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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:

II. 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 II (Bauknight on behalf of)
            O% 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 I 1N W E  PROBATE COURT 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND 

RUSSELL L. BAUKNIOHT, as Truatee of 
the Jarnee Brown 2000 hvocable Trust and 
thc Jama Brown Legacy Trust, aa Personal 
R e ~ t a t i v o  of tha of J m a  Bmwn, 
and on behalf of Henry Dargad McMastw, in 
hia capacity as Attorney Ueneral of tha State 
of South Carolina; Tornrnie Rae Bmwn, 
individuaIly and on bohalf of her minor d d d ,  
J m s  &own 11; Raryl 3'. Brown, individually 
arzd on behalf o f  his minor child Janlse . 
Vanisha Drown; Lindsey Delores Brow; 
Danna J. B r o w  Thama~; Jason Brown- 
Lawis; Yamma N. Brown, individually and 
on bohalf of h a  m h r  children Sydney 
Lumar and Carrington L m r ;  Tonya Brown; 
V d a h a  Bi-own Larry Brown; and Terry 
Bmwn 

and 

HENRY DAROAN MCMASTBR, in his 
cqaoity as Attorney General o f  t)la Stat6 of 
South Carolina; TOMMI33 RAE BROWN, 
individually and on behalf of hal: mhor child, 
JAMBS BROWN IT; DARYL J. BROWN, 
individually and on behalf of hia minor child 
JANISE VANISHA BROWN; LINDSEY 
DRLORES BROWN; DEANNA J. BROWN 
THOMAS; JASON BROWN-LEWIS; 
YAMMA N, BROWN, individually and on 
behalf of har minor children SYDNEY 
LUMAR and CARRINGTON L w  
TOWA BROWN; VEINISHA BROWN; 
LARRY BROWN; and TERRY B R O W ,  

Plelndfi 
v. 

Adele J. Pope and Robert L. Buchmlan, Jr., 
Defendant8 
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COTVIE! NOW THE PLAINTIFFS who, for their claim for ralief against tho Defendants, 
a11ega and will show a~ follows: 



l?AKm@ 

1, Rwel l  I,. Bauknight 1s the court~nppointcd Trustee of the Jemcs 'Brown 2000 

IrrewbIe l j ux t  and tlm Trustee of the J m  Brown kgaoy Trust. Bauknight is also tho court- 

appointed Successor Peixmal REpraentatiw of tho Sstats of Jmea Brown, tho celabrated 

enhtaina, who died on December 25, 2006, a resident of Aiken County, S o h  Carolinrt. 

Bauknigbt serves in each of these cap~citbs pursuant to a Settlement Agreement si,provd by 

Order of the Aikcm County Circuit Court dated 26,2009. 

2. Bauknight brings this ec?lcm aa Trusted of the James Brown 2000 In-evocable 

Trust @ereinafter "the Tnmt'3 and as Tmstee of thc Jsmes Brown L e g q  Trust, and as Personal 

Repmentative of the Estate of Jama Bmwn (harainafter "the Estata"), and on behalf of the 

bon&cisries of tba Eatate and the Txusts. Bauknight i s  harejnafler referred to ~8 'PTfuSfee 

Plaintiff'' 

3. ThB following am parties to this action by virtue of their baing benaflciarics of the 

Estate of James Brown and/or the J ~ m c s  Brown 2000 Irravooable Trust andor the J m  Brow11 

Logaoy TM. f iesc  Plahilffs will hamhaftea be d b m d  to as the "Ekrwfici~rry Plaintiffa" and 

inciudo: 

a.  Henry Dargan McMasbr in his capacity as thc Attorney Qenarel f& the Stato of 

South Caroline; 

b. Tornrnic Rae Brown, indivlduaUy and on behalf of  her minor child, Jornea Brown 

11; 

a, Daryl J. Bmwn, individually and on bohnlf of N s  minor child J'mdae Vanish 
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d ,  Lindsey Delores Brown; 

o. Yenisha Brown; 

f. Deonna 1. Brown Thomas; 

g. Jason Brown-Lewis; 

h. Yrunma N. Brown, individually and on bahalf o f  her 11~inor chllchn, Syrlney 

Lumar and Carrington L w ;  

i. Larry Brown; 

j. Tonyn Brown; and 

k. Terry Brown 

I .  Dofcndmts were foimerly Persons1 KepmscntRtivm of tho Estnts of James Bro\vn 

and Trustees of the Jamss B r o w  2000 Lrrwocnble Trust 

5 .  The Estate of Jatnes Drown is h g  proboted in Aikm Cotulty, South Carolina 

6. The principal place of the administration o f  the Trust is Richland County, Soutll 

a p l i n n .  The Trustee lnalntains his usual place of businsss in Riohlmd County, South Cnrolina. 

