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On May 29, 2013 this Court held a status conference concerning Wilson v. Dallas, ---
S.E.2d ---, 2013 WL 2005103 (2013), the South Carolina Supreme Court’s May 8, 2013 Opinion
(the “Opinion”) affirming, reversing, and remanding this Court’s May 26, 2009 order confirming
the James Brown Estate and Trust Settlement Agreement.

In the Opinion, the Supreme Court affirmed this Court’s decision to remove Ms. Adele J.
Pope from her fiduciary positions. The Supreme Court noted that: “an irreconcilable conflict
existed between {Ms. Pope| and the settling parties because [Ms. Pope] had expressed continuing
opposition to their actions.” Wilson, * 19, Accordingly, the Supreme Court held that, “the circuit
court had cause to remove [her| and replace |her] with a professional fiduciary.” Id. The
Supreme Court went on to note that “the extreme discord between the parties convince us that
[Ms. Pope’s] continued service as |a| fiduciarfy] is not in the best interest of the estate.” /d.

The Supreme Court also found that this Court did not violate the statutory provisions
regarding the removal of .Ms. Pope as she had asserted that she was removed without this court
complying with procedural mandates or for justifiable reasons. The Opinion further stated that
that this Court had cause to remove her as it was not in the best interest of the cstate. The
Justices noted that the parties remained at odds over the handling of estate matters.



The Supreme Court referenced specific actions that it relied on in holding that Ms. Pope’s
service as a fiduciary was not in the best interest of the estate. The opinion specifically
mentioned the $5 million dollars in fecs she sought as fiduciary for a relatively short interval of
time, paying her own fees from a large portion of the funds raised from selling iconic assets, and
attempting to sell a GRAMMY award. The Supreme Court found no ecrror in this Court
removing Ms. Pope from her fiduciary positions.

Despite the South Carolina Supreme Court's Opinion, Ms. Pope hﬂs_uow filed several
documents with this Court. The documents include Motions, Memoranda. and Proposed
Scheduling Orders concerning the James Brown Estate and Trust litigation. These actions and
filings will not be considered by this Court. The Supremé Court of South Carolina has upheld
and affirmed Mrs. Pope’s removal as fiduciary, denied her motions for rehearing, and the
remittitur has since been filed in this Court. It is now the law of the case that Ms. Pope has been
removed from her fiduciary positions and is no longer a party to the James Brown Estate and
Trust litigation. It is the Order of this Court that Ms. Pope does not have standing to proceed
with the motions she has filed since the Supreme Court’s opinion has issued. Accordingly, this
Court hereby directs the Clerk of Court to remove Ms. Pope’s filings from these cases pursuant
to the Supreme Court’s Opinion removing her as party to these proceedings.

This Court is aware that Ms. Pope has filed a separate fee petition for Personal
Representative and Trustee commissions. If Ms. Pope's fee petition is litigated, then pursuant to
past practices, the Probate Court is hereby directed to assign the case 1o the Circuit Court, and
the Clerk of Court is hereby directed to assign Mrs. Pope's fee petition a separate case number.

Ms. Pope’s filings relating to her fee petition shall then be filed under that case number.



AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
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