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capacity as a member of the Central
Piedmont Community College Board of
Trustees, ALISON SUMMERVILLE, in her
official capacity as a member of the Central
Piedmont Community College Board of
Trustees, Dr. KANDI DEITEMEYER, in her
official capacity as President of Central
Piedmont Community College, OFFICER
DOE 1, OFFICER DOE 2 and OFFICER
DOE 3 of CPCC Campus Security, in their
official capacities,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs, by and through counsel, file this action seeking preliminary injunctive relief,
pursuant to Rule 65 of the Rules of Civil Procedure and N.C.G.S. §§ 1-485 and 143-318.16; a
declaratory judgment pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 1-253 et seq.; an order declaring certain acts by
Defendants null and void pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 143-318.16A; and an order declaring certain
acts by Defendants to be in violation of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

INTRODUCTION

1. North Carolina law guarantees the public an opportunity to have access to any
public body’s deliberations and actions and requires public bodies to act in good faith to adhere
to these protective rules. North Carolina governance relies upon these laws to ensure that
governmental decisions, at all levels, reflect the values and priorities of the people. Defendant
Central Piedmont Community College (“CPCC”), by and through its Board of Trustees (“CPCC
Board” or “the Board”), based in Mecklenburg County, has failed to abide by these obligations
through flagrant disregard of North Carolina’s Open Meeting Laws. As detailed below, they
have conceived, negotiated, and approved a controversial Public Safety Training Facility,
(recently renamed the “Community Lifeline”)! in stark contravention of the law of this state.
Consequently, the public has been kept in the dark, unlawfully, about this significant
undertaking. When news of the development’s existence publicly emerged in late 2024,
community members began seeking more information. In response, Defendants have redoubled
efforts to shield its plans from public view. And when community members attended CPCC
Board’s public meetings, requested documents, and asked questions, CPCC took retaliatory
actions against Plaintiffs.

! The training facility has many names including, but not limited to, Public Safety Training
Facility, First Responder Training Facility, Cop City, and Community Lifeline. This complaint
will refer to the development as the “Public Safety Training Facility.”



2. Plaintiffs, who primarily live in Mecklenburg County, ask this Court to restrain
Defendants from these violations of North Carolina Open Meetings Laws, the First Amendment,
and any related actions. Requested relief includes, but is not limited to, an injunction prohibiting
any decisions in furtherance of a Public Safety Training Facility on Central Piedmont
Community College property without full compliance with the laws requiring public disclosure
of these conversations and decisions; and an order declaring null and void, and to set aside,
certain actions and agreements entered into by Defendants, separately and together, in violation
of the North Carolina Open Meetings Law, North Carolina Public Records Law, and the First
Amendment. Plaintiffs further move herein for a preliminary injunction to restrain CPCC from
committing violations at any future public meetings and other relief necessary to prevent
irreparable harm.? Additionally, Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff Exceus seek damages for
Defendant CPCC’s violation of their First Amendment rights.

THE PARTIES

3. Plaintiff Mina Ezikpe lives in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina.
Ms. Ezikpe is an attorney employed at the Mecklenburg County Public Defender’s Office since
September 2023. Ms. Ezikpe is a graduate of Duke University and Harvard Law School. Ms.
Ezikpe attended CPCC Board of Trustee Meetings to see how the Public Safety Training Facility
would impact her clients’ lives and her representation of her clients. Ms. Ezikpe is Black.

4. Plaintiff Eboni Exceus lives in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina.
Ms. Exceus is employed by Atrium Health-Sardis Oaks. Ms. Exceus is a graduate of Winston
Salem State University. Ms. Exceus is a CPCC visiting student taking Anatomy II. Ms. Exceus
seeks to better understand CPCC’s involvement in the Public Safety Training Facility. Ms.
Exceus is Black.

5. Plaintiff Xavier Torres de Janon lives in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North
Carolina. Mr. de Janon is an attorney, employed as Director of Mass Defense at the National
Lawyers Guild. Mr. de Janon is a graduate of Hampshire College and Golden Gate University
School of Law. Mr. de Janon’s legal work includes supporting community responses to state
repression and researching publicly-funded development of police training centers, referred to as
Cop Cities, and the potential for increased police militarization, environmental destruction, and
harm to marginalized communities nationally. Mr. de Janon is a brown immigrant from South
America.

2 There is a Central Piedmont Community College Board of Trustees meeting on May 14, 2025.
See Board of Trustees, Central Piedmont Community College, https://www.cpcc.edu/about-
central-piedmont/college-leadership/board-trustees (last visited Apr. 23, 2025).



6. Plaintiff Julianne Liebenguth lives in Durham, Durham County, North Carolina.
Dr. Liebenguth is an Assistant Professor of Political Science and Public Policy at Elon
University. Dr. Liebenguth studies power dynamics that shape global environmental issues and
attended the March 12, 2025, meeting to learn more about the training facility and its
environmental impact. Dr. Liebenguth is white.

7. Plaintiff William Donovan Stanley lives in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North
Carolina. Mr. Stanley graduated from Cox Mill High School. He has lived in Charlotte his
whole life. Mr. Stanley has experienced harassment from the police and wants to learn more
about the Public Safety Training Facility. Mr. Stanley is Black.

8. Defendant Central Piedmont Community College (“CPCC”) is a public
institution of the State of North Carolina governed by Defendant Central Piedmont Community
College Board of Trustees (“CPCC Board”). Defendant CPCC Board is organized and existing
under the laws of the State of North Carolina, including, but not limited to, N.C.G.S. Chapter
115D. The CPCC Board is a “public body” as defined by N.C.G.S. § 143-318.10(b). See, e.g.,
Sigma Constr. Co. v. Guilford Cty. Bd. Of Educ., 144 N.C. App. 376, 379, 547 S.E.2d 178, 180
(2001).°

9. Defendants Jim Dunn, Caldwell Rose, Weston Andress, Carrie Baker, Gabriel J.
Esparza, Lucia Zapata Griffith, Arrington Mixon, Chris Paterson, Khalif J. Rhodes, Bertram
Scott, Alison Summerville, and Michael S. Hawley are members of CPCC’s Board of Trustees,
which is the CPCC’s governing body. These individuals are named in their official capacities.

