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Basis	of	Argument	to	Appeal	Ruling	of	NCJ	Committee	on	Appeals	
	

1. ¶2701.2.a	states	unambiguously:	
	

In	any	judicial	proceeding,	the	respondent	(the	person	to	whom	the	procedure	is	being	applied)	
shall	have	a	right	to	be	heard	before	any	final	action	is	taken.	(Emphasis	added)	
	
There	is	no	provision	in	UM	polity	to	identify	a	committee	as	a	“respondent.”		There	are	
numerous	instances	in	which	rulings	apply	to	committees	or	other	church	bodies,	but	those	
bodies	do	not	become	the	respondent	in	the	midst	of	an	ongoing	case.	Further	the	fact	that	a	
church	body	is	subject	to	judicial	direction	cannot	be	used	as	justification	to	deprive	a	
respondent	of	his/her	right	to	be	heard	in	judicial	proceedings	which	address	matters	directly	
affecting	the	member.		There	is	one	respondent	in	this	case	and	it	is	not	the	committee	on	
investigation.		The	designation	by	the	committee	on	appeals	of	the	West	Ohio	COI	as	the	
respondent	in	the	ongoing	case	is	an	egregious	error	of	church	law.	
	

2. The	NCJ	committee	acknowledges	in	its	agenda	for	the	meeting	that	this	meeting	concerns	the	
matter	of	Rev.	David	Meredith.		The	official	agenda	letter	states:			

	
REFERENCE:		Appeal	of	the	October	18,	2017	Decision	of	the	West	Ohio	Conference	
Committee	on	Investigation	in	the	matter(s)	of	Rev.	David	Wayne	Meredith.		(Emphasis	
Added)	

	
3. This	judicial	process	is	a	part	of	a	continuous	thread	of	events	that	directly	apply	to	the	Rev.	

David	Meredith.		The	process	began	with	a	complaint	to	which	the	respondent	replied.		It	
continued	with	a	supervisory	process	during	which	the	response	of	Rev.	Meredith	was	heard.		
The	judicial	complaint	was	forwarded	to	the	committee	on	investigation,	where	Rev.	Meredith	
was	given	voice	through	his	advocate.		When	the	counsel	for	the	church	decided	to	appeal	the	
ruling	of	the	COI	to	the	NCJ	committee	on	appeals,	in	a	continuous	process	that	applies	directly	
to	the	respondent,	that	committee	determined	that	the	right	of	the	respondent	to	be	heard	in	
this	judicial	proceeding	no	longer	applied.		His	voice	was	silenced	at	a	critical	stage	of	the	judicial	
process	directly	applying	to	his	case.	

	
4. In	the	only	previous	parallel	case,	that	of	the	Rev.	Karen	Dammaan	(See	JC	Decision	980)	the	

Western	Jurisdiction	Committee	on	Appeals	received	an	appeal	from	the	counsel	for	the	church	
in	the	Pacific	Northwest	Annual	Conference	concerning	a	decision	made	by	the	committee	on	
investigation	of	that	annual	conference.		In	that	hearing	it	was	clearly	understood	that	Rev.	
Dammaan	was	the	respondent,	an	assumption	that	was	unchallenged	by	any	party,	including	
the	Judicial	Council	in	its	ultimate	review	of	the	case.		Decision	980	states:	
	
the	Oral	hearings	(of	the	jurisdictional	committee	on	appeals)	were	held	in	San	Diego,	California	
on	October	23,	2003.	James	Finkbeiner,	counsel	for	the	church,	spoke.	Karen	Dammann,	



respondent,	Robert	C.	Ward,	counsel	for	respondent,	and	Dodie	Haight,	a	lay	member	of	the	
church	to	which	respondent	is	appointed,	spoke.	

	
5. The	committee	would	not	have	been	prevented	for	any	legitimate	judicial	reason	from	

permitting	Rev.	Meredith	to	be	heard	prior	to	taking	any	final	action.		In	fact,	The	Discipline	
mandates	they	must	do	so.		When	it	became	apparent	to	the	respondent	on	March	8	that	the	
committee	was	re-designating	the	identity	of	the	respondent	in	this	case,	the	Disciplinary	
requirement	in	¶2701.2.a		was	immediately	called	to	the	committee’s	attention.		At	that	point,	
the	committee’s	agenda	could	easily	have	been	adjusted	to	comply	with	The	Discipline	by	
permitting	time	for	the	respondent	to	be	heard	as	well	as	the	counsel	for	the	COI.		Instead,	the	
committee	continued	to	stand	by	its	theory	of	exclusion.		This	action	on	the	part	of	the	
committee,	coupled	with	a	refusal	on	the	part	of	the	committee	to	allow	the	assistant	counsel	
for	the	respondent	to	listen	to	the	proceedings	by	telephone1,	is	difficult	to	understand.	

