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IN THE CHANCERY COURT OF THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 

20TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

IN NASHVILLE 

 

THE MAYOR and BOARD OF   ) 

ALDERMEN, of the TOWN OF MASON, ) 

TENNESSEE, a duly organized and  ) 

incorporated municipal government of the ) 

State of Tennessee,  )  

    ) 

 Petitioner,  ) 

    ) 

v.    ) Case No. 22-0470-II 

    ) 

THE STATE OF TENNESSEE  ) 

COMPTROLLER OF THE TREASURY,  ) 

    ) 

 Respondent.  ) 

 

 

COMPTROLLER OF THE TREASURY’S POST-HEARING RESPONSE IN 

OPPOSITION TO PETITIONER’S EMERGENCY PETITION FOR DECLARATORY  

AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

 

 

  Respondent, Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury Jason Mumpower (“Comptroller”), 

in his official capacity, by and through the Office of the Tennessee Attorney General, in 

accordance with the Court’s April 6, 2022, Order permitting the parties to file post-hearing briefs, 

hereby responds in opposition to Petitioner’s Emergency Petition for Declaratory and Injunctive 

Relief (the “Petition”) of the Mayor and Board of Aldermen of the Town of Mason (the “Town”).1  

For the reasons stated herein, as well as those stated in the Comptroller’s April 5 filings and the 

Declaration of Betsy Knotts filed herewith under Tenn. R. Civ. P. 72, the Court should deny the 

Town’s request for injunctive relief. 

 
1 By filing this response, the Comptroller does not waive his right to assert any defenses or jurisdictional challenges 

he may have to the Petition or the recently filed “Amended Petition,” which is not the subject to the pending request 

for injunctive relief. 
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 Before turning to the Town’s Brief, which is rife with factual and legal inaccuracies, the 

Town’s filing of an amended petition without leave of court needs to be addressed.  The April 6, 

2022, hearing was based on the Petition filed by the Town’s government against the Comptroller 

in his official capacity.  The Amended Petition the Town filed on April 11, 2022, adds Mayor 

Emmit Gooden as a Petitioner in his individual capacity and Comptroller Jason Mumpower as a 

Respondent in his individual capacity.   

 The “Amended Petition” is akin to a new lawsuit as to Emmit Gooden and Jason 

Mumpower.  The Comptroller cannot be sued in his individual capacity when he was acting in his 

official capacity.  In addition, Jason Mumpower, as an individual, has not been served with process 

and is not a proper party to this lawsuit.  Furthermore, Mayor Gooden has no standing as a resident 

to sue the State concerning the Comptroller’s oversight of the Town’s finances.  The Amended 

Petition should not be permitted.  However, the Court asked for briefing on the Town’s request in 

its April 1, 2022, Petition for a temporary restraining order; any additional arguments in the 

Amended Petition would require a fuller analysis, and the Comptroller reserves all rights to 

challenge the Amended Petition in future proceedings. 

CLARIFICATION OF FACTS 

 Without rehashing the detailed factual history set forth in the Comptroller’s April 5, 2022, 

Brief, several factual matters raised by the Town require clarification.  First, the Town urges that 

its finances are improving, but that information is not yet verifiable in audits.  The Town has 

materially misled the Comptroller in the past regarding the Town’s financial condition—including 

informing the Comptroller that the Town had fully paid off its Water and Sewer Fund in June 2021 

(Knotts April 5, 2022, Aff. (hereinafter “Knotts Aff.”) ¶ 23), so the Comptroller can only truly 

trust verifiable data in the form of certified audits for the time being.  At present, the most recent 
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audit filed by the Town is for fiscal year 2019.  (Id. at ¶ 25, Ex. K.)  The Comptroller has access 

to a draft of the 2020 audit, but the recent payments the Town has claimed to have made cannot 

yet be verified.  (Id. at ¶ 39, Ex. M.)  Further, there are no verifiable means to assure that the 

Town’s officials have not continued to use utility funds to pay for governmental expenses in 

violation of Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-34-115.  The Comptroller hopes the Town has improved its 

practices as claimed, but the Comptroller must continue his work until those claims are verified. 