10. Defendant Kandi Deitemeyer is President of CPCC and Secretary of the CPCC
Board. She is named in her official capacity.

11. Defendants Officer Doe 1, Officer Doe 2, and Officer Doe 3 are unidentified
CPCC representatives, upon information and belief, employed as CPCC campus security. These
individuals are named in their official capacities.

JURISDICTION, STANDING, AND VENUE

12. This is an action for declaratory relief, injunctive relief, and damages brought
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, N.C.G.S. § 143-318.16, and N.C.G.S. § 143-318.16A.

3 CPCC admits that they are a public body subject to public record laws. See Article VI Meetings
- Board of Trustees Bylaws, Central Piedmont Community College, https://www.cpcc.edu/about-
central-piedmont/policies-and-procedures/board-trustees/article-vi-meetings (last visited Apr. 23,
2025).



13. This court has subject matter jurisdiction in this action pursuant to Chapter 7 of
the North Carolina General Statutes, N.C.G.S. §§ 1-253, 7A-240, 7A-243, 132-9, 143-318.16,
and 143-318.16A.

14.  This court has personal jurisdiction over the parties pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 1-75.4.

15.  Plaintiffs have standing to institute and pursue this action pursuant to N.C.G.S.
§§ 143-318.16, 143-318.16A, and 1-253.

16. Venue for this action is proper in the Superior Court of Mecklenburg County
pursuant to N.C.G.S. §§ 1-77 and 1-82.

17. This action is commenced within the applicable statutes of limitation, including
the 45-day limitation prescribed by N.C.G.S. § 143-318.16A(b) for nullification of actions taken
at the March 12, 2025, meeting of the CPCC Board. Other requested relief is not limited by this
45-day statute of limitations, and therefore this action is commenced within the applicable
statutes of limitations.

FACTS

DESCRIPTION OF THE LAND IN QUESTION

18. The land in question (hereinafter, “the land”) includes two parcels of land located
in the City of Matthews, North Carolina. The parcels bookend CPCC’s Levine Campus to the
east and west. See Exhibit 1 (CPCC Campus Map).



Parcel 2

Exhibit 1 (CPCC Campus Map).

19. The first parcel on the east side of CPCC’s Levine campus, which bears Parcel ID
Number 21524108, is located at 2625 Campus Ridge Road, Matthews, NC 28105 (“Parcel 17).

20.  This property is just over 23 acres, roughly the size of 17 football fields.

21. The eastern two-thirds of the property is densely forested, including a wide
variety of trees known to support wildlife, such as quaking aspen, red maple, poplar, ash, black
cherry, and oak trees. Nearly 70 species of birds call this range home at various points in the
year.

22. Upon information and belief, Hendrick Automotive Group (“Hendrick’) owned
Parcel 1 for approximately 30 years until they gifted the land to CPCC in 2023. See Exhibit 2, at
pp. 6-15 (Deed Information).

23. At present day, Hendrick and HEP Investment Company, LLC—managed by
Hendrick—still owns other forested property near the southern end of Parcel 1 for development
of their future “Advanced Manufacturing Campus.” See Exhibit 3 (Map of Hendrick Properties);
Exhibit 4 (Hendrick Slideshow).
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24.  The second parcel on the west side of CPCC’s Levine campus bears Parcel ID
Number 21506115 (“Parcel 2”).

25. Three addresses are located at this property: 1800 CPCC Lane, Matthews, NC
28105; 1820 CPC Lane, Matthews, NC 28105; and 1932 CPCC Lane, Matthews, NC 28105.

26. This property is approximately 14 acres, roughly the size of 11 football fields.

27.  While this parcel is also densely forested on the southern and northern thirds, a
parking lot sits within the middle third of this property.

28. Mecklenburg County conveyed this land to CPCC in 2013. See Exhibit 2, at pp.
1—3 (Deed Information).

HISTORY OF THE PUBLIC SAFETY TRAINING FACILITY

29. The following information came to light when the Town of Matthews responded
to a public records request that Plaintiffs received, through counsel, on April 11, 2025. The
assertions below are based upon information and belief.

30.  The idea for a Public Safety Training Facility arose in conversations between
CPCC President Dr. Kandi Deitemeyer and the Town Manager for the Town of Matthews,
Becky Hawke. See Exhibit 5 (July 24, 2023 Email).



31. In early 2022, the Matthews Police Chief, Clark Pennington, and Fire & EMS
Chief, Rob Kinniburgh, discussed their mutual interest in creating a Public Safety Training
Facility near or on CPCC Campus with Central Piedmont Community College staff. See Exhibit
6 (May 2, 2022 Email Thread).

32.  In May 2022, the Matthews Police Chief Clark Pennington, Matthews Fire &
EMS Chief Rob Kinniburgh, Matthews Town Manager Becky Hawke, and Matthews Planning
Director Jay Camp met with CPCC staff, including CPCC President Dr. Deitemeyer, to discuss
building the facility on/near CPCC Campus. See id.

33. Following the May 2022 meeting, Matthews Planning Director Jay Camp reached
out to Hendrick to facilitate a meeting between CPCC, Matthews, and Hendrick, as Hendrick
owned (or was in the process of acquiring) property near CPCC campus—including Parcel 1—
that could be used for development. See Exhibit 7 (May 23, 2022 Email); Exhibit 2 (Deed
Information).

34, Upon information and belief, this meeting occurred on September 28, 2022. See
Exhibit 8 (Sept 28, 2022 Meeting).

35.  Upon information and belief, Matthews Commissioner Mark Tofano privately
met with Hendrick staff on June 10, 2022 at Hendrick’s offices. See Exhibit 9 (June 10, 2022
Meeting).

36. On December 14, 2022, Matthews Town Manager Becky Hawke sent an email,
marked “CONFIDENTIAL,” to the Matthews Commissioners and Mayor for “small groups” to
meet with Hendrick’s team and CPCC leadership to “share their vision” for the land proposed to
be rezoned: Parcel 1 and other land south of Parcel 1, also owned by Hendrick. See Exhibit 10
(December 14, 2022 Email Thread); Exhibit 1 (CPCC Campus Map); Exhibit 2 (Deed
Information).