Tha mcords pertaining to thc Tr~zst are kept in Rjd~lond County, South Cml inn .  

7. Defendant Adele I. Pope is, u p  infomntion md belief, n resida~t of Newberry 

County. At d l  timea p e r ~ i n c ~ ~ t  to the mattma dI& hordn, Popc was A liccnsed attornoy with 

her law offrce located in Richland County, South Catollnn. bu lng  ihe timo she s w e d  RS n co- 

trustre of the James Brown 2000 Trrevocnblo Trust, she maiutnincd her offlice and kept fill 

dooumerlts relatit~g to tho Trust uul (he E3tafo in RichImd Comlty, 

8. Dcfendnnt Robcr1.L. Bucbwlatl, lr. is, upon information w ~ d  belief, a c i t l zn  aud 

mident  of Aiken County. South CnrolJna. At dl ti~nos pcrtincd to the matters allegul h a i n ,  ho 
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waa a licensed attorney. During the lime hc served as a co-trusfce and co-personal representative 

of thc Estatc, Duchanan tmnsacted substantial business in Richland County nnd derived 

substantial income fraul the adminisbation of the Rstet~ and the Trust in Richland County a d  

participated in the maintaining of the Trast and Bstatc documents in Richland County. 

9 Tho Probate; Court has axclusivo jurisdiction over th matters raised herein 
- .  

pursuant to 8.C. Code Ann. $8 62-1-302 and -7-201. 

10. Venue In this matter is propar in Richland County, South C a r o l i ~  purwt  to 

S.C. Code Ann. $6 62-7-108 and -204. 

l!,AmuAL AXIGB- 

11. A docunlcnt purporting to bo Mr. Brown's Last Will and Testament C'Will"), 

dated August 1,2000, w ~ s  filed with the Nken County Probate Court on January 18,2007. The 

Will nominated three individuals as Personal Rbprasantativas, nmely, Albert H. Dallas, David 

G. Cannon, and Alfred A. Bradley, clnd tboy were appointed by the Probate Court by Order dated 

January 18, 2007. 'Xhcse same individuals ware also appointed Thlstees under a d o c w t  

pu~-pating to crcato tlm lanes Brown 2000 Irrevocable Trust ("rmt"). 

12. Thereafter, a number o f  aotiom w1-e Bled in thc Aikm County Probate Court in 

conneotion with the Will and Tnwt, al l  of which were m o v e d  ta the Aiken County Circuit 

Court. 

13. 011  or about Sepbmber 24,2007, the South Carolina Altomoy ff e n d  intarvoncd 

in t b  Circuit Coud actions to represent the i n t m b  of the charitable beneficiaries of tho Trust. 

14. On August lo, 2007, the Aikcn County C h u i t  Cowt accepted Cmon ' s  

rnlgnation as, i der  alla, Personal Reprasuntatlvc and Trustee. On November 20, 2007, tho 

Aikcn County Circuit Court accepted the m~ignelions of Dallas and Bredley a4 PEI~OMI 
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Represdntativcs md Trustees and appointed the Defendants Robert L. Buchmm, Jr. and Adele Y, 

Popc as substitute PewnaI  Rcprcsentr\tives and Trwtets. 

15, Following additional litigatiofi in the Akm County Cirouit Court, the Beneficiary 

Pldntifl's entered a comprehensive sottlernant resolving all their disputm and ending thd 

Utigadon between them, which agreenlenf was, after an extensive hearing, approved by the 

Aikcn County Chui t  Court by an Order enteml on May 26,2009. That Order nlso removed the 

Dafbndmts as the substituted Pernod Repmtatives  and Tmtees. 

QF A m O N  
(Breach of Fiduciary Duty) 

16, All allegations set forth above am incorporated hereixl. 

17. PLs Personal Roprcscntdivea and Trutem o f  the Eshtc of James Brown and the 

Jamm Brown 2000 Irrevocable Trust, thc Dehndmta o m d  fiduciary dutias to the Estate, Trust 

aad thc buneficiarics of each (colIcctivaly "The a c t e d  Partla"), including a duty of cam, of 

impartiality, and of Ioyalty as well as a duty to prndently administer thc probate ancl trust tstataa. 

