:] Bmdmg arbmatlon, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modlfy
arbltratron award D Other

D DlSPOSlTlON OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BO&)
‘ AD ‘Affirmed; D Reversed E] Remanded [:l Other .

NO’I'E - ATTORNEYS "ARE RESPONSIBLE 'FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT TRIBUNAL OR )
APMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL. -

ITIS ORDERED AND ADJ UDGED: [] See attached order (formal order to follow) [X] Statement of Judgment
by the Court: 1n a prevrous order by this court, it is noted that this matter has been consolidated with 2013-CP-10-
1877, with this case (2013-CP—10-3843) being the lead case.

- In the present matter, Defendants motion to dismiss came before the court immediately following the.
©  motion to consolidate. In light of the fact that discovery has not yet taken place, this’ court cannot currently rule on
* the motion to dismiss. Therefore, the motion is denied.

Plaintiff's motion to compel is hereby continued pending further dlscovery .

Counsel for both parties are to consult and prepare a consent order addressmg dlscovery and other
scheduling matters at theijr earhest -convenience.

v

Order Information '
* This order [] ends@ does not end the case. - :

Addmonal lnformanon for the Clerk :

) 'Complete, Judgmg nt.requires. Mment of4.siim ol:
X Wm
i money g aﬁectsrtltlelto real ‘oF personal jproperty - %

ﬁv

JUDGMENT AGAINST PLAINTIFF- o .-JUDCMIQNIAQAQS{DEFEND_ANI:; R
-JudgmentAmount—.;,_ . T JudgmentAmount-""‘ T
Taxable Costs - - ~t'. . | Taxable Costs .. “:.. - s ‘
. _Attome)?"s:Fees' “Attorey” s.Fees - PR i
. 1 Interest - ' Interest . - L4 v 0§ e
| Others™- 7 o . - IR Other:: - ... v v g R
‘Total Amouit tobeEnrolled B e TotalAmount t6 be Enrolled.r §- . s TS e

f apphcable descnbe the property, mcludmg tax map
mformatron and addr%s referenced in the order

© SCRCP Form 4 (09/2011) | .
. ROA 0020



The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interests
or costs not available at the time the-form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the clerk. Note: Title
researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details.

2159 October 15, 2013

Circuit Court Judge / - ' Judge Code Date

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of ,20___and a copy mailed first class this
day of ,20____ to attorneys of record or to parties (when appearing pro se¢) as follows: -
Darrell T. Johnson, Jr. Eduardo Kelvia Curry
~ ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ' ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)
CLERK OF COURT
SCRCP Formr 4 (09/2011)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT )
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NOS.: 2013-CP-10-3843 fﬁ
) 2013-CP-10-187%, - cﬁ/
Payne RMUE Church, = 2
y ) 2522 T,
Plaintiff, ) \ 2e % %
) 2%, 2 @
Vs. ) o T
' ) EE
Payne Church, a corporation, - ) “% ?@
)
Defendants. )
) ANSWER AND COUNTERCLAIM
(JURY TRIAL DEMANDED)

The RMUE through its General Officers,
Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher,
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell
Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton,
James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver,

' Plaintiffs,

VS.

A R N . " W N N

"Heiman Bolds, Richard Brown, Cecil Parker,)
Theodore Miller, Carl Moore, Joan S. Roper )
Martha Matthews, Thomasina G. Walker, ) -
Marilyn S. Washington, Jaree R. Stanley, )
Audrey Wilder, Derrick Lucas, )
Willie Parker, Jr., James Cromwell, )
James A. Roper, I, Elizabeth R. Parker, )
Jacqueline R. Miller, and Payne Church, )

; )
)

Defendantss.

The Defendants, answering the Complaint of the Plaintiff alleges and says:
1. Defendants deny each and every allegation of the Plaintiffs’ Complaints not
hereinafter admitted, denied or answered to.

AS TO PLAINTIFFS’ COMPLAINT FILED AGAiNST PAYNE CHURCH

2. Defendants admit Paragraph- 1 in that it is located in Charleston County, State of

South Carolina, but deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 1 in that it is not a

Page 1 of 9
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Reformed Methodist Union Episcopal Church (RMUE Church) and demands strict proof
thereof.