The Comptroller’s Office has worked with the Town of Mason for over a decade now and 

observed dramatic increases to utility-funds debts and to general-fund deficits (which were 

discovered as late audits were submitted in 2020 and 2021).  The Comptroller, to fulfill his 

statutory obligations, must work closely with the Town for a period to ensure the Town is truly 

making progress. So, the answer to the Town’s question of “Why is the Comptroller taking this 

step now?” is because the Town has not improved in its financial practices over time.  The 

CoreCivic prison’s closing in September 2021 (when coupled with the 2019 audit and 2020 draft 

audit) was also a contributing factor as to why closer, more frequent interactions between the 

Comptroller and the Town became necessary under Tenn. Code Ann. § 9-21-403(c) and § 7-34-

115(f).  Losing a large utility customer (not to mention approximately 500 individuals who were 

counted in Mason’s population) made the Town’s situation even more concerning.  In addition, 

the Town’s receipt of funds from the federal government under the American Rescue Plan does 

not change the fact that the Town has historically mismanaged its funds.  Found money has no 

bearing on the Town’s underlying, structural financial problems. 

Any discussion about the benefits of Ford’s future development of Blue Oval City in West 

Tennessee is purely speculative and not pertinent to this case.  The project is likely to benefit the 

Town, but it will not help the Town improve its financial practices.  But when a local government 
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that has a track record of illegal borrowing from utility accounts loses a major utility customer, it 

is reasonable that the local government will be subject to heightened scrutiny until financial 

practices improve. 

The Town again complains that it will not be able to make emergency expenses under the 

updated corrective action plan, but the Comptroller has given it multiple assurances—including 

this paragraph—that the Comptroller will not prevent the Town from reacting to and spending in 

emergencies.  The specter of an emergency should not be used to defeat the entire framework the 

Comptroller developed to bring the Town’s finances into compliance.  (See also Knotts Aff. ¶ 49, 

Ex. P (explaining flexibility when dealing with emergencies).) 

ARGUMENT  

The Town misquoted and miscited caselaw in its Brief and has failed to provide any 

relevant authority giving the Court jurisdiction over this matter.  Respectfully, the Court has no 

jurisdiction over the Petition to second-guess the Comptroller’s actions as it relates to the Town of 

Mason, a political subdivision of the State.  Further, the Town may make no claim under the Equal 

Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment or Article XI, Section 8, of the Tennessee 

Constitution; caselaw consistently makes this point clear.  

If, arguendo, the Court finds it has jurisdiction over the Town’s Petition, the Comptroller 

is likely to succeed on the merits. The updated corrective action plan is legal and treats the Town 

fairly and without discrimination.  Moreover, the balance of the harms weighs in favor of the 

Comptroller assisting the Town to achieve its financial goals so that the Town’s residents no longer 

need to suffer from the Town’s financial struggles.  Accordingly, the Court should deny the 

Town’s request for a temporary restraining order and ultimately dismiss the Petition. 
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I. THE COURT LACKS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION TO HEAR THIS 

CASE.  

 

The Town’s briefing ignores the black-letter law that prohibits the Court from exercising 

jurisdiction over the Town’s claims as stated in its Petition.   Indeed, it is telling that the Town 

gives short shrift to explaining how the Court has jurisdiction here. 

 The Town seeks a declaratory judgment under Tenn. Code Ann. § 29-14-102(a).  (Pet. ¶¶ 

53–57.)  But declaratory judgment actions under that statute may not be filed against the State of 

Tennessee.  Utley v. Rose, 55 S.W.3d 559, 562 (Tenn. Ct. App. 2001); Hall v. McLesky, 83 S.W.3d 

752, 756 (Tenn. Ct. App. 2001); Carter v. McWherter, 859 S.W.2d 343, 346 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1993).  

The Town’s Petition is against the State, and the Declaratory Judgment Act does not expressly 

permit a suit against the State; the action is therefore barred under Article I, Section 17, of the 

Tennessee Constitution.  The Court may not entertain this case under that Act. 

 The Town does not address at all the Court’s lack of subject matter jurisdiction under Tenn. 

Code Ann. § 4-5-322(h) (part of the Uniform Administrative Procedures Act (“UAPA”)), 

suggesting the Town concedes this issue.  Plainly, the UAPA judicial-review statute in § 4-5-

322(h) does not apply to this action.  The Town likewise did not address why it cited Tenn. Code 

Ann. § 16-11-103 as a jurisdictional statute.  (Pet. ¶ 9.)  That statute, which provides general 

jurisdiction to the chancery court of equitable cases involving a dispute of greater than $50, does 

not apply to the State.  And there is no monetary dispute between the parties.  Thus, the Town has 

failed to cite any statute giving the Court jurisdiction over this matter and the case ultimately must 

be dismissed. 
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II. THE TOWN FAILS TO STATE A COGNIZABLE CLAIM UNDER THE U.S. OR 

TENNESSEE CONSTITUTIONS. 

 

 Regarding the Town’s position that it may state a claim against the State under the Equal 

Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and/or Article XI, Section 8, of the Tennessee 

Constitution, the Town fundamentally misunderstands the law and the Comptroller’s argument.  

The Town also repeatedly misquotes and miscites caselaw in a futile attempt to make its argument. 

 The Town, as a political subdivision of the State, may not make a claim against the State 

or its officials under the Fourteenth Amendment or Article XI, Section 8, of the Tennessee 

Constitution.  The Comptroller has not claimed here that in general the State is immune from 

claims under the Fourteenth Amendment or Article XI, Section 8, of the Tennessee Constitution.  

Instead, the Town of Mason cannot state a claim under those constitutional provisions against the 

State or its officials.  S. Macomb Disposal Auth. v. Washington Tp., 790 F.2d 500, 504 (6th Cir. 

1986).  As written in the Comptroller’s pre-hearing brief, the Sixth Circuit in South Macomb 

Disposal Authority explained, “The nature of the relationship between a public corporation and its 

creating state has led the Court to conclude that a municipal corporation ‘cannot invoke the 

protection of the Fourteenth Amendment’ against its own state.”  790 F.2d at 504 (citing City of 

Newark v. New Jersey, 262 U.S. 192, 196 (1923)).  The U.S. Supreme Court in City of Newark 

stated unambiguously that a local government “cannot invoke the protection of the Fourteenth 

Amendment against the State.” 262 U.S. at 196.   

 The Town incorrectly cites Gomillion v. Lightfoot for the proposition that the U.S. Supreme 

Court’s words in City of Newark were “unconfined dicta.”  (Pet’r Br. at 10 (“[T]he U.S. Supreme 

Court later concluded that very statement to be ‘unconfined dicta.’”) (quoting Gomillion v. 

Lightfoot, 364 U.S. 339, 344–45 (1960)).)  The Gomillion opinion does not cite, quote, or comment 

on the Court’s words in City of Newark.  Gomillion instead referred to the case of Hunter v. City 
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of Pittsburgh, a case by a resident of Pittsburgh against the City.  207 U.S. 161 (1907).  As stated 

in Gomillion, “All Hunter held was (1) that there is no implied contract between a city and its 

residents that their taxes will be spent solely for the benefit of that city, and (2) that a citizen of 

one municipality is not deprived of property without due process of law by being subjected to 

increased tax burdens as a result of the consolidation of his city with another.”  Gomillion, 364 

U.S. at 342–43.  The Court then explained that “a correct reading of the seemingly unconfined 

dicta of Hunter and kindred cases is not that the State has plenary power to manipulate in every 

conceivable way, for every conceivable purpose, the affairs of its municipal corporations, but 

rather that the State’s authority is unrestrained by the particular prohibitions of the Constitution 

considered in those cases.”  Id. at 344 (emphasis added).  Furthermore, Gomillion was a case 

brought by residents of the City of Tuskogee, Alabama, challenging legislation that redefined the 

boundaries of the City.  Id. at 340.  Gomillion simply is inapposite to this case. 

The Town therefore is wrong.  The principle stated in the City of Newark that a local 

government may not sue its creating state under the Equal Protection Clause is good law.  The 

Sixth Circuit has repeatedly reaffirmed that principle.  See, e.g., Greater Heights Academy v. 

Zelman, 522 F.3d 678, 680 (“It is well established that political subdivisions cannot sue the state 

of which they are part under the United States Constitution.”) (citing City of Trenton v. New Jersey, 

262 U.S. 182, 186–87 (1923); City of Newark, 262 U.S. at 196).  

Likewise, under the Tennessee Constitution, a municipality is merely a political 

subdivision of the State and has no privileges, rights, or immunities guaranteed by the Tennessee 

Constitution in matters involving its governmental functions.  Smiddy v. Memphis, 140 Tenn. 97, 

101–02, 203 S.W. 512, 513 (1918); Metro. Development and Housing Agency v. South Cent. Bell 

Tel. Co., 562 S.W.2d 438, 443–44 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1977).  This case involves the Town’s 
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government functions (its finances); thus, it cannot state a claim under Article XI, Section 8, of 

the Tennessee Constitution. 

In addition to the blatant misquoting and misconstruing of fundamental Supreme Court 

precedent, the vast majority of cases the Town cites in its Brief do not stand for their cited 

propositions.  The Town cites Colonial Pipeline Co. v. Morgan for the proposition that “‘sovereign 

immunity simply does not attach’ when a state officer ‘act[s] beyond the scope of the power of the 

State.”  (Pet’r Br. at 8, n.2. (quoting, misleadingly, Colonial Pipeline Co. v. Morgan, 263 S.W.3d 

827, 850).)  Colonial Pipeline dealt with a constitutional challenge under Tenn. Code Ann. § 4-5-

225(b) to a statute’s constitutionality.  The Town’s broken quote above comes from two different 

sentences in the opinion.  The first sentence states that “an officer acting pursuant to an 

unconstitutional statute does not act under the authority of the state; thus, the officer does not enjoy 

the immunity that would normally be granted pursuant to official authority.”  Colonial Pipeline, 

263 S.W.3d at 850.  The next sentence in Colonial Pipeline states, “The issue is not whether the 

State has waived sovereign immunity for this specific classification of suit; sovereign immunity 

simply does not attach.”  Id.  Here, the Comptroller is acting in accordance with statutes, which 

statutes are not being challenged as unconstitutional.  Colonial Pipeline’s principles do not apply 

to this case. 

The Town then cites several cases concerning state actors’ violations of constitutional 

rights.  (Pet’r Br. at 9–11.)  But none of those cases—(1) City of Memphis v. Hargett; (2) Tennessee 

Small School Systems v. McWherter; (3) Gilbreath v. Willett; and (4) Bd. of Educ. v. Grumet—

have any bearing on whether a local government has standing under the Equal Protection Clause 

or Article XI, Section 8, of the Constitution.  Respectfully, the Town has no such standing under 

the facts and law the Town has presented to the Court.  See Greater Heights Academy v. Zelman, 
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522 F.3d 678, 680 (“It is well established that political subdivisions cannot sue the state of which 

they are part under the United States Constitution.”).  Taking the Town’s cited cases in order: 

1. The Tennessee Supreme Court in City of Memphis v. Hargett held that the City of 

Memphis did not have standing to bring a suit against the Tennessee Secretary of State under 

Article IV, Section 1, of the Tennessee Constitution.  414 S.W.3d 88, 99 (Tenn. 2013).  That 

holding supports the Comptroller’s position. 

2. Tennessee Small School Systems v. McWherter was a case by “an unincorporated 

association of small school districts; superintendents and board of education members from several 

of those districts; students; and parents of students” against the Governor, and no issue was raised 

regarding the parties’ standing to sue on appeal.  Tenn. Small School Systems v. McWherter, 851 

S.W.2d 139, 141.  That case has no bearing on whether a municipality may sue a State under the 

Equal Protection Clause.   

3. Gilbreath v. Willett dealt with a suit by Sidney Gilbreath “as a citizen and taxpayer, 

and as president of the East Tennessee State Normal School” against four members of an 

investigative committee of the General Assembly, which was created to investigate Gilbreath 

“with respect to certain charges of immoral conduct.”  148 Tenn. 92, 251 S.W. 910, 910–11 (1923).  

That case likewise has no bearing on whether a municipality may sue a State under the Equal 

Protection Clause. 

4. Finally, it is unclear for what proposition the Town cites Bd. of Educ. v. Grumet 

since it is cited with a “see also” without a parenthetical explanation.  But that case involved citizen 

taxpayers’ suit challenging the constitutionality of a statute under the Establishment Clause.  Bd. 

of Educ. v. Grumet, 512 U.S. 687 (1994).  A lower court had ruled that the State School Boards 

Association and the individuals in their official capacities lacked standing to sue.  Id. at 294, n.2. 
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 Since the Town has failed to establish that the Court has subject matter jurisdiction over 

this cause, and because the Town has failed to state a cognizable claim against the State under the 

U.S. or Tennessee Constitutions, the Court should summarily deny the Town’s request for 

injunctive relief and ultimately dismiss the Petition. 

III. THE COMPTROLLER’S ACTIONS COMPORT WITH STATE LAW. 

 

The Court is without jurisdiction to reach the merits of this case; however, the 

Comptroller’s March 28, 2022, updated corrective action plan is within the authority granted to 

the Comptroller under Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-34-115 and 9-21-403(c).  (Knotts Aff., Ex. O.)  