37. Commissioner Tofano stated the purpose of the meeting was to “level set with all
parties involved prior to the rezoning.” Exhibit 11 (December 19, 2022 Email).

38. Three consecutive meetings were scheduled for Hendrick and CPCC to meet with
Matthews Commissioners on CPCC’s Levine campus on January 23, 2023:
e &:30am—9:45am: meeting for two Matthews Commissioners;
e 10:15am—11:45am: meeting for two other Matthews Commissioners; and
e 12:45pm—2:00pm: meeting for the remaining three (including the Mayor).
See Exhibit 10 (December 14, 2022 Email).



39. Upon information and belief, these meetings occurred on January 23, 2023, and
were not open to the public.

40. Later that same day, the Matthews Board of Commissioners held a regularly
scheduled public meeting. In this meeting, they moved to closed session to discuss the
“acquisition of real property” pursuant to N.C.G.S. 143-318.12(a)(5). See Exhibit 12 (January
23, 2023 Matthews BOC Minutes).

41.  Upon information and belief, the public still had no information about the plans
for a Public Safety Training Facility.

42. Critically, Hendrick either owned or was in the process of acquiring land near
CPCC’s Levine campus in early 2023 to build a massive Hendrick “Advanced Manufacturing
Campus.” See Exhibit 13 (May 11, 2023 Email); Exhibit 5.

43. Hendrick’s gift of Parcel 1 to CPCC for the Public Safety Training Facility was
contingent upon the Matthews BOC approving the Hendrick rezoning application (to allow for
the construction and operation of the Hendrick Advanced Manufacturing Campus).

44, Jeff Lowrance, a CPCC employee, told Matthews government employees in
March 2023 that “[t]he land gift [of Parcel 1 from Hendrick] won’t become official until the
rezoning takes place.” See Exhibit 14 (March 3, 2023 Email).

45. In February 2023, Jay Camp coordinated with CPCC to present the rezoning of
Hendrick’s land, including Parcel 1, as a Town-led zoning motion: Zoning Motion 2023-1. See
Exhibit 15 (February 3, 2023 Email).

46. This rezoned land, except for Parcel 1, would be used to build Hendrick’s
Manufacturing Campus. See Exhibit 4 (Hendrick Slideshow).

47. On February 13, 2023, the Matthews Board of Commissioners approved their
Consent Agenda, which included a call for a public hearing on Zoning Motion 2023-1. See
Exhibit 16 (February 13, 2023 Matthews BOC Minutes).

48. The Zoning Motion was scheduled to appear before the Planning Board on April
25,2023, and the Board of Commissioners was scheduled to make a final decision on May 8§,
2023. See Exhibit 15 (February 3, 2023 Email).

49. In April 2023, one month before the rezoning decision, Hendrick invited the
Matthews BOC to Hendrick’s facilities to tour their Hendrick Motorsports Race Facility, the GM



Charlotte Technical Center, and the Hendrick Heritage Center (showcasing rare automobiles).
See Exhibit 17 (April 10, 2023 Email).

50. In May 2023, the Matthews BOC approved the rezoning of Hendrick’s land,
allowing Hendrick to construct their Acceleration Advanced Manufacturing Campus. See Exhibit
18 (May 8, 2023 Matthews BOC Minutes).

51.  Upon information and belief, all members of the Matthews BOC took the
Hendrick tour after approving the rezoning as three separate tours of small groups to avoid
triggering North Carolina Open Meetings law. See Exhibit 17.

52. On August 17, 2023, HEP Investment Company, Hendrick Automative Group,
Central Piedmont Community College, and Central Piedmont Community College Foundation
entered an agreement whereby a portion of the rezoned land was donated to Central Piedmont
Community College Foundation. See Exhibit 19 (Gift Agreement).

53. In the Gift Agreement, the purpose of the donation was described as being for the
CPCC Foundation to “construct and operate a facility with the purpose of providing training and
teaching of public safety to law enforcement, fire department, emergency medical technician
personnel and other first responders on the property.” See id.

54. Upon information and belief, several meetings occurred over the next year
between various CPCC, Hendrick, and Town of Matthews staff, including, but not limited, to a
three-day meeting in May 2024 to discuss plans for the Public Safety Training Center. See
Exhibit 20 (May 5, 2024 Email).

55. Two of those days, in the three-day meeting, solely involved CPCC staff, faculty,
and leadership. See id.

56. Due to incomplete information provided, it is impossible to know if the May
meetings included a quorum of any official public body of CPCC and/or the Matthews BOC,
thereby triggering North Carolina Open Meetings Laws.

57. On July 17, 2024, CPCC announced that Hendrick gifted land to CPCC for a new
public safety training center, of approximately 23 acres, to build a first responder training
facility.

58. In September 2024, CPCC communicated amongst themselves and with the
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD) regarding increased public awareness and
opposition to the facility. At that time, CPCC staff described this as “not overly concerning.” See
Exhibit 21 (September 25, 2024 Email).
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59. On an unknown date, Mecklenburg County appropriated $116 million dollars to
fund this Public Safety Training Facility. See Exhibit 22 (Funding Source Screenshot).*

60. On October 28, 2024, the Town of Matthews initiated a town-led zoning motion,
Zoning Motion 2024-3, to rezone 1932 CPCC Lane, a portion of Parcel 2, to a
Residential/Institutional District to, upon information and belief, allow Parcel 2 to be used for the
Public Safety Training Facility. See Exhibit 23 (October 28, 2024 Matthews BOC Minutes).

61. This was approved in early 2025, despite the lack of information available to the
public. See Exhibit 24 (January 13, 2025 Matthews BOC Minutes).

62. On April 9, 2025, Plaintiff de Janon contacted Mecklenburg County
Commissioner Laura Meier to obtain more information about the Public Safety Training Facility.
In response to Plaintiff de Janon’s request, Commissioner Meier received an overview of the

project from Defendant Deitemeyer outlining permitting and construction. See Exhibit 25 (April
9, 2025 Email Thread).

2024 CPCC Board of Trustees Meetings

63.  In the Fall of 2024, community members, including but not limited to the
Plaintiffs named in this lawsuit, tried to attend the CPCC Board’s public meetings to obtain more
information about the Public Safety Training Facility.