3. Def_endants deny the allegations of Paragraph 2 and demands strict proof thereof.
4. Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 3 and dgmands strict proof thereof.
5. Defendants dény the allegations of Paragraph 4 and demands strict proof thereof.
6. Defenaants deny the allegations of Paragraph 5 and demands sfrict proof thereof.
7. Dgfendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 6 and demands strict proof thereof.
8. Defendants deny the allegaﬁons of Paragraph 7 and demands strict proof thereof.
9. Defendants deny the allegations of Paréigraph 8 and demands strict prgof thereof.
10.  Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 9 and demands strict proof thereof.
11. . Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 10 and démands strict proof thereof.
12.  Defendants deny the allegations‘of Paragraph 11 and demands strict proof thereof.
13.  Defendants deny Plaintiffs’ prayer for relief, said i’aragra'ph being the remaining

Paragraph of the Complaint.

AS TO PLAINTIFFS’ AMENDED COMPLAINT MQAGAWST

HENRY BOLDS, et al.

14,  Defendants admit Paragraph 1 in that it is located in Charleston County, State of
South Carolina, but deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 1 in that it is not a
Reformed Methodist Union 'Episcopal Church (RMUE Church) and demands strict proof
thereof.

15.  Defendants deny the allegations of Pmagraph 2 and demands strict proof thereof.

16.  Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 3 and demands strict proof the;éof. .

17.  Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 4 and demands strict proof thereof.
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18.  Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 5 and demands strict proof thereof,
19.  Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 6 and demands strict proof thereof.
20.  Defendants deny the allegations ef Paragraph 7-and demands strict proof thereof.
21.  Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 8 and demands strict proof thereof,
22. Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 9 and demands strict proof thereof.
23.  Defendants deny the allegations of Paragraph 10 and demands strict proof thereof.
24,  Defendants deny Plaintiffs” prayer for relief, said Paragraph being the remaining
Paragraph of the Complaint.

FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE AND AS

A COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGE
(SCRCP, Rule 12(b) Defenses)

25.  Further answering the complaint and for a further defense thereto, Defendants
alleges that Plaintiffs’ claJms fail for a lack of subject matter jurisdiction based on
Plaintiffs’ lack of standmg to assert the claims asserted against Defendants, and therefore
all claims against Defendants should be dismissed pursuant to Rule 12(b)(1) of the South
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure. |
~ 26.  Further answer the complaint and for a further defense thereto, Defendants alleges
that Plaintiffs have failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action against
Defendants, and therefore, all clajxﬁs against Defendants should be dismissed pursuant to

Rule (12)(b)(6) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.
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FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE AND
AS A COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGES
: (Acts and Omissions)

27. Further answer the complaint and for a further defense thereto, Defendants alleges
that no acts or omission of Defendants proximately caused or contributed to any injuries

or damages that Plaintiffs may have sustained.

- FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE AND
AS A COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGE '
(Waiver, Estoppel and Laches)

28.  Plaintiffs’ claims should be dismissed pursuant to waiver, estoppel and laches.

i
/

0 .
FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE AND
AS A COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGE
(Statute of Limitations/Statute of Repose)

29, | Plaintiffs’ claimsare barred by the applicable statute of limitations and/or statute
of repose in that Plaintiffs’ failed to. file and serve this action within the statute of
limitations and/or statute of repose. See S.C. Code Ann. § 15-3-640 (Law. Co-op. 2006)
and Rule 12(b)(4) & (5) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure. See also Dean
v. Ruscon Corp., 321-S.C. 360, 468 S.E.2d 645 (1996); Barr v. City of Rock Hz‘ll, 330

S.C. 640, 644, 500 S.E. 2d 157, 159-160 (Ct. App. 1998).

FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE AND
COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGES
(Slander)

30.  Plaintiffs’ staternents and actions against Defendants asserting that Defendants

converted funds and property belonging to the Plaintiff was slander per se.
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31.  Plaintiffs’ statements were false about Defendants. These slanderous statements
were made with knowledge that they were false.

