
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE 

WESTERN DIVISION 

ELAINE BLANCHARD, et al. ) 
 ) 
 Plaintiffs,   ) 
  ) 
ACLU OF TENNESSEE, INC., ) Case No. 2:17-cv-02120-jpm-DKV 
  ) 
 Intervening-Plaintiff ) 
  ) 
v.  ) 
  ) 
CITY OF MEMPHIS ) 
  ) 
 Defendant.  ) 
  ) 

ACLU OF TENNESSEE, INC.’S RESPONSE  
TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS  

 
Intervening Plaintiff, ACLU of Tennessee, Inc. responds to Defendant’s 

Motion to Dismiss its Intervening Complaint, requesting that the Court deny 

Defendant’s motion.  

INTRODUCTION 

 Defendant filed a Motion to Dismiss Intervening Plaintiff, ACLU of 

Tennessee, Inc.’s (ACLU-TN) Complaint, raising issues of standing and jurisdiction.  

Defendant’s standing claim is simply that ACLU-TN is not an original party to the 

Order Judgement and Decree (the “Decree”) entered by this Court in 1978. Instead 

a long defunct corporate entity whose name appears nowhere in the original 

complaint is the original party.  Defendant’s second argument is that this Court 

lacks subject matter jurisdiction to enforce of the 1978 Decree.  Defendant arrives at 
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this conclusion through a tortured reading of the Decree’s reservation of jurisdiction 

and on the age of the decree.   

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 The 1976 lawsuit filed against several defendants sought to put a stop to 

police practices involving political intelligence gathering regarding people exercising 

their First Amendment right to free speech.   Kendrick v. Chandler, Civil Action No. 

C76-449 attached as Exhibit A [hereinafter, “Kendrick Complaint”]. The end result 

of the suit was a September 14, 1978 Order, Judgement and Decree that “prohibit[s] 

the defendants and the City of Memphis from engaging in law enforcement 

activities which interfere with any person’s rights protected by the First 

Amendment to the United States Constitution.”  Order, Judgement & Decree, 

Attached as Exhibit B. 

The Decree generally forbids the Defendant from interfering with any 

person’s right to free speech.  Decree § A.  More specifically, it prohibits the 

Defendant from engaging in “political intelligence,” defined as “the gathering, 

indexing, filing, maintenance, storage or dissemination of information, or any other 

investigative activity, relating to any person’s beliefs, opinions, associations or other 

exercise of First Amendment rights.”  Id. § B(4), C(1).  The Decree includes the use 

of electronic and covert surveillance for the purpose of gathering political 

intelligence.  Id. § D, F. Covert surveillance includes employing informants or 

undercover officers to “infiltrate or pose as a member of any group or organization 

exercising First Amendment rights.” Id. § F. 
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In addition to the bans on political intelligence gathering, the Decree 

prevents harassing a person exercising First Amendments rights or engaging in any 

action which is intended to deter, or may have the effect of deterring, any person 

from engaging in free speech.  Id. § F(1)(2).  The Decree gives as an example: 

The City of Memphis shall not, at any lawful meeting or demonstration, 
for the purpose of chilling the exercise of First Amendment rights or for 
the purpose of maintaining a record, record the name of or photograph 
any person in attendance, or record the automobile license plate 
numbers of any person in attendance.   
 

Id. § F(2).   

On February 17, 2017, the City of Memphis released documents listing 

people who must be escorted by police when visiting City Hall.  (Complaint, 

Docket No. 1, Ex. 2.)  Four of the listed individuals filed suit on February 22, 

2017, in the Court alleging that the Defendant is in violation of the Decree. 

The Complaint alleges that those included on the list had participated 

in protests, rallies or other free speech activities in the city.  (Complaint ¶ 

12.) On information and belief, many of those listed had no criminal record or 

history of causing disturbances at City Hall.  The Complaint further alleges 

that the “Memphis Police Department has engaged in willful and wanton 

conduct violating the consent order:” Complaint p. 1.   

 Examples of the alleged conduct included video recording participants at 

lawful protests, including a protest the day before the Complaint was filed. 