64. CPCC Board meetings are open to the public by statute, and the CPCC Board
specifically states their meetings are subject to open meetings laws.’

65. CPCC Board meetings are held at the Disher Building in the Dowd Boardroom,
just off of East 4" Street in Charlotte. It is a multi-story building located on Central Campus in
Mecklenburg County, North Carolina. There is a parking lot outside of the Disher Building
where meeting attendees can park. There is also a parking garage across the street where some
meeting attendees choose to park. See Exhibit 26 (CPCC Board Meeting Map).

4 See Community Lifeline, Central Piedmont Community College, https://www.cpcc.edu/about-
central-piedmont/community-lifeline (last visited Apr. 23, 2025).

> See Article VI Meetings - Board of Trustees Bylaws, Central Piedmont Community College,
https://www.cpcc.edu/about-central-piedmont/policies-and-procedures/board-trustees/article-vi-
meetings (last visited Apr. 23, 2025).
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Exhibit 26 (CPCC Board Meeting Map).
November 13, 2024 CPCC Board Meeting
66. On November 13, 2024, CPCC held a Board of Trustees meeting.
67. Although approximately 20 to 30 community members attempted to attend the
public meeting, only 14 people were allowed into the meeting, as captured on a video recording.

See Exhibit 27 (November 13, 2024 CPCC Board Recording).

68. A CPCC campus security guard stated that the limitation on the number of people
permitted was due to fire safety.

69. The meeting started off with a CPCC representative stating that anyone who
disrupts the meeting will be charged with a misdemeanor.

70. After about 7 to 10 minutes, the Board transitioned to a closed meeting and
everyone was escorted out.

71.  No agendas were provided to the community members.

72.  Both CPCC campus security and CMPD officers were present. See Exhibit 28
(November 13, 2024 CPCC Board Photo).
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Exhibit 28 (November 13, 2024 CPCC Board Photo).

73.
and building.

CPCC campus security escorted community members out of the meeting room

December 18, 2024 CPCC Committee Meeting

74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.

80.
and building.

On December 18, 2024, CPCC Board of Trustees held a Committee meeting.
Around three to five community members attempted to attend the public meeting.
All were allowed to enter the meeting.

No agendas were provided to the community members.

CPCC campus security was present.

After about 10 to 15 minutes, CPCC Board transitioned to a closed session.

CPCC campus security escorted community members out of the meeting room

13



March 12, 2025 CPCC Board of Trustees Meeting

81. On March 12, 2025, CPCC held another regularly schedule Board of Trustees
public meeting.

Request for Identification prior to Entry into Disher Building

82. When community members arrived at the Disher Building, there were two CPCC
campus security guards blocking the entrance to the building.

83. One of the CPCC campus security guards told members of the public they must
provide identification to be let in to the meeting.

84.  Plaintiff Liebenguth presented her ID.
85. Plaintiff Ezikpe was not asked to present her ID.
86.  Plaintiff Stanley was not asked to present his ID.
87. Plaintiff Exceus was not asked to give her ID.
88. Plaintiff de Janon refused to give his ID.

Entry into CPCC Board meeting

89.  After entering the Disher building, CPCC campus security escorted Plaintiffs and
other community members up a flight of stairs to a meeting room.

90. Once in the meeting room, Plaintiffs and community members were told to sit in
chairs toward the back of the room.

91. There was a partition separating Plaintiffs and community members from the
Board members as captured on video recording. See Exhibit 29 (March 12, 2025 CPCC Closed
Session Video).

92.  Plaintiffs and community members were not allowed to speak throughout the

whole meeting. See Exhibit 30 (March 12, 2025 CPCC Audio Recording Part 1, at 00:05 —
00:30).
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Agenda

93. At the beginning of the March 12, 2025, meeting, CPCC Board members were
told, “in front of you, you'll see your agenda.” Id. at 00:45 — 00:55.

94.  The CPCC Board subsequently made and passed a motion to “approve the
attached agenda,” as captured on audio recording. /d.

95. Additionally, CPCC Board members approved a “Consent Agenda,” which
included several “Finance and Facilities Committee Items.” /d. at 1:00-1:20.

96.  The CPCC Board approved the Consent Agenda without listing, identifying, or
explaining the items under the Consent Agenda. /d.

97.  No agenda was made available to the public.

98.  When Plaintiff de Janon asked a CPCC representative for an agenda, given the
repeated references to a non-public agenda having been circulated to members of the Board, a
CPCC representative refused to provide one and claimed “We don’t have one.” /d. at 09:20 —
09:30.

Closed Session

99.  After approximately one hour, the CPCC Board moved to enter into a closed
session pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 143-318.11(a)(9). See Exhibit 31 (March 12, 2025 CPCC Audio
Recording Part 2, at 52:00 — 52:30).

100. Before the motion was approved, members of the public who had been present
were told to leave. See Exhibit 29 (March 12, 2025 CPCC Closed Session Video).

101.  Once the motion was approved, members of the public were told to leave. /d.

102.  Upon information and belief, the CPCC Board has entered into closed session at
previous meetings to discuss plans for the Public Safety Training Facility.

CPCC bans Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff Exceus from Campus

103.  Plaintiff Exceus left the March 12, 2025 CPCC Board meeting around 8:38am.
She left before the meeting moved into a closed session.
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104.  Plaintiff Exceus was followed out of the meeting room and the Disher building by
CPCC campus security.

105.  Plaintiff Exceus walked to her car in the parking lot right outside the Disher
Building.

106. As Plaintiff Exceus was driving out of the parking lot, she saw a CPCC campus
security guard taking a picture of her license plate.

107.  Plaintiff Exceus pulled over her car, exited, and went to speak with Officer Doe 1
about what she observed.

108.  Plaintiff Ezikpe left the CPCC Board of Trustees meeting shortly after Plaintiff
Exceus.

109.  Just like Plaintiff Exceus, Plaintiff Ezikpe was followed out of the meeting room
and Disher building by CPCC campus security.

110.  As Plaintiff Ezikpe was walking to her car, she saw Officer Doe 1 filming and
went to investigate.

111. Plaintiff Ezikpe knew Plaintiff Exceus had just left the CPCC Board meeting and
wanted to make sure Plaintiff Exceus was safe.