32. The slander by Plaintiffs was with actual malice, that is, with knowledge that the
statements were false, or with reckless disregard as to the truth or falsity of the
statements.

33.  Asadirectand pfoximate result of Plaiﬁtiﬁ's’ intentional slander, Defendants have
suffered, continue to\suﬂ'er, and will continue to suffer loss of members of the church,
damage to their personal and professional reputations, rﬁental anguish and humiliation,
and damaée to their business as a church.

34. Thét as a direct and préximate cause of Plaintiff’s actions, Defendants and its’

members have been damaged and are entitled to an award for damages that a trier of fact

!
i

should determine.

FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE AND
COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGES
(Defamation)

35.  Defendants are informed and believe that the Plaintiffs have pui)ﬁshed.statements
accusing the Defendants of wrongful behavior and conduct.

36.  Defendants are informed and believe that the Plaintiffs intended to cause the
Defendants to suffer harm as a result of their statements.

37.  Defendants are informed and believe that the Plaintiff has and continues to
communicate fglse statements to members of the community and the church.

38. Defen@ts are informed ar_xd believe that the Plaintiff intended that these
statements cause the Defendants to suffer harm and incur hardship. |

39. Defendants are informed and believe that the Plaintiffs knew or should have -
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known that the statements that they made against the Defendants were completely false
and untrue.

40.  Defendants are informed and believe that persons who either read or heard
Plaintiffs’ false statements concerning the Defendants understoéd the statements be
defamatory and slanderous of the Defendants’ character.

41.  Plaintiffs knéw or shbuld have known that their statements concerning the
Defendants were false, made without reasonabfe grounds for belief in their truth.

42.  Plaintiffs published the statements maliciously with knowledge of their falsity
and/or with a reckless disfegard for their truth.

43.  Plaintiffs’ false statements ‘injured the Defendants’ reputation among church
members, co-workers, friends, and‘per‘sons in the community and caused Defendants to
suffer emotional distress, humiliation, embarrassment, and incur special damages in the
form of financial strain, loss of income, and attorney’s fees for having to defend against
this and other actions.

44.  Defendants are informed and believe that they are entitled to reimbursement of
loss of income, emotional damages, reimbursement of attorney fées and costs incurred in
defending this action from the Plaintiffs’ false claims, all other special damages; general
damages; and punitive damages associated with the Plaintiffs’ libel and slander of the

Defendants’ reputation and character and as a trier of fact shall determine.
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FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE
DEFENSE AND COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGES
(Reservation and Non-Waiver)

45.  The Defendants reserve any additional and further defenses as may be revéaled by
additional information during the course of discovery and investigation, and that are
consistent with the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.

FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

AND COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGES
(DISCOVERY)

46.  Defendants reallege each and every allegation in paragraphs 1-45 as if alleged
herein. .

47.  The parties should be authorized and allowed to engage in pre-trial discovery as

authorized by the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.

FURTHER ANSWERING AND AS A SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE
AND COUNTERCLAIM DEFENDANTS ALLEGES '
" . (ATTORNEY'’S FEES) '

48.  Defendants reallege .each and every allegation in paragraphs 1-47 as if alleged
herein.
49.  That Defendants have employed an attorney to represent them and is informed
and believes that they are entitled to anvOrder requiring Plaintiffs pay their attorﬁey’s fees
and their own reasonable attorney’s fees. |
WHEREFORE, having fully Answered the Plaintiffs’ Complaint, the Defendants
pray that the Court dismiss Plaintiffs’ coxﬁplaint and enter judgment in favor of the
Defendants against the Plaintiffs in the amount of actual damages, consequential
damages, punitive damages as may be determined, an award of costs, attorneys’ fees and

such other and further relief the Court may deem just and proper.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

(e

EDUARDO CURRY, ESQ.

