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In Re: The Estate of James Brown a/k/a James Joseph Brown,
Tommie Rae BIOWN......covviiiiiiiiiiieieitee ettt st eneas Respondent,
V.

David C. Sojourner, Jr., in his capacity as Limited

Special Administrator and Limited Special Trustee,

Deanna Brown-Thomas, Yamma Brown, Venisha Brown,

Larry Brown, Terry Brown, and Daryl BIOWI ............cc..erureesressseesersseenenenee.. RESpOndents below,

Of whom Deanna Brown-Thomas, Yamma Brown, and _ _
Venisha BIOWIL @I thE ........cocueviviieeeerenrireeeessesssessassssssesssssssssssssssssssesessssessssanesssscsces Appellants.

TOMMIE RAE BROWN’S REPLY TO PETITIONER’S RETURN IN OPPOSITION TO
RESPONDENT’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO SUPPLEMENT PURSUANT TO RULES
212 AND 240, SCACR

L. Introduction
Petitioners continue to fail to admit and explain, in both state and federal court, that they

are trying to take away as much from the charitable trust as they possibly can, while Réspondent



(“Mrs. Brown”) is attempting to substantially benefit and maintain the charitable trust.! See
Petitioners’ Return tp Respondent’s Motion for Leave to Supplement Pursuant to Rules 212 and
240, SCACR (“Return”). |

It is critically important to more fully explain and clarify the concern expressed by the
Court about the prospect of charitable scholarships from the charitable trust by explaining
Petitioners’ intended deprivation of a substantial share of an estlmated tens of mllhons of dollars
of proceeds from federal termination rights that would, without their actions, pass to the charitable
trust only because of Mrs. Brown’s contribution of those federal proceeds — which she would
have only if she is the surviving spouse. Petitioners in their Return do not deny or even address
the fact that the charitable trust will lose a substantial share of tens of millions if Petitioners
prevail.

By pointing out the serious damage to the charitabie trust wrought by Petitioners, Mrs.
Brown is not trying to sWay the Court to disregapd the law, as Petitioners allege, but rather to
answer an important question posed by the Court that was not otherwise fully explained in the
Record on Appeal. As fully explained in her appellate brief, Mrs. Brown’s posiﬁon is supported
by the law: for Petitioners to prevail, this Court would have to, inter alia, (1) overturn all case
precedent and disregard a statute concerning subject matter jurisdiction; and (2) overturn all case
precedent and disregard a statute requiring that a bigamous marriage is never valid for any reason;
and (3) overturn all case precedent regarding standing. Mrs. Brown is not attemptirig, as
Petitioners allege,' to have this Court circumvent the law; Mrs. Erown is confident that the law is

on her side.

It is important to recognize that the Estate and Trust are aligned with Mrs. Brown against
Petitioners and that the Estate and Trust support Mrs. Brown in this appeal because the Estate and
Trust understand the devastating impact on scholarships if Petitioners prevail.



While accusing Mrs. Brown of misleading, unsupported, and improper assertions,
Petitioners make misleading, unsupported, and improper assertions in their Return. What is
egre’gioﬁs is their continued evasion of a basic fact: Petitioners brought their own separate actions
to overturn James Brown’s will and chéritable trust, and Petitioners’ will and trust contests were
finalized only a few months ago, when the court of appeals issued its opinion in In re Estate of
James Brown? approving the settlement agreement between Petitioners (and some of their siblings)
and the Estate and Trust. In Petitioners’ separate settlement agreement with the Estate and Trust,
Petitioners did not contribute any of the proceeds from their federal termination rights, in contrast
to Mrs. Brown, who did so in her settlement égi'eement.

What is élso ‘egregious is Petitioners’ continuing evasion of another fact: Petitioners (and
:other siblings) are suing the Estate, Trust, and Mrs. Brown m federal court to invalidate the
séttlemenf agreement iﬁ which the Estate and Trust would receive 65 percent of Mrs. Brown’s
share of the proceedé of the valuable federal termination rights.> Thus, in both this Court and
federal court, Petiﬁoners are attempting to deprive the charitable trust, which is the source of any
scholarships, of any proceeds from the valuable termination rights. |

Moredver, despite the Estate and Trust’s settlement with Mrs. Brown, Petitioners have
continued to litigate thét separate case for almost three years after the settlement. Thﬁs, by
opposing the Estate and Trust in state and federal court, Petitioners are not only attempting to
deprive the charitable trust of any valuable federal terminatioh rights proceeds, they are also

causing the Estate to expend significant litigation costs and fees.