	
6. Notice	that	the	committee	intended	to	designate	the	COI	as	the	respondent	and	to	prevent	Rev.	

Meredith	from	being	heard	was	not	communicated	to	Rev.	Meredith	in	either	a	formal	or	timely	
manner.		The	agenda	mailed	to	all	parties	by	the	committee	specifies	that	there	will	be	30	
minutes	given	for	a	response	by	“Counsel	for	the	Respondent”.		The	committee	does	not	
indicate	that	by	this	they	mean	the	counsel	for	the	COI.		There	is	no	correspondence	from	the	
committee	that	designates	its	understanding	that	the	language	that	has	been	used	up	until	this	
point	in	the	process	to	designate	the	Rev.	David	Meredith,	is	now	being	re-appropriated	to	refer	
to	the	COI.		This	failure	to	give	proper	notice	is	in	violation	of	¶2701.2.b	which	states,	in	part:	
	

Notice	of	any	judicial	process	hearing	shall	advise	the	respondent	of	the	reason	for	the	
proposed	procedures,	with	sufficient	detail	to	allow	the	respondent	to	prepare	a	
response.	

	
The	committee	did	not	provide	sufficient	detail	to	the	respondent	to	allow	a	timely	and	
thorough	appeal	of	its	intention	to	be	filed	with	the	body,	thus	depriving	Rev.	Meredith	of	his	
right	to	have	sufficient	time	to	prepare	a	response.	
	

7. 	The	failure	of	the	committee	to	permit	the	respondent	to	be	heard	amounts	to	ex	parte	
conversation,	in	violation	of	¶2701.4.b	which	states,	in	part:	

																																																													
1	The	Rev.	Scott	Campbell’s	flight	to	Indianapolis	was	cancelled	due	to	a	snowstorm	in	the	northeast.		
When	it	became	apparent	that	the	assistant	counsel	would	be	unable	to	be	present,	Rev.	Meredith	
submitted	an	email	request	to	the	chair	and	the	secretary	of	the	committee	on	appeals	that	Rev.	
Campbell	be	permitted	to	listen	to	the	proceedings	by	telephone.		On	the	evening	of	March	7	Rev.	
Meredith	received	the	following	reply:		Please	be	advised	that	the	appellant	in	the	Hearing	is	the	WO	
Conference	and	the	respondent	is	the	WO	Conference		Committee	on	Investigation;	therefore,	it	would	
be	inappropriate	to	grant	your	request.		This	was	the	first	time	the	respondent	became	aware	that	the	
committee	did	not	intend	to	allow	him	to	be	heard	during	the	hearings.	
	



	
In	any	judicial	proceeding,	under	no	circumstance	shall	one	party	or	counsel,	in	the	
absence	of	the	other	party	or	counsel,	discuss	substantive	matters	with	members	of	the	
pending	hearing,	trial,	or	appellate	body	while	the	case	is	pending.	
	

The	decision	to	allow	the	counsel	for	the	church	to	be	heard	by	the	appellate	body,	while	
preventing	the	respondent	to	be	heard	by	that	same	body	is	tantamount	to	ex	parte	
communication,	in	direct	violation	of	The	Discipline.		While	the	respondent	may	have	been	
permitted	to	be	physically	present	for	the	hearing,	the	deprivation	of	his	right	to	be	heard	
amount	to	one-sided	communication	before	a	decision-making	body.	
	
	
Rev.	Dr.	Pamela	R.	Lightsey	
Counsel	for	the	Respondent	
	
Rev.	Dr.	William	Scott	Campbell	
Co-Counsel	for	the	Respondent	

	














	1018-3A1 Appeal of Rev. David Meredith (Form)(NCJ COA)
	1018-3A2 Appeal of Rev. David Meredith (Grounds)(NCJ COA)
	1018-3D Appeal of Rev. David Meredith (Decision)(NCJ COA)

