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Attorneys at Law
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Washinglon, DC

August 9, 20 l2

Lucian T. Pera
Direct: 901.524.5278
E·Fax: 901.524.5378
lucian.pera@arlaw.com

BY EMAIL and U.S. MAIL
Jmad Abdullah, Esq.
Baker, Donelson, Bearman, Caldwell & Berkowitz, P.C.
165 Madison Avenue, Suite 2000
First Tennessee Building
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
Re:

The Board o/Co/Illty Commissiollers 0/ Sllelby COI/Ilty 1'. Cooper, U.S. District
Court for thc Western Distl'ict of Tenncssee, Civil Action No. 2:11-cv-02101SHM-cgc

Dear Mr. Abdullah:
Undersigned counsel represent Memphis Publishing Company, the publisher of The
COII/II/ercial Appeal ("The COII/mercial Appeal"), Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
45(c)(2)(B), The COII/II/erciai Appeal objects to the subpoena your client, the Board of County
Commissioners of Shelby County ("County Commission"), recently served on The COII/II/erciai
Appeal (a copy of which is attached to this letter).

The COII/II/ercial Appeal believes that your recent subpoena is a virtually unprecedented
assault upon its rights as a newspaper and as the host of an important community forum on its
website, as well as upon the rights of the many users and commenters who participate in this
forum. Your subpoena is stunningly broad: Tt seeks the contents of, and information about the
authors of, everyone of what we believe are more than 9,000 comments on The Commercial
Appeal's website concerning 45 differcnt stories also published on website, including any
comments that were removed from the website. Remarkably, your subpocna even seeks this
information about some stories published ((fier the legislation that your client seeks to have
struck down by the district court. The amazing overbreadth of the subpoena leads our client to
believe that this is either a fishing expedition, a form of govenunental harassment, or both.
Regardless of your client's motivation, H,e COII/merciai Appeal bclieves that your subpoena runs
afoul of the First Amendment, two federal statutes, the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the
Tennessee reporter's shield law, and just plain good sense. We hope that you will reconsider and
withdraw it.
As you know, The COII/II/ercial Appeal is a daily newspaper. It also publishes a great
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deal of news and other content on its website, and provides an active and vibrant fOl'llm for its
users to discuss the stories it publishes and publishes many comments from these users on its
website. The Commercial Appeal has published many stories about the controversy surrounding
the consolidation of city and county schools, including the 45 stories identified in your subpoena,
and 7Yle Commercial Appeal's website has been an important community fOl'llm for the
discussion of school consolidation. Our client has no doubt whatsoever that the enforcement of
your subpoena would create a serious chilling effect on the public's right to discuss these
important issues. Indeed, your act in issuing the subpoena, and the action of the majority of your
client legislative body's members in approving the sending of the subpoena, constitutes a direct
tlueat to the rights of The Commercial Appeal's and its commenters.
First Amendmcnt Objections
Enforcement of the subpoena would violate the First Amendment rights of The
Commercial Appeal and members of the public who have commented on its website.
Members of the public have a First Amendment right to express their views about this
controversy, and the First Amendment protects their right to speak anonymously. Watchtoll'er
Bible & Tract Soc)J v. Village o/Strallon, 536 U.S. 150, 166-167 (2002); J\lJcfntyre v. Ohio
Elections COI/IIII., 514 U.S. 334 (1995); Talley v. California, 362 U.S. 60 (1960); NLRB v.
Midland Daily Nell'S, 151 F.3d472, 475 (6th Cir. 1998). As tbe Sixth Circuit held in Midland
Daily Nell'S, this protection extends to barring subpoenas that seek to identify anonymous
speakers unless there is good reason to believe that the speech is unlawful. If speakers learn that
anyone who expresses unpopular opinions is subject to being identified pursuant to subpoena, the
result may be a chilling effect that deters future such postings. That is even more fundamentally
worrisome when it is public officials, acting in their official capacity, who are seeking the
identifying information. After all, yom client is no private citizen invoking the power ofa court
to gain discovery in some purely private litigation; yom client's action in connection with this
subpoena is actually the action ofa government, specifically and expressly approved by its
formal legislative action. Moreover, your client has the ability as a govenunent legislative body
to misuse its power and authority, perhaps taking sublly arbitrary actions adverse to disfavored
constituents, whether it be by overenforcing building or other codes (or declining to turn a blind
eye to violations that would be ignored ifcoml11itted by 1~\Vored residents), arbitrary actions by
the sheriff, and the like.
When discovery is sought to identi fy nonparties, on the ground that they may have
information that could be useful to the resolution of the issues betwecnlhe parties, "disclosure is
only appropriate in the exceptional case where the compelling need for tbe discovery sought
outweighs the First Amendment rights of the anonymous speaker." Doe v. 2/heMar/.com, 140 F.
Supp.2d 1088, 1093 (W.D. Wash. 2001). To be sme, The Commercial Appeal removed a
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number of conunents it deemcd unacceptable under its posted policies, but speech can be
obnoxious and yet protected by the First Amendment.