2275.C. 138, 828 S.E.2d 789 (S.C. App. 2019).

3 See Deanna Brown-Thomas, et al. v. Tommie Rae Brown, et al. (Case No. 1:18-cv-02191-JMC)
(ECF No. 1) (the “federal case”). The Court may take judicial notice of these pleadings. SCRE
Rule 201. '



Because Petitioners have riot contributed any proceeds from the federal terminaﬁon rights |
to the charitable trust and because they will receive all of the federal termination rights if they
prevail in their attempt to annul Mrs. Brown’s marriage to James Brown, Petitioners attempt not
only to prevent the charitable trust from receiving any termination proceeds, but as Pétitioners
exercise and re-assign their termination rights, there will lbe a concomitant depletion of the
copyright royalty income stream, greatly diminishing within six years the charitable trust’s ability

to fund scholarships.*

1. It Is Petitioners, Not Mrs. Brown, Who Make Misrepresentations ‘or Misleading Statements

about Copyright Termination Rights and the Estate and Trust® -
| As explained in her Motion for Leave to Supplement and Memorandum in Supportb

(“Motion and Memorandum”j, Mrs. ’Brown_ accurately explains the devastating two-fold impact
on the charitable trust’s ability to provide scholarsﬁips because of federal copyright termination
rights: |

1. If Petitioners prevail, the charitable trust will be deprived of 32.5 percent of tens of
millions of dollars. Notably, Petitioners do not dispute or even address this.

The federal termination rights pass by federal law to a writer’s intestate heirs, regardless'
of the writer’s intentions under a will or trust. The termination rights allow the heirs to terminate,_
or claw baék, a copyright previously assigned to a publisher. Once terminated, the heirs can re-

assign these terminated rights to the original publisher or another. This is a valuable opportﬁnity

4 Petitioners’ Return takes issue with this statement, but as will be discussed more fully below,
their assertions are either misleading or mistaken, or both.

3 In her Motion for Leave to Supplement and Memorandum in Support, Mrs. Brown does not
attempt to provide an exegesis of copyright law. However, her explanation of copynght
termination rights is correct and accurate.



that, for Jarﬁes Brown’s copyrights, is estimated to be worth tens of millions of dollars.

The charitable trust is of course not an intestate heir and has no termination rights. The
only way the charitable trust can benefit from these termination rights is because Mrs. Brown
assigned 65 percent of her proceeds from these rights to the charitable tfust as part of her settlement
with the Estate and Trust. If Mrs. Brown is not the surviving spouse, she gets no termination
rights, and thus the charitable trust gets nothing. Consequently, the Eétate and Trust are alfgned
~ with and support Mrs. Brown in this appeal.

In their Return, Petitioners artfully cite federal law for the proposition that.termination
rights cannot be assigned in advance.® However, Petitioners cannot cite any federal law which
prohibits an advance assignfnent of proceeds from termination rights, which is what Mrs. Brown
contributed to the charitable trust — not the rights themselves, but the proceeds therefrom, which
is permissible. Petitioners themselves have twice assigned the proceeds from their federal
termination rights; once in the 2009 settlement overturned by this Court in Wilson v. Dc;llas,7 and
once,? on information and belief, tob secure their pro hoc vice counsel’s contingent fee.

Importantly, Pétitioners’ Return cites to the parallel federal lawsuit they (with othe‘r
siblings) ére pursuing. against the Estate, Trust, and Mrs. Brown, in an attempt to invalidate the
seﬁleﬁent agreement in which Mrs. Brown contributes 65 percent of her proceeds from the
termination rights to the charitable trust.

