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Exhibit B
STATUS OF PLAINTIFFS, LEGACY TRUST OWNERSHIP, AND CLAIMED TERMINATION RIGHTS
Richland County Case 2010-CP-40-4900
2010 vs. 2023

I. Representations to the Honorable L. Casey Manning from 2010 until 2016:

The Charitable Trust is diagramed as follows:
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Il. Summary of Changes in Plaintiffs, Legacy Trust Ownership, and Termination Rights
Claimed in 2010 (above) when Motion to Dismiss Complaint was sought, and 2023

1. Plaintiff Estate of James Brown (Russell Bauknight, PR/Trustee)
No ownership of Legacy Trust (“Charitable Trust Settlement Entity”) in 2010 or 2023
No stake in damages sought from Buchanan and Pope 2010 or 2023
Advances costs to Legacy Trust under AG’s Special Counsel Agreement ( 2010 -2023)

2. Plaintiff James Brown Legacy Trust (Russell Bauknight, Trustee)
100% ownership of Legacy Trust in 2010 (managed by AG and Hynie)
100% ownership of Termination Rights Proceeds in 2010
Costs of Richland 4900 advanced by James Brown Estate and repaid by owners.
In 2023, claims not to have existed.

3. Plaintiff Tommie Rae Hynie, f/k/a Tommie Rae Brown (Bauknight on behalf of)
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23.75% ownership and 25% management stake in Legacy Trust in 2010
Ownership Claim of 50% interest in Termination Rights proceeds in Legacy Trust in 2010
Agreement to receive 23.75% of Legacy Trust and pay 23.75% of costs in 2010.

Owns (apparently) 46% interest in Legacy Trust in 2023 and no Termination Rights
Plaintiff in R4900 in 2023, but not a beneficiary of James Brown Estate.

Claims 46% of damages from Buchanan and Pope and owes 46% of costs of R4900

4. Plaintiff James Brown Il (Bauknight on behalf of)
0% ownership of Legacy Trust in 2010, but agreement with mother (minor)
Termination rights proceeds of under 10% placed in Legacy Trust in 2009
Claimed damages from Buchanan and Pope and costs come through Hynie in 2010
Plaintiff in R4900 in 2023, but not a beneficiary of Brown’s estate plan. Not a minor.
Owns approximately 10% of termination rights valued at $8.8 million in 2023

5. Plaintiff Attorney General of South Carolina (Bauknight on behalf of)
47.5% ownership, 50% management stake, but effective control of Legacy Trust in 2010
Agreement to receive 47.5% of damages for AG’s (new) charity and pay 47.5% of costs
in 2010. (AG’s Special Counsel Agreement unsigned and claimed to be private)
No interest in termination rights or Legacy Trust in 2023. Oversight role since 2013.
Dismissed as a party to R4900 before 2023, and not seeking damages in 2023
Bauknight continues to act on behalf of AG in R4900 in 2023.

6. Plaintiff Venisha Brown (Russell Bauknight on behalf of)
Incarcerated in 2010, but SWB/Bauknight claimed no GAL necessary.
4.79% stake in Planitiff Legacy Trust and agreement to pay 4.79% of R4900 costs
In 2023, deceased since 2018 and no substitution of Estate as R4900 Plaintiff.
SWB and Bauknight continue to act on behalf of Estate of Venisha Brown in 2023
Venisha’s Estate owns approximately 10% of vested termination rights proceeds to
200+ songs. Value of Termination Rights of all songs, all heirs as of 2018 was $8.8 million

7. Plaintiffs Daryl Brown and Larry Brown (Russell Bauknight on behalf of)
Same status, demands and obligations as Venisha Brown in 2010.
Plaintiffs in Richland 4900 in 2023, but Termination Rights ownership unknown.