2thelv/art has become the leading authority that courts use in assessing whether to allow
discovery to identify anonymous speakers. The 2thelv/art decision requires the party seeking the
discovery to establish that:
1.

Thc subpoena was issued in good faith.

2.

The information relates to a co I'e claim or defense.

3.
The identifying information is directly and materially relevant to that
claim or defense.
4.
Information sufficient to establish or to disprove that claim or defense is
unavailable from any other source.
140 F. Supp. 2d at 1095 (emphasis added).
Several courts have followed 2thelv/art and adopted tlus same test. See, e.g., Inre Rule
45 Subpoeua Issued to Cablevision Systems CO/po Regarding 1P Address 69.120.35.31, 2010 WL
2219343, at *8-11 (E.D.N.Y. Feb 5, 2010), adopted in relevant part, 2010 WL 1686811, at *2-3
(E.D.N.Y. Apr. 26,2010); lvlcVicker v. King, 266 F.R.D. 92, 94-97 (W.O. Pa. 2010); Sedersten
v. Taylor, 2009 WL 4802567, at *2 (W.D. Mo. Dec. 9,2009); Enterline v. Pocono Medical
Center, 751 F. Supp. 2d 782, 787-788 (M,D. Pa. 2008). See also Anderson v. Hale, 2001 WL
503045, at *7-9 (N .D. Ill. May 10, 200 I). We question whether your client can satisfy any part
of this test.
Even before reaching 2theMart's substantive requirements, the issue of notice provides a
further impediment to the enforcement of your subpoena. See Doe v. 2theMart.com, 140 F.
Supp. 2d at 1095 n.5. Because notice and the opportunity to respond is a fundamental
requirement for constitutional due process, Jones v Flowers, 547 U.S. 220 (2006), courts
routinely require that effective notice be given to the anonymous targets of subpoenas. See, e,g.,
Inre 1ndiaua Newspapers, 963 N.E.2d 534, 551-552 (Ind. App. 2012); Doe v. Cahill, 884 A.2d
451 (Del. 2005); Dendrite v, Doe, 775 A2d 756 (N..!. App. 2001).
We are not aware of any efforts your client has made to give notice to the many affected
commenters (for example, by posting a notice of the subpoena in the comment area of these 45
stories, though we have grave doubts about the effectiveness of such notice). Moreover, to the
extent that notice would be required to all affected com mentel's, there would be a very substantial
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cost associated with identifying their email or other addresses and then giving them notice - a
cost that your client obviously should bear, as Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 45 mandates that
The Commercial Appeal should not be subjected to this undue burden as a nonparty.
Even if appropriate notice is given to the affected commenters so that they may take
whatever steps they deem necessary to protect their interests, we have seen no indication that
your client will be in any position to any element of the 21heMari test. We submit that your
client's good faith is seriously at issue, given the vast overbreadth of the subpoena and its highly
questionable validity under the law. In twelve years of litigating subpoenas to identify Doe
defendants, we are unable to recall any case that involved a subpoena to identify anything close
to the authors of more than 9,000 separate comments, which is our current best estimate of the
number of conunents at issue here (not including conunents that were removed from the site).
Our review of the third-party complaint suggests to us that the information sought in no way
relates to any core claim in this action. Further, we fail to understand how the information
sought would ever be relevant or admissible in this action. Finally, there are ample other sources
