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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES VIRGIN ISLANDS 

CALENDAR  

 

Date:   Tuesday, July 13, 2021 Time:   10:00 AM AST 

Location:         Live Stream YouTube  Face Book 

 

 

Supreme Court of the Virgin Islands Justices 

Unless otherwise indicated, the following justices will preside over all cases: 

 
Chief Justice Rhys S. Hodge Associate Justice Maria M. 

Cabret 

 

Associate Justice Ive Arlington 

Swan 

 

Case 1 

 

SCT-CIV-2020-0034 
ST-2013-CIV-544 

 

 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES OF ST. JOHN, INC. 

CLIFTON A. BOYNES, SR. and CLIFTON A. BOYNES, JR., 

Appellant/Defendant, 

 

v. 

 

LOREDON BOYNES, JR., JUNE BOYNES; 

TONYA PICKERING; and LINKED RESOURCES, LLC, 

Appellee/Plaintiff. 

 

Background 

and  

Issues 

 

This case is a dispute over the ownership and management of Transportation Services of 

St. John, Inc.  Following a bench trial in the complex litigation division, the Superior 

Court granted summary judgment on the question of whether a 1985 transfer of shares 

was valid. Subsequently, the Superior Court entered a partial judgment naming the 

shareholders, directors and officers of Transportation Services.  

 

Appellants present the following issues: 

1. Whether the trial court erred in denying their declaratory judgement claim as to whether 

Lorendon Boynes, Jr. is a shareholder.  

Appellants argue that Lorendon Boynes, Sr.’s transfer of his shares to Lorendon Boynes, 

Jr. was ineffective without prior government approval pursuant to Act 3906.  The 

Superior Court found that the statute of limitations for this claim expired, and that 

Appellants had no standing to enforce the requirements of Act 3906.   

https://supreme.vicourts.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=12810944&pageId=15953454
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCguaVR-buQUYZCQiucPAceQ?view_as=subscriber
https://www.facebook.com/JudiciaryVi/
https://supreme.vicourts.org/cms/one.aspx?portalid=12810944&pageid=15871049
https://supreme.vicourts.org/cms/one.aspx?portalid=12810944&pageid=15759643
https://supreme.vicourts.org/cms/one.aspx?portalid=12810944&pageid=15759643
https://supreme.vicourts.org/about_us/justices/associate_justice_ive_arlington_swan
https://supreme.vicourts.org/about_us/justices/associate_justice_ive_arlington_swan
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2. Whether the trial court erred in denying Appellants’ declaratory judgment claim as to 

whether June Boynes, Cliff Boynes and Dioni Boynes are members of the board.  

The Superior Court found that Appellants’ challenge to June Boynes’s position on the 

board was filed outside the statute of limitations and barred by laches.  The Court also 

found that Cliff and Dione Boynes were not members of the board because June Boynes 

was not notified prior to the election.  

 

Issue on Cross Appeal: 

3. Whether the trial court erred by failing to recognize that the shares previously owned 

by Vashti Boynes were transferred to her son Ashley Boynes prior to her death. The 

Superior Court determined that this was a matter for probate.  Appellees argue that this 

finding had been made in a related case involving the same parties and by an earlier in 

this case so it should have been recognized. 

 

Appearances Counsel for Appellants 

Teeluck Persad, Esq.  

 

Counsel for Appellees 

Maria T. Hodge, Esq. 

 

Case 

Material 

 

Docket Sheet and Briefs  

 

  

https://supreme.vicourts.org/court_calendars/current_court_calendars/july_13__2021_oral_arguments
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Case 2 

 

SCT-CIV-2020-0099 
ST-2018-CV-00060 

 

 

INA POLLINS 

Appellant/Plaintiff 

 

v. 

 

ALAN FEURSTEN, FEURSTEIN & SMITH, LLP, and FEUERSTEIN & ASSOCIATES LAW 

OFFICES, PLLC 

Appellees/Defendants 

 

Background 

and Issues 

On February 9, 2018 Pollins filed a complaint in the Superior Court against Attorney 

Feuerstein in his capacity as trustee of her father's trust, alleging improper administration 

of the trust, legal malpractice, breach of fiduciary duty, and negligence. Pollins received 

two extensions of time to serve her compliant upon Attorney Feurstein, who no longer 

resided in the Virgin Islands. After the extended deadlines passed without having been 

served, Feurstein filed motion to dismiss the compliant for lack of personal jurisdiction.  

Pollins then filed a third motion for extension of time to serve Feurstein, arguing that 

Feurstein was evading service.  The Superior Court denied the motion for extension of 

time and granted the motion to dismiss.   

 

The issues presented are: 
1. Whether the Superior Court committed clear error in granting Appellees’ motion to dismiss 

for lack of personal jurisdiction over a practicing Virgin Islands attorney, for legal work 

performed in the Territory for a Virgin Islands resident. 

  

2. Whether the Superior Court misapplied the legal standard for “good cause” when it 

denied Pollins’s motion for extension of time to serve. 

   

3. Whether the Superior Court abused its discretion in failing to grant Pollins an four-

day extension of time to serve the law firms when Feuerstein had already been served 

and was on notice of the suit against his law firm(s). 

 

Appearances Counsel for Appellant  

Karin A. Bentz. Esq.  

Counsel for Appellees 

Scot F. McChain, Esq. 

Case 

Material 

Docket Sheet and Briefs  

  

https://supreme.vicourts.org/court_calendars/current_court_calendars/july_13__2021_oral_arguments
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Case 3 

 

SCT-CIV-2020-0101 
SX-2020-CV-00317 

 

 

ERIC DOUGLAS, 

Appellant/Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

UNIVERSITY OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, 

Appellee/Defendant. 

 

Background 

and Issue 

Douglas was Director and Assistant Professor of Process Technology at the University 

of the Virgin Islands from 2002 to 2016 on a full-time non-tenured contract, which was 

fully funded by HOVENSA. On or about July 13, 2011, the Virgin Islands Legislature 

enacted the Virgin Islands Economic Stability Act of 2011 (VIESA), which reduced the 

salaries of employees of the Virgin Islands Government employed in the legislature and 

administrative branches by 8%.  UVI then reduced Douglas’s salary by 8%.  In an August, 

2011 letter to the Provost of the University, copied to the President of the University, 

Douglas questioned whether VIESA applied to his employment contract since 

HOVENSA fully funded his salary. His salary was restored by August, 2013.  

 

Douglas’s employment with the University ended in 2016. Having received no 

explanation for the reduction of his salary, and after learning of a decision of the United 

States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit finding that the VIESA violated the Contract 

Clause of the United States Constitution, Douglas sued the University of the Virgin 

Islands for breach of contract on April 27, 2020. 

  

The Superior Court granted the University of the Virgin Islands’s motion to dismiss the 

case as filed outside the six-year statute of limitations. The court  found that the last day 

of injury was July 31, 2013. Therefore, Douglas was required to file his claim within six 

years of that date (July 31, 2019).  
 

Douglas argues that that the Superior Court erred because the breach of contract did not 

occur until the contract ended on May 16, 2014 which would place the complaint within 

the six-year statute of limitations.   
 

Appearances Counsel for Appellant  
Martial A. Webster Sr., Esq. 

Counsel for Appellee  
Maria E. Thomas Griffith, Esq. 

Samuel H. Hall, Esq. 

 

Case 

Material 

Docket Sheet and Briefs  

 

 

 

https://supreme.vicourts.org/court_calendars/current_court_calendars/july_13__2021_oral_arguments
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The following cases will be considered without oral arguments: 

 

Case 4 

 

SCT-CIV-2020-0112 
SX-2020-MC-00069 

  

RONALD GILLETTE, 

Appellant/Petitioner, 

 

v. 

 

WARDEN, GOLDEN GROVE ADULT CORRECTIONAL FACILITY, 

Appellee/Respondent. 

 

 

Background 

and Issues 

Since his 2008 conviction, Gillette has been incarcerated in several prisons owned by 

CoreCivic, LLC (“CCA”) pursuant to a contract with the Government of the Virgin 

Islands.  Gillette filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus arguing that, pursuant to the 

contract, his transfer to a CCA facility in Florida less than 30 days after his release from 

a hospital violated the contract.  Gillette also argued that he could not be held pursuant to 

the contract, because that contract had expired.   

 

The Superior Court found that a new contract was entered on the day after the contract 

referenced in the petition expired. The Court also found that the thirty-day prohibition of 

transfer did not apply to Gillette because Gillette was already in CCA custody prior to his 

hospitalization. Gillette appeals this finding. 

 

Appearances Counsel for Appellant 

Ronald Gillette, (Pro Se)                                                     

Counsel for Appellee 

Michael Roberto Francisco, Esq., AAG 

Case 

Material 

 

Docket Sheet and Briefs  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://supreme.vicourts.org/court_calendars/current_court_calendars/july_13__2021_oral_arguments
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Case 5 

 

SCT-CIV-2021-0004 
ST-2018-MC-00081 

 

JENSEN ALEXANDER, 

Appellant/Petitioner, 

 

v. 

 

GOVERNMENT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

and WYNNIE TESTAMARK in her capacity 

as Director of the VIRGIN ISLANDS BUREAU 

OF CORRECTIONS 

Appellee/Respondent. 

 

Background 

and Issues 

Jensen Alexander filed a petition for writ of habeas corpus challenging his incarceration.  

Alexander argued that his right to a speedy trial was violated under the federal Speedy 

Trial Act. The Superior Court found that the federal Speedy Trial Act did not apply.  The 

court then considered whether Alexander’s right to a speedy trial under the Sixth 

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution was violated.  The Superior Court considered the 

four factors set forth in Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514 (1972) and found that Alexander’s 

right to a speedy trial was not violated. On appeal, Alexander argues that the Superior 

Court’s analysis was erroneous. 

 

Appearances Counsel for Appellant 

Jensen Alexander, (Pro Se)                                                     

Counsel for Appellee 

Michael Roberto Francisco, Esq., AAG 

Case 

Material 

Docket Sheet and Briefs  

 

 

https://supreme.vicourts.org/court_calendars/current_court_calendars/july_13__2021_oral_arguments