(Complaint ¶ 12.)  The Complaint also asserts that the Defendant employs software 

that surveils social media posts in violation of the Decree.  (Complaint ¶ 14).  Use of 
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such software to collect information on free speech activities would violate the 

Decree’s ban on electronic surveillance, as well as its more general prohibitions on 

gathering political intelligence and interfering with First Amendment activities. 

ARGUMENT 

 Defendant filed its Motion to Dismiss Intervening Complaint, presenting two 

grounds for dismissal under Article III of the Constitution and Fed. R. Civ. R. 

12(b)(1).  Defendant argues that ACLU-TN lacks standing to enforce the Decree 

because it was not an original party to the Kendrick Complaint.  Instead, Defendant 

believes that an entity known as the West Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc. was 

the original party.  Second, Defendant argues that the Court lacks subject matter 

jurisdiction to entertain the enforcement action brought by ACLU-TN and the other 

Plaintiffs. 

A. ACLU OF TENNESSEE WAS AN ORIGINAL PARTY TO THE 1976 
LAWSUIT AND HAS STANDING TO PURSUE ITS CLAIMS ASSERTED IN 
THE INTERVENING COMPLAINT.   
 

 For a court to have jurisdiction over a “case” or “controversy”, it must be 

established that the party bringing the case before the court has standing to do so. 

See Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 561 (1992). There are three 

elements that must be met to establish standing; (1) the plaintiff must suffer 

“injury in fact”, (2) the injury must be “fairly traceable to the challenged conduct of 

the defendant”, and (3) it must be “likely” that the injury will be “redressed by a 

favorable decision”. See id. at 560-61. It is the burden of the party invoking federal 

jurisdiction to establish these elements. See id. at 561.  These elements must be 
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supported to the same degree "as any other matter which the plaintiff bears the 

burden of proof", which varies at different stages of litigation. See id. At this stage, 

"general factual allegations of injury resulting from the defendant's conduct may 

suffice" to establish standing. See id. 

 Defendant’s motion represents a somewhat atypical standing challenge.  

Defendant essentially is arguing that ACLU-TN lacks standing because it is not an 

original party to the Kendrick Complaint and, therefore, has suffered no injury for 

Defendant’s violation of the Decree issued in that case.  The requirement of 

standing then rests on whether ACLU-TN was an original party, 

 The ACLU-TN was formed in 1968 as the Tennessee Affiliate for the 

American Civil Liberties Union, Inc. (“ACLU”).  See Affidavit of Eric Lee Sirignano, 

attached as Exhibit C, at ¶ 8, 9; Charter of Incorporation for ACLU of Tennessee, 

Inc., attached as Exhibit D1 [hereinafter, “ACLU-TN Charter”]. Before its 

formation, three other corporate entities had been created as affiliates of the ACLU.  

The East Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc. was formed on May 23, 1966.  The 

Middle Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc. was formed on October 13, 1966.  The 

West Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc. was formed on April 18, 1967. See 

Affidavit of Sarah Elizabeth Abbott and attached Filing Information from the 

Tennessee Secretary of State, attached as Exhibit E. 

                                                           
1 The true and correct copy of the ACLU-TN Charter is attached to this response as 
Exhibit D.  The original document is sealed and signed and therefore self-
authenticating under Fed. R. Evid. 902(a).  Sirignano Aff. at ¶9. 
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 A request for all documents of the West Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc. 

filed with the Tennessee Secretary of State produced the Charter and a letter dated 

March 17, 1983 stating that the corporation has been dissolved for failing to file 

annual reports with the Department of Revenue as required.  See March 13, 2017 

Tennessee Secretary of State Document Receipt and records, attached as Exhibit F.  

According to its Charter of Incorporation, the West Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, 

Inc. was formed as a general welfare corporation.  Its purpose was to further the 

objectives of the ACLU.  No other filings or documents were produced by the 

Secretary of State.   

 The ACLU-TN was formed on September 18, 1968 as a non-profit 

corporation.  According to its Charter, it was formed specifically to consolidate the 

operations of the three corporate entities into one statewide corporation that would 

serve as the affiliate for the national ACLU.  ACLU Charter p. 1, ¶ 3. The Charter 

specifically states that ACLU-TN would “consolidate the affairs and activities of the 

previously existing” Middle and East Tennessee entities.  Id. at p. 1, ¶ 1. The 

ACLU-TN would “absorb at a future time” the West Tennessee Civil Liberties 

Union, Inc. Id. at p. 1, ¶ 2. 