of similar, and perhaps more directly relevant evidence of legislative intent available to your
client, including as but one example any documents obtained by your client's pending public
records requests to members of the General Assembly.
Discussion at a recent County Commission meeting suggests that you may be seeking
this information to show that people who expressed racist sentiments in conunents on The
Commercial Appeal's website also conununicated to legislators to urge on them a particular
course of action, including the one ultimately followed by the legislature. As you surely know,
however, the posted comments in question took many different positions, on many different
sides on the controversy. Even with respect to any comments that may have renected racial
animus, that fact is simply not a basis for identifying the authors of such comments. Even
assuming that racial animus by one or more legislators were a valid ground for relief in your
lawsuit, the fact that constituents who urged passage may themselves have harbored racist views
is no basis for overturning the legislation.
Statutory Objections
Even if you could overcome the commenters' First Amendment right to speak
anonymously, two federal statutes preclude the enforcement of your subpoena - the Electronic
Communications Privacy Act ("ECPA") and the Stored Communications Act ("SCA"). ECPA
provides that a government entity may obtain records or other information pertaining to
subscribers or customers of an electronic communications service only by following the proper
procedures for a criminal investigation (unless they have the consent of those customers). 18
U.S.C. § 2703(c); Freedman v. America Online, 329 F. Supp. 2d 745 (E.D. Va. 2004).
Moreover, under the SCA, your client calUlOt obtain the contents of thc communications
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themselves without a search warrant or a court order based on specific and arliculable facts
showing reasonable grounds to believe that the contents are needed for an ongoing criminal
investigation. 18 U.S.C. §§ 2702, 2703. See Theofel v. Farey-}ones, 359 F. 3d 1066 (9th Cir,
2004). None of these conditions apply here.
Tennessee Shield Law Objcctions
Although the protections provided by the First Amendment and federal statutes are
sufficient to bar enforcement of the subpoena, TeJUlessee's Shield Law, Tenn. Code Ann. § 24-1208, provides additional support for 1,1e Commercial Appeal's objection. While this subpoena
has been issued in a federal district court, federal courls routinely consider, rely upon, and
enforce slale case law and statutory privileges. In fact, Tennessee district courts have applied lhe
Shield Law lo quash subpoenas issued to media entities. See, e.g., Moore v. Domino '.1 Pizza,
LLC, 199 F.R.D. 598 (W.O. Tenn. 2000); Jnre Copeland, 291 B.R. 740, 755-56 (Bankl'. E.D.
Tenn. 2003).
In Moore, the district court recited the strong protections afforded the media under Tenn.
Code Ann. § 24-1-208, and detailed the three factors that must be met by clear and convincing
evidence in order to divest the media of such protection:
(I) There is probable cause to believe that the person from whom the information
is sought has information which is clearly relevant to a specific probable violation of the
law;

(2) The person has demonstrated that the information sought carulOt reasonably
be obtained by alternative means; and
(3) The person has demonstrated a compelling and overriding public policy
interest of the people of the state of Tennessee in the information.

