- IN THE CHANCERY COURT FOR DAVIDSON COUNTY TENNESSEE
AT NASHVILLE '

. JACK PELHAM and KAY PELHAM
Plaintiffs,

Case No. 05 2259 111

)
)
)
)
z
THE NASHVILLE CHURCH INC., )
 INTERNATIONAL CHURCHES OF = )
' CHRIST, INC., HOPE WORLDWIDE, )
_LTD., and CENTRAL AND SOUTH )
' AMERICA WORLD SECTOR, INC., )
)

‘Defendants.

'MEMORANDAM OF LAW AND FACTS
- INSUPPORT OF MOTION OF
DEFENDANT, THE NASHVILLE CHURCH, INC.
TO DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM

COMES NOW the Defendant The Nashville Church Inc (TNC) 1n accordance ‘
“k\’vith Rule 26.04(b) of the D~av1dson County T ennessee Locial »Rules of Practlce by‘
: ,’k’ counsel and respectfully ﬁles this Memorandum of Law and Facts in support of its
Motion to Dismiss for Farlure to State a Claim, contemporaneously filed with the Court.
In their Amended Complarnt the Plaintiffs failed to -’plead ‘with particularity, as’required
kk by 'rnle 9.02 of the Tennessee Rules of Civil Procednre,‘ the allegations of FraUdnlent
"Mirsrépry”ésentation‘ (Count T), and Civil COnspiracy- (Count I). Also the Plaintiffs fail to
'state a claim for Civil Conspiracy (Count II) due to the failure of an underlying claim.
The Plaintiffs fail to state a claim for Conversion (Count III) due to failing-to plead any

- facts that establish the elements of Conversion. Lastly, Plaintiffs’ allegations regarding

Constructive Trust (Connt IV) fail to state a claim due to the Plaintiffs’ lack of standing.




TNC would further show that on the face of the Amended Complaint, all causes
" of action are barred by the applicable statute of limitations, being the three year statute of
limitations found in TENN. CODE ANN. § 28-3-105(1). In support thereof, TNC states "

as‘ fol‘lbws::

INTRODUCTION
| ,, PARTIES |
' The Dgfendaﬁt;~ 'The,:Ne@shviille Chﬁfch‘Inca (TNC) is a Tennessee religious not- |
fof;proﬁt co’fp.ora'tion. It 1s a church that_hckjlds worship sewices in Davidson County,
’Tennessee. | | | |
The De_fendant, International Churches of Christ Inc. (ICOC), is a Califorrﬁa
_rke‘lii’gioli‘s noft{fbréproﬁt _cbrpor'atio'n which was during the‘ félevant timésto the lawsuit, an =~
: assoéiatibn'br conkventi’c:inkof Vchurch aséociat;ions'.' Eight assOciaﬁon or convention of
. churches were associated with ICOC. The Defendant Central and kkSoﬁth America Worl"d
| SeCtOI",“I‘I‘l’C.V (.CSA) is one ic:)f the eight éssdciations 6r convention of chﬁrches~‘that are
B ~ associated with ICOC. | -
| CSA is é“Fleida fréligiousk not-for-profit corporation, which was during the
; 'relevant times to tﬁe lawsuit an association or convention of churches. CSA pianted new
chuichesin thé United States and abroad, provided ecclesiastical oversight over eXiSting |
| Churéhes, and provi:ded other) forms of missioné support in its ‘geo‘graphic regioﬁ; |

The Defendant, TNC, was one of the numerous churches that comprised CSA,

and CSA provided it with ecclesiastical oversight.




The Defendant Hop‘e:Worldwide Ltd. ’(HOPE), isa not~for-'proﬁt corporation that
prov1des world a1de and rehef serv1ces | | |

The Pla1nt1ffs, I ack and Kay Pelham husband and w1fe attended and were
members of TNC durlng the period of October 1998 through August 2001. At that time,
, 'k’they were not marned and her name was Kay Dav1s (4ff Rowe W 3 4. They
- apparently now want a return of some money that they voluntanly donated through TNC |

and profess d1ssatisfaction w1th how they believe their donations were spent.