1. The early business structure of the ACLU-TN conducted its operations 
through several Chapters around the state. 
 

 During these early years in operation, ACLU-TN was structured as a 

confederation of local chapters.  According to ACLU-TN’s original by-laws, [l]ocal 

chapters may be established as branches subordinate to the ACLU of Tennessee, 

Inc. by the Board of Directors in areas where membership and interest justify.” See 
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By-Laws of the American Civil Liberties Union of Tennessee, Inc. at Art. IX, § 1, 

attached as Exhibit G2; Sirignano Aff. at ¶ 8(b), 10. The Chapters were given the 

“authority to direct and govern activities of the ACLU of Tennessee, Inc. in their 

respective areas subject to the by-laws and policies of the ACLU of Tennessee, Inc.”  

Id. at Art. IX, § 2.  Each Chapter’s president served as a member of the ACLU-TN’s 

Board.  Additionally, each Chapter was entitled to elect a member to the Board of 

Directors for every fifty members.  Id. at Art. VII, § 2.   

 The By-Laws were revised in 1973, prior to the filing of the Kendrick 

Complaint.  The language regarding chapter formation changed slightly but the 

language regarding their authority to direct and govern activities of the ACLU-TN 

remained the same. See 1973 By-Laws of the American Civil Liberties Union of 

Tennessee, Inc., Art. VIII, § 2, attached as Exhibit H3 [hereinafter, “1973 By-laws”]; 

Sirignano Aff. at ¶ 8(c).  The composition of the Board of Directors from the 

Chapters changed slightly.  The President of each Chapter remained on the board, 

and each Chapter would select one board member “for each 25 members up to 100 

members, and one additional Director for each 50 members above 100.”  Id. at Art. 

VII, § 2.   

                                                           
2 A true and correct copy of the original By-Laws of the American Civil Liberties 
Union of Tennessee, Inc. found in ACLU-TN files is attached.  The document can be 
authenticated pursuant to Fed. R. Evid. 901(a)(8) as an ancient document.  See 
Sirignano Aff. at 10, 11, 12. 
3 A true and correct copy of the original 1973 By-Laws of the American Civil 
Liberties Union of Tennessee, Inc. found in ACLU-TN files is attached.  The 
document can be authenticated pursuant to Fed. R. Evid. 901(a)(8) as an ancient 
document.  See Sirignano Aff. at 10, 11, 12. 
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 By 1975, ACLU-TN was operating with six chapters: Middle Tennessee, West 

Tennessee, Oak Ridge Area, Knoxville, Franklin County, and Chattanooga.   See 

American Civil Liberties Union of Tennessee Board of Directors Minutes of the 

Meeting of October 4, 1975, attached as Exhibit I4; Sirignano Aff. at ¶ 8(d).    

2. ACLU-TN was the actual party in interest in Kendrick v. Chandler 
because the West Tennessee Civil Liberties Union was operating as a 
Chapter under the ACLU-TN. 

 
 The Kendrick Complaint specifically refers to Plaintiff American Civil 

Liberties Union of West Tennessee as a Chapter of the ACLU-TN.   

The American Civil Liberties Union of West Tennessee, Inc. (“WTCLU”) 
is a Chapter of the American Civil Liberties Union of Tennessee, Inc., 
which is an affiliate of the American Civil Liberties Union, all being non-
profits, non-partisan organizations dedicated to the preservation of 
citizens’ rights and liberties guaranteed by the constitution and laws of 
the United States. The West Tennessee Chapter is comprised of 
approximately five hundred members residing in the Western District if 
Tennessee, each of whom is dedicated to and involved in activities and 
conduct protected by the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, ninth and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States, and 
the corporate entity itself is dedicated to and involved in such 
constitutionally protected activities.   

 
Kendrick Complaint ¶3(c) (emphasis added).  The plain language of the Kendrick 

Complaint states that the American Civil Liberties Union of West Tennessee was 

operating as part of the ACLU-TN.  The By-Laws in place at that time specifically 

allowed the Chapters to conduct this type of business on behalf of the corporation.  