Moore, 199 F.R.D. at 600. Under the facts of this malter, it is highly unlikely than any of these
three factors can be met by clear and convincing evidence, much less all three.
Objections Undcl' Rnles 4S and 26
Finally, your subpoena is overbroad, harassing, unduly burdensome, and oppressive, and
thus violates Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 45(c)(I), 45(c)(3)(A)(iv), and 26(b)(2)(C).
You have indiscriminately sought identifying information about the posters of every one
of the comments to 45 different stories, imposing a serious burden on the publisher of a daily
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newspaper, not to speak of demanding the actual contents of each of the posts. It is hard to
imagine that everyone of these thousands of posts has any relevance to your litigation; indeed,
as discussed above, there is reason to doubt that any of the posts, or the names of theiJ' authors,
are relevant or admissible in this litigation. Moreover, more than a few of these articles post-date
the legislative action that your third-party complaint identifies as the basis of your claim.
Of course, many of the posts sought are currently available on The Commercial Appeal's
website, and are readily available to your client without imposing the make-work assignment of
copying the posts and sending them to you. And you have done nothing to cover the significant
costs that The Commercial Appeal would incur to produce this information.
Further, this subpoena is also quite c1eady overbroad, harassing, unduly burdensome, and
oppressive with respect to the numerous affected commenters whose comments and identifying
information are sought in this subpoena.

* * *

*

*=

The Comlllercial Appeal intends to rely on this objection and to decline to respond to this
subpoena unless and until ordered to do so by the district COUlt. We hope that, upon your and
your client's review of tbis objection, you ""ill both reconsider your decision to issue and pursue
tllis subpoena. In the event that you do not, The Commercial Appeal will consider aU avenues
available to it to address the issuance of this subpoena, including, if appropriate, seeking
sanctions under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26(c), 26(g), and 37.
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Paul Alan Levy
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
for the
Western District of Tennessee
Board of County Commissioners of Shelby County
._---_.. _Plaintiff

v.

)
)
)

Civil Action No.

)
)
)

Robert E. Cooper, Jr., et al.
Defendant

2:11-cv-02101-SHM-cgc

(If the action is pending in another district, state where:

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS, INFORMATION, OR OBJECTS
OR TO PERMIT INSPECTION OF PREMISES IN A CIVIL ACTION
To:

Memphis Publishing Company (a/k/a The Commercial Appeal), c/o Corporation Service Company, registered
agent, 2908 Poston Avenue, Nashville, TN 37203-1312

~ Production: YOU ARE COMM ANDED to produce at the time, date, and place set forth below the following
documents, electronically stored information, or objects, and permit their inspection, copying, testing, or sampling of the
material: SEE EXHIBIT A

-_

..

_._-_

_---_

_-_ _-_

- - - _ . _. - - - --_
Date and Time:

_-_

..

i Place: Law offices of Baker, Donelson, Bearman, Caldwell &
Berkowitz, P.C., 165 Madison Avenue, St. 2000,
M_e.~phis, TN .}81 03
. __...

I
l

08/15/2012 10:00 am

o

Inspection ofPremises: YOU ARE COMMANDED to pernlit entry onto the designated premises, land, or
other property possessed or controlled by you at the time, date, and location set forth below, so that the requesting party
may inspect, measure, survey, photograph, test, or sample the property or any designated object or operation on it.

l

:r Place'.
i

l_

._---_

Date and Time:
i

_--_

----'--

The provisions of Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(c), relating to your protection as a person subject to a subpoena, and Rule
45 (d) and (e), relating to your duty to respond to this subpoena and the potential consequences of not doing so, are
attached.

Date: --0.7/25/2012

CLERK OF COURT
OR

--_

_----

Signature o.lClerk or Deputy Clerk

The name, address, e-mail, and telephone number of the attorney representing (name ofpar/V)
of County Commissioners of Shelby County

.

.

_.. _.... Th~ BoarcL __.