8. Plaintiffs Yamma Brown, Terry Brown and Deanna Brown-Thomas (Bauknight on behalf of)
Same status, demands and obligations as Venisha Brown in 2010.
All are Richland 4900 plaintiffs in 2023 and each is 10% Termination Rights owner
(as per deposition of Deanna Thomas, 2016)
Terry Brown assigned his interest in R4900 and the Legacy Trust to son Forlando in 2011

9. Plaintiffs Tonya Brown Fegan and Remaining Plaintiffs (Bauknight on behalf of)
None had apparent ownership interest in Legacy Trust or Termination Rights proceeds
in 2010, but all claimed damages and stake in R4900. All now adults, Tonya owns
10% of Termination Rights proceeds valued at $8.8 million in 2018.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF RICHLAND

RUSSELL L. BAUKNIGHT, as Trustee of
the James Brown 2000 Irrevocable Trust and
the James Brown Legacy Trust, as Petsonal
Reprosentativo of the Bstate of James Brown,
and on behalf of Henry Dargan McMaster, in
his capacity as Attorney General of the State
of South Carolina; Tommie Rae Brown,
individusally and on behalf of her minor child,
James Brown II; Daryl J. Brown, individually
and on behalf of his minor child Janise
Vanisha Brown; Lindsey Delores Brown;
Deanna J. Brown Thomas; Jason Brown-
Lewis; Yamma N. Brown, individually and
on behalf of her minor children Sydney
Lumar and Carrington Lumar;, Tonya Brown;
Venisha Brown Larry Brown; and Terry
Brown

and

HENRY DARGAN MCMASTRER, in his
capacity as Aftorney Genersl of the State of
South Carolina; TOMMIE RAE BROWN,
individually and on behalf of her minor child,
JAMES BROWN II; DARYL J. BROWN,
individually and on behalf of his minor child
JANISE VANISHA BROWN; LINDSEY
DELORES BROWN; DEANNA J. BROWN
THOMAS; JASON BROWN-LEWIS;
YAMMA N, BROWN, indlvidually and on
behalf of her minor children SYDNEY
LUMAR and CARRINGTON LUMAR;
TONYA BROWN; VENISHA BROWN;
LARRY BROWN; and TERRY BROWN,
Plaintiffs
v,
Adele J. Pope and Robert L. Buchanan, Jr.,
Defendants

IN THE PROBATE COURT

Civil Action No, 2000~ GC - {oo0013

COMPLAINT R
(Jury Trial Demanded} &
L
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COME NOW THE PLAINTIFFS who, for their claim for relief against the Defondants,

allege and will show as follows:
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Complaint

PARTIES
1. Russell L. Bauknight is the court-appointed Trustee of the James Brown 2000
Irrevoceable Trust and the Trustee of the James Brown Legacy Trust. Bauknight is also the court-
‘appointed Successor Personal Representativo of the Bstate of James Brown, the celebrated
entertainer, who died on December 25, 2006, a rosident of Aiken County, South Carolina,
Bauknight serves in each of these capacities pursuant to a Scttlement Agreement approved by
Order of the Aiken County Circuit Court deted May 26, 2009.
2, Bauknight brings this action as Trustee of the James Brown 2000 Inmevocable
Trust (hereinafter “the Trust™) and as Trustee of the James Brown Legacy Trust, and as Personal
Representetive of the Estate of James Brown (hersinafter “the Estate™), and on behalf of the
beneficiaries of tho Estate and the Trusts. Bauknight is hereinafler referred to as “Trustee
Plaintiff.”
3. The following are parties to this action by virtue of their being beneficiarics of the
Estate of James Brown and/or the James Brown 2000 Irrovocable Trust and/or the James Brown
Logacy Trust. Thesc Plaintiffs will horoinafter be referred to as the “Bencficiary Plamntiffs” and
includo: |
e. Henry Dargan McMaster in his capacity rs the Attorney General for the State of
South Carclina;
b. Tommie Rae Brown, individually and on behalf of her minor child, James Brown
I1;
o, Daryl J. Brown, individually and on behalf of his mlnor child Janise Vanisha