i COMPLAINT ALLEGATIONS

Through their attorney, the Plaintiffs filed a Complaint against TNC and the |
other three Defendants on June 17, 2005. The Plaintiffs filed an Amended Complaint
| against all four original Defendants on NOvernber 18, 2005.‘ Count I is entitled
"‘FraudulentlMisr"epresentation”: Count I isk entitled “Civil’ Conspiracy™: Count I is
entitled-“Conyei‘Si‘On”‘i‘ andCountIV is entitled “.Consti'uctive Trust”. |
| The Aniended Complaint alleges in sweeping terms that all of the Defendants
“collected from their parishioners and members, including the Plaintiffs, funds which
-~ they falsely represented would be allocated to international missionary endeavors, and to
L benevolence to the needy.” ‘f(Compl. 11 |

| The Plaintiffs furthei allege that these contributions ‘w‘_ere solicited under the
guises of “special missions contributions” and “contributions for the poor”. (Compl. [ 1)
| . Financial records mai'ntained by TNC reflect that Plaintiff Jack Pelhanl, gave $3,260.00

m spe01al missmns contributions” and $221 00 in benevolence or contrlbutions for the

poor” while he was a ,member‘ of TNC. Plaintiff, Kay Davis Pelham, gave $2,750.00 in




“special missions COntribntiOns” kand $30.00 in benevolenoe or “contributions for the
‘poor” while she attended TNC.‘ AfF- Ron»e 16, 7)

. "The Plaintifkfsk allege that th‘ese funds were'treated by .“the Defendants” as
| ‘f‘unres(t.ricted funs” end diverted by ;t,he'rn for the personal inurement and benefit of
‘fseverél hi‘gh-rank‘ing eznployees and officers of the Defendant eo_rporations.” (Compl. q

1)

CAUSES OF ACTION

“Plaintiffs allege kfour causes of ac‘tion against all Defendants:
I o Fraudulent Misrepresentetion, the elements Qf which are (1) the Defendant-
‘ rnade: a repfesentation of fact; (2) the representation Was false; (3) the ‘represent‘ation:
.relat’ed to_ a nlétk:eria’lkfact‘; (4) the representation Waejfnade knowingly, reeklessly, or
‘without -a b’elief in itsk truth; (5) tne plaintiff acted reasonably in ‘relying on the
| ’repkresen;cation;’ and(6) the 'pliain‘.ciff suffered dafnages as a result. Metropolitan "
"Go‘ver’nmefzteqjy’.].\.fash\)ille & Dav(d&dn Coun'z,fy V. McKinnéy, 852 SW2d 233\,’237 (Tenn. |
CCtApp.1992). R | |
- IL | Civil Conspiracy, which is a combination between two or more persons to
accomplish by cencert an unlawful purpose, or to accomplish a purpose not in itself
~ unlanul'bu’t’byjnnlawful means. Bdker V. Hooper,‘ 50 S.W.3d 463 (Tenn. Ct App.
2001), | |
1L Cenversion is any distinct act of dominion wrongfully exerted over
- another's personal property in denial of or inconsistent with his or her rights therein, such

as the tortious taking of another's chattels, or any wrongful exercise or assumption of




| , ak,uthority,k persor’l"ally or by procurement, over another‘s kg'c’?)oyds, depnvmg him or her of :
- possession, permanently ‘or for an indefinite time. Mantmotk Cavé’Production Credit
Ass'n . ozdha;h,‘569 s.w.zd‘833 25 U.c.c.‘Rep.‘ Serv. 603 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1977);
Judds V. Prztckard 1997 WL 589070 (Tenn Ct. App 1997)
IV : Constructlve Trust is a remedy that may be lmposed where one proeures :
g the legal title 1 in property in violation of a duty to the actual owner;r the title to property is
; obtztined by some inequitablefrneanS' a person makes use of some inﬂuence to in order to
- obtaln t1t1e on better terms than it otherwise would have obtained,; and a person acqtnres ‘
” pr0perty w1th notlce that someone else is entltled to its. beneﬁts Stewart V. SeWell 2005

- WL 873304 (Tenm. Ct. App.)