18. Upon i n f o r d o n  and balicd, d u r Q  their appointment as substitute Porsonal 

Repre~entative and Trustee, the Dafdsnta  npeatedly and ohronically breached their flduoiary 

duty to the Affected Parties in multiple waya, haluding but not limited to the following 

partioulars: 

a. Failing to proply  manege the errtab and trust; 

b. Failing to engege necwaty advisola and appxogriato assistance to manage the 

ostate and trust, causing, upon information and belief, millions of dollars of lost 

opportunities far the cstatb and W; 

c. Foilin5 to use due diligence in pmuing business opportunities for the estete and 

-; 
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d. Failing to u m  due diligence in determining the value of the astate, thereby mddng 

the atate vulnerable to millions of d o l h  in unnecesmy end incorrect tax 

Iiability; 

e. Mishandling an auction of personal property at great cost to the estate and trust; 

f. Failing to timely settle the debts of the astnta; 

g. Failing to keep accurate accounting roconla for the cstate and trust; 

h. Engaging in self-dealing by paying themstIv~ hundreds of thowands of dollars 

in fees, which left tho estate and trust with a solvency crisis; 

i. Failing to sell the assets of the, mtate d trust nt Q prudant time, for example, by 

foiling to  accept an offar to buy tho catate and twst for $100 million in November 

2007, as demonstrated by their own testimony under oath, while, upon 

infDrmetion and bolicf, the current value of the mtate i s  now worth tens of 

millions of dollars less; 

j. Taking improper adversarial positions to the settlemat entered into by tho 

beneficiarias of the Estat~ and Tntot nnd approved by the Circuit Court; 

k. Failing to account to the Attorney &nard as roquiied by law; 

1. Wasting time and estate and trust assots engaging in fedml court litigation which 

warr personal to the Defondanta rather than necessary to the ndrninlstratton of tho 

estete and trust; 

m. Refusing to follow ths Circuit Court's inebructiona in wrccudng iha sdtlcment 

agreemant and fighting the sattlamont ~1@06mwt deopito thair lsck of standing 

and the fact that the uettlament was approved by tho Circuit Court as b ing  in the 

beat intoreat: of the Estate; 



n. Acting in bad faith, as evidenced by such actions as 

i. filing a iengthSI motion opposing the settlement even k f o m  thq ware 

infonned of the terms of the settlement ; 

ii. providing to the lntamal Revenue Service a road map of tho settling 

partias' plan to deal with tax issues, for no apparent purposo other than to 

sabotage the sattlemant ajpmnent; 

iii. Taking inconsistent lee1 pdtlons for their own parsonal inttatsts, such 

as asserting thoir right to continue 88 iiduoiaries pending thoir appeals 

despite having taken the catmy position when their predecessors 

appealed, insisting that the settling partica glva notice to imnintoreated 

pewans when D&ndanta *sod to do so whenaver they sought relief 

(such as the payment af their fees), and contesting the settling parties' 

c e a n  that the astute was in an emergency situation when they 

t h c d v e s  had asserted that position ahortly before; 

iv. Dospite being judicisrlly cstopped by the South Carolinel Court of Appeals, 

essexthg they ham a right to proseoutc the Tmst'rr and Estate's claims 

against Dallas, Cannon, a d  Bdlay .  

o. Bcing unequipped and/or unwilling to conduct the administration of tho tsfsta, as 

they admitted by seeking thc appointmcmt of a spccid administrator to handlo the 

administration becausa the estato was la an "emagmcy" aiiuntio~ a~ Author 

demonstrated by s ~ h  b m h -  en: 

i ,  Failing to uhmtand the fundamentals of the qmation of the music 

bushass, wfiich constitutas the essential value of tho truot atld sstak, and 
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failing to obtain proper advice, under the protext of not btfng able to 

sfford such advice despite paying themselves hundreds of thousands of 

dollars in Res; 

ii. Fding to undaratmd the b ~ s i c  operation of federal copyrlght law and Its 

impact on the aslate and its valuation, including but not limited to tax 

valuation; 

iii. Failing to timely conduct due diligance, as demonstrated by their own 

testimony u n d a  oath that "2009 was thc year of due diligeilw." 

p. Engaging in conflicts of interat, such as 

i. Paying themselves hundreds of thousands of dollnrs In fees while Ieaving 

rhc estate and trust virtually insolvant; 

ii. Serving as both Pexsonal Raprasentativan end Tfastees while a significant 

issue in the administration u f  thc trust and astatc was whethur tho trust or 

the astatc owned certain aasate. 

jii. Continuing to conduct a vicious attack on the proposed settlement, upon 

information and belid, far the purpose of padding their own fees, which 

they claim to be $5 mjllion. 

q. By dsmpesanting or presenting inaccumta statements under oath to the Court; 

r. By failing to file appropriate tax rams;  

s. By allowing statutas of IirnitatIons to ~ n ,  thareby premting opportudties fbr tho 

estate and host to receive roirnbursament for music rights misapproprinted by 

othera; 
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t, By failing to comply with the requirements of the South C m l h a  U n i f m  

Prudant Lnvostor Act, including but not limited to tho failure to irnplcmcut an 

invwtrnunt policy for the trust; and 

u. Artificially inflating the 1wportc.d value of t h  estata, without any substantiation, 

and without any consialcdlcy, for the prnposa of justifying their claim for 

approximately $5 Million in fees. 