Thus, both in this Court and in the federal pourt, Petitioners are attempting tb deprive the

charitable trust of the opportunity to receive 65 pefcent of Mrs. Brown’s 50 percent share of the

6 See Petitioners’ Return, at footnote 2.
7403 S.C. 411, 743 S.E.2d 746 (S.C. 2013).

-8 See federal case (ECF Nos. 114, 114-4).



termination rights proceeds (32.5% of the total termination rights proceedé worth tens of millions
of dollars) that Mrs. Brown will receive, and thus can contribute to the charitable trust, only if she
is the surviving spouse; Even if Mrs. Brown were to prevail in this 'Ceurt, Petitioners are
| attempting in federal court to prevent her from assigning her proceeds to the charitable trust.

Petitioners do not dispbite, nor even address, that if they prevail in this case, they will retain
all of the termination rights and the charitable trust will be deprived of 32.5 perce;it of tens of
millions of dellars.

2. If Petitioners prevail, not only will the charitable trust be deprived of 32.5 percent of
tens of millions of dollars, but in addition the charitable trust will be substantially diminished and
depleted wi‘ihin six years.” Although Petitioners do not dispute that, if they prevail, the cliaritable.
trust will be deprived of 32.5 percent of tens of millions of dollars, Petitioners do dispute and ’
address this second method of depriving and depleting the charitable trust, but in misleading and/or
inaccurate ways, as discussed below.

If Petitioners prevail and thereby own all of the termination rights, they will terminate and
re-assign those copyrights without contribution to the charitable trust, as discussed above. But as
the lcopyrights are terminated, the copyright royalty income stream will be concomitantly
diminished. Most of the ineome-producing songs have been assigned to Warner-Chappell- Music,
a goliath publishing cempany. 'The greatest number of these income—producing songs for the |
charitable trust will terminate over the next six years. When each copyright terminates, the income
stream shifts from the charitable trust to the heirs, or their aesignees.

On page 3 of their Return, Petitioners incorrectly argue that the “copyrights were never

9 See Peter Afterman affidavits: Exhibit A hereto and Exhibit B to the Motion and Memorandum
(“Afterman Affidavits™).



bart of James Brown’s Estate or Charitable Trust . . . .” Whether a writer assigns an entire
copyright or only part thereof to a publisher is a mere technicality. The practical effect of what
happens is that, after a copyright interest is assigned by the writer to a publisher, the publisher
receives a share (“publisher’s share”) of the royalty income stream and the writer receives the rest
of the income strearh (“writer’s share”). The Estate and Trust “inherited” J. amés.Brown’s writer’s
share (subject to eventﬁal termination). As a copyright is terminated, so .is the writer’s share.
income stream to the Estate and Trust terminated.?

Petitioners inake thé unsupported allegation that the Estate fnaintains that the writer’s share
is not terminable. Petitioners know that the writer’s (now Estate’s) shére'is terminable because
Petitioners have participated in and received subétahtial péyment for the sale of writer’s shares of
five songs in January, 2019 o Warner-Chappell.!! If they réally believe that the writer’s share
cannot be terminated, then they knowingly accepted substantial payment for the sale of an intefest
that did not belong to thém. Obviously, they know the writer’s share can be terminated.

Petitioners make the misleading argument that J. arhes Brown Wrote or co-wrote over 1,100
songs and imply that all of these songs, some of which will terminate after six yeafs, produce
income. Of c_qurSe, that is an absurd proposition. Of the many songs that James Brown Wrote,

only a relative few are income-producing.!? Again, most of the income-producing songs will _

10 See Afterman Affidavits. Petitioners do address the writer’s share issue on page 7 of their Return.
They mistakenly state that the Estate and Trust continue to receive a royalty (writer’s share)
income stream from songs that have been terminated. Petitioners have participated in and received
substantial payment for the sale of writer’s shares of five songs in 2019 to Warner-Chappell. They
cannot argue in good faith that the writer’s share cannot be terminated, or else they knowingly
accepted substantial payment for the sale of an interest that did not belong to them.