' STANDARD FOR MOTION TO DiSMiS»S
A rnetion to diSmiss for fatiiure to state a claim upon'whiC“h relief can be grented
* under Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure 12.02(6) “admits the truth of all relevant and :
" ’matenal averments contalned in the complalnt but asserts that such facts do not constitute
a cause of action.” Stein v. Davzdson Hotel Co., 945 S W 2d 714,716 (T enn. 1997) “The
fa1lure to state a cla1m upon Wthh re11ef can be granted is deterrmned by an examination
of the complamt alone.” Gunter v. Lab. Corp. of Am., 121 S.W.3d 636, 639 (Tenn.2003).
For purposes of the motion, “all relevant end rnaterial averments contained in the
cornplkaint” are deemed admitted, but factualkand 1egel eonclusions need not be taken as
ktrue Rzggs V. Burson 941 S.W.2d 44, 47-48 (Tenn 1997) Construlng the complalnt
liberally in favor of the p1a1nt1ff the rev1ew1ng court must determine whether its well-

- pleaded material factual allegations constitute a cause of action. Jo Ann Forman, Inc. v.




'Na‘tk’l Couneil on Compensation, jnc., 13 S.W.3d 365, 366 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1999). The
- complaint should be dismissed when it alleges no set"of facts that kwould entitle the
plaintiff to telief,, 'FOrm'ctn, 13 S.W. 3d at 366, or when it cemnletely lacksclarity or
speciﬁcity.; Mere “ccnclusions‘and generalities”k are insu‘fficienttestate a claiml Sntith v.k

* Lincoln Brass Works, Inc., 712 S.W.2d 470, 471 (Tenn. 1986).

COUNTI FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION -

COUNT II: CIVIL CON SPIRACY

Count I‘ Fraudulent Misrepresentation and Count 11, Civil Conspiracy, (alleged as
a consplracy to defraud the Plalntlffs) are actions based upon fraud. Each Count fails
B because the circumstances constitutmg fraud are not pled W1th partlculanty

- Under Tennessee Rules ‘of Civil Procedure 9.02, malice intent, knowledge, and ‘k
othei' cond1t1ons of the mlnd may be averred generally, but in any averment of fraud, the
circumstances ccnstltutlng fraud must be stated W1th partlculanty The pamcularlty
,requirernent is: satlsfied if the pleadmg states the time, place substance of the fraudulent
representatlons, facts misrepresented, fraudulent intent, reliance, and the gain obtained as |
- aresult of the fraud. See City State Bank v. Dean Witter Reynolds, 948 S.W.2d 729 738
(Tenn.Ct.App.1996) Haynes V. Cumberland Buzlders Inc., 546 S. W 2d 228 (T enn. App.
1 976) The facts thus pled give the Defendant adequate 1nformat10n to frame a response,
- and the court adequate information to distinguish valid from invalid claims and tok

terminate needless litigation. (Blount Fin. Servs., Inc. v. Walter E. Heller and Co., 819 F.

2d 151 (6™ Cir. Tenn. 1987)




The Plalntiffs falled to comply wrth Rule 9 02 of the Tennessee Rules of Civil
| Procedure because the Complaint fails to spemﬁcally identify the time and place of each
k alleged false representation, and fails to identify the manner in which each repreSentation

was deemed to be fraudulent See Czty State Bank v. Dean Wztter Reynolds, 948 S.W.2d
729 738 (Tenn CtApp 1996) R

The Plaintiffs assert a cause of action titled “Civil Conspiracy”, Count 11, in
“which they allege that the Defendants conspired to defraud them. Plaintiffs’ allegations
’group all Defendants to gether alleging a conspiracy and/or a scheme to defraud Plaintiffs ‘
5 and to 1nduce them into making donations (Compl, 17 4 10, ‘]1).“ Elsewh’ere in the
Complaint, Plamtiffs allege that they were “misled” byk Doug Lainbert into believing no |
contributions would inure to ‘the personal beneﬁt of those in leadership positions
(Compleint 91 6). | Plaintiffs fail to allege When, where, or how Mr. Lambert “misled”
thern. o | | | | |

‘When an alleged civil conspiracy is‘one’to defraud the plaintiff, allegations are
sub_]ect to the pleading requirement of Rule 9.02 of the Tennessee Rules of CiVil
Procedure See eg, Clayton v. Union Savings Bank, 1997 WL 781895 (Tenn Ct. App.
Dec. 22, 1,997). Under this Rule; the circumstances constituting the fraud must be pled
with particularity, and “general allegations of fraud and mistake are insufficient.”
Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure 9.02, and Advisory Committee Comment.