Furthermore, the Comptroller’s updated corrective action plan is consistent with plans successfully 

instituted in other localities, including the City of Jellico and Van Buren County.  (Knotts Aff. ¶ 

50; Knots Decl. ¶ 6; Osborne April 5, 2022, Aff. (hereinafter “Osborne Aff.”) ¶¶ 13–15.)  

Therefore, even if the Court could review the Comptroller’s updated corrective action plan, that 

plan is non-discriminatory, tailored to the Town’s needs, and within the Comptroller’s authority. 

In its brief, the Town stated that two aspects of the updated corrective action plan are at 

issue: the requirement that non-payroll expenditures above $100 must be approved and the 

requirement that repayments to the utility funds be prioritized.  (Pet’r Br. at 2.)  Thus, the 

Comptroller’s February 2022 discussion with the Town regarding the Town’s charter is not an 

action at issue in this suit for declaratory and injunctive relief.  Indeed, the Comptroller’s ability 

to inform the Town’s residents they could decide to take steps to become part of county 

government is moot. 2  Because the Town’s constituents are the same people the Comptroller has 

taken an oath to serve, he spoke directly to the Town and the residents about the Town’s options.  

 
2 The Town did not choose to give up its charter, and if it would have decided to pursue that course of action, it would 

not have been based on any authority the Comptroller has.  The Comptroller cannot remove a charter, and he never 

asserted he could.  Nothing cited by the Town prohibits an official from discussing a Town’s options with officials 

and residents. 
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The Comptroller’s communications with the Town about its charter had nothing to do with race; 

thus, the Town’s assertion of racial discrimination—and the town’s denigration of the “prior, 

predominantly white administration” (Petr’ Br. at 3)—is an unfortunate distraction and should not 

be used to cloud the issues involved in this case. 

The first condition in the updated corrective action plan the Town complains of is that non-

payroll expenses above $100 are subject to Comptroller review, which was first expressed to the 

Town in Betsy Knotts’s March 17, 2022, letter.3  (Knotts Decl. ¶ 5, Ex. Q.)  If the Town is 

responsible with its spending, the Comptroller will not need to direct the town to reduce any of the 

expenditures over $100.  But if the Town engages in wasteful or unfunded spending that is 

detrimental to the Town’s progress towards an approved budget, the Comptroller under Tenn. 

Code Ann. § 9-21-403(c) may “direct” the Town to “reduce expenditures.”  The statute is clear in 

that regard.  As noted at the April 6, 2022, hearing, if the Comptroller’s authority under that 

provision were limited to telling a locality in general to spend less, the Comptroller would be 

ineffective at improving local governments’ finances in serious cases like Mason.  The 

Comptroller could also direct the Town to increase tax levies under Tenn. Code Ann. § 9-21-

403(c), but he has not yet taken that action.   

The expense-review condition in the updated corrective action plan is not unique to Mason.  

In the case of the Town of Jellico, the Comptroller required expense approvals like what is being 

required of Mason.  (Osborne. Aff. ¶ 13–15, Ex. E.)  The weekly interactions with the 

Comptroller’s Office served as an educational tool, not a punishment.  (Id.)  The expense-approval 

 
3 At the April 6 hearing, counsel mistakenly noted that the first time this condition was put in writing was in the March 

28, 2022, updated corrective action plan, but the Town was aware beginning on March 17 of the Comptroller’s 

expectations.  (Knotts Decl. ¶ 5, Ex. Q.) 
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form has worked quite well as an educational tool in Van Buren as well.  (Knotts Decl. ¶ 6.) 

Further, the Comptroller’s Office never denied an expense for Van Buren County.  (Id.) 

The condition in the updated corrective action plan that the Town pay its utility debt before 

spending other money is within the Comptroller’s authority to require under Tenn. Code Ann.  

§ 7-34-115(f).4  That provision provides that plans to pay back a debt to a utility fund be approved 

by the Comptroller or the Comptroller’s designee.  Based on the Town’s long history of continued 

borrowing from its utility funds without paying those funds back, the Comptroller requires the 

Town’s plan under Section 7-34-115(f) to provide that utility-fund repayment be the first payment 

made each month.  If the Town were to leave the utility payments until after other expenditures, it 

is reasonable that the Comptroller’s Office is concerned based on its experience with the Town 

that the interfund balances will not be repaid within the agreed-upon time period.  The condition 

is therefore reasonable and statutorily authorized.   