                                                           
4 A true and correct copy of the original American Civil Liberties Union of 
Tennessee Board of Directors Minutes of the Meeting of October 4, 1975 found in 
ACLU-TN files is attached.  The document can be authenticated pursuant to Fed. R. 
Evid. 901(a)(8) as an ancient document.  See Sirignano Aff. at 10, 11, 12. 
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See 1973 By-Laws, at Art. VIII, § 2.  ACLU-TN documents show that at the time, 

the West Tennessee Chapter was an active part of ACLU-TN.  See Exhibit G. 

 What is entirely absent from the Kendrick Complaint is any mention of the 

West Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc.  Defendant’s argument that the West 

Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc. was somehow a party to the action rests 

entirely on the use in the Complaint of the acronym “WTCLU.”  While the acronym 

would certainly fit an entity such as West Tennessee Civil Liberties Union, Inc. the 

context in which it is used and the language of the Complaint state that it is 

referring to “a Chapter” of ACLU-TN and not to another separate legal entity.  Nor 

was the West Tennessee Chapter operating as a subsidiary corporation.  The 

Charter of the ACLU-TN states that the corporation’s purpose was to absorb the 

activities of the three regional entities created in 1966 and 1967.  The relationship 

shown in the attached Board of Directors Minutes and in the Kendrick Complaint 

itself demonstrates that that goal was achieved by 1976.  The West Tennessee 

Chapter was a part of ACLU-TN and brought litigation under the authority granted 

to it by ACLU-TN By-Laws.  While the charter system of corporate management 

has fallen by the wayside in recent years, the ACLU-TN persists and is the proper 

party to the 1978 Decree.  Therefore, ACLU-TN has standing to enforce the Decree. 

B. THIS COURT HAS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION OVER THIS 
MATTER BECAUSE IT RETAINED ITS JURISDICTION IN THE 
ORIGINAL CONSENT ORDER AND THE INJUNCTIVE NATURE OF 
CONSENT ORDERS GUARANTEES THE COURT INHERENT 
JURISDICTION.  

Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction. Kokkonen v. Guardian Life Ins. 

Co. of Am., 511 U.S. 375, 377 (1994). For a federal court to hear a case, the party 
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asserting jurisdiction must establish that the case is within the court’s jurisdiction. 

See id. The Court here has subject matter jurisdiction of the long-standing Decree 

because it reserved its jurisdiction and even if it had not, the injunctive nature of 

the Decree would guarantee the Court inherent jurisdiction.   

1. The Court explicitly retained its jurisdiction in the original Decree.  

Generally, the doctrine of ancillary jurisdiction arises in one of two situations: 

“(1) to permit disposition by a single court of claims that are, in varying respects 

and degrees, factually interdependent”, and “(2) to enable a court to function 

successfully, that is, to manage its proceedings, vindicate its authority, and 

effectuate its Orders.” Kokkonen, 511 U.S. at 379-80. In Kokkonen, the Supreme 

Court seems to suggest that a claim may be ancillary if a prior decree expressly 

reserves jurisdiction over the matter. See id. (Stating that jurisdiction in the Jullian 

case was based on the express reservation to adjudicate claims within that case).   

Here, this Court expressly reserved jurisdiction in the original Decree under 

Section M, entitled “Retention of Jurisdiction”. Decree, ¶ M. In that section, this 

Court stated that:  

The Court will retain jurisdiction of this action, including any issue 
which might arise regarding payment of attorneys’ fees to counsel for 
plaintiffs, pending disposition of all matters contained in this Decree 
and for the purpose of issuing any additional order required to effectuate 
this Decree. 

Id. (emphasis added). The Defendant attempts to argue that this section is a limit of 

what the Court will retain jurisdiction over; specifically that the Court only 

intended to retain jurisdiction over the three issues explicitly stated in this section. 
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(Memorandum of Law in Support of Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss, p. 8). 

Defendant’s interpretation of the Decree does not comport with the plain language 

of this section. The Court explicitly states that it would “retain jurisdiction of this 

action, including . . .” the three stated issues. Decree ¶ M. The use of the word 

“including” indicates that these three issues are meant to serve as a floor, not as a 

ceiling. A list that is preceded by the word “including” typically does not mean that 

the list is complete but is only partial and nonexclusive. In re Girtoh, Oakes & 

Burger, Inc., No. 04-8052, 2005 WL 1513114 (B.A.P. 6th Cir. June 22, 2005). Had 

this Court intended to set a ceiling on this issue, it would have used terms limiting 

language, not the more expansive “including”.  

 This plain language interpretation is consistent with the Kokkonen ruling. 

One of the instances where a court may maintain ancillary jurisdiction is when it 

will enable the Court to “vindicate its authority and effectuate its Orders”. 

Kokkonen, 511 U.S. at 379-80. The Plaintiffs allege that the City of Memphis 

violated the Decree, which was issued by the Court and which the Court expressly 

retained jurisdiction over. The only way for the Court to “vindicate its authority and 

effectuate its Orders” is to exercise subject matter jurisdiction over its own Decree. 

Additionally, Defendant goes beyond the scope of the Decree by reading a time 

limit into the original order. (Memo in Support of Defendant’s Motion, p. 10). There 

is nothing in the Decree to suggest that any of the original parties intended to 

impose any sort of time limit on the provisions within the Decree. Instead the 

language is very plain and broad. For example, the order repeatedly states that 
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“[t]he defendants and the City of Memphis shall not” perform various types of 

surveillance, harass or retaliate against individuals or maintain certain files. 

Decree ¶¶ C, D, E, F, H, I, J.  These are not acts that would imply a time limit.  The 

offending conduct in 1976 is not less offending because of the passage of time.  The 

forward-looking nature of the Decree is further supported by the fact that it 

provides “prospective relief only.” Id. at ¶ L. Prospective relief is, by definition, relief 

that is “looking forward” or “contemplating the future”. Black’s Law Dictionary 1222 

(10th ed. 1990). To argue that the Decree did not reach into the future when the 

only relief provided was operative in the future is an absurd reading of the plain 

language.   

 The Decree also sets forth specific procedures that must be followed in cases 

where police criminal investigations may interfere with protected speech.  Id. at ¶ 

G.  The Decree imposed specific limitations and specific procedures on Defendants.  

The imposition of these limitations and procedures would be meaningless if the 

requirement that they be followed lapsed after some in determinant and arbitrary 

passage of time. 

The Decree does not state that it expires at some point. To read such a time limit 

in would go beyond its four corners. Additionally, it is important to note that the 

City of Memphis was one of the parties bound in the Decree. It has only been 

roughly 40 years since the Decree, which is far from “perpetuity” especially for a 

municipal entity such as a city with a potentially infinite life.  
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The Defendant argues that to enforce the Decree in perpetuity, “it must contain 

specific language to that effect”. This argument is completely unfounded and the 

Defendant provides no precedent to support this notion. In Jansen, the parties 

entered into an order that could be dissolved once the “objectives of the decree” had 

been achieved. See Jansen v. City of Cincinnati, 977 F.2d 238, 244 (6th Cir. 1992). 

In another case, ITT Continental, the parties entered into a consent decree that 

prohibited Continental from acquiring interest of bread-related companies for ten 

years. ITT Continental, 420 U.S. at 288. These cases are merely examples of orders 

where parties decided to impose time constraints on their agreements.  

The Decree in question simply does not contain anything, within its four corners, 

to suggest that the parties intended for it to expire at some point in time or once 

certain conditions had been met. The Decree has not been “dormant” as the 

Defendant suggests. Rather, it has actively bound the City of Memphis and the 

parties within it for the past forty years. In 1978, this Court expressly reserved its 

jurisdiction over this matter, and thus has the proper subject matter jurisdiction 

today.  

2. Even if the Court did not preserve its jurisdiction, the Court has 
inherent subject matter jurisdiction because of the injunctive nature of 
consent orders. 

Orders or decrees entered into by the consent of the parties are unique in that 

they have the “attributes of both a contract and judicial act.” Williams v. Vukovich, 

720 F.2d 909, 920 (6th Cir. 1983). A consent order is an agreement that parties 

entered into voluntarily and preserves the bargained-for positions of the parties. 