In this case, the Plaintiffs generally allege that “the Defendants” through
fraudulent rni,srepresentations en'gaged*i'n a civil conspiracy to take their money under
false pretenses. In order to 'prove, that TNC is subject to liability for fraudulent .

misrepresentations, and thus for a civil conspiracy, the Plaintiffs must set forth facts




: shoWing (1) TNC made a representation of fact, (2) the representation was false, (3) the
| representation related to a material fact, (4) the representation was made either
:knowmgly, recklessly, or w1thout a belief in 1ts truth (5) the Plaintiffs acted reasonably ’
. in relying on the representatlon, and (6) the Plaintiffs were injured. City State Bank V.
| Dean Wiﬂer Reynolds, Inc., 948 S.W.2d 729, 738 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1996). In order to
7prove these ‘elements With the particularity required by Rule 9.02, the Plaintiffs must |
jidentify' thetinie and plaoeof each alleged false representation and the manner in which |
~ each representation was deemed to 'have been fraudulent.‘ Id, |

The Plaintiffs in this case, however did not allege with the requ1s1te part1cular1ty ,
the fraudulent activity that allegedly was. the bas1s of a crvrl consplracy With regard to |
the Plaintiffs c1a1m that TNC conspired w1th the other Defendants to commit fraud on
the Plaintiffs (Count II) the Plaintiffs merely rnake conclusory allegations. Many times
~ the Plaintiffs generallystatethat the Defendants “participated together in a scheme and '

artifice to defraud.” (See, e.g., Compl., 11 10, 11, 67). The Plaintiffs o not describe this
~“scheme; and artifice” 'otherthan'to allege that the Defendants “‘repre’sented ‘that the
Plaintiffs’ ~eontrib1itory funds would go toward certain missions ’but, in aetuality, portions
- of the funds went to the Defendants. With respect to TNC, the Plaintiffs allege that they '
were “rnisled;’ :but failed to provide affirmative allegations as to whatwas actually said so
that they were “misled”. They do not allege when these statentents were made or what
| the representations were withk specificity. The Complaint further alleges’ that the
Plaintiffs“relied upon the false representations of TNC regarding the Contribution for the

 Poor to be true and accurate” (Compl. §19).




The court s dec1s1on in Strategzc Capztal Resources Inc. v. Dylan Tire Industrzes

LLC, 102 S.W.3d 603 (Tenn. Ct. App. 2002) is on po1nt In that case, ‘which was
, decided by this 'co,urt‘, the Plaintiffs sued Pirelli Tire, LLC, and Dylan Tire Industries,

- LLC, for breach of a contract:ariSing ’from’*the 'sale of the local Pirelli Tire plant. Id at

, 6’0’5. In additionwto thef ‘breach of contract c1a1m the Plaintiffs sued these contracting |

| fk partles and others for fraud consptracy, and inducement to breach contract Id Wrth‘
“respect to the fraud claims, the Plaintiffs alleged that the “Defendants” 1ntent1onally

| ~misled them about their involvement in the clos1ng of this transaction and did so through
'“representations,k statem‘ents, and o'missions.” ’kld., at 610-611.~ This court dismissed the :

~ fraud claim on the grounds,that this claim was not pled with the particularity required by

‘Rule902 Id at611

The Court of Appeals afﬁrmed th1s court s dec1s1on In domg so, the appellate
court stated that a pla1nt1ff comphes w1th Rule 9. 02 “where it spe01ﬁca11y 1dent1ﬁes the
time and place of each alleged false representation, and identifies the manner in which
each representation was deemed to have ,beenfraudulent.”” Id. (quoting City State Bank,
948;;,S.W.‘2d atsk’738,). Applying this',standard,lthe fc"ourt of appeals stated that “a]n
inspection of the cornplaint'shows that the allegations are only general and that no
particular Defendant is identified as the onemaking the false and misleading statements.