1 See federal case (ECF No. 171).

12 See Afterman Affidavit, Exhibit A hereto.



terminate over the nexf six years. This is establisﬁed by the affidavits of Peter Afterman, who is
the music manager for thcla Estate since 2009 and has comprehensive knowledge about these issues
in the Estate.!? | |
'Petitioners distort Mrs. Brown’s statement about the number of songs that will terminate
over thé next six yeérs. Petitioners assert that Mrs. Brown stated that “all of James Brown’s . . . .
. songs will be terrninable within the next 6 years.”14 They artﬁlliy delete (with ellipses) a critical
word.. What Mrs. Brown asserted was that “all of James Brown’s valuable songs will be terminable
within the next 6 years” (embhaéis added). Moreover, Petitioners claim that this assertion was
made without au"thority.15 However, Mrs. Brown cited the affidavit of Peter Afterman, who is the
music manager of the Estate and Trust and who, therefore; has meticulous and comprehensive
knéwledge about any copyright issues, including income, of the Estate and Trust.!S As Mr.
Afterman notes in his affidavit, he ié unaware how anyone other than himseif and anyone who
works at the publisher or for the Estate would have knowledge about Estate copyright income
matters. Tﬁus, it is Pefitioneré wﬁo make assertions without authority or knowledge. |
Petitiongrs also distort Mrs. Brown’s statements in her Motion and Memorandum about

the impact on the charitable trust’s income stream as the heirs terminate the copyright assignments.

Petitioners contend that Mrs. Brown asserted that Petitioners’ termination rights will “prevent

13 Petitioners deny that Peter Afterman is an expert because he is not a lawyer. To the contrary,
he is the music manager for the Estate and has won Grammy and Peabody awards. Other clients
include the Rolling Stones and Joan Jett. Importantly, Peter Afterman, the music manager for the
Estate since 2009, makes his averments based on his own personal and comprehensive knowledge
of Estate business.

14 Return, at page 5.
15 Id

16 See Afterman Affidavits.



Trust scholarships.”!” The Motion and Memorandum do not say that no scholarship will be
awarded. Rafher, Mrs. Brown asserts that the charitable trust will be “substantially diminished.”
‘As stated in Peter Afterman’s affidavit accompanying the Motion and Memorandum, the “primary
asse ” of the charitable trust is the copyright royalty income stream. When that is rerﬁoved, the
ability to provide scholarships will be “substantially diminished” and “substarrtially disappear.”

III. Petitioners’ Argument About the Settlement Agreement Is Unsupported and Irrelevant

Granted, the settlement agreement between the Estate, Trust, and Mrs. Brown in this case
was not formally in the Record on Appeal because it was entered into after the Record on Appeal
was finalized. In her Motion and Memorandum, however, Mrs. Brown noted that the Court can
take judicial notice!8 of the settlement agreement, which was attached to a pleading filed with the
Court of Appeals.”” Mrs. Brown cited the settlement_ agreement for authority about her
contribution of her termination right proceeds to the charitable trust and for the estimated value of
the termination rights.’ That is the o!nly part of the settlement egreement t‘hatr impacts the Motion
and Memorandurrl. |

Petitioners ironically chide Mrs. Brown .'for her “sudden charitable intent.” Mrs. ..Brown
| contributed a substantial part of her termination rights proceeds to the charitable trust in the 2009
settlement. She settled again with the charitable trust as shown on the settlement document dated

March 8, 2017 The irony, of course, is that Petitioners ch1de Mrs. Brown ] valuable charitable

' Return, at page 7.
18 See Rule 201, SCRE.

19 Exhibit A of Limited Special Administrator’s Notice of Withdrawal from Appeal filed August
4,2017. The settlement agreement was dated March 8, 2017..

20 The Peter Afterman affidavit attached as Exhibit B to the Motion and Memorandum served as
similar authority for the termination rights assertions.



contribution as “sudden,” when they are making no contribution whatsoever and are attempting in

federal and state court to substantially deprive the charitable trust.2!

What matters for clarifying and completing the answer to the Court’s question about the
scholarships is the explanation of the process of Mrs. Brown obtaining those valuable termination

rights and her assignment of two-thirds of them to the charitable trust.”?