... ' who issues or requests this subpoena, are:

Imad Abdullah, Esq., 165 Madison Avenue, St. 2000, Memphis, TN 38103, iabdullah@bakerdonelson.com;
901/577-8169

AO 88B (Rev. 06/(9) Subpoena to Produce Documents, Information, or Objects or to Permit Inspection of Premises

In

a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No, 2:11-cv-02101-SHM-cgc

PROOF OF SERVICE
(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 45.)
This subpoena for (name a/individual and title. if any)
was received by me on (date)

o

I served the subpoena by delivering a copy to the named person as follows:

-~------------_.--------

; or

on (date)
---------------------------------------------

o

I returned the subpoena unexecuted because:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - --- ---------

Unless the subpoena was issued on behalf of the United States, or one of its officers or agents, I have also
tendered to the witness fees for one day's attendance, and the mileage allowed by law, in the amount of
$

My fees are $

for travel and $

for services, for a total of $
----

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:
Server's signature

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

-----------------------~

Printed name and title

Server's address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:

O.0.c.0~~
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Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 45 (c), (d), and (e) (Effective 12/1/07)
(c) Protecting a Person Subject to a Subpoena.
(1) Avoiding Undue Burden or Expense; Sandions. A party or
attorney responsible for issuing and serving a subpoena must take
reasonable steps to avoid imposing undue burden or expense on a
person subject to the subpoena. The issuing court must enforce this
duty and impose an appropriate sanction - which may include lost
earnings and reasonable attorney's fees - on a party or attorney
who fails to comply.
(2) Command to Produce Materinls or Permit Inspection.
(A) Appearance Not Required A person commanded to produce
documents, electronically stored information, or tangible things, or
to permit the inspection of premises. need not appear in person at the
place of production or inspection unless also commanded to appear
for a deposition. hearing, or trial.
(B) Objections. A person commanded to produce documents or
tangible things or to permit inspection may serve on the party or
attorney designated in the subpoena a written objection to
inspecting, copying, testing or sampling any or all of the materials or
to inspecting the premises - or to producing electronically stored
information in the form or forms requested. The objection must be
served before the earlier of the time specified for compliance or 14
days after the subpoena is served. If an objection is made, the
following rules apply:
(i) At any time. on notice to the commanded person. the serving
party may move the issuing court for an order compelling production
or inspection.
(ii) These acts may be required only as directed in the order, and
the order must protect a person who is neither a party nor a party's
officer from significant expense resulting from compliance.
(3) Quashing or ModifYing a Subpoena.
(A) When Required. On timely motion, the issuing court must
quash or modify a subpoena that:
(i) fails to allow a reasonable time to comply:
(ii) requires a person who is neither a party nor a party's officer
to travel more than 100 miles from where that person resides. is
employed, or regularly transacts business in person - except that.
subject to Rule 45(c)(3)(B)(iii), the person may be commanded to
attend a trial by traveling from any such place within the state where
the trial is held;
(iii) requires disclosure of privileged or other protected matter. if
no exception or waiver applies; or
(iv) subjects a person to undue burden.
(B) When Permitted To protect a person subject to or affected by
a subpoena, the issuing court may. on motion. quash or modify the
subpoena if it requires:
(i) disclosing a trade secret or other confidential research.
development. or commercial information:
(ii) disclosing an unretained expert's opinion or information that
does not describe specific occurrences in dispute and results from
the expert's study that was not requested by a party; or
(iii) a person who is neither a party nor a party's officer to incur
substantial expense to travel more than 100 miles to attend trial.
(C) Specifying Conditions as an Alternative. In the circumstances
described in Rule 45(c)(3)(B). the court may. instead of quashing or
modifying a subpoena, order appearance or production under
specified conditions if the serving party:
(i) shows a substantial need for the testimony or material that
cannot be otherwise met without undue hardship: and
(ii) ensures that the subpoenaed person will be reasonably
compensated.