: At a minimum the actors should be identified and the substance of each statement should
‘be pled.”k Id. The court of appeals afﬁrmed this court’s dlsmissal when finding that these
- particularity “standards‘Were not met. Id. |

The identicalr standard and reasoning apply in the instant case. The Plaintiffs"k

~ civil conspiracy allegations, which are based upon fraudulent misrepresentations, are not




,; pléd with the ,requisite~particu1aﬁty.\~, At ho po‘ipt;did tile ‘Pla‘intiffs allege an affirmative
misﬁepfesentétioﬁ inade,‘byi a TNC frepreéenéati\;é, but déclaredfth'ey were “misled”. The
P\lainti‘ffsﬁkdid:f:nof jkatllég,é‘: when any fal{sekstatemcnkts\ ‘v’vér’e’ "rknade; or What the statemeﬁts -
Weréffhat c\euis‘edk the Plaintiffs tok be “misled”i Without thése «es‘séntial allegations, the
frajldulent misrepresentation claini, and thus the \ci\‘ii’l conspiracy claim, are not pled with’

| 'any of the required speéiﬁcity, and must fail. -

COUNT II - CONSPIRACY

A coﬁSpiraékaIkai‘m 1is not actionable ‘un'y\lyess there is a’viéble underlying cause of
; ac’ti’i‘On.‘ Pussefy.}GOrdo\n;;GS%l ,S.W.Zd 639,642(Tenn .Ct.r App. 1984) ('“p‘-l‘ain‘tiff may |
- ’no“t -récOVef f‘o r conspiraéy to’ d‘éﬁaﬁd when fraud c‘annbt be efstablished”). | Because
PIaintiffs haVé failed to adequately \plead a cause of action ageylin's:t TNC for fraudulent
rmisrepres:ent\ation, they have no cause of action for conspirgcy to commit that‘ tort, and
thus Count IIibf the ‘Co‘ihipliyéint: sho‘uylyd' be d’ismi‘sséd as to TNC. N

Plaintiffs .faii to meet thié standard, instead making oﬂly' the conclusory and
general allegation that the Defendants “participated together in a scheme and artifice to
| ~'deffaud.” (Compl. 49 1 0, 11, ;67) Plaintiffs conspiracy allegations should therefore be.
dismiSsed. | | | | | | |

COUNT III - CONVERSION

The Plaintiffs’ claim for conversion should be dismissed because it fails to allege
that the Plaintiffs had any right to immediate possession of the item converted at the time
-of the alle‘ged conversion. Conversion is any distinct act of dominion wrongfully exerted

: over another's personal property in denial of or inconsistent with his or her rights therein,

10




such as the tortious taking of another's chattels, 'ojr any wrongful exercise or assumption
of authority, personally or by procnrement, over another’s goods, depriving hirn or her of
- possession, permanently or for an indeﬁnite,time Mammoth Cave Production Credit
i Assn v. Oldham, 569 S W2d 833 25 UC C Rep Serv. 603 (Tenn Ct. App 1977), -
Judds v. Pritchard, 1997 WL 589070 (Tenn, Ct. App 1997) o
In any action for conversion, the plamtrff must allege and‘ show ownership of the
,property descnbed in the complamt or that the plaintiff is entitled to 1mmed1ate
posses51on of it. Pero’s Steak and Spaghettz House v. Lee 90 S. W 3d. 614 (Tenn 2002)
o The Pla1nt1ffs allege that they made various ﬁnan01al gifts Whlle they were
rnembersof TNC. The gifts were complete upon donation. There are no allegat1ons
k[ made of contingenci‘es Once the Plaintiffs made their gifts, they had no right of
:ownershlp ’of the property g1ven They cannot clalm convers1on because they have no

o right to 1mmed1ate possession of money they have donated.

“coUN'rpIVi‘-" CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST

A:constructive trnst 1s a remedy, not a eanse of action. Plaintiffs have no ‘stand’ing
to seek that remedy. They allege that the rnoney they contributed to “special missions” |

‘ and “contributions for the poor” Were improperly spent.
| E‘v.en: if Plaintiffs _had alleged sorne wrongful conduct that would justify
. imposi'tion of a construetive trust, they have no standing to seek that remedy. Their
k\:’allegation‘s are that all of the “special missions” and “contributions for the poor” money
they contributed to T NC should have been spent on miesionary work and to help the
e needy. (Complaint | 1, 12, 16). The allegation is that the beneficiaries of the funds‘

o ‘were the poor and needy, not the Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs therefore have no standing to

11




impose a constructive trust on the funds. See, e.g., Boynton v. Headwaters, Inc., 2005
WL 1959195 (W.D. Tenn. 2005). Count IV, Constructive Trust should be dismissed

because Plaintiffs lack the standing to br’ing this claim.