Brown;
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d. Lindsey Delores Brown;
o. VYenisha Browm;
f. Decanna J]. Brown Thomas;
g. Jason Brown-Lewis;
h. Yamma N. Brown, individually and on behalf of her minor children, Sydney
Lumar and Carrington Lutnar;
i. Larry Brown;
j. Tonya Brown; and
k. Terry Brown
4. Dofendants were formerly Personal Reprosentatives of the Estate of James Brown

and Trustees of the James Brown 2000 [rtevocable Trost

JURISDICTION AND YENUE,

5. The Estate of James Brown is being probated in Aiken County, South Carolina

6. The principal place of the administration of the Trust is Richland County, South
Carolina. The Trustee maintains his usual place of business in Richland County, South Carolina.
The records pertaining to the Trust are kept in Richland County, South Carolina,

7. Defendant Adele J. Pope is, upon information and belief, a resident of Newberry
County. At all times pertinent to the matters alleged hereln, Pope was a licensed attornoy with
her law office located in Richland County, South Carolina. During the time she served as a co-
trustee of the James Brown 2000 Irvevocable Trust, she maintained her office and kept all
documents relating to tho Trust and the Estato in Richland County.

8. Defendant Robert, L. Buchanan, Jr. is, upon information and belief, a citizen and

resident of Aiken County, South Carolina, At all timos pettinent to the matters alleged herein, ho
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was a licensed attorney. During the lime he served as a co-trustee and co-personal representative
of the Bstate, Buchanan transacted substantial business in Richland County and derived
substantial income fram the administration of the Bstate and the Truost in Richland County and
participated in the maintaining of the Trust and Estate docurnents in Richland County,

9 The Probate Court has exclusive jurisdiction over the matters raised herein
pursuant to S.C. Cade Ann. §§ 62-1-302 and -7-201.

10.  Venue in this matter is proper in Richland County, South Carolina pursuant to
S.C. Code Ann. §§ 62-7-108 and -204.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

11. A document purporting to be Mr. Brown's Last Will and Testament (“Will”),
dated August 1, 2000, was filed with the Aiken County Probate Court on January 18, 2007. The
Will nominated three individuals as Personal Representatives, namely, Albert H. Dallas, David
G. Cannon, and Alfred A. Bradley, and they were appointed by the Probate Court by Order dated
January 18, 2007. These same individuals were also appointed Trustees under a document
purpatting to creats the James Brown 2000 Irrevocable Trust (“Trust”),

12.  Thereafler, 8 number of actions were filed in the Aiken County Probate Court in
conneotion with the Will and Trust, all of which were removed ta the Aiken County Cireuit
Court,

13.  On or about September 24, 2007, the South Carolina Aitorney General intervened
in the Circuit Court actions to represent the interests of the charitable beneficiaries of the Trust.

14. On August 10, 2007, the Aiken County Circuit Cowrt accepted Cannon's
reslgnation as, infer alla, Personal Repregentative and Trustee. On November 20, 2007, the

Aiken County Circuit Court accepted the resignations of Dallas and Bradley as Personal
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Representatives and Trustees and sppointed the Defendants Robert L. Buchanan, Jr. and Adele I,
Pope as substitute Personal Representatives and Trustees.

15.  Following additional litigation in the Aiken County Circuit Court, the Beneficiary
Plaintiffs entered a comprehensive settlement resolving all their disputes and ending ths
litigation between them, which agreement was, after an extensive hearing, approved by the
Aiken County Circuit Court by an Order entered on Ma& 26, 2009, That Order also vemoved the
_ Defendants as tho substituted Personal Representatives and Trustees.

ACTION
(Breach of Fiduciary Duty)

16.  All allegntions set forth above are incorporated herein.
17.  As Personal Representatives and Trustees of the Estate of James Brown and the
James Brown 2000 Irrevocable Trust, the Defendants owed fiduciary duties to the Estate, Trust
and the beneficiaries of each (collectivoly “The Affected Partles”), including a duty of cars, of
impartiality, and of Ioyalty as well as a duty to prudently administer the probate and trust estates.
18.  Upon information and belief, duting their appointment a3 substitute Porsonal
Reprezentative and Trustee, the Dofendants repeatedly and chronically breached their fiduoiary
duty to the Affected Partiss in multiple ways, including but not limited to the following
particulars:
a. Failing to properly manage the estate and trust;
b. Failing to engage necessary advisors and appropriato assistance to manage the
ostate and trust, causing, upon information and belief, millic;ns of dollars of lost
opportunities for the estate and trust;

c. Failing to use due diligence in pursuing business opportunities for the cstate and

trust,
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. Failing to use due diligence in determining the value of the estate, thereby making

the estate vulnerable to millions of dollars in unnecessary and incorrect tax
liability;
Mishandling an auction of personal propetty at great cost to the estate and trust;

