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doing so when the Police Department intervened at the request of Church
members. (Testimony of Noe Cérias.)

6. On April 23, 2006, a service was in progress at the Church property
with Raul Castro at the pulpit when Juan A. Reyes entered the Church with other
members and took the microphone and began speaking to the congregation.
(Testimony of Raul Castro, Juan A. Reyes, Misael Portilio and Noe Carrias,

Exh. 240.)

7. After Reyes took the microphone and started to speak, Raul Castro
exited the Church and proceeded to his office, whereupon Church members, .
including Carlos Garcia, tried to prevent him from leaving the Church property by
blocking the door to his office with their bodies. (Testimony of Raul Castro.).

8. When Raul Castro was being held in his office, he overheard
someone on the other side of the door say, “He’s not going to get out unless he
leaves in a box.” (Testimony of Raul Castro.)

9. Raul Castro observed from the window of his office that his car had
been blocked in by other cars. (Testimony of Raul Castro.)

10. ~ Raul Castro remained in his office unable to leave for one and
one-half hours. (Testimony of Raul Castro.)

11. A meeting of the Board of [EL was held on April 24, 20086, at which
time it was determined that Juan A. Reyes should be disciplined for the actions he
undertook at the service of April 23, 2006 and that Moises Sandoval should return

to IEL as Interim Pastor. (Testimony of Jose Espinoza and Exh. 242.)

B. The court makes the. following conclusions of law with regard to
Phase Two: |

1. SPLAD Owns the Church Property and is entitled to Judgment in the

Cause of Action for Quiet Title

The facts presented in the within case are similar to those of Episcopal Church

Cases (2007) 52 Cal.App. 4th 808. In that case, members of a parish wished to disaffiliate
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with the Diocese and take the Church real property with them. The court, in examining a
long line of authority, held that parishioners are free to disaffiliate from a particular general
church so long as “they do not try to take the parish property with them.”

The First and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution and Article 1,
Section 4, of the California Constitution impose limitations oh the jurisdiction of civil courts
over the internal affairs and administration of religious institutions. Concord Christian
Center v. Open Bible Standard Chuches (2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 1396, 1408. The scope of
these limitations depends in part on whether a church is hierarchical or congregational._ ld.,
citing Watson v. Jones, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 679, 722-727 (1870) and Rosicruzian Fellow. v.
Rosicruzian Etc. Ch., 39 Cal.2d 121, 131-133 (1952).

A hierarchical church is one where individual churches “are organized as a body
with other churches having similar faith and doctrine and with a common ruling convocation
or ecclesiastical head vested with ultimate ecclesiastical authority over the individual
congregations and members of the entire organized church.” Concord Christian, supra,
132 Cal.App.4™ at 1409 [citations omitted). In a hierarchal church, a local congregation
which affiliates with the national chufch body becomes “a member of a much larger and
more important religious organization . . . under its government and control, and . . . bound
by its orders and judgments.” Ibid. [citations omitted]. In contrast, a congregational church
is defined as one “strictly independent of other ecclesiastical associations and one that so
far as church government is concerned owes no fealty or obligation to any higher authority”.
Ibid. [citations omitted].

The evidence establishes that AOG, SPLAD and _IGL are part of a hierarchical
religious organization. AOG’s Constitution and Bylaws establish a structure of national and
district administration. (Exh. 201.) Concord Christian Center, supra, 132 Cal.App.4" at
1410. AOG’s Constitution professes that “we are a cooperative fellowship of Pentecostal,
Spirit-baptized saints . . . whose purpose is . . . to recognize and promote scriptural
methods for order of worship, unity, fellowship, work, and business for God; and Eo

disapprove unscriptural methods, doctrine and conduct . .." (Exh. 201 at p. 79.) Among
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AQG's constitutional prerogatives is “to approve scriptural teachings and practice and to
disapprove unscriptural teachings and practices” (Exh. 201 at p. 80; Art. 1il.)