ALL. CAUSES OF ACTION ARE TIME- BARRED

’ All causes of act1on set’ forth in 1 the Amended Complamt are time- barred by the '
apphcable statute of limitations being found at TENN. CODE‘ANN . section 2853-105(1).
Aetlons for injuries to personal or real property and actions for detention or conversion of
| kperSOnal prop'erty ‘must be brought within three years of accrual kof the caﬁse of action.

| C1v11 Consprracy does not exist as a cause of action in and of itself but depends upon the
k’ gravaman of the allegat1ons The Plaintiffs have pled Civil Consp1racy on the basis of
 fraud.
| The Plairltiffs allege that they were members of TNC from October of 1998 to
* August of 2001 (Compl. 18). The Plainiffs did not ﬁ1e the originau Complaint until June
| 2005, almost four years after the Pla1nt1ffs left TNC, accordmg to their own allegatrons o
The Plaintiffs - allege that “on one occasion during the perrod of the Plaintiffs’
', memb'ershlp of TNC, J im Taylor, a former member and former director of Hope
Worldwide-TN informed the Plaintif Tack Pelham, that his own salary was funded in
part from the receipt of the “contribution for the poor” received from TNC (Compl. 435 ).
In spite of this alleged personal knowledge which would have been gained according to
the Plaintiff’s own allegations in the time frame of Oetober 0f 1998 to August of 2001,
kP‘laihtiff, Jack Pelham, waited until J anuary of 2003 to begin to conduet an investigatien

into the Defendants’ | corporate activities (Compl. §33). Suits for fraud, 'deceit, or
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| cdhspira‘Cy are actions in tort and are governed by the three year statue of limitations.
‘Harvest Corp. v. Ernst and Whinﬂey, 610 S. W. 2" 727 (Tenn. CT. App. 1980)
Seeking application of constructive trust is-a fe'medy and not a cause of action. If
ftlie cQurt, defermines’, deever, thaﬁ a cause of action . exists for the Plaintiffs for a
~ constructive trust, fhe ir‘1jury’ alleged is to property. Hence, the statute of limitations
| sliould Be the three year statufe of limitations, |
The Plaintiffs. ‘simpiy Waite‘d too long to file their Oﬁginal Complaint. The

| ~ Amended Complaint should now be dismissed in its entirety as to TNC.

CONCLUSION |

For the foregoing reasons, ,TNC‘ requests that its ’Mo‘tiQn be granted and the
Plaintiffs’ clai}ns againét it be dismissed in théir entirety. TNC’further requests that this
Court’s ofder be entered as a Final Judgment under Rule 54402 6'f the Tenness‘ee‘ Rules of
-Civil Procedure as there is 1o jus't:reason for delaying kthe resolution of this case in its

favor.

Respectfully Submitted,

Nancy King Crawférd, BPR Ng.D05944 %/

Attorney for T ashville Church Inc.
1929 21st Avenue South -

Nashville, TN 37212

615-292-2331
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‘CERTIFI'C:A‘TE OF SERVICE

The under51gned hereby certlﬁes that a true and correct copy of the forggoing has
 been transmitted via United States mail, postage prepald on this theMday of
; December 2005, to the followmg ;

Larry L. Crain
* Attorney for P1a1nt1ffs J ack Pelham and Kay Pelham
5214 Maryland Way, o ,
Suite 402
Brentwood, TN 37027

E. Todd Presnell
Attorney for International Churches of Chnst Inc.
Miller and Martin PLLC
11200 One Nashville Place
150 Fourth Avenue, North -
" Nashville, TN 37219 2433

Charles K. Grant

Attorney for Hope Worldw1de Ltd.
. Baker, Donelson, Bearman, Caldwell & Berkowitz, PC
- P.0.Box 190613 '

Nashv111e, TN 37219

Kathryn Ann Stephenson
Attorney for Central and South Amenca World Sector Inc.
Trauger, Ney & Tuke '
‘The Southern Turf Building
222 Fourth Avenue North
Nashville, TN 37219-2117

“HWher /%4;//;%/

Nancy King Crawfgfd, BPR No.5944
Attorney for The Nashville Church, Inc.
1929 21st Avenue South

Nashville, TN 37212

615-292-2331
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