19. Despite the terms of the Order of Mny 26, 2009, ~wnoving the Defmdanta as 

Parsond Representatives and Tn-lstees, tfit Defendants have nevertheless continued to breach 

thoir fiduciuy duties to tho Affecad Partie3 by continuing to take actim h a r d 1  tn the estata 

and trust and the interests of the Affected Partics, including but not limited to contesting tl~e 

settlement by fling multiple app& and objeoting to substitution, all to the detrilnent of the 

Affected Parties and in violation of their fidudary duty to the Affected Parties. 

20. As a rosult ofD&ndadbs' bceanh of their fiduciary duties to the ARectcd Parties, 

the PhintiB ere entitled to judgment against tho Defendants for actual arid punitive damages in 

awh sums as may ba proved at tM ,  togethar with projudgment intmst and interest on the 

judgment as prodded by law, for attorney fees and the costs of this action, and for such other and 

fhrhr rclief ss may be provided by Iaw. 

FOR G S&- QF A W O H  
(Breach of Trust) 

21. All allegations get forth above am incorporated herein. 

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

S.C. Code Ann. 4 62-7-1001(a), 

23. As R mult of Defendants' breach of trust, Plainti6 am entitled to a .  otder 
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compellillg Defendants to re& tho breach of trust by paying money, restoring 

property, or by other means as may be required to remedy tlm b ~ e d l ;  

b. ordering the Dafendants to account for all plwperty of the Estato and Tmt; 

c. dcnying compensation to the Defendants for all services providd by thorn for 

work on behalf of tha Batate or Trust; 

d. such other relicf as lnay be ntcessary Lo m e d y  the breach. 

24. As n result of Defendnnts' breach of trust, Pldntiffa are e~titlcd to judgment 

against the Defendants h r  damages ia such sums as may bo pruved at trial, together. with 

prejudgment interast and i n b e s t  on the judgment as provided by law, for attorncy fecs and the 

costs afthis action, and for such other and fi~lthar relief ~s may be provided by law. 

FOR A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Nwllgmce) 

25. All allegations set forth above am incorporated herein. 

26. Defendants provided aervjces to the Estnte and Trust apart fiorn, and jn addition 

to the q u j m e n t a  for tho administration of the Estata and Trust. Ln doing SO, Dafandant~ m 

obligatcd to provide such servica in a reasonable manner, oonsistent with t b  ngpliceblo 

standard of care. 

27, The acts or omissions of tho Defendmts in pmvidlng thesc sorvices w e  careless, 

negligent, grossly negligent, willful, wanton, reckless, and in conaoious disregard of the rights of 

the Affected Parties. 

28. As a d t  of ttEa Dofendants' acts or omissions, the Affected Parties have 

incurred a o t d  damagos in the form of: 

(a) LOJJ, wasto, or spoliation of the mscW of the Bstatc and Tmst; 

01) dlminutian in tho pressnt valw and income goneretion of tho Estate and Thut; 
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(c) diminution iu the future stmam of profit and income from the corpus af the Estate and 

Trust. 

29. As a result of Defmdmts' negligent and grossly negligent acts and omissions, the 

Plaintiff3 are entitled to judgment ~mst the Defendants for actual and punitive h a g c s  in such 

sums a may be proved at trial, together with prcJudgmmt interest and interest on the judgment 

as provided by law, for attorney fees and the costs of t i i s  action, and for such other and further 

rulid as may be provided by law. 

WHEREFORE, The Plaintiffs pray for a judgment against the Deftsndnnts for, relief as 

set forth abow, aotual and punitive damages in such sums as may be pmvan ai trial, together 

with prejudgment interest and intetest on tho judgment as provided by law, for attorney fees and 

tho coats of this nction, and fas such other and furthe.r raliaf as may ba provided by law. 

PLAWIFFS DEMAND A JURY TRIAL. 

Rcspcctfully submitted, 

SWEENY, WMGATE & BARROW, P.A. 

Everett k Kcndall, II 
1519 Lady Street 
Poat Offico Box 12129 
ColumbIe, goutb Carolina 2921 1 
(803) 256-2233 

ATTORNEYS FOR THE P W T I F P S  

Columbia, South Carolina 
May 19,2010 