See id. In this respect, a consent order is much like a contract and needs no judicial 
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intervention to be effective. See id. However, a consent order is also a “final judicial 

order.” See id. It carries with it the weight of a court order and, once approved, 

operates as an injunction. See id.  

The injunctive nature of a consent order “compels the court to: (1) retain 

jurisdiction over the decree during the term of its existence; (2) protect the integrity 

of the decree with its contempt powers; and (3) modify the decree should “changed 

circumstances” subvert its intended purpose.” Id. (emphasis added). As applied 

here, this means that the Court must retain jurisdiction over the Decree.  The court 

has the inherent power to enforce its own orders. See Kokkonen, 511 U.S. 376-77. 

Since the Decree is an order of the court, the court retains inherent jurisdiction over 

alleged violations of that order because of its injunctive nature. Williams, 720 F.2d 

at 920.  

CONCLUSION 

For the above reasons, Plaintiff requests that the Court deny the Defendant’s 

Motion to Dismiss.   

      Respectfully Submitted, 

/s/ Thomas H. Castelli   
Thomas H. Castelli, BPR#024849  
ACLU Foundation of Tennessee  
P.O. BOX 120160  
Nashville, TN 37212  
615.320.7142  
tcastelli@aclu-tn.org  

 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 
ACLU of Tennessee, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on April 5, 2017, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

document and the above-described exhibits has been served via ECF to: 

Attorneys for Defendant, City of Memphis  
 
Buckner Wellford  
Thomas Parker  
Jennie Vee Silk      
BAKER, DONELSON, BEARMAN, CALDWELL & BERKOWITZ, P.C. 
165 Madison Avenue, Suite 2000 
Memphis, Tennessee 38103 
bwellford@bakerdonelson.com 
tommyparker@bakerdonelson.com 
jsilk@bakerdonelson.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

Bruce S. Kramer  
Scott A. Kramer 
Patrick Herman Morris   
APPERSON CRUMP, PLC 
6070 Poplar Avenue, 6th Floor 
Memphis, Tennessee 38119 
bkramer@appersoncrump.com 
skramer@appersoncrump.com 
 

/s/ Thomas H. Castelli   
Thomas H. Castelli 
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Tre Hargett

Division of Business Services
Department of State

State of Tennessee

Nashville, TN 37243-1102
312 Rosa L. Parks AVE, 6th FL

Secretary of State

Date Filed Filing Description

The following document(s) was/were filed in this office on the date(s) indicated below:

General Information

Image #

Date Formed:

TENNESSEEFormation Locale:

05/23/1966

5Fiscal Year Close05/23/1966 4:30 PM

For-profit Corporation - Domestic

000072570

Filing Type:

SOS Control #

PerpetualDuration Term:

Status: Inactive - Revoked (Revenue)

NASHVILLE, TN  37219

AGENT RESIGNED OR INVALID

Registered Agent Address

NO AGENT

KNOXVILLE, TN  00000

--------------------

Principal Address

Dissolution/Revocation - Revenue03/17/1983 ROLL 0370

Initial Filing05/23/1966 BO26P0812

Active Assumed Names (if any) Date Expires

Filing Information

Name: EAST TENNESSEE CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, INC.

Page 1 of 14/4/2017 3:40:25 PM
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Tre Hargett

Division of Business Services
Department of State

State of Tennessee

Nashville, TN 37243-1102
312 Rosa L. Parks AVE, 6th FL

Secretary of State

Date Filed Filing Description

The following document(s) was/were filed in this office on the date(s) indicated below:

General Information

Image #

Date Formed:

TENNESSEEFormation Locale:

10/13/1966

10Fiscal Year Close10/13/1966 4:30 PM

For-profit Corporation - Domestic

000079261

Filing Type:

SOS Control #

PerpetualDuration Term:

Status: Inactive - Dissolved (Administrative)

NASHVILLE, TN  37203

121 17TH AVE S

Registered Agent Address

JAMES N BRYAN JR

NASHVILLE, TN  00000

--------------------

Principal Address

Dissolution/Revocation - Administrative10/12/1984 496 01665

Initial Filing10/13/1966 B026P1507

Active Assumed Names (if any) Date Expires

Filing Information

Name: MIDDLE TENNESSEE CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, INC.

Page 1 of 14/4/2017 4:32:36 PM
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