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OPINION
WIDENER, Circuit Judge:

We have before us appeals in three cases, Nos. 95-2956 (District
Court No. 92-1531), 95-2957 (District Court No. 92-1656), and 95-
2958 (District Court No. 93-1145), each of which involves street
preaching in the City of Beaufort, South Carolina.

Street preaching is not only protected by the First Amendment, it
has been so protected since St. Paul preached on Mars Hill. See Acts
17.

The district court granted a preliminary injunction to "the plain-
tiffs," obvioudly including all of the plaintiffsin each of the three
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cases. Wereverse in part, vacate in part, and remand for further pro-
ceedings.

In appeal No. 95-2956, the plaintiffs are Asquith, Knowles, Ran-

dall and Williamson. The complaint was amended to add Attlessey
and J. Blake Lindsey. The fictional plaintiffs, Doe and Roe and oth-
ers, were added to that complaint but were subsequently dropped
fromit. (Transcript of telephone conference of September 3, 1992,
p.11 and 12.) Asquith, Knowles, Randall, Williamson and J. Blake
Lindsey had criminal charges pending against them on account of vio-
lation of the noise ordinance, which isthe issue here. (A.155-56;
A.192-93; transcript of hearing of July 1, 1992, p.7, 8.) Thisleaves
Attlessey as the only plaintiff in appeal No. 95-2956 who had no such
criminal charge pending against him and who had not been dropped
from the case.

In appea No. 95-2957, Calvary Baptist Church, George Daughety
and Richard Simpson are the plaintiffs. Plaintiffs moved to drop Cal-
vary Baptist Church as a plaintiff in June 1993, and Calvary Baptist
Church was dropped as a plaintiff by order entered October 3, 1995,
Doc. 44. Daughety and Simpson had no such criminal proceedings
pending against them.

In appeal No. 95-2958, William Bradley Lindsey, a 14-year-old
infant, sues by J. Blake Lindsey, his guardian ad litem. There were
no such criminal charges pending against William Bradley Lindsey.

This leaves Attlessey in appeal No. 95-2956, Daughety and Simp-
son in No. 95-2957 and William Bradley Lindsey in No. 95-2958, as
the only plaintiffsin the case without such pending criminal charges
against them or who had not been dropped from the case.

Doran v. Salem Inn, Inc., 422 U.S. 922 (1975), holds that those
plaintiffs with such pending criminal charges against them should
have their cases dismissed on account of the pending criminal
charges. Doran, 422 U.S. at 934. So the district court should enter
judgment in favor of the defendants in the cases of Asquith, Knowles,
Randall, Williamson and J. Blake Lindsey.
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The district court should enter its order vacating its judgment in
favor of Calvary Baptist Church because the church has previoudly
been dropped as a party.

The district court should vacate its order granting relief to the ficti-
tious plaintiffs Doe and Roe and those similarly situated because the
complaint was withdrawn as to them, as shown by the transcript of
the telephone conference of September 3, 1992.

The ordinance at issue here, Beaufort City Code 9-1008(a), in its
operative part, provides that:

It shall be unlawful for any person to willfully disturb any
neighborhood or businessin the City by making or continu-
ing loud and unseemly noises. . . .

That ordinance had been contested prior to the decision of the dis-
trict court in this case in City of Beaufort v. Baker, 432 S.E. 2d 470
(S.C. 1993), and was held to be valid. In Baker , the court held that
speech may be punished if it is"so unreasonably loud as to unreason-
ably intrude on the privacy of a captive audience." Baker, 432 S.E.2d
at 474. The court held that "“unseemly' modifies’loud' and means
“unreasonably loud in the circumstances." 432 S.E. 2d at 474.

The Beaufort ordinance had been copied from a Maryland statute,

§ 121 of Art. 27 (1987 Repl. Vol.). The Maryland statute, involving
similarly the anti-abortion preaching of a preacher, had been con-
tested and upheld in the Court of Appeals of Maryland. Eanesv.
Maryland, 569 A.2d 604 (Md.), cert. denied , 498 U.S. 938 (1990).

In Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104 (1972), the Court

held valid an ordinance of the City of Rockford, Illinois which pro-
vided that no person while on grounds adjacent to a school "shall
willfully make or assist in the making of any noise or diversion which
disturbs or tends to disturb the peace or good order of such school
session or class thereof." Grayned, 408 U.S. at 107-08. The Court
upheld that ordinance over the objection that it was vague and over-
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broad. It held that the ordinance gave fair notice to those to whom it
was directed and went "no farther than Tinker * says amunicipality
may go to prevent interference with its schools." Grayned, 408 U.S.
at 119.