Q Box 42270
North Charleston, SC 294
Tel. (843) 767-5284
Attorney for Defendants
Charleston SC
& day of /%" "7/ 2013
Page 8 of 9
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Q03 - CQ)@%%%

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of the DEFENDANTS’

ANSWER AND COUNTERCLAIM has been served upon opposing counsel by hand

delivery, email, or by mailing a copy properly addressed with sufficient postage affixed

thereto this day of APWRmbe; 2013 to the following:

Darrell Thomas Johnson, Jr., Esq.
PO Box 1125
Hardeeville, SC 29927

Paralegal
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STATE OF SOUTH 'CAROL]I.\IA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

- ) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTYOF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.: 2013-CP-10-3843
The RMUE through its General Officers ) o
Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher, ) = % e
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell ) ac. r,fé o
Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton, ) R 4‘4\) (
- James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver, ) PASD- {f\
.. s -
Plaintiffs, ) ;)
. ) S e
R
| Vvs. ) REPLY TO COUNTERCLAIM?‘/)\% ¥
_ ) o
| Payne Church, a corporation, )
)
Defendants. )
)

TO: EDUARDO K. CURRY, CURRY & HOUSEY, P.A., ATTORNEYS FOR THE
DEFENDANTS ABOVE-NAMED:

. Thg Plaintiffs, by and through their undersigned counsel, here‘py reply to the

Counterclaim of the Defendants, and would allege, deny and show_unto this Court:

1. Plaintiffs deny each and every allegation of Defendants’ Counterclaim not
hereinafter admitted, denied or otherwise qualified.

2. Plaintiffs dehy paragraphs thlrty (30), thirty-one (31), thirty-two (32), ﬂxirty-three
(33), and thirty-four (34) of Defendants’ Counte;rclaim and strict proof is demanded thereof,

3. Plaiﬁtiffs deny the allegations contained in paragraphs thirty-five (35), thirty-six
(36), thirty-seven (37), thirty-eight (38), thirty-nine (39), forty (40), forty-one (41), forty-two
42), forty—three (43), forty-four (44), fony-eight (48), and forty-nine(49) of Defendants’
Counterclaim and strict proof is demanded thereof.

FOR A SECOND DEFENSE TO THE COUNTERCLAiNI

\~

SCRCP, Rule 12 Defens¢s
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5. Further answering the Counterclaim of the Defendants and for a further defense
thereto, Plaintiffs allege that Defendants claim for fail for a lack of jurisdiction baseq on
dismissal of the individual defendants, and therefore, all claims against Plaintiffs should be
dismissed pursuant to Rule 12.of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.

6. Further answering the Counterclaim of the Defendants, and for a further defense
thereto, Plaintiffs allege that Defendants have failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause
of action against Plaintiffs, and therefore, all claims against Plaintiffs should be dismissed
pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.

FOR A THIRD DEFENSE

7. Plaintiffs hereby repeat verbatim each and every allegation contained in the
precedihg paragraphs as if fully rewritten in their entirety. .

8. That. any statements, oral or written, were both priYileged and true.
WHEREFORE haVihg fully replied to the Counterclaim of the Defendants, Plaintiffs pray that
~ this Honorable Court dismiss the Counterclaim in its entirety, émt unto the Plaintiffs the relief
requested for in the Complaint, award Plaintiff’s attorney’s fees and costs in this action, and for
.such other and further religf as this Court deems just andprop'er.

LAW OFFICE OF

DARRELL THOMAS JOHNSON, JR:, LLC
4

4
Jartell ﬁloma}:lﬁ'hnson, Jr., Esquire
300 Main Streéf :
Post Office’Box 1125
Hardeeville, South Carolina 29927

(843) 784-2142

By:

e a8
November Q?L 2013

Hardeeville, South Carolina
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5. Further answering the Counterclaim of the Defendants and for a further defense

thereto, Plaintiffs allege that Defendants claim for fail for a lack of jurisdiction based on

| dismissal of the i;ldividual defendants, and therefore, all claims against Plaintiffs should be

dismissed pursuant to Rule 12'of the South Carolina Rules of Civjl Procedure.

6. Further answering the Counterclaim of the Defendants, and for a further defense
thereto, Plaintiffs allege that Defendants have failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause
of action against Plaintiffs, and therefore, all claims against Plaintiffs should be dismissed
pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.

FOR A THIRD DEFENSE

7. Plaintiffs hereby repeat verbatim eaéh and every allegation contained in the
preceding paragraphs as if fully rewritten in their entirety.