Failing to timely settle the debts of the estate;

. Failing to keep accurate accounting records for the ¢state and trust;

. Engaging in self-dealing by paying themselves hundreds of thousands of dollars

in fees, which lefl the estate and trust with a solvency crisls;

Failing to sell the assets of the estate and trust at a prudent time, for example, by

failing to accept an offer to buy tho estate and trust for $100 million in November
2007, as demonstrated by their own testimony under oath, while, upon

information and belief, the current value of the estate is now worth tens of

millions of dollars less;

Taking improper advemarial positions to the seftlement entered into by the

beneficiaries of the Estate and Trust and approved by the Circuijt Court;

. Failing to account to the Attorney General as required by law;

Wasting time and estate and trust assets engaging in fedoral court litigation which

wag personal to the Defendants rather than necessary to the administration of the

ostate and trust;

. Refusing to follow the Circuit Court’s instructions in exccuting the scttlement

agreement and fighting the settlemont agreement despite their lack of standing

and the fact that the settlement was approved by the Cireuit Court as being in the

best interest of the Estate;
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n. Acting in bad faith, as evidenced by such actions as

O.

i

ii.

iii.

iv.

i,

filing a lengthy motlon opposing the settlement even befors thsy were
informed of the terms of the settlement ;

providing to the Internal Revenue Service a road map of the settling
partics’ plan to deal with tax issues, for no epparent purpose other than to
sabotage the settlement agreement;

Taking inconsistent legel positions for their own personal interests, such
an asserting their right to continue 83 fiduciaries pending their appeals
despite having taken the contrary position when their predecessors
appeeled, insisting that the settling parties give notice to noninterested
persons when Defendants refused to do so whenever they sought relief
(such as the payment of their fees), and contesting the setiling parties’
contention that the estate was in an emecrgency situation when they
themselves had asserted that position shortly before;

Deospite being judicially estopped by the South Carolina Court of Appeals,
asserting they have a right to proseoute the Trust’s and Estats’s clalms

against Dallas, Cannan, and Bradley.

Being unequipped and/or unwilling to conduct the administration of the estate, as
they admitted by secking the appointoent of a special administrator to handle the
administration because the estato was in an “emergoncy” situation, as further

demonstrated by such breacheas as:

Failing to undemstand the fundamentals of the operation of the music

business, which constitutes the essential valuc of the trust and estate, and
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failing to obtain proper advice, under the pretext of not belng able to
afford such advice despite paying themselves hundreds of thousands of
dollars in fees;

ii. Failing to understand the basic operation of federal copyright law and its
impact on the eoslato and its valuation, including but not limited to tax
vnluatioﬁ;

iii. Peiling to timely conduct due diligence, as demonstrated by their own
testimony under oath that “2009 was the year of due diligence.”

p. Engaging in conflicts of interest, such as

i. Paying themselves hundreds of thousands of dollars in fees while leaving
the estate and trust virtually insolvent;

ii. Serving as both Personal Representatives and Trustees while a significant
issus in the administration of the trust and ostate was whethar the trust or
the estate owned certain assets,

ili. Continuing to conduct a vicious attack on the proposed settlement, upon
information and belief, for the purpose of padding their own fees, which
they claim to be $5 million.