In the April 6, 2022, hearing the Town’s counsel argued that the Mayor of Mason did not 

have control over the Town’s finances until he became Mayor.  Counsel argued this point to rebut 

the Comptroller’s argument that the individuals in power now have been part of the government 

during the period 2016 through 2019 when the utility interfund balances grew sharply.  The Town’s 

position is contrary to governmental standards, which state that the governing body as a whole is 

responsible for the Town’s finances. See GASB Statement No. 14, No.-078-B (June 1991) (“The 

concept underlying the definition of the financial reporting entity is that elected officials are 

accountable to their constituents for their actions . . . . [P]roviding public services is, ultimately, 

 
4 The Town argued during the April 6, 2022, hearing that the 27-month repayment plan for the utility fund is too 

burdensome.  27 months is the number of months between now and five years after the end of the 2019 fiscal year, 

which is the most recent audited financials the Comptroller has access to.  See Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-34-115(f) 

(requiring repayment within 5 years).  Further, the Town previously offered to pay $10,100 per month over 26 months, 

and the Comptroller extended that period.  (Knotts Aff., Ex. O p. 3.) 
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the responsibility of elected officials.”).5  The Board of Mayor and Aldermen make spending 

decisions for the Town.  If the aldermen ignore the Town’s financial practices and health, they are 

derelict in their duties.  Further, the Town’s bookkeepers have worked with the Town since 2016. 

The Town mentioned at the hearing and in its brief that Tipton County owes it $140,000.  

(Pet’r Br. at 4, n.1.)  It is LGF’s understanding that Tipton County voluntarily made annual $20,000 

payments to Mason to be used solely to help support Mason’s fire department.  But Tipton County 

learned the Town was not using the funds for purchasing fire equipment and then ceased making 

those voluntary payments.  The Comptroller is willing discuss this further with the Town, but 

money the Town believes Tipton County owes cannot be resolved through proceedings between 

the Town and the Comptroller. 

CONCLUSION 

 For all the reasons stated herein, as well as those set forth in previous briefing and the April 

6, 2022, hearing, the Town’s request for injunctive relief should be denied.  

Respectfully submitted, 

HERBERT H. SLATERY III 

 

 

 

/s/ James P. Urban    

JAMES P. URBAN, No. 033599 

Deputy Attorney General 

James.Urban@ag.tn.gov 

DAVID N. BURN No. 007000 

Senior Assistant Attorney General 

David.Burn@ag.tn.gov 

TIMOTHY R. SIMONDS No. 013952 

Senior Assistant Attorney General 

Timothy.Simonds@ag.tn.gov 

 

Office of the Tennessee Attorney General 

Financial Division 

P.O. Box 20207 

Nashville, TN 37202 

(615) 741-3739 (Urban) 

(615) 741-6432 (Burn) 

(615) 532-7405 (Simonds) 

(615) 741-8151 (facsimile

 

 
5 Available online at https://gasb.org/page/document?pdf=GASBS+14.pdf&title=GASBS%2014, last accessed April 

12, 2022. 

https://gasb.org/page/document?pdf=GASBS+14.pdf&title=GASBS%2014
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Response has been served by 

electronic mail, by Order of the Court, to: 

LAW OFFICES OF TERRY CLAYTON 

Terry R. Clayton (TN Bar No. 012392) 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

1402 5th Avenue North 

Nashville, Tennessee 37208 

(615) 726-2424 

tclaytonlaw@grnail.com 

 

BRUCE TURNER, PLLC 

Van D. Turner, Jr. (TN Bar No. 022603) 

2650 Thousand Oaks Blvd., Suite 2325 

Memphis, Tennessee 38118 

Phone: 901-290-6610 

Fax: 901-290-6611 

vturner@bruceturnerlaw.net 

 

NAACP 

Janette McCarthy Louard* 

Anthony P. Ashton* 

Joseph R. Schottenfeld * 

4805 Mount Hope Drive 

Baltimore MD 21215 

Phone: (410) 580-5777 

Email: jlouard@naacpnet.org 

aashton@naacpnet.org 

jschottenfeld@naacpnet.org 

 

on this  the 12th day of April 2022. 

 

 

 

/s/ James P. Urban  

     James P. Urban 
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