112.  Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff Exceus asked the Officer Doe 1 why he was filming
them, but he did not answer. He drove off in his golf cart.

113.  Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff Exceus crossed the street to Plaintiff Exceus’ parked
car. There were two CPCC campus security guards next to her car: Officer Doe 2 and Officer
Doe 3.

114. Plaintiff Exceus asked if they would move so she could get into her car.

115.  Officer Doe 2 told her she was banned from campus. See Exhibit 32 (Campus Ban
Video).

116. Plaintiff Ezikpe asked Officer Doe 2 why Plaintiff Exceus was banned, but
neither CPCC campus security guard stated a reason, as captured on video recording. /d.

117.  Officer Doe 2 said Plaintiff Exceus would be arrested if she did not leave campus.
Plaintiff Ezikpe asked why Plaintiff Exceus was banned from CPCC, again. /d.
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118.  Officer Doe 2 told Plaintiff Ezikpe that she was now banned from campus and if
she did not leave CPCC, then she would be arrested as well. /d.

119.  Officer Doe 3 stood beside Officer Doe 2 during the entirety of this interaction.
1d.

120.  Afraid of being arrested, Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff Exceus got into their cars
and left campus.

SECURITY

Exhibit 33 (Three Officers).
CMPD calls Plaintiff Ezikpe’s Employer

121.  On either April 2, 2025 or April 3, 2025, Plaintiff Ezikpe’s employer received a
phone call from CMPD Officer Senate stating that Plaintiff Ezikpe had been banned from
CPCC’s campus. See Exhibit 34 (April 16, 2025 Email).
122.  Upon information and belief, CPCC filed an incident report with CMPD.
123.  CMPD Officer Senate stated that Plaintiff Ezikpe was identified as one of the

individuals “who was swearing in a disrespectful and abusive manner toward the board members
and/or CPCC security.”

17



124.  Plaintiff Ezikpe and all other members of the public were not allowed to speak at
the CPCC Board meeting.

125.  Plaintiff Ezikpe did not swear at CPCC staff or CPCC campus security, as
captured by video recording. See Exhibit 32 (Campus Ban Video).

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

CLAIM 1
Violation of North Carolina Open Meetings Law

126. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint.

127. Defendants’ actions, as described above, violate the North Carolina Open
Meetings Law. This illegal conduct occurred during Defendants’ various and multiple closed
meetings and sessions, including the March 12, 2025 meeting.

128.  “[I]t is the public policy of North Carolina that the hearings, deliberations, and
actions” of public bodies “be conducted openly.” N.C.G.S. § 143-318.9. “[C]ourts generally
consider many factors to determine if a meeting is truly open to the public. These factors may
include the notice for meetings, distribution of agendas, preparation and availability of minutes
of meetings, location and characteristics of the meeting place, recordation of minutes, and the
like.” Garlock v. Wake Cty. Bd. Of Educ., 211 N.C. App. 200, 217, 712 S.E.2d 158, 170 (2011).

129.  The March 12, 2025, meeting of the CPCC Board was not truly open as a whole,
therefore violating North Carolina law. As alleged herein, inter alia, agendas were used but not
provided to the public; meeting minutes were not available at the meeting or online; no notice
was given of the CPCC Board’s requirement to provide identification to attend the meeting; and
the meeting was not formally recorded. This claim is separate and distinct from the CPCC
Board’s related but individualized violations of the Open Meetings Law, as elaborated upon
below.

130. “A public body may exclude the public by conducting a closed session "only
when required to permit a public body to act in the public interest as permitted in this section."
N.C.G.S. § 143-318.11(a). “A public body may hold a closed session only upon a motion duly
made and adopted at an open meeting” that cites one of the permissible purposes for a closed
session. N.C.G.S. § 143-318.11(c). Once discussions extend beyond those justifying the closed
session, the closed session cannot continue. Multimedia Publ’g of N.C., Inc. v. Henderson
County, 136 N.C. App. 567, 576, 525 S.E.2d 786, 792 (2000).
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131.  The CPCC Board’s excluded the public from hearing any information about the
Public Safety Training Facility during their March meeting by citing N.C.G.S. § 143-
318.11(a)(9), which only allows a public body to conduct a closed session for anti-terrorism
planning. To the extent the Board met in closed session to discuss the Public Safety Training
Facility pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 143-318.11(a)(9), the Council met in closed session unlawfully.
Subsection (a)(9) was added to NC Gen Stat 143-318.11(a) through North Carolina 2003 Senate
Bill 692, in the wake of 9/11.%

132.  The public has a vested interest in the discussions surrounding the Public Safety
Training Facility. Shielding such discussions from public scrutiny undermines public trust and
violates the duty of the public body to conduct business openly. The public body has the burden
of justifying this closed session. Multimedia Publ'g of N.C., Inc. v. Henderson Cty., 145 N.C.
App. 365,371, 550 S.E.2d 846, 850 (2001). Further, to the extent that Defendants met in closed
session to discuss procedure or process, those reasons do not fall under any of the exceptions to
the law. See Knight v. Higgs, 189 N.C. 696, 659 S.E.2d 742 (2008). The closed session must be
limited to the reasons expressly permitted under the law, and continuance of the closed session
during discussion of other matters is a violation thereof. See, e.g., Multimedia Publ’g of N.C.,
Inc. v. Henderson County, 136 N.C. App. 567, 576, 525 S.E.2d 786, 792 (2000).

133.  The CPCC Board also failed to provide proper notice for these meetings; such
notice must include any requirements for entry. N.C.G.S. § 143-318.12; Garlock v. Wake County
Bd. of Educ., 211 N.C. App. 200, 226, 712 S.E.2d 158, 176 (2011) (instituting a ticketing
requirement improperly without notice). The employment of an additional photo ID requirement
to attend a public meeting, without proper notice of this requirement, is violative of the plain
language of North Carolina’s Open Meetings Law, which allows any member, regardless of
identification, to attend a public meeting. /d.; N.C.G.S. § 143-318.10(a).

134. “Every public body shall keep full and accurate minutes of all official meetings,
including any closed sessions held pursuant to G.S. 143-318.11.” N.C.G.S. § 143-318.10(e).
Furthermore, a public body “shall keep a general account of the closed session so that a person
not in attendance would have a reasonable understanding of what transpired.” Id. “Such minutes
and accounts shall be public records within the meaning of the Public Records Law, G.S. 132-1

¢ For additional context, 2003 Senate Bill 692 also amended the definition of “public records” to
clarify that public records “do not include plans to prevent or respond to terrorist activity, fo the
extent such records set forth vulnerability and risk assessments, potential targets, specific

tactics, or specific security or emergency procedures|.]” 2003 Senate Bill 692 (emphasis added).
In short, subsection (a)(9) was designed to protect specific, imminent planning related to
preventing terrorist attacks. In no way was subsection (a)(9) added to allow school boards to
exclude the public from discussion of any details of financing, construction, and/or operation of a
Public Safety Training Facility.
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et seq.; provided, however, that minutes or an account of a closed session conducted in
compliance with G.S. 143-318.11 may be withheld from public inspection so long as public
inspection would frustrate the purpose of a closed session.”

135. The minutes of the CPCC Board meetings are not kept online or otherwise
reasonably accessible; to acquire the minutes of the March 12, 2025 CPCC Board meeting,
Counsel for Plaintiffs called CPCC’s staff by phone (because no staff email addresses are
publicly displayed on CPCC’s website) to find out who to email. Counsel for Plaintiffs were told
to email another individual, Mark Short, Chief of Staff for CPCC, who then refused to produce
the March meeting minutes until May when they would be officially approved; once Counsel for
Plaintiffs informed CPCC staff that draft meeting minutes are a matter of public record, they
finally provided the draft meeting minutes after multiple weeks. CPCC does not record these
meetings, either.

136. These minutes of the March 2025 CPCC Board meeting kept by Defendants were
insufficient to give someone not in attendance “a reasonable understanding of what transpired”
during the closed session as required by law. N.C.G.S. § 143-318.10(e). Instead, the March
meeting minutes simply state that the CPCC Board entered into a closed session pursuant to
N.C.G.S. § 143-318.11(a)(9). The September 2024 and November 2024 meeting minutes of the
CPCC Board had even less information—both simply state that a board member “motioned to
move to a closed session” without any further statements, including whether the motion passed
or why the closed session was necessary. Minutes during a closed session must state any action
taken; to any extent that actions were taken during the closed sessions at the September 2024,
November 2024, and/or March 2025 meetings, the resulting minutes improperly failed to
mention those actions and therefore violated North Carolina's Open Meetings Laws. Maready v.
City of Winston-Salem, 342 N.C. 708, 733, 467 S.E.2d 615, 631 (1996).

137.  To the extent that Defendants claim these minutes should be withheld from public
inspection because disclosure would frustrate the purpose of the closed session, the scope of this
exemption should be determined by the reviewing Court—not the public body—through an in
camera review of the full unredacted minutes. Times News Publ'g Co. v. Alamance-Burlington
Bd. of Educ., 242 N.C. App. 375, 376, 774 S.E.2d 922, 924 (2015). This exemption should
extend “no further than necessary.” News & Observer Pub. Co. v. Poole, 330 N.C. 465, 480, 412
S.E.2d 7, 16 (1992). Lastly, to the extent the public body failed to keep a detailed record of the
closed session in their minutes for this in camera review, therefore preventing the Superior Court
from conducting this in camera review, this further violates the law. Multimedia Publ'g of N.C.,
Inc. v. Henderson Cty., 145 N.C. App. 365, 369, 550 S.E.2d 846, 850 (2001).

138.  As aresult of all of these actions, Defendants failed to meet their respective
obligations to create a “general account of the closed session” in their meeting minutes for their
September 2024, November 2024, and March 2025 meetings. Multimedia Publ’g of N.C., Inc. v.

20



Henderson County, 145 N.C. App. 365, 372-73, 550 S.E.2d 846, 851 (2001); N.C.G.S. § 143-
318.10(e) (the public body must keep “full and accurate minutes” of the closed session).

139.  Furthermore, N.C.G.S. § 143-318.13(c) states: “The members of a public body
shall not deliberate, vote, or otherwise take action upon any matter by reference to a letter,
number or other designation, or other secret device or method, with the intention of making it
impossible for persons attending a meeting of the public body to understand what is being
deliberated, voted, or acted upon. However, this subsection does not prohibit a public body from
deliberating, voting, or otherwise taking action by reference to an agenda, if copies of the
agenda, sufficiently worded to enable the public to understand what is being deliberated, voted,
or acted upon, are available for public inspection at the meeting.”

140. The CPCC Board also improperly utilized and took action upon an agenda during
their March 12, 2025 meeting, including, but not limited to, approving a Consent Agenda that
members of the public could not reasonably be expected to understand the contents thereof. Mr.
de Janon asked for a copy of the agenda and was told that they did not have one. As plainly
stated in N.C.G.S. § 143-318.13(c), copies of an agenda must be available for public inspection
at an open meeting when a public body takes action by reference to that agenda. N.C.G.S. § 143-
318.13(c). Accordingly, the CPCC Board violated this provision of North Carolina’s Open
Meetings Law by failing to provide copies of an agenda that they took action upon.

141. Pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 143-318.16A, this Court is authorized to enter a judgment
declaring that the actions taken by Defendants were in violation of the Open Meetings Law.

142.  Additionally, under the same statute, this Court is empowered to declare any
action taken, considered, discussed, or deliberated in violation of the Open Meetings Law to be
null and void. N.C.G.S. § 143-318.16A(c). In making this determination, the Court shall weigh
various factors that effectively ask whether Defendants negatively affected Plaintiffs through
these violations of the Open Meetings Law. /d. These factors—including the CPCC Board’s
repeated concealment of public information and actions taken to discourage attendance at these
meetings—weigh heavily in favor of nullification. /d. Only this nullification provision of the
Open Meetings Law is limited by the 45-day statute of limitations; other relief requested herein
is not similarly limited. See N.C. Citizens for Transparent Gov't, Inc. v. Vill. of Pinehurst, 290
N.C. App. 127, 16 (2000) (unpublished).

143.  The North Carolina Open Meetings Law further authorizes this Court to grant
injunctive relief to prevent the recurrence of similar violations, including any future closed
session or non-public discussion about the future of the Public Safety Training Facility. N.C.G.S.
§ 143-318.16. We therefore request injunctive relief, as this Court deems appropriate, to prevent
further violations of the Open Meetings Law.
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144.  Pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 143-318.16B, the Court is authorized to award attorney’s
fees and costs to Plaintiffs upon prevailing in this action. Defendants’ disregard for these critical
transparency laws warrants such an award to ensure accountability and adherence to
transparency statutes moving forward.

CLAIM 11
Violation of Public Records Law

145.  Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint.

146.  “The public records and public information compiled by the agencies of North
Carolina government or its subdivisions are the property of the people. Therefore, it is the policy
of this State that the people may obtain copies of their public records and public information free
or at minimal cost unless otherwise specifically provided by law.” N.C.G.S. § 132-1(b).

147.  These public records include documents made in connection with the transaction
of public business in North Carolina. N.C.G.S. § 132-1(a). Accordingly, the minutes and agendas
from meetings of the CPCC Board of Trustees are public records that the public is entitled to.
N.C.G.S. § 143-318.10(e); N.C.G.S. §§ 143-318.13(c) (clarifying that members of a public body
may use an agenda to take action if it is available for public inspection at the meeting).

148.  Plaintiff de Janon requested an agenda at the March meeting, as the CPCC Board
repeatedly referenced—and even passed a motion to approve—their March meeting agenda, but
the CPCC Board of Trustees stated outright that they did not have one. It’s unclear whether they
were stating that they did not have copies of the agenda for the public, in violation of N.C.G.S.
§§ 143-318.13(c), or falsely stating that an agenda did not exist, in violation of N.C.G.S. § 132-
1(b). Accordingly, plaintiff allege both claims, as both of these interpretations are plainly
violative of state law.

CLAIM III
Writ of Mandamus

149.  Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint.

150. Plaintiffs seek a writ of mandamus to compel Defendants to comply with the
requirements of the Open Meetings Law and Public Records Law.
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151. Defendants have a clear legal duty to conduct their meetings in compliance with
these statutes, and their failure to do so constitutes a violation of this duty.

152.  Plaintiffs and the public have no adequate remedy at law to ensure compliance
with this law, making mandamus relief necessary and appropriate.

CLAIM IV
42 U.S.C § 1983 Claim for First Amendment Violation

153.  Plaintiffs Ezikpe and Exceus reallege and incorporate by reference all preceding
paragraphs of this Complaint.

154. Plaintiffs Ezikpe and Exceus were engaging in protected speech in a designated
public forum.

155. CPCC is a designated public forum. A designated public forum is “public
property which the State has opened for use by the public as a place for expressive activity.”
Perry Educ. Ass'n v. Perry Local Educators’ Ass’n, 460 U.S. 37, 45 (1983). The Disher
Building, which hosts Board of Trustees public meetings, typically requires access with a CPCC
ID. The building and campus become open to the public during the Board of Trustee’s public
meetings.

156. “The government may designate other property—Ilacking that historical
association with free expression—as a public forum by opening the property for expressive
activity.” White Coat Waste Project v. Greater Richmond Transit Co., 35 F.4th 179, 196 (4th
Cir. 2022); see also Int'l Soc’y for Krishna Consciousness v. Lee, 505 U.S. 672, 678 (1992).

157.  The government does not create a public forum by inaction or by permitting
limited discourse, but only by intentionally opening a nontraditional forum for public discourse.
Cornelius v. NAACP Legal Def. & Educ. Fund, 473 U.S. 788, 802 (1985).

158. Because CPCC is a designated public forum, Defendant’s restrictions on
Plaintiffs’ speech must satisfy strict scrutiny and be narrowly tailored to serve a compelling
government interest and provide an ample alternative channel of communication. They do not
meet this stringent test.

159. Defendants’ decision to ban Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff Exceus from CPCC’s

campus after they both attended the March 12, 2025 Board of Trustee’s public meeting was not a
narrowly tailored restriction that serves a compelling or substantial government interest.
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160. CPCC campus security guards never specified a reason for their ban from CPCC’s
campus. No information was provided to Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff Exceus about the length
of the ban or any appeal process.

161. Plaintiff Exceus is a CPCC Visiting Student enrolled in Anatomy II. This ban
from campus negatively impacts her ability to travel to campus to supplement her virtual class.
See Exhibit 35 (Eboni Visiting Student Email).

162.  “The First Amendment right of free speech includes not only the affirmative right
to speak, but also the right to be free from retaliation by a public official for the exercise of that
right.” Suarez Corp. Indus. v. McGraw, 202 F.3d 676, 685 (4th Cir. 2000).

163. Defendants’ use of uniformed law enforcement guarding the entrance to the
Disher Building, requiring meeting attendees present ID, and the reading of a criminal statute
prior to the start of the public meeting, having CPCC campus security escorting meeting
attendees as they exit the building, filming the license plates of meeting attendees, and calling
Plaintiff Ezikpe’s employer are examples of retaliation that infringe on protected speech.

164. Defendants’ actions were substantially motivated by Plaintiff Ezikpe and Plaintiff
Exceus’ decision to attend the CPCC Board of Trustee’s public meeting.

165. As a direct and proximate result of the Central Piedmont Community College
officials and their actions, Plaintiffs were prohibited from engaging in protected activity in a
designated public forum. Plaintiffs have been chilled from exercising their First Amendment
rights out of fear of retaliation.

166.  Plaintiffs bring this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for violation of the First
Amendment rights of Plaintiffs Mina Ezikpe and Eboni Exceus. Plaintiffs Mina Ezikpe and
Eboni Exceus request compensatory damages for the campus ban and related retaliation taken
against them for attending the March 12, 2025, meeting of the CPCC Board.

MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

167. Pursuant to Rule 65 of the North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and N.C.G.S.
§ 1-485, Plaintiffs move this Court for a Preliminary Injunction to enjoin and preliminarily
restrain Defendants from continuous and future violations of the Open Meetings Law, as well as
restraining Defendants from taking actions based on decisions made improperly at the March 12,

2025 meeting of the CPCC Board.

168.  Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs of this
Complaint.

24



169.  As set forth more fully above, and upon information and belief, Defendants’ plans
for the Public Safety Training Facility were secretly conceived, negotiated, and approved by
Defendants in direct violation of North Carolina’s Open Meetings Law.

170.  As aresult of the actions of Defendants as herein alleged and those actions which
Defendants have threatened to undertake in the very near future, Plaintiffs have been, and will
continue to be, seriously and irreparably harmed unless an injunction is issued; issuance is
“necessary for the protection of [their] rights during the course of the litigation.” Setzer v. Annas,
286 N.C. 534, 537,212 S.E.2d 154, 156 (1975).

171.  Further, Plaintiffs have demonstrated a likelihood of success on the merits of each
of their claims for relief.

172.  Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law and irreparable harm will continue
without an order from this Court enjoining Defendants’ unlawful acts.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray as follows:

1. For an entry of preliminary injunctive relief with respect to all claims, including but not
limited to, nullifying March 12, 2025 meeting and enjoining any actions contingent upon
decisions at the March 12, 2025 meeting and any other actions that deem irreparable
harm.

2. For a judgment declaring that any and all closed sessions, meetings, or discussions
conducted by Defendants, individually and/or jointly, in violation of the North Carolina
Open Meetings Law are null and void, including any actions taken, considered,
discussed, or deliberated in such sessions.

3. For a declaratory judgment affirming that Defendants’ actions in holding closed, non-
public meetings to discuss and take action regarding the Public Safety Training Facility
violate the North Carolina Open Meetings Law.

4. For a judgment, under the Open Meetings Law ordering Defendants to disclose the full,
unredacted minutes of any closed, non-public meeting that occurred in violation of the
Open Meetings Law.

5. For a declaratory judgment that the Defendant Central Piedmont Community College

Board of Trustees violated the North Carolina Open Meetings and Public Records Law
by failing to hold a truly open meeting, improperly discussing the Public Safety Training
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Facility in closed session pursuant to N.C.G.S. § 143-318.11(a)(9), keeping improper
minutes, failing to provide agenda copies to members of the public, and failing to provide
proper notice of an identification requirement to attendees.

6. For a writ of mandamus or, in the alternative, temporary, preliminary, and permanent
injunctions enjoining Defendants from holding closed sessions and excluding the public

for any purpose not permitted under N.C.G.S. § 143-318.11.

7. For an order declaring that Defendants violated the First Amendment of the United States
Constitution when they banned Plaintiff Ezikpe and Exceus from CPCC campus.

8. For an award of compensatory damages for Plaintiffs Ezikpe and Exceus pursuant to 42
U.S.C. § 1983, as well as Plaintiffs’ costs and attorneys’ fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §
1988.

9. For an award of attorney’s fees and costs incurred in securing the requested relief, as
authorized by N.C.G.S. §§ 132-9, 143-318.16B, and 42 U.S.C. § 1988.

10. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.

This 23th day of April, 2025.

SOUTHERN COALITION FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE

By: /s/ Janki Kaneria
Janki Kaneria

N.C. Bar No.: 54879
Email: janki@scsj.org
James Huey

N.C. Bar No.: 60933
Email: james@scsj.org
P.O. Box 51280
Durham, NC 27717
Tel: (919) 323-3380 Ext. 125
Fax: (919) 323-3842
Counsel for Plaintiffs
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NORTH CAROLINA
MECKLENBURG COUNTY

VERIFICATION

I, Mina Ezikpe, being first duly sworn, depose and says that I am a plaintiff in the above-
captioned matter, that I have read the foregoing Complaint, and know the contents thereof; that
the same is true of my own knowledge, except as to those matters and things stated therein upon
information and belief, as to those I believe them to be true.

This is _2.\_day of April, 2025

MY B
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Notary Public

Sworn to subscribed before me

My commission expires: ? \HQE




NORTH CAROLINA

MECKLENBURG COUNTY

VERIFICATION

1, Eboni Exceus, being first duly swomn, deposc and says that I am a plaintiff in the
above-captioned matter, that 1 have read the foregoing Complaint, and know the contents thereof;

that the same is true of my own knowledge, except as 10 those matters and things stated therein
upon information and belief, as to those 1 believe them to be true.

This is L2 day of April, 2025

Eb ov\\\ Exans

Name

Sworn to subscribed before me

this 22 day of April, 2025

%%—%—o

Notary Public




NORTH CAROLINA

MECKLENBURG COUNTY

VERIFICATION

I, Xavier Torres de Janon, being first duly sworn, depose and says that I am a plaintiff in
the above-captioned matter, that I have read the foregoing Complaint, and know the contents

thereof; that the same is true of my own knowledge, except as to those matters and things stated
therein upon information and belief, as to those I believe them to be true

o
)
This is 2\~ day of April, 2025

>

Name X&W/@WQS RS Saron

Sworn to subscribed before me

this Z\ day of April, 2025
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NORTH CAROLINA
MECKLENBURG COUNTY

VERIFICATION

L, Julianne Liebenguth, being first duly sworn, depose and says that I am a plaintiff in the
above-captioned matter, that I have read the foregoing Complaint, and know the contents thereof;
that the same is true of my own knowledge, except as to those matters and things stated therein
upon information and belief, as to those I believe them to be true.

Thisis 2L day of April, 2025

/)ﬂ — /(\BK »\f;ér/’

Nﬁne fﬁ,,hémn{, l‘ieb eﬂj "‘:éh

Sworn to subscribed before me “‘.““‘\;‘(‘\"é" '-'E-':';:';';'z«. ",
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Notary Public e noa oS s
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My commission expires: OcAvtae. 3/ 2018



NORTH CAROLINA
MECKLENBURG COUNTY

VERIFICATION

I, William Stanley, being first duly sworn, depose and says that I am a plaintiff in the
above-captioned matter, that I have read the foregoing Complaint, and know the contents thereof:
that the same is true of my own knowledge, except as to those matters and things stated therein
upon information and belief, as to those I believe them to be true.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION
FILE NO.

MINA EZIKPE, Esq., et al.,
Plaintiffs,

V.

CENTRAL PIEDMONT COMMUNITY
COLLEGE, et al.,

Defendants.
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November 13, 2024 CPCC Board Meeting Entrance Video
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