AOG's Constitution and Bylaws establish regional District Counsels, whose _
mandate is “supervision over all the ecclesial and sacerdotal activities of thé Assembilies of |
Godinits brescribed field” to insure that local churches comply with AOG spiritual doctrine
(Exh. 201 at pp. 88-89, Art. X, §§ 2, 6.) This mandate includes the authority to credential
local church ministers [id. at pp. 86, 88, Arts. Vil, X § 4]. Said local churches must accept
the tenets of AOG, adopt a constitution and bylaws “compatible with models recommended
by the district counsel” and “be subordinate to the district counsel in haﬁem of doctrine and
conduct” [Exh. 201 at pp. 89-90, Art. XI, § 1(a)(4), (d)].

SPLAD and IEL are part of this structure. SPLAD’s Constitution establishes it as an
AOG-affiliated district counsel Church whose jurisdiction includes Los Angeles [Exh. 201.,
p. 36, Art. Il, § 1, 2; pp. 37-38, Art. IV, § 2, pp. 38-39, Art. V, § 4]. SPLAD's authority
includes the credentialing of local ministers and the right to decide disputes arising from
schisms within a congregation [Ex. 201, pp. 67-71, Art. VI, pp. 87-88, Art. XVI, § 2, 3]. Any
SPLAD decision ln that regard may be appealed to AOG's headquarters in Springfield,
Missouri [id.). AOG's decision is final and binding [id.].

By affiliating with AOG, a local church agrees to be governed by SPLAD’s
constitution and bylaws, as a sovereign church [Exh.. 201., p. 50, Art. XIlI, § 2(b); Bylaws,
pp. 72-73, Art. VII, § 4]. CHURCH has been AOG-affiliated since 1979.

Under both AOG's and SPLAD’s Constitutions and Bylaws, local churches are
classified as sovereign or district-affiliated [Exh. 201., pp. 89-90, Art. XI]. However, a local
church may sufrender its sovereignty to SPLAD, coming under SPLAD’s direct supervision,
which may include SPLAD holding title to its real and personal property [Exh. 201, p. 64,
Art. V, § 5(b), pp. 74, 76, Art. VII, §§ 10(a), 10(f)]. And, where there is a dispute between
factions within a local church, SPLAD has absolute authority to resolve that dispute [id., p.
87, Art. XVI, § 2(b)]. SPLAD’s assistance in these areas may be brought about at the
request of the local church's pastor [id., p. 74, Art. VI, § 8].
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Based upon the foregoing, the Court will ndt interfere with the Church’s authority to
govern itself, including decision regarding its property. Judgment on the Quiet Title Cause
of Action is therefore awarded to SPLAD and against IEL and the individually named
defendants.

2. The IEL Defendants Forcibly Entered and Detaihed the Church Property.

Civil Code §1159 provides that “every person is guilty of a forcible entry who: [. . ]

‘after entering peaceably upon real property, turns out by force, threats, or menacing

| conduct, the party in possessin.”

Findings of Fact 6-10 above establish that Juan Reyes was told not to enter Church
property due to his suspension from the ministry. Notwithstanding his suspension, Reyes
and other IEL defendants came upon the property, took over the Church service and, by
intimidation, urged the appointed Pastor, Raul Castro, out of the Church and forcibly held
him in his office. The court finds that the elements of forciblg entry and detainer have been
established; however, SPLAD put on no evidence of damages. The court thus awafds
judgment in favor of SPLAD on the forcible entry and detainer cause of action, but awards

no damages.

3. SPLAD Is Not Entitled to Damages in BC 356829 or BC 352107.

SPLAD put on no admissible evidence of damages. SPLAD’s expert, Mary Ellen
Sebold, attempted to testify to lost rental income, and other damages, but no prior withess
had laid a foundation for her assumptions with regard to those losses, thus her testimony
was inadmissible. SPLAD is thus awarded no damages.

4. SPLAD's Injunctive Relief is Limited.

The First and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution guarantee
that persons shall have the freédomv to worship as they please. The IEL Church members
are thus able to attend the Church so long as their attendance does not interfere with

Church operations. Findings of Fact 6-10 above establish that the IEL defendants did in
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fact disrupt Church operations and further that they prevented SPLAD from exercising its

2 operation rights. Accordingly, injunctive relief is granted only to the following: the IEL
3 defendants shall not disturb Church operations, including worship services, deface or
) destroy Church property or prevent or inhibit SPLAD from exercising its rights under its
Z Constitution and Bylaws. |

. Dated: 7////&7

ELIZABETH ALLEN WHITE
10 Judge of the Superior Court
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