q. By misrepresenting or presenting inaccurate statements under oath to the Court
r. By fuiling to file appropriate tax returns,
s, By allowing statutes of limitations to run, thereby preventing opportunities for the

estate and trust to receive reimbursement for musjc rights misappropriated by

others;
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t, By failing to comply with the requirements of the South Carolina Uniform
Prudent Investor Act, including but not limited to the failure to implement an
investment policy for the trust; and

w.  Artificially inflating the reparted valus of the estato, without any substantiation,
and without any consistency, for the purpose of justifying their claim for
approximately $5 Million in fees,

19.  Despite the texmus of the Order of May 26, 2009, removing the Defendants as
Porsonal Representatives and Trustees, the Defendants have neveriheless continued to breach
thoir fiduciary duties to the Affected Parties by continuing to take actions harmful to the estats
and trust and the interests of the Affected Partics, including but not limited to contasting the
settlement by filing multiple appeals and objecting to substitution, all to the detriment of the
Affected Parties and in violation of their fiduciary duty to the Affected Parties.

20.  Asarosult of Defendants® breach of their fiduciary duties to the Affected Parties,
the Plaintiffs are entitled to judgment against tho Defendants for actual and punitive damages in
such sums as may be proved at trisl, together with projudgment interest and interest on the

judgment as provided by law, for attorney fecs and the costs of this action, and for such other and

firther relicf 8s may be provided by law.

(Breach of Xrust)

21.  All allegations set forth above are incorporated herein.

72.  The acts and omissions of thc Defendants constitute a breach of trust pursuant to

8.C. Code Ann. § 62-7-1001(a).
23.  As a result of Defendants’ breach of trust, Plaintiffs are entitled to an order
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a. compelling Defendants to redross the breach of trust by paying money, restoring
property, or by other means as imay be required to remedy the breach;
b. ordering the Defendants to account for all property of the Estate and Trust;
c. denying compensation to the Defendants for all services provided by them for
work on behalf of the BEstate or Trust;
d. such other rciicfas may be necessary to remedy the breach.
24.  As a result of Defendents’ breach of trust, Plaintiffa are entitled to judgment
against the Defendants for damages in such sums as may bo proved at trial, together with
prejudgment interest and interest on the judgment as provided by law, for attorney fees and the

costs of this action, and for such other and further relief as inay be provided by law.

"FOR A CAUSE TON

(Negligence)
© 25, Al allegations set forth above are incorporated herein.

26.  Defendants provided services to the Estate and Trust apart from, and in addition
to the requirements for tho administration of the Estate and Trust. In doing so, Defendants were
obligated to provide such services in 8 reasonable manncr, consistent with the applicable
standard of care,

27, The acts ox omissions of the Defendants in providing these sorvices wete careless,
ncgligent, grossly negligent, willful, wanton, reckless, and in consclous disregard of the rights of

the Affected Parties.
28.  As a result of the Defendants’ acts or omissions, the Affected Parties have

incurred aotual damagos in the form of:

(a) loss, waste, or spoliation of the assets of the Bstate and Trust;

(b) diminution in the present valus and income generation of the Estate and Trust;
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(¢) diminution in the future stroam of profit and income from the corpus of the Estate and
Trust.

29.  Asaresult of Defendants’ negligent and grossly negligent acts and omissions, the
Plaintiffs are entitled to judgment against the Defendants for actual and punitive damages in such
sums ag may be proved at trial, together with prejudgment interest and interest on the judgment
as provided by law, for attorney fees and the costs of this action, and for such other and further
relief a3 may be provided by law,

WHERREFORE, The Plainﬁﬂh pray for a judgment against the Defendants for, relief as
set forth above, actual and punitive damages in such sums as may be proven at trial, together
with prejudgment interest and interest on the judgment as provided by law, for attorney fees and
the costs of this action, and for such other and further relief as may be provided by law.

PLAINTIFFS DEMAND A JURY TRIAL.

Respectfully submitted,

SWEENY, WINGATE & BARROW, P.A.

Kemmeth B, Wingate 4
Bverett A. Keadall, XT

1515 Lady Street

Post Offico Box 12129
Columbia, South Carclina 29211
(803) 256-2233

ATTORNEYS FOR THE PLAINTIFFS

Columbia, South Carolina
May 19,2010
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