Iv. Mfs. Brown Has a Legal Basis for her Motion and Memorandum -

Petitioners assert that there is no legal basis for Mrs. Brown’s Motion for Leave .tb
Supplement. This argument is refuted by Rule 212, SCACR which specifically states that “after
argument commences,'a' party desiring to supplement ‘the Record on Appeal mﬁst move the
appellate court for leave to do so.” Id. Rule 240, SCACR, allows and requires Mrs. Brown to
request tﬁi's relief by way of a written motion supported by affidavits. Mrs. Brown has followed
these rules. |

While ordinarily the Record on Appeal consists of matters presented t§ the 1ow¢r.c§urt or
tribunal, the Estate énd Charitable Trust settled with Mrs. Brown during the pendenéy of the
appeal. See Limited Special Administrator’s Noﬁce of Withdrawal from Appeal filed August 4,
2017 (attached as Exhibit A to Respondent’s Memorandum in Support of Motion fo'r> Leave to

Supplement). This is a matter of public record of which this Court can take judicial notice. More

21 petitioners also inaccurately assert that the settlement agreement provides her “no discernible
consideration.” The settlement agreement expressly provides a discernible consideration: the -
Estate and Trust agreed to discontinue their contest of her status as surviving spouse, thereby
(importantly to her) recognizing their marriage, assuring that their son is legitimate, and assuring
social security and health insurance benefits. It is important to note that she does intend to keep
35 percent of the termination rights proceeds for herself, which she cannot receive if she is not the
surviving spouse. Thus, there are plenty of discernible reasons for her settlement, not the least of
which is her intent to honor her late husband’s charitable intent, as she has demonstrated since
2009 with the first settlement agreement. '

22 See Motion and Memorandum.

10



importantly, this Court ssked a number of questions at oral argument which clearly indicate that '
the Court was concerned, inter alia, about the funding of schollarshjps as envisioned in Mr. Brown’s
will and trust, that funds were being spent on 11t1gat10n instead of the charitable purposes Mr.
Brown had in mind, whether the settlement was contingent on Mrs. Brown bemg the ‘wife, and
who would receive money from the estate.

Obviously, there are issues related to the funding of scholarships that are of grave concern
to the Court and, if the purpose of the appellate process is to give necessary and relevant
information to the Court, the Court should have the information it needs.

| Williamsburg Rural Water and Sewer Co., Inc. v. Wzllzamsburg Cnty. Water and Sewer
Auth., 367 S.C. 566, 627 S.E.2d 690 (2006), cited by Petitioners is inapposite. In that case, the
respondent attached an affidavit to a petition for rehearing filed after the first Court of Appeals
decision. The respondent did not move to supplement the record or file the affidavit in response to |
questions from the judges of the Court of Appeals.

Here, Mrs. Brown has ﬁled such a motion.

Likewise, Jones v. Builders Inv. Group, LLC, 415 S.C. 321, 781 S.E:2d 737 (Ct. App.
2015),  stands for the proposition that an affidavit filed too late in the lower court (and therefore
not considered by the Circuit Coprt) cannot be added to the appellate record. Again, this Court has, |
at oral arguments, clearly expressed its concern about the disposition of-_ﬁmds and a charitable
trust as a consequence of its decision.

V. Conclusion

Mrs. Brown was justified in her attempt to complete and clarify the question about

scholarships asked by the Court at oral argﬁment — an obviously important question. As the

Motion and Memorandum and this Reply demonstrate, the complete answer is not simple and

11



requires a rather lengthy and' detailed explanation and clarification. However, the bottom line is -
sirﬁplei (1) if Mrs. Brown is not the surviving spouse, the charitable trust — the source for the
scholarships — will not receive the 32.5 percent of the total termination ﬁghté proceeds® that it
will if she is, because bf her contribution of those proceeds to the charitable trust — again,
Petitioﬁers do not deny nor even address this critical point, and (2) thé charitable trust will be
substantially diminished in six years, critically depleting its_abilitsf to provide scholafships.

| Reépectfully Submitted,

Robert N. Rosen (Bar No. 4918)
Rosen Law Firm, LL.C

18 Broad Street, Suite 201
Charleston, SC 29401

(843) 377-1700
RNRosen@rosen-lawfirm.com

Gerald Malloy
MALLOY LAW FIRM
P.O. Box 1200
- Hartsville, South Carolina 29551
843-339-3000

S. Alan Medlin (Bar No. 3924)
1713 Phelps Street
Columbia, SC 29205
amedlin@sc.r.com

T. Heyward Carter, Jr. (Bar No. 001156)
Andrew W. Chandler (Bar No. 69388)
M. Jean Lee (Bar No. 11209)

Evans, Carter, Kