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COMES NOW Petitioner Russell L Bauknight, as Peats&epresentative of the Estate of
James Brown (the “Estate”) Trustee of the James/BI2000 Irrevocable Trust (the “Trust”), and
respectfully requests that this Court exerciseriiginal jurisdiction pursuant to Rule 245, SCACR
and S.C. Code Ann. 8§ 14-3-310 for the purpose safiig) a Rule to Show Cause why Adele J.
Pope, Esq. should not be held in contempt of tliarCs prior orders governing her conduct in
matters related to the Estate and Trust.

Original Jurisdiction Reguest

Original jurisdiction is appropriate “[i]f the publinterest is involved, or if special grounds
of emergency or other good reasons exist why tigégnait jurisdiction of the Supreme Court should
be exercised.” Rule 245(a), SCACRarnival Corp. v. Historic Ansonborough Neighborkoo
Ass’n 407 S.C. 67, 80, 753 S.E.2d 846, 853 (2014) ¢(neieang “Rule 245 is concerned with
whether a case should be resolved by this Coudhtarirst instance because of the public interest
involved and the need for prompt resolution”).

This matter meets this test and warrants the eseeafioriginal jurisdiction. As this Court
is well aware, the primary purpose of James Broveste plan was the funding of a trust to
provide scholarships to deserving students in S@astolina and Georgia. As this Court also
knows, for this laudable goal to come to fruitibie Estate must be closed so that the Trust can be
funded. And the Court knows something else: thaipBadent Adele J. Pope (“Pope”) has done
more than anyone else to interfere with the Essaig delay its closing, including by filing
repetitive, frivolous motions on matters that hailready been conclusively resolved by the courts.

This Court has twice warned Pope, in no uncer&ims, that her continued interference
in Estate affairs could expose her to sanctiongoambntempt proceedings. The first such warning

was in 2015, when this Court stated:



Pope is hereby prohibited from filing any furtheotions or appeals
in actions involving the Estate and Trust of Jaeswn, such as
the above actions, in which she clearly has nodatgnWe caution

Pope that continued attempts to involve herseth@resolution of
the Estate and Trust may result in contempt charges

SeeEx. G,infra (emphasis added).
Less than one year ago, this Court admonished &ggie:

Appellant has also filed a motion with the circoadgurt to lift the
automatic stay as well as motions to reconsidegrsrigsued by the
circuit court. The circuit court shall hold a hegrand issue an order
within thirty days of the date of this order addieg Appellant’'s
pending motions to reconsider and to lift the awtbenstay in Case
No. 2010-CP-40-04900We caution Appellant that filing any
additional motions in response to the circuit c&rscheduling
order for this hearing will be seen as an intent@ibeffort to delay
the case.

Further, we prohibit Appellant from filing any adidnal requests to
have the automatic stay lifted in either the circourt or this Court.
We take this opportunity to caution Appellant thather frivolous

filings in the circuit court or this Court in thimatter may result in
contempt proceedings. This case has been ongaieg 2010, and
Appellant’s frivolous filings and attempts to repedly delay the
matter have frustrated the prompt resolution o$ ttase.

SeeEx. P,infra (emphasis added).

Notably, in 2020 this Court explicitly put Pope matice thatall of Pope’s conduct related
to the Estate is subject to scrutiny under thisr€®dune 2015 order and other orders concerning
Pope’s attempts to interfere in Estate mattersp&&ding to a petition for rule to show cause filed
by counsel in the breach-of-fiduciary-duty casedwem against Pope in Richland Couhtihe
Court stated:

We decline to issue a lule to show cause at tiis &nd hold that
request in abeyance pending Respondent's futurel@me with

this order and our order dated June 10, 2015. VéetdRespondent
to cease all attempts to become involved in thatesif Venisha

! Bauknight v. PopeNo. 2020-CP-40-04900 (Richland Cnty. Ct. of Comnileas) (“Richland
4900").



Brown. In addition to having no standing in appeatsactions
involving the Estate and Trust of James Brown, e Petitioner
has no standing in any proceeding related to tteeesf Venisha
Brown. ... If Respondent fails to conform to these instructias
ordered and takes any further action with respeectrty case related
to the Estate of James Browshich includes any proceeding in the
estate of Venisha Browi, rule to show cause will be issued, and
any and all violations of the orders of this Cowtl be considered
as grounds for holding her in contempt.

SeeEx. N,infra (emphasis added).

The Estate brings this Petition seeking the exerofghis Court’s original jurisdiction to
put a stop to yet another attempt by Pope to engeaglkeusive, frivolous actions to interfere with
and delay resolution of the Estate. Multiple cit@aaurt orders have recognized and confirmed the
confidentiality of the 2010 appraisal of the datedeath value of the Estate performed by Philpott,
Ball & Werner (the “Appraisal’), ruling explicitlghat the Appraisal is not a “public document.”
Moreover, the Office of the Attorney General (“OAGNhd counsel for the Estate have made clear,
and courts have recognized, that the OAG does ae¢,hand has never had, a copy of the
Appraisal.

To be clear: Pope has a copy of the Appraisala#t Ibeen produced to her, subject to
confidentiality orders, in at least two differeatsuits. Subject to those confidentiality orders,
Pope is able to use the Appraisal for whatever geep may be relevant to Richland 4900. But
that is not enough for Pope. What Pope wants letable to disclose the Appraisal to the public
at large, so she is attempting to nullify all coanders regarding the non-public, confidentialis$at
of the Appraisal by means of a misleading and diefrequest” pursuant to the South Carolina
Freedom of Information Act, S.C. Code Ann. 88 30&4to -65 (“SCFOIA”),to which she has
attached the AppraisaPope evidently believes that by placing the Agalanto the hands of the
OAG, it will thereby become a “public document”tisae can disclose or use however she desires.

Pope’s efforts to circumvent court orders and huthe Appraisal’s status as confidential



and non-public are well within the purview of tidsurt’s original jurisdiction to enforce its prior
orders forbidding Pope from continued interferenc&state matters. As explained herein, the
Appraisal contains commercially sensitive inforraatthat could potentially impact the value of
the Estate (and by extension, the Trust) and winialg be subject to confidentiality obligations
related to the Estate’s sale of certain assetatéh2022. The Estate has vigilantly protected the
confidentiality of the Appraisal by not disclosit@xcept in litigation matters where it is protedt

by a confidentiality order. By submitting her fraueint SCFOIA request, Pope is attempting to
undue those protections for her own self-servingppses.

Moreover, this is a matter of intense public instrdames Brown wanted his legacy to be
that the fruits of his long career as the “haraestking man in show business” would serve the
public by funding scholarships, giving other acces®ducational opportunities he never had.
Pope’s current actions threaten to undermine thadldble goal, whether by diminishing the
ultimate value of the assets poured into the Toudty further delaying the long-awaited end of
these matters so that the Estate can be closetth@fiadust can be funded.

For these reasons, the Estate and Trust respgcaifklthis Court to accept this matter in
its original jurisdiction and to take whatever aatiit deems necessary to dissuade Pope from
further interfering with and undermining the Estate

The reasons supporting this Petition are more &glyforth in the memorandum below.

l. INTRODUCTION

As the former Personal Representative and Trugtie &state and Trust, Pope has a duty
not to harm the Estate and Trust. Neverthelessjsshgain trying to make a confidential and
commercially sensitive document—the date-of-deadfuation of the Estate performed by

Philpott, Ball & Werner (the “Appraisal’)—availabte the public. Even worse, Plaintiff seeks to



accomplish this by means of an improper and deseptDI A% request to the Office of the Attorney
General (“OAG”), in which she purports to requesissing” pages of the Appraisal even though
she knows perfectly well that the OAG does not hawel has never had, a copy of it.

As this Court has held, the Appraisal “ip@vate document ... owned and controlled by
the Estate” that “was created for the purpose diing the Estate of James Brown [{avate
citizen).”® In blatant defiance of this ruling and numerouseotorders holding the Appraisal
confidential, Pope has attached a copy of the Apalréo her FOIA request—obviously hoping
that by surreptitiously placing the Appraisal irethands of the OAG, it will thereby become a
“public document” that she can disclose to the diatllarge.

Pope’s outrageous conduct violates multiple Corders in this action. Moreover, she is
also violating a federal court order issued in oes@ to her first attempt (of many) to publicly
disseminate the Appraisalas well as the confidentiality order in the brea¢Hiduciary duty
action currently pending against her in Richlandi@g.®> Pope’s improper FOIA request is also
an attempt to circumvent the outcome of prior F@bAions—brought by Pope and her crony Sue
Summer—which unequivocally established that the O#&S never been in possession of the
Appraisal.

The Estate implores the Court to immediately taketever action the Court deems

necessary to put a stop to Pope’s actions, whisk paserious threat to the Estate and Trust. Public

2 SeeSouth Carolina Freedom of Information Act, S.Cd€&nn. 88 30-4-10 to -165.

3 Exhibit A, Order Granting Motion to Confirm Roger Miller Cladentiality DesignationsPope
v. Estate of James Brown, et,dllo. 2013-CP-02-1337 (filed June 16, 2017) (emphadded).
This litigation will hereinafter be referred to ‘gsken 1337.”

4 Exhibit B, Minute Order (ECF 335Brown v. PopeNo. 3:08-cv-14-WOB (D.S.C. filed Nov.
14, 2013).

5> Exhibit C, Second Amended Confidentiality OrdBguknight v. PopeNo. 2010-CP-40-4900.
This litigation will hereinafter be referred to ‘&ichland 4900.”



disclosure of the Appraisal may have deleteriotecés on the Estate (and by extension, the Trust),
including by potentially disrupting the Estate’snfidentiality obligations in connection with the
sale of certain assets in late 2022. Simply by gimgain this attempt to nullify multiple court
orders recognizing and confirming the confidentran-public nature of the Appraisal, Pope is
interfering with the operation of the Estate anteptially creating yet another multi-year delay in
closing the Estate, accompanied by yet more o$#eeningly never-ending filings by Pope. This
in turn would delay funding the Trust and at loagtlbringing to fruition James Brown’s dream
of using his hard-earned wealth to fund scholasskip that others may obtain the education he
never had.

Il. BACKGROUND
A. Pope’s Improper and Deceptive FOIA Request
On January 18, 2024, Pope hand-delivered a FOlAesido the OAG that seeks, among

other things:

1. Valuation Analysis of James Brown Estate as @tddnber
25, 2006, (Sept. 03, 2010) (the “$4.7 Million Vaioa”)

2. All correspondence, email and/or other commuiuoa
and/or documents by or among any member of thec©fif the
Attorney General (OAG) and Russell Bauknight, PAfegrman, or
any other person(s) between August 1, 2010 ang tedated to the
value of the assets of the Estate of James Browfoathe James
Brown Irrevocable Trust and/or the $4.7 Million Jation at any
time between the death of James Brown on Decentheét®6 and
May 8, 2013.

Exhibit D, FOIA Request (bold omitted). The FOIA Request wwasompanied by a sealed
envelope containing a partial copy of the AppraisBhe FOIA Request also included a
communication from Pope to Attorney General Alariséf and Solicitor General Robert Cook,
which states in part:

Dear Attorney General Wilson and Solicitor Gené&abk:



The value of James Brown’'s “I Feel Good” Educationst for
needy students in S.C. and Georgia has been arroftignificant
public interest since Mr. Brown’s death.

In August 2010 the Office of the Attorney Genedditthe Supreme
Court of South Carolina that [Bauknight] had revéslra copy of an
appraisal which was expected to arrive within a feseks ...

On September 3, 2010, the appraisal (copy of saagegpenclosed)
arrived. ...

The copy | have delivered to [you] is the documiergceived in
2013, with duplicates removed. It goes from p194 (B.1-125) but
a number of pages are missing. There are someidtigghland a
handwritten note on page 1.

Because knowing the size of James Brown'’s “| Fem@ charity

at the time of his death is historically importahtask that you
deliver the above-requested documents to me wittlzarge. | stand
ready, however, to pay the costs necessary togeawvie with the
documents.

Please deliver these documents to me as soonyaaréhavailable,
as required by the FOIA.

FOIA Request, at pp. 283 Pope’s communication contains a number of falsensleading

statements, including that:

* ‘it was filed in both the Aiken Probate Court amd[Aiken 1337] with no
finding required for the sealing of document&l” at 3. In fact, the Court in
Aiken 1337 made such findings multiple times, idhg in its Administrative
Order of August 30, 2016 (Ex. A) and its Order awning the Roger Miller
confidentiality designations (Ex. B).

* “Forlando Brown, and his attorneys did not signoafentiality order when
they received a copy in 2013” in the federal litiga. I1d. However, no such
signature was required in light of the district dtsuexplicit order granting the
Trust’s motion for a confidentiality order and ingtting that the Appraisal
“shall be subject to protection under the extamificentiality order.” Ex. B, at
p. 2.

® 1t is not clear from Pope’s FOIA Request whethee $s seeking production of the entire
Appraisal or only of the supposedly “missing” pages



» “[M]any others, including Ms. Hynie’s son’s attogsehave reported the details
of the [Appraisal] to the Supreme Court [of Soutirdlina] and other courts.”
FOIA Request, at 3. This is simply untrue. As tistratt court recognized in
its Minute Order, “only the ... bottom line figuregarding the total value of
James Brown'’s estate” was disclosed. Ex. B, atfh.The Appraisal itself has
been maintained in confidence by the Estate anthereit nor detailed
information regarding its contents has been divililgecept in the context of a
binding confidentiality order.

The Estate, through counsel, obtained a copy oEBdpOIA Request by submitting a
FOIA request of its own on January 23, 208deExhibit E .

B. Pope Knows the Appraisal Is Confidential and NofPublic

Pope knows perfectly well that the Appraisal isoa+public document that must be kept
confidential because of the commercially sensitif@rmation it contains. She knows this because
this Court and others have consistently rejectedrépetitive attempts to have the Appraisal
“unsealed” and/or treated as a “public document.”

1. Minute Order in Brown v. PopdEx. B)

As of Fall 2013, only Pope’s counterclaims remaiadssue in the federal litigation
between Forlando Brown (a grandson of James Brawd)Pope, and neither the Estate nor the
Trust was a party to the action. Nevertheless, Pagpoenaed Bauknight in his capacity as
Special Trustee of the Trust, seeking to depose dmth demanding production of certain
documents, including the Appraisal. Bauknight moved entry of a confidentiality order
prohibiting Pope from disclosing the Appraisal. Rovember 14, 2013, the court entered a minute
order holding that although the Appraisal was discable, it was nonpublic and confidential:

The [Appraisal] is discoverable because it potdgtialates to the
remaining claims in this action. However, duringe tiphone
conference the Court was first made aware of tlot fhat a
supplemental inventory and appraisement was filedtate court
[contained only the] bottom line figure regardiing total value of
James Brown’s estate. ... [T]he Court concludes tiafAppraisal]

contains confidential information, the disclosufevbich to the public
at large could potentially harm the Estate in amyre negotiations



involving the music of James Brown. [T]he Court orders that the
contents of the valuation itself shall be subjegbiotection under the
extant confidentiality order

Ex. B, at p. 2.

2. Orders in Aiken 1337

As noted above, the confidentiality of the Appraisas been recognized and confirmed
multiple times during the course of litigation oveope’s unsuccessful claim for fees for her
disastrous tenure as personal representative ddtate and Trustee of the Trust. On August 30,
2016, the circuit court (Judge Early, who at tivaetwas presiding over all matters involving the
Estate and Trust) entered an Administrative Ordédressing several pending motions, including
the Estate’s motion for a Confidentiality Order@sponse to Pope’s contention that the Appraisal
is a public documentSeeExhibit F (Administrative Order of Aug. 30, 2016). In grangithe
Estate’s motion, Judge Early specifically referehttee Supreme Court’s Order of June 15, 2015
and reminded Pope “that the purpose of this casetito re-litigate prior Estate and Trust matters
or to reinsert herself into other Estate and Tpusteedings.” Ex. F, at p. 3. Judge Early refused
to allow disclosure of the Appraisal, noting infpdnat Pope “has requested its disclosure in prior
litigation, and a federal court has ruled” that Appraisal should remain confidential. Judge Early
further ruled:

Having considered all parties’ arguments, this €Cagrees that
Mrs. Pope is entitled to the appraisal, but that abpraisal shall

' On June 15, 2015, our Supreme Court entered ancgdinary order warning Pope against
continued efforts to interfere with the Estate dndst:

Pope is hereby prohibited from filing any furtheotions or appeals
in actions involving the Estate and Trust of Jaeswn, such as
the above actions, in which she clearly has nodatgnWe caution

Pope that continued attempts to involve herseth@resolution of
the Estate and Trust may result in contempt charges

Exhibit G, Sup. Ct. Order of June 15, 20155k Parte Adele J. Popé&ppellate Case No. 2013-
001649 (emphasis added).

10



(Id. at 4.)

remain confidential. As in the federal case, a @mmitiality Order
IS necessary to protect the ongoing business opesatf the Estate
and Trust. Accordingly, the [Estate’s] Motion foilCanfidentiality
Order is GRANTED and the Court hereby enters tlempanying
Confidentiality Order.

The Confidentiality Order referenced in the Admirasve Order was also signed by Judge

Early on August 30, 2016&eeExhibit H (Confidentiality Order of Aug. 30, 2016). Undeeth

Confidentiality Order:

“Documents designated CONFIDENTIAL under this Ordéall not be
used or disclosedy the parties or counsel for the parties, or ather
persons identified below ..for any purposes whatsoever, other than
preparing for and conducting the instant litigatioincluding any appeal
in this litigation).”

Documents designated CONFIDENTIAL may only be dised to third
parties only under limited circumstances relatedd@ok on the litigation or
under other protections.

The Confidentiality Order remains in effect aftéetconclusion of the
litigation.

Within 30 days of the conclusion of the litigaticadl documents marked
CONFIDENTIAL must be returned or destroyed.

Id. 111 5, 9 (emphasis added). Judge Early subsequiartigd Pope’s motions for reconsideration

of the Administrative Order and Confidentiality @rd

Pope again attempted to challenge the confidetytafithe Appraisal in 2017. During his

deposition on March 16, 2017, Estate expert with&sger Miller was questioned about certain

aspects of the Appraisal. Pursuant to the ConfiditgtOrder, the Estate designated those portions

of Miller’s testimony as “Confidential.” In respo@so Pope’s challenge to such designations, the

Estate moved for confirmation that the designativese correctly applied. Judge Early granted

the motion, noting first that his “prior ruling” ithe Administrative Order “forecloses [Pope’s]

efforts to challenge the Miller Deposition Confidi@hDesignations.” Ex. A, at p. 2. Judge Early

11



further held:

The appraisal is a private document that is owmeldcantrolled by
the Estate. The appraisal was created for the parpbvaluing the
Estate of James Brown (a private citizen), andther purpose of
determining whether the Estate owed any taxes ¢o félderal
government. The appraisal is not a public documintontains
confidential financial and commercial informaticemd has been
treated as confidential since its inception.

The Miller Deposition Confidential Designations bz& copyright
royalty details and sources of royalty payments,o@gnother
confidential business information. That informatios highly
confidential ... . Moreoverdissemination of this confidential
information could damage James Brown’s vision of quiding
charitable scholarships to deserving and needy swig by
decreasing the amount of funds available for thaseholarships

Id. at pp. 3-4 (emphasis added).

That same day, Judge Early entered a second aatgirgy the Estate’s motion to confirm
the designation of the Appraisal as Confiden8aleExhibit | (Order Granting Motion to Confirm
Confidentiality Designations, June 16, 2017). Rsdyion the same reasoning as the Order
confirming the Roger Miller confidentiality desigmans, Judge Early squarely rejected Pope’s
challenge to the designation of the appraisal adidential. Id. Pope moved to reconsider on
6/26/2017, and this motion was denied.

Undeterred byive separate rulings that the Appraisal is confidéftRopeagain sought
to disclose the Appraisal as a “public documenthar “Motion and Memorandum to Unseal
Documents; Restore Documents to the Public Recaddar Related Relief’ filed on December

1, 2017 SeeExhibit J. In that motion, Pope falsely claimed that the rgigal had been “removed

8 |.e., the federal district court Minute Order (Ex. B)e Administrative Order (Ex. F); the two
orders of June 16, 2017 (Exs. A, 1); and the od#srying Pope’ s motion of the June 16, 2017
orders.

12



from the public record” and that it had been “dmes®ated to Louis Levenson and his clients nine
years ago, and to counsel for another party adver8efendants, James B., prior to March 14,
2013.”Id. at pp. 1, 2. The truth, as Pope well knew, was (hiathe Appraisal had never been in
the “public record” and therefore had not been ‘wged” from it; (2) Levenson never received a
copy of the Appraisal;and (3) counsel for James B. received the Apgraisan Pope subpoenaed
it from the Trust in the federal case, where thercexplicitly held,seeEx. B, that it should be
treated as confidentiaf.

Moreover, the confidentiality of the Appraisal wasffirmed during the lengthy trial of
Pope’s fee claim, in which the Appraisal was mangd under seal.

C. Pope Knows the Attorney General Does Not Have ¢hAppraisal

Not only does Pope know that the Appraisal has ydvieeen confidential and non-public,
she also knows that it has never been in the psissesf the Attorney General. First, Pope was
allowed to depose multiple attorneys in the Offiéehe Attorney General (OAG), all of whom
stated they had never seen it. More importantiypePloas spent years litigating over her 2011
SCFOIA request forinter alia, the Appraisal. During a hearing on May 17, 20dfynsel for the
Estate and Trust stated plainly on the recordttf@fppraisal “is not a public documemhe AG
doesn’t have it Exhibit L , Tr. of Hrg. (May 17, 2016) at p. 2Bppe v. WilsonNo. 2012-CP-
40-00350 (emphasis added). This was confirmed guisubsequent hearing on November 19,

2020, during which counsel for the Attorney Geneatated, regarding Pope’s FOIA request for

® During his deposition, Levenson mistakenly testifthat he had seen the Appraisal. But, as
Levenson made clear in a subsequent affidavit, d&mistaken; his testimony referred not to the
Appraisal but to an entirely different docume®éeExhibit K , Affidavit of Louis Levenson.

101n response to this repetitive attempt to attdek ¢confidentiality of the Appraisal, the Estate
moved for sanctions pursuant to Rule 11, SCRCRyelilithrly was not inclined to address the
motion during the midst of trial testimony, anéjipears the motion was never formally resolved.
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valuation-related documents including the Apprais@llhe Attorney General has nothing
responsive.’Exhibit M, Tr. of Hrg. (Nov. 19, 2020) at p. ®ope v. WilsonNo. 2012-CP-40-
00350. Counsel for the Attorney General furtheoiinfed the court that Judge Addy had found,
in an SCFOIA action brought by Pope’s friend SuenBwer, that the Attorney General did not
have the AppraisaSee id.

D. Prior Warnings and Sanctions Have Not Deterred Bpe’s Misconduct

It is nothing short of astonishing that Pope cargsher efforts to interfere in the Estate
and Trust despite numerous warnings and seriougisas imposed upon her. Pope’s refusal to
be deterred from her abusive conduct is relevathdgresent motion and should be considered
in determining the nature of the consequences impesed here.

This Court sternly warned Pope against improperiatence with Estate matters in 2015,
when it stated:

Pope is hereby prohibited from filing any furtheotions or appeals
in actions involving the Estate and Trust of Jameswn, such as
the above actions, in which she clearly has nodgtgnWe caution

Pope that continued attempts to involve herseth@resolution of
the Estate and Trust may result in contempt charges

Ex. G.

A petition for contempt was filed against Pope ¥arlating this order by attempting to
interfere in the estate of Venisha Brown, whichuttesl in two further warnings from this Court
to Pope of potential sanctions for her miscond@ct August 10, 2020, this Court ruled:

Upon request from the Clerk of Court, Mark V. Gencleunsel for
Venisha Brown’s estate, provided the Court withadidavit to
support the request for a finding of contempt ...sThffidavit
asserts that [Pope’s] actions are in violationha&f June 10, 2015
order.

We decline to issue a rule to show cause at tfme ind hold that
request in abeyance pending [Pope’s] future compdavith this
order and our order dated June 10, 2015 ... If [Pgis]|to conform

14



to these instructions as ordered and takes ankefudction with
respect to any case related to the Estate of J&mmasn, which

includes any proceeding in the estate of Venish@aBr a rule to
show cause will be issued, and any and all viotetiof the orders
of this Court will be considered as grounds fordimd her in

contempt.

Exhibit N, Order,In re Adele Jeffords Popdppellate Case No. 2020-000764 (S. Ct. Aug. 10,
2020). Subsequently, this Court made clear thettitds behind the August 10, 2020 Order:

[Pope] has filed a motion for an order quashingviserof the
disallowance of her creditor’s claim against theatesof Venisha
Brown, and holding the disallowance in abeyance dpen
resolution of a breach of fiduciary duty action iagaher. In effect,
[Pope] is seeking an exception to our order foriigcher from
involvement in the estate of Venisha Brovee In the Matter of
Adele Jeffords Popes.C. Sup. Ct. Order dated August 10, 2020.
The motion is denied.

Exhibit O, Order,In re Adele Jeffords Popdppellate Case No. 2020-000764 (S. Ct. Nov. 9,
2020).

This Court again warned Pope of severe consequehség continued her pattern of
abusive and repetitive filings. In rejecting Popkeigolous motion to lift the automatic appellate
stay, that Court warned:

Further, we prohibit [Pope] from filing any addmal requests to
have the automatic stay lifted in either the circourt or this Court.
We take this opportunity to caution [Pope] thattter frivolous

filings in the circuit court or this Court in thmatter may result in
contempt proceedings. This case has been ongaiog 2010, and

[Pope’s] frivolous filings and attempts to repedyetblay the matter
have frustrated the prompt resolution of this case.

Exhibit P, Order,Bauknight v. PopeAppellate Case No. 2022-001713 (S. Ct. Mar. 2232.
Additionally, Pope has been severely sanction€tichland 4900 for her abusive litigation

conduct. On May 8, 2023, after extensive oral arguithe court denied Pope’s motion to lift the

automatic appellate stay and granted the Estate®mfor sanctions. The court noted that it had

previously warned Pope against her pattern ofgfiBaccessive motions seeking the same relief,

15



and concluded:

Sanctions against Pope are warranted because thk Sarolina
Supreme Court has found her petition to lift staasvirivolous, that
Pope has engaged in other frivolous filings, anat thope has
repeatedly engaged in efforts to delay the depwsitif Case 4900.
Additionally, this court has warned her of her rateel, improper
filings. Pope has ignored these warnings.

Exhibit Q, Order, at p. 5 (Richland 4900, May 8, 2023). €hart also noted:

own benefit. As detailed above, Pope knows thaf@aisal is confidential, and there can be no
guestion she is fully aware of the potential foticaes harm if the Appraisal were to be publicly
disclosed. Moreover, Pope knows the OAG does ne¢ iae Appraisal, and has never had it.

Pope’s submission of a FOIA Request purportingstotae OAG to produce the Appraisalen

Pope has a history of improper conduct. In additiothe examples
meriting the courts’ warnings listed above, at tiearing counsel
for the Estate detailed additional examples of lsimimproper,
frivolous, and/or delaying conduct by Pope in C&43@0 and related
appeals, including: a) Causing substantial delayopgosing the
consolidation of some or all of Case 4900 with Aikéase 1337,
Pope’s fee claim case against the Estate. Casev&3(7to trial in
2017. b) Appealing almost thirty pre-trial ordemsGase 4900, only
to abandon most of these appeals. ¢) Engagingusiabappellate
practice in Appellate Case 2018-02229, dealing s#teral Case
4900 pretrial orders, resulting in the appellatartstriking two of
Pope’s briefs, a designation of matter, and a ceoarappeal. And
d) concerning the two Rule 59(e) motions, also ¢hear April 14,
2023, (see related order denying the same), Ptgaedimotion to
reconsider this Court’s referral of those motioasJudge Casey
Manning (who had ruled on the original orders)ut@sg in further
delaying of this matter. These actions cited bynselifor the Estate,
and others appearing in the record of the heanvigen taken
together appear to this Court, to support the Suoer€ourt’s
finding that “[Pope’s] frivolous filings and attengpto repeatedly
delay this matter have frustrated the prompt régoiwof this case.”

. ARGUMENT

Pope’s FOIA Request is nothing short of a blatdi@napt to sabotage the Estate for her
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as she attaches that very document to her Regefstts her utter disregard and lack of respect
not only for the courts of this State, includingst&ourt’s explicit orders, but also for the OAG
and the laudable purposes served by the FOIA.
This Court has inherent authority to punish contermps conduct:

There can be no doubt about the power of the caifrtgeneral

jurisdiction in this State to punish for contemphis power is not

derived from any statute but from the common lawcWwhrom its

inception recognized this implied and necessary ggowithout

which contumacious conduct could well destroy tidarity of any
court.

The power to punish for contempts is inherent incalrts. Its
existence is essential to the preservation of oidejudicial

proceedings, and to the enforcement of the judgsnemtiers and
writs of the courts; and consequently to the dumiaitration of
justice.

State ex rel. McLeod v. Hjt@72 S.C. 303, 305, 251 S.E.2d 746, 747 (197%rfal quotation
marks omitted).

The power to punish for contempt is part of the €sunherent powers, referring “to
powers included within the scope of a court’s gigdon which a court possesses irrespective of
specific grant by Constitution or legislation. Symdwers can neither be taken away nor abridged
by the legislature.ld. (internal quotation marks omitted). Exercise @f ittherent contempt power
is appropriate for the “preservation of orderudicial proceedings, and to the enforcement of the
judgments, orders and writs of the courts, and eguently to the due administration of justice.”
Hook v. S.C. Dep'’t of Health & Envtl. Contyel39 S.C. 52, 74, 885 S.E.2d 442, 454 (Ct. App.
2023) (quotingex parte Cannon385 S.C. 643, 660, 685 S.E.2d 814, 824 (Ct. K009)).

Pope’s conduct here is nothing short of reprehémsibd merits the swift imposition of

severe penalties. Her FOIA Request is an attempictothe OAG into possessing a copy of the
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Appraisal so that Pope can then—contrary to nungemurt orders—claim that it has been
transmogrified into a “public document” that sha césclose for whatever purposes she sees fit—
regardless of the devastation that may wreak upertstate and Trust. She must be stopped.

Given the lengths to which Pope is evidently wglito go to achieve her own ends, it is
difficult to know what sanction could possibly héfgient to adequately punish and deter Pope.
At a minimum, the Estate requests that the Coysbse a substantial monetary penalty and award
the Estate its fees and costs for bringing thigiBet The Estate further suggests that it is vathi
the Court’s discretion, upon appropriate findingsfind Pope in criminal contempt and impose
an appropriate penal consequence.

V.  CONCLUSION

Pope’s misconduct is nothing short of appalling deserving of the severest censure. The
Estate respectfully requests the Court to exentsseriginal jurisdiction, issue a rule to show
cause, and take all measures it determines negdsstmally put a stop to Pope’s deceitful and

abusive conduct.
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Respectfully submitted,

s/ J. David Black

J. David Black, SC Bar No. 68499
MAYNARD NEXSEN, PC

1230 Main Street, Suite 700 (29201)
Post Office Drawer 2426

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
Telephone: 803.771.8900
Facsimile: 803.253.8277
DBlack@maynardnexsen.com

Kirsten E. Small, SC Bar No. 75687
MAYNARD NEXSEN, PC

104 S. Main Street, 9th Floor
Greenville, South Carolina 29601
Telephone: 864.370.2211
Facsimile: 864.282.1177
KSmall@maynardnexsen.com

February 7, 2024 N _
Columbia, South Carolina Attorneys for Petitioner Russell L. Bauknight
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