In Kovacs v. Cooper, 336 U.S. 77 (1949), the Court upheld an ordi-
nance of the City of Trenton, New Jersey, which regulated loud
speakers on or upon the public streets, aleys or thoroughfares of the
city which emitted "loud and raucous noise." The Court upheld the
ordinance as not vague, over the objection to the use of the words
"loud and raucous." We especially note that the Court accepted the
construction of the Supreme Court of New Jersey as to the application
of the ordinance only on public streets, alleys or thoroughfares.

In Jim Crockett Promotions v. City of Charlotte , 706 F.2d 486, 490
(4th Cir. 1983), we followed Kovacs and Grayned and upheld an ordi-
nance of the city against any "unreasonably loud, disturbing or unnec-
essary hoisein the city." Charlotte Ordinance§ 13.52; Jim Crockett,
706 F.2d at 488. We vacated a preliminary injunction of the district
court against enforcing the ordinance which prohibited "unreasonably
loud, disturbing . . . noise." Jim Crockett , 706 F.2d at 490.

Doran requires that to issue a preliminary injunction against the
enforcement of a criminal law, a plaintiff must show that absent the
issuance of the injunction "he will suffer irreparable injury and also
that heislikely to prevail on the merits." Doran, 422 U.S. at 931. The
principal attack of the plaintiffsin this caseis on the facial validity

of the ordinance. See A.57, A.63-64, A.65. In view of our decision

in Jim Crockett and the decisions of the Supreme Court in Grayned
and Kovacs, and especialy in view of the narrowing construction of
the ordinance at issue by the Supreme Court of South Carolinain
Baker, which was not considered by the district court, we think it can-
not be said that the plaintiffs are likely to prevail on the merits of their
contention that the ordinance is vague and overbroad and invalid on
itsface.

So far as the opinion and judgment of the district court may be said

*Tinker v. DesMoines Indep. Sch. Digt., 393 U.S. 503 (1969).
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to depend upon the application of the ordinance, it rests on its finding
that the police have enforced the ordinance in response to the subjec-
tive complaints of personsin the vicinity. A.139. It obviously equates
such enforcement to that which was prohibited in Saiav. New Y ork,
334 U.S. 558 (1948), which held invalid an ordinance of Lockport,
New Y ork which prohibited the use of sound devices except with the
permission of the chief of police. The difficulty the Court found with
the ordinance in Saiawas that it established a previous restraint on
the right of free speech by delegating to the chief of police the control
of the use of loud spesakers without any prescribed standard for the
exercise of hisdiscretion. Saia, 334 U.S. at 559-560. The record in
this case shows that when merchants thought that the ordinance had
been violated by excessive noise, they would call a policeman, and if
the policeman thought that the noise was sufficient to justify the issu-
ance of acitation, he would ask the preacher to hold down the vol-
ume. If the preacher did not hold down the volume, the officer would
issue a citation. Nothing in the record, however, shows that the judg-
ment of the policeman who issued the citation was, in any way, fina.
The finding of guilty or not guilty was only made by a court. Thus,
so far as the record now appears, the enforcement of the ordinance
was by court action rather than police action, quite the opposite from
Saia. The present record shows enforcement not different than that
ordinarily obtaining whenever a citizen observes what he thinksis a
violation of law. He calls the police, who obtain a citation if they
think the law has been violated.

We are thus of opinion that the record does not presently show that
the plaintiffs are likely to prevail on the merits so far as the validity
of the ordinance may be considered in the context of its application
to them. We assume the plaintiffs would suffer irreparable injury but
express no opinion on that question.

Thus, the grant of injunctive relief must be vacated.

.

What we have said heretofore in this opinion does not mean that

the caseis terminated. The plaintiffs, Attlessey, Daughety, Simpson
and William Bradley Lindsey, are yet entitled to prosecute their claim
for declaratory relief. Doran, 422 U.S. at 930.
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The validity of the ordinance, either facially or as applied, is not
before us, and we express no opinion on that question.

Accordingly, the case is remanded to the district court for appropri-
ate proceedings consistent with this opinion.

REVERSED IN PART, VACATED IN PART,
AND REMANDED WITH INSTRUCTIONS
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