8. That' any statements, oral or written, were both pri\_/ileged and true.
WHEREFORE having fully repliéd to the Counterclaﬁﬁ of the Defendants, Plaintiffs pray that
this Honorable Court dismiss the Counterclaim in its entirety, émt unto the Plaintiffs the relief

requested for in the Complaint, award Plaintiff’s attorney’s fees and costs in this action, and for

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

LAW OFFICE OF

DARRELL THOMAS JOHNSON, JR, LLC
' 7

/ e
By: ; //V/ / _
LDarrell Thomas,Johnson, Jr., Esquire
300 Main Styeéf
Post Office’Box 1125
Hardeeville, South Carolina 29927
(843) 784-2142

e 138
November _Qlj)_Q_, 2013
Hardeeville, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

) .
COUNTYOF CHARLESTON - )
The RMUE through its General Officers

Barbara B. Clark, Warren E. Hatcher,
Cassie Keeton, Daniel Green, Powell

Hampton, Amos Hatcher, Bobby Keeton,

James Moseley, Willie B. Oliver,
- Plaintiffs,

vs.

f;yf;e Church, a cqrporatiqn,

Defendants,

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT '
CASE NO.: 2013-CP-10-3843

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that I have this a_Q day of November, 2013, served a

true and accurate copy of PlaintifP’s Reply to Counterclaim in the above matter via United

States Mail, first class postage affixed thereto, properly addressed to the following:

Eduardo K. Curry, Esquire

CURRY & HOUSEY, PA
Post Office Box 42270

North Charleston, South Carolina 29423

Leanr® M. Eddy

" Legal Assistant
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FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2013-CP-10-3843
Payne RMUE Church ‘ Payne Church
PLAINTIFF(S) ' " DEFENDANT(S) 4 o
, . Attorney for : [ ] Plaintiff ] Defendant
Submitted by: . or ‘
' [] Self-Represented Litigant

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)

O 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. '-é

" The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. 09 (:6 “’O’ =51

O ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ ] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; [] R ed (3SR sl
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [ ] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [ ] Other ?,;u - 'y

O ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): ["] Rule 40(), SCRCP; ] Banlcmptcy;)'g; .
("] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify ('ijﬁ % -
arbitration award; [_] Other 22 o

0 DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLI L : /

[ ] Affirmed; [] Reversed; ["] Remanded; [ ] Other o F

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

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [] See attached order (formal order to follow) [ ] Statement of Judgment
by the Court: The Court finds this case appropriate for Complex Case Designation and further Orders that this
case be assigned to the Honorable Judge J.C. Nicholson, Jr. to hear and handle all pre-trial motions and all other
matters pertaining to this case to include final disposition.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order [ ] ends [ does not end the case.
Additional Information for the Clerk :

INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC INDEX .
Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount
should be enrolled. If thereis no Judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be Enrolled
(List name(s) below) (LList name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)
N/A ‘ , L $
$
$

If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

concerning the amounts contained in this
ure. Amounts to be computed such as interest

fal court order for judgment details.

- z*-Mp

Judge Code
Page 1 of 2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ' THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON DOCKET NO. 2013-CP-10-3843

PAYNE RMUE CHURCH
Plaintiff
vS.

PAYNE CHURCH

Defendant

TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD

" June 15,.2015
Charleston, South Carolina

Volume 1 (of 2)

BEFORE:

THE HONORABLE J. C. NICHOLSON, JUDGE

APPEARANCE S:

DARRELL T. JOHNSON, ESQ.
Attorney for the Plaintiff

EDUARDO CURRY, ESQ.
Attorney for the Defendant

JOYCE C. RUEGER, CVR-M
Circuit Court Reporter
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INDEX. TO PROCEEDINGS

PROCEEDINGS

MOTION TO AMEND SUMMARY JUDGMENT
Remarks by Mr. Curry

MOTION-LACK OF STANDING
Remarks by Mr. Curry
Remarks by Mr. Johnson

OPENING STATEMENTS
Remarks by Mr. Johnson

Remarks by Mr. Curry

BARBARA CLARK
Direct Examination by Mr. Johnson

Cross-Examination by Mr. Curry

NATHANIEL RICHARDSON
Direct Examination by Mr. Johnson

Cross—Examination by Mr. Curry

GEORGE RICHARDSON _
Direct Examination by Mr. Johnson
Cross—-Examination by Mr. Curry

MOTION TO DISMISS
. Remarks by Mr. Curry

" PAGE

11

14
15

24
31

38
53

92
94

105
108

113
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INDEX TO PROCEEDINGS (continued)

PAGE

HERMAN BOLES
Direct Examination by Mr. Curry 123
Cross—-Examination by Mr. Johnson 150
Redirect Examination by Mr. Curry 171
Recross-Examination by Mr. Johnson 177
CERTIFICATE OF THE COURT REPORTER 180
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INDEX TO EXHIBITS

[All exhibits pre-marked prior to start of trial unless

otherwise indicated in transcript]

PLAINTIFF PAGE
No. Description ‘ Marked / Admitted
1 3 Deeds 38
2 Decision : 40
3 Book of Disciple 38
3-A Amendments ' ’ 41
4 List of officers 113
5 Resolution-9-24-14 113
6 RMUE Memo-10-27-14 113
7 Resignation Letter 38
8 Quit Claim deed
9 Letter (redacted)
10 Letter (redacted)
DEFENDANT
No. Description Marked / Admittedl
1 Letter-12-28-12 65 65
2 Pictures x 2 4 125 128
3 Letter-11-20-12 - 136 136
4 Payne membership list | 138 (withdrawn)
5 Minutes-11-25-12 142 144
6 Minutes , 1aa 144
4
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INDEX TO EXHIBITS (continued)

[All exhibits pre-marked prior to start of trial unless

otherwise indicated in transcript]

COURT \ PAGE
)
gg;. Description Marked / Admitted
"Judge Goodstein order 22
2 Deposition of Herman Boles 156
5
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Payne RMUE Church v Payne Church et al

Proceedings
June 15, 2015

PROCEEDINGS

THE COURT: I believe we’re talking about the Payne
RMUE Church, plaintiff v Payne Church Incorporated,
defendants is that correct?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, sir.

MR. CURRY: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And I understand ---

MR. CURRY: ——- Your Honor?

THE COURT: Pardon?

MR. CURRY: In name because we had a consolidation -
but in name only but I do have some motions before we
start this trial.

THE COURT: ’Okay. First of all I'd like to put on
the record that I had a pretrial conference with the
attorneys Mr. Thomas Johnson and Eduardo Curry last week
and informed the parties that I was going to do some
bifurcation in this case. 2And fhe bifurcation is I am
going to bifurcate out the non-jury issues with the jury
issues. |

And the court is of the opinion that the non-jury
issue as to ownership of the real estate and the property
that is attached thereto is a non-jury issue and we are
going to try that first. The remaining jury issues as to
the conversion and what was the other cause of action?

MR. CURRY: Slander, violating the agreement ---
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Payne RMUE Church v Payne Church et al
Proceedings ' ,
June 15, 2015 - )

THE COURT: -—— liable and slander, that’s right
would be a jury issue which we can determine at a later
date with a jury trial. Apd that was the court’s
decision ahd informed the attorneys last week so they
could be prepared this week for trial accordingly. Now
Mr. Curry you say you have séme motions as to that? -

MR. CURRY: Yes, Your Honor{ I do.

THE COURT: Before we get there let me ask you a
couple of queétions. I’ve been reading in thelhistory
that you had provided to me with the Doctrines and
Disciplines of the Reformed Methodist Union Episcopal
Church. And there are some holes there in the history
and I just Qanted to ask you some questions if anybody
can fill in these ﬁbles, okaY?

MR. CURRY: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Number one let me see we had AME Church

| and the history first is a northern portion of AME and a

southern portion of AME. What geographical area are we
referring to back in the 1800’s when the AME was one in
the same?

MR. CURRY: Judge, I am the right person to answer
that question since I.do some work for the southern
Episcopal district or the African Methodist Episcopal
Church. At one point the African Methodist Episcopal

Church was part of two actual states North Carolina and
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Payne RMUE Church v Payne Church et al

Proceedings

Jume 15,2015

South Carolina and that was in southern Episcopal
district --—-

THE COURT: == SO in this history when we refer to
the northern members discriminating against the southern
members you’re talking about North Carolina and South
Carolina?

MR. CURRY: That’s correct, Judge. And then at
some point the southern Episcopal district of the African
Methodist Episcopal Church became South Carclina only and
then you had the —-—-

THE COURT: --- they called that I beiieve the
Reformed Methodist Union Church right?

MR. CURRY: Well, Judge -—-

THE COURT: --- and that was oﬁ January 22, 1885.

MR. CURRY: They ended up splitting away from the
AME church. The AME church has never been the Reformed
Methodist Episcopal Church. The African Methodist
Episcopal Church came from Methodists —--- .

THE COURT: -—- that was my next question. We also
have in the history a Reformed Episcopal church and a
Reformed Methodist church. When did the Methodist and
Episcopal Church those reforms get together and become

the I guess the RMUE Church?

MR. CURRY: Judge -- we’ve got some history -——
THE COURT: ——— I'm just referring to the history
8
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Payne RMUE Church v Payne Church et al

Proceedings

June 15, 2015

and I was trying to read this and there are some holes in
the history.

MR. CURRY: Right. And I don’t know if we provided
those or Attorney Johnson. But once they split from the
AME church then they started their own organization with
regard to eventually demerging aldng the line and RMUE
became the I guesé the issue or the denomination that
we’re talking aboﬁt today. |

THE COﬁRT: And acéording to the doctrine book on
December the 5th 1899 is when the RMUE came into
existence is that right?

MR. CURRY: That's correct.

THE COURT: This doesn’t really affect the issues
that I’ve got fo decide but I just sort of want to try to
fill in the biank in my mind on the history okay.

THE COURT: But when it came in and started as an
organization and then people joined based.on the

organization itself. Now it’s my understanding it’s the

RMUE, Inc.; it’s an incorporation.

THE COURT: What was the Reformed Episcopal Church?
What was that?

MR. CURRY: Just an early derivative and when
you’re dealing with name changes and I"11 give you an
example you’ve got Church of God, you’ve got Church of

God of Prophecy, you've got Church of God in Christ. And
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Payne RMUE Church v Payne Church et al

Proceedings

June 15, 2015

so as people started to leave they started to add other

names in order to get some identification in terms of

process. So along the way it sort of metamorphosized and

| then of course this church then comes up, which actually

looking at the Doctrine and Discipline says that they

| come out of the African Methodist Episcopal Church and

they mirror it in a lot of their organizations and
structures etcetera.”
" THE COURT: I appreciate that. I believe you have

some motions is that correct?

10
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Payne RMUE Church v Payne Church et al
Motion to Amend Summary Judgment-Remarks by Mr. Curry
June 15, 2015

MR. CURRY: Yes, Your Honor. And you know what I'm
doing in terms of protecting the record. Judge, we also
renew our motion to amend the summary judgment about the

fact that these matters are ecclesiastical and suddenly

‘'surely wouldn’t be actually outside of the purview and

subject matter jurisdiction of this court and we’d ask
that this case be dismissed based on the fact that we
believe the issues are not mutual.

And let me tell you one reason why when we're
talking about who owns it and whether or not it is the
trustees or other trustees. We believe that that’s an
ecclesiastical matter that should be dealt with. So we
want to renew our motion that we had from summary
judgment Obvioﬁsly for the record here with regard to it.
Number two ——-

THE COURT: —-—-~ let me address that motion first;
The court is of the opinion the issue as fo who owns the
real estate is a legal issue. Now the court doesn’t plan
on fglling over into the church lawn okay. T know there
is a fine line there but in order to determine ownership
I think the court is going to have to make a
defermination as to who is the actual highest authority
within the RMUE Church i.e. I believe the general
officers or the Bishop and not any aecisions they make

but who is the highest authority within the church

11
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hierarchy. So for that reason your motion is denied.

MR. CURRY: Judge, I also -- I think there are
three parties that haveito be considered in high
authority; you mentioned the Bishop, you mentioned the
general officers but the genefal conference or the
delegates is really we believe in terms of the issue of
power. So I would ask that when you consider that that
third party be put in there.

THE‘COURT: And the court is not going to pass any
judgment on what they did other:than who is the highest
authority in relation to the deeds, okay.

MR. CURRY: That's correct, Judge.

THE COURT: And that’s the only purview this court
is going to go into; not whether thatvdecision is right
or wrong.

MR. CURRY: Very well, Your Honor, but I just
wanted to add that third the general conference with the
delegates is a position of authority in the Reformed
Methodist Union Episcopal Church.

THE COURT: I understand. The general delegates
neet, the general conference has delegates and they -elect
the Bishop is that correct?

MR. CURRY: They elect the Bishop and they set the

rules and the gﬁidelines and the doctrines for the

church.

12
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THE COURT: How do the generg}-officers fit into
that? Are they officers of the general conference?

MR. CURRY: They are officers of the Reformed
Methodist Union Episcopal Church in terms of they execute
things but in terms of making the law the géheral
conference makes the law; that’s according to their ---

THE COURT: —-- and the general conferences are
members from the various churches that éfe members of the
orgaﬁization?

MR. CURRY: Yes, Your Honor. From annual
conferences delegates from churches, ﬁinisterial
delegates that are actually elected up and then they all

come together in a compilation called general conference

| which is quadrénnial once every four years. That

actually deals with the doctrine.

THE COURT: The reason -- okay, I understand.

What’s your next motion?

13
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MR. CURRY: Our next motion would be a lack of
standing. Judge, it may be within consolidation but
originally the general officers of the church are the
ones that filed this lawsuit trying to allegedly recover
any property. Our position is that they don’t have
standing. If you look at the deeds of the church the
deeds of the church deal with the trustees of Payne
Chapel.

And it’s our position Judge that the general
officérs don’t have standing tolraise the issue that they
don’t own the property. So we would ask that you dismisé
this case on lack of standing because of the fact that.
the deeds are actually titled in Payne Chapel RMUE and
not the trustees of RMUE, Inc. of which they were the
people who brought the actual lawsuit. )

THE COURT: Okay. Your position is the general
officers the land is not titled in their names?

MR. CURRY: That is correcﬁ, Your Honor, and
therefore they lack standing to bring this case.

THE COURT: Mr. Johnson, you want to address that
issue? ’

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, sir.

14
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June 15, 2015

MR. JOHNSON: I would draw Your Honor’s attention to
the fact ﬁhat this is_a.consolidation of several cases,
either three or four. One was brought by the RMUE, the
denomination; that is because they have an interest in
their member churches sort of like NATO or even like the
federal government had an interest in South Carolina
seceding from the union. There was another'caée brought
by almost all of the true officials of Payne RMUE. Then
there was another case ——-

THE COURT: -—— when you say officials are you
talking about officials, the trustees of that church or
are you talking about the general officers or the general
conference delegates. I’'m just trying for ---

MR. JOHNSON: --- the —-—-

THE COURT: -—-— for my purposes I'm trying to
decide when we talk about them who are we talking about?

MR. JOHNSON: It was the caption that had all.the
names in it, a dozen or so names; the very ones that are
supposedly being sued for slander was the trustees and
stewards and various officers of --- |
| THE COURT: ——-- individual chu;ch?

MR. JOHNSON: Of the individual church. And I
would respectfully submit: that not only would any officer
have standing to challenge their church being stolen any

member of the congregation would have standing. But the

15
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RMUE denomination, the general officers of the
denomination are here because they have an interest in

the protection.and the participation of a member church.

But that’s kind of a detail for what we’re here for

today; particularly the non-jury part.

But the other suit and I believe this was done by
consent by whichever 3udge heard it, we’ve been up here
so many times I’ve lost track before you took over, but
the order says and it was the consensus of both parties
we’re going to have one case that subsumes all these
others and everybody is going to be bound by the result.

THE COURT: They just consolidated all\the cases
and are calling it one?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, sir. So regardless -- and he
pic