
September 19, 2017 

Sanctuary Movement 
From Jimena Goich-England, M.A. 

This is in response to email sent by Rev. Jake Morrell to us dated August 31st, 2017.  

Generalities: 

I have learned that this “project,” or “proposal” had been in the making between the Church Board of 
Trustees and the task force for over six (6) months. This seems to be a “fait accompli.” (an accomplished 
fact) And one of the last paragraphs from this email seems to confirm it. 

In our first official session of discussion at church which was attended by only few of us due to its 
schedule: Tuesday, September 5th at 9:30, we debated different issues related to this project. It was 
obvious that while some members wanted to know about this proposal which was vague in many of its 
explanations, there was another smaller group to which I belong which had and has strong reservations 
about this plan. 

It called my attention during the meeting the constant use of the name: “Resolution” for the proposal for 
the Sanctuary Resolution by the two (2) attending task force members during their verbal presentation. 
This is NOT a Resolution. It will be one when it is ratified or rejected in the fall at the 4th congregational 
meeting where we members of the congregation could vote confirming or rejecting the sanctuary status 
for our church. Obviously, Resolution sounds much more impressive, but it’s not the right denomination. 
Let’s be reminded that in court, a case may be thrown out of court due to a technicality: in this case the 
project or proposal wrongly called “Resolution.”  

Continuing with my response to Rev. Morrell: 

The document starts with the paragraph: For many decades … 

People from El Salvador who fled its civil war in the 80’s was given asylum by the US government, they 
were not persecuted or arrested, Years later in Washington, D.C., Northern Virginia, and Maryland, we 
could appreciate how the demography of that area has changed. Salvadoreans legally stayed even 
though their civil war which lasted 11 years, and ended with a no-win situation was over in 1991. The 
group from El Salvador is almost as large as the group from Mexico in that area. 
People from Nicaragua, during the Contras and the Reagan administration (don’t we remember?) were 
also given asylum. 
Mexicans have not been given asylum, although with the narco-traffic their livelihood in some states has 
become unbearable, they have not been considered to merit asylum.  
People from Guatemala, some of them have gotten asylum, their country had a civil war which lasted 
thirty (30) years. 
 
We don’t have seasonal workers in TN, they have come mainly to CA and FL, and although we have 
many Hispanics workers, most of them from Mexico and Guatemala in the nurseries around Nashville, 
mostly in McMinville County, many of them have been here for a while, while others had the opportunity 
to legalize their status with the 1986 Amnesty Law promulgated during the Reagan administration. 

Legal Concerns: 

What is sanctuary? It’s the providing of a safe habitat for people at risk of being taken to jail, being 
deported, or having any other problems with the law. 

Sanctuary is an institution which has existed for centuries, in churches, and lately in embassies, and the 
last well-known case being that of Julian Assante, the founder of Wikileaks, who while in London 



attending a conference was accused of felonies committed in Sweden. To avoid being sent back to 
Sweden, and then probably extradited to the US, Assante stayed at the Embassy of Ecuador which 
offered him asylum for over three (3) years and he left only after Sweden dropped his case. His asylum 
cost the London Metropolitan Police £11 million, and costs of policing Julian Assange reached £10 million 
for the Embassy of Ecuador. (The Guardian) 

If we approved this project, we will be condoning an illegal activity. Giving shelter to people who have 
broken immigration laws. 

Who will be provided sanctuary? 
 
If we become a “sanctuary congregation” we will be responsible for the maintenance of the people we are 
providing asylum. That means the family or families staying in our church will be provided with food, 
clothes, medicines, books, entertainment, and everything that is required for the maintenance of a family. 
Should this project be approved, we do not know how many members of the family we would be taking 
care of, it could be a nuclear family: four (4) or five (5) people, parents and children; or an extended family 
with parents, children, grand-parents, aunts, uncles, and of course any new born during the term of the 
sanctuary. Where is that money going to come from? We already take care of many charities, and our 
income has not grown exponentially.  

In addition, the Oak Ridge police will need to have policemen around.  
  
Charity begins at home! Shouldn’t we care about the charities with which we already have a 
compromise by now? 

Are those immigrants vetted, and if so how? 

They could not have been carefully vetted within or outside the US. How could be vetted in their countries 
of origin if legally have not left it? How could be vetted in the US when legally they are not here? 
Moreover, it’s not feasible to get records in countries where there have been wars for decades, in some 
states in Mexico, or rural places in other countries. 
 
For how long will the sanctuary last? 
 
It’s has a beginning, but not ending, in-spite-of what the information provided in the proposal reads. The 
three (3) months mentioned could become three (3) years, and in the meantime the family could have 
grown, even a new born per year. Could they be thrown out? Of course not, that could be inhumane, and 
probably illegal in the middle of the illegal situation. 

Although our commitment to serve and love our neighbors is outstanding even Jesus in the second 
commandment in the Bible says: “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyse” 

CONCERNS 

Social: 

Our church will become a hotel for people who probably don’t have roots in this community, speak 
another language, have a different culture and another religion, most of them are Catholic 

When I visit again it won’t be my church, it will be a hotel, not my church. 
 

Financial: 



Have we thought that many members, especially the old guard might leave the church? 

 
How would we replace that income? There are new members, but as Rev Tandy Shaffler said they don’t 
make too much money and their contributions are not significant. 

Church may split  The issue is: do we want to be a sanctuary church or 
                       don’t we want to be a sanctuary church?  It’s to be or not to be. I don’t see any intermediate 
arrangement, unless there is something we are not aware of.  

Love, compassion, helping vulnerable people is a wonderful doing, but: 
Is it going to be for the best for our church to become a sanctuary church? 

Members may leave disappointed 

Will and donations may be changed 
 
Legal 
 
We are condoning an illegal action. 
 
 

There is a paragraph that worries me: 
“After those town halls,  
to revise the propose resolution, the semantic of the paragraph indicates that the proposed resolution was 
approved but with some amendments. It doesn’t contemplate the possibility of a rejection. 

WE MUST THINK THAT THIS IS A DECISION THAT WILL AFFECT THE FUTURE OF OUR CHURCH. 
IT IS NOT A HERE AND NOW DETERMINATION, IT IS FOR OUR FUTURE AS A CHURCH 

 

“A HOUSE DIVIDED BY ITSELF CANNOT STAND” (Abraham Lincoln) 

 

 

 

 
 