(d) Duties in Responding to a Subpoena.
(1) Producing Documents or Electronica/~ Stored Illformation.
These procedures apply to producing documents or electronically
stored information:
(A) Documents. A person responding to a subpoena to produce
documents must produce them as they are kept in the ordinary
course of business or must organize and label them to correspond to
the categories in the demand.
(B) Form for Producing Electronically Stored Information Not
Specified. If a subpoena does not specify a form for producing
electronically stored information, the person responding must
produce it in a form or forms in which it is ordinarily maintained or
in a reasonably usable form or forms.
(C) Electronically Stored Information Produced in Only One
Form. The person responding need not produce the same
electronically stored information in more than one form.
(D) Inaccessible Electronical(v Stored Information. The person
responding need not provide discovery of electronically stored
information from sources that the person identifies as not reasonably
accessible because of undue burden or cost. On motion to compel
discovery or for a protective order, the person responding must show
that the information is not reasonably accessible because of undue
burden or cost. If that showing is made, the court may nonetheless
order discovery from such sources if the requesting party shows
good cause, considering the limitations of Rule 26(b)(2)(C). The
court may specify conditions for the discovery.
(2) Claiming Privilege or Protection.
(A) Information Wilhheld A person withholding subpoenaed
information under a claim that it is privileged or subject to
protection as trial-preparation material must:
(i) expressly make the claim: and
(ii) describe the nature of the withheld documents,
communications, or tangible things in a malUler that. without
revealing information itself privileged or protected, will enable the
parties to assess the claim.
(B) Information Produced If information produced in response to a
subpoena is subject to a claim of privilege or of protection as trialpreparation material. the person making the claim may notify any
party that received the infonnation of the claim and the basis for it
After being notified, a party must promptly return, sequester. or
destroy the specified information and any copies it has: must not use
or disclose the information until the claim is resolved: must take
reasonable steps to retrieve the information if the party disclosed it
before being notified: and may promptly present the information to
the court under seal for a determination of the claim. The person
who produced the information must preserve the information until
the claim is resolved.
(e) Contempt. The issuing court may hold in contempt a person
who, having been served. fails without adequate excuse to obey the
subpoena. A nonparty's failure to obey must be excused if the
subpoena purports to require the nonparty to attend or produce at a
place outside the limits of Rule 45(c)(3)(A)(ii).

EXHIBIT A

Pursuant to this Subpoena Duces Tecum, please produce:
(1)
The personally identifiable information affiliated with each username including but not
limited to the first and last name, postal address, and telephone number of all account users that
posted comments in the "Comments" section following the articles identified individually below,
published on the Commercial Appeal's website, www.commercialappeal.com;
(2)
Please produce a transcript of the comments that were removed from the "Comments"
section of each of the "Articles" listed below along with the personally identifiable information
(as defined above) for the poster of the removed comment.
The Following is a list of articles published on www.commercialappeal.com. The articles
are numbered 1-45 and are identified by the title, author, and the date posted to the website
for public viewing.
Article 1:
Judge allows elections for municipal schools, but says they may be
unconstitutional
Referendums OK for suburbs, could be voided
By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 12,2012 at 9:15 a.m., updated July 12, 2012 at 11 :44 p.m.

Article 2 :

Judge to decide whether municipal schools vote in Memphis suburbs is legal

By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 11,2012 at 9:24 p.m., updated July 11,2012 at 11:41 p.m.

Article 3:
Judge sets Thursday hearing on 'heavy burden' of whether to stop municipal
school referendums Judge to hear arguments over allowing suburban vote
By Zack McMillin Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 9,2012 at 10:09 a.m., updated July 9,2012 at 11 :12 p.m.
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Article 4:
Judge to hear whether municipal schools in Shelby County are suburban right or
illegal privilege
By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 9,2012 at midnight

Article 5:

Judge agrees to hear legal arguments over municipal schools in Shelby County

By Clay Bailey, Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 6,2012 at 7:24 a.m., updated July 6,2012 at 9:08 p.m.

Article 6:

Commissioners seek to block August municipal school district referendum

Says race bias behind municipal schools move
By Clay Bailey, Daniel Connolly, Michael Kelley
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted June 26, 2012 at 6:45 p.m., updated June 26, 2012 at 11 :29 p.m

Article 7:

Memphis suburban commissioners lodge objections to secrecy of meeting

By Daniel Connolly
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted June 27, 2012 at 12:36 p.m., updated June 28, 2012 at 9:30 a.m.

Article 8:

Unified school board votes to not renew contract of Supt. Kriner Cash

Divided members vote against nonrenewal for Supt. Aitken
By Michael Kelley, Jane Roberts

Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted June 19,2012 at 8:31 p.m., updated June 19,2012 at 11:35 p.m.

Article 9:
Tennessee AG says law prohibits Shelby municipalities from starting school
districts before merger
By Richard Locker
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted March 20,2012 at 5:35 p.m., updated March 20, 2012 at 11:31 p.m.

Article 10:

Germantown, Collierville start process to form their own school districts

By Staff
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 23, 2012 at 9:09 p.m., updated January 23,2012 at 12:11 a.m.

Article 11:

Separate Germantown, Collierville school districts feasible, consultants report

By Lela Garlington, Cindy Wolff
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 17, 2012 at 12:22 p.m., updated January 17,2012 at 11 :20 p.m.

Article 12:

Wendi C. Thomas: Judge Mays' ruling cuts both ways but democracy wins

By Wendi C. Thomas
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 13,2012 at midnight

Article 13:
Wendi C. Thomas: Shelby County Commission suit needed to protect school
desegregation

31 Pa g c

By Wendi C. Thomas
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 1, 2012 at midnight

Article 14:

Sides disagree over Shelby County municipal school districts

Opponents: Issue 'not settled'
By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted May 6, 2012 at midnight

Article 15:
governor

Municipal schools referendum bill approved by Senate, headed to Tennessee

By Richard Locker
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted April 30,2012 at 4:32 p.m., updated April 30, 2012 at 11 :38 p.m.

Tennessee AG says law prohibits Shelby municipalities from starting school
Article 16:
districts before merger
By Richard Locker
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted March 20, 2012 at 5:35 p.m., updated March 20, 2012 at 11 :31 p.m.

Article 17:

Memphis suburbs seek advice for creating municipal school districts

Pending merger with Memphis City Schools stirs quest for breakaway options
By Clay Bailey, Lela Garlington
Memphis Commercial Appeal

Posted August 31, 2011 at midnight

Article 18:

In 8-3 vote, Shelby County Commission approves school merger deal

By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted August 29,2011 at 2:26 p.m., updated August 29,2011 at 10:48 p.m.

Article 19:

Bartlett, Collierville mayors say ruling clears way for separate school districts

By Clay Bailey
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted August 9, 2011 at 3:29 p.m., updated August 9, 2011 at 11 :02 p.m.

Article 20:

Judge in merger suit rules Memphis City Schools will 'cease to exist' in 2013

Norris-Todd law guides procedure, but makeup of school board hazy
By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted August 8,2011 at 2:52 p.m., updated August 8, 2011 at 10:53 p.m

Article 21:

City argues Shelby County Schools' merger opposition is race-based

By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted July 2,2011 at midnight
Deal puts new 23-member board in control of Memphis, Shelby County schools Oct. 1
By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
5IPag('

Posted August 24, 2011 at 2:47 p.m., updated August 24,2011 at 11:44 p.m.

Article 22:
Business as usual 'day after the vote' as Memphis, Shelby County schools merger
transition begins
By Sherri Drake Silence, Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted March 9,2011 at 11 :03 a.m., updated March 9,2011 at 10:52 p.m.

Article 23:

Wendi C. Thomas: Memphis schools vote only begins the process of unification

By Wendi C. Thomas
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted March 8,2011 at 9:36 p.m., updated March 8,2011 at 11 :04 p.m.

Article 24:

Memphis voters OK school charter surrender

By Zack McMillin, Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted March 8, 2011 at 7:46 p.m., updated March 8, 2011 at 11 :24 p.m.

Article 25:

School-charter issue still in doubt as Election Day arrives

Despite vote, applicants line up for unified board that may never be
By Daniel Connolly
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted March 8, 2011 at midnight, updated March 8, 2011 at 12:56 p.m.

Article 26:

Wendi C. Thomas: Charter surrender ballot choice reflects potential

By Wendi C. Thomas
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted March 6,2011 at midnight

Article 27:

Memphis voters turned offby school consolidation protest

Merger opposition can cause backlash
By Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 27,2011 at midnight

Article 28:

Debate rages over Memphis-Shelby County schools as voting begins today

Proponents push turnout; opponents cite unknowns
By Sherri Drake Silence, Zack McMillin
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 16,2011 at midnight

Article 29:

Shelby County Schools files suit over Memphis charter surrender

Complaint says city shirking duty to kids; rapid takeover 'impossible'
By Lawrence Buser, Sherri Drake Silence
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 12, 2011 at midnight

Article 30:

Shelby County Schools file federal suit

By Lawrence Buser
Memphis Commercial Appeal
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Posted February 11,2011 at 4:51 p.m., updated February 11, 2011 at 6:39 p.m.

Article 31:

Governor Haslam signs bill that delays Memphis-Shelby school consolidation

Memphis officials surrender schools charter to state
By Richard Locker
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 11,2011 at 1:01 p.m., updated February 11,2011 at 3: 17 p.m.

Article 32:

Memphis Council's unanimous vote OKs surrender of charter by city schools

By Richard Locker, Amos Maki
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 10,2011 at 5:37 p.m., updated February 10,2011 at 11:03 p.m.

Article 33:

Showdown over schools: Proposed Germantown district faces steep hurdles

By Lela Garlington
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 9,2011 at midnight

Article 34:

Tennessee Senate approves bill to delay school merger

Legislation would halt consolidation until 2013 if Memphis surrender passes
By Richard Locker
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 7,2011 at 6:29 p.m., updated February 7,2011 at 10:33 p.m.

8 I f)

'I

l~

\"
2-

~

Article 35:
Nashville

Memphis City Council delays action on schools' charter, will try to work with

By Richard Locker, Amos Maki
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted February 4,2011 at midnight, updated February 4,2011 at 10:52 a.m.

Article 36:

Memphis suburbs weigh options in school conflict, including separate systems

By Clay Bailey
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 28,2011 at midnight

Article 37:
hands off

Tenn. Senate works on delay of school charter vote as Memphis lawmakers say

By Richard Locker
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 27,2011 at 2:43 p.m., updated January 27, 2011 at 10:56 p.m.

Article 38:

Showdown over schools: Debate fails to dislodge discord

Consolidation pros and cons unswayed
By Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 25,2011 at 11 p.m.

Views differ on unified school board; Pickler, commissioners at odds on size,
Article 39:
power to appoint
By Daniel Connolly, Sherri Drake Silence

Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 22,2011 at midnight

Article 40:

Shelby COlmty Election Commission sets school referendum for March 8

By Zack McMillin, Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 19,2011 at 4:31 p.m., updated January 19,2011 at 11 :01 p.m.

Article 41:

Repeating history: School merger proposed 20 years ago sparked similar debate

By Sherri Drake Silence
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted January 17, 2011 at midnight

Article 42:
megadistrict

Schools dazed:

Shelby County system begins preparations for crafting

By Sherri Drake, Zack McMillin, Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted December 22, 2010 at midnight

Article 43:

Memphis City Schools board surrenders charter pending voter approval

By Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted December 20,2010 at 6:41 p.m., updated December 21,2010 at 12:45 a.m.

Article 44:

Memphis City Schools will vote on surrender of charter
10lPagc~

Board faces decision on handing system over to Shelby County
By Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted November 23, 2010 at midnight

Article 45:

Memphis City Schools officials ponder funding dilemma

Surrendering charter isn't out of question
By Jane Roberts
Memphis Commercial Appeal
Posted November 19, 2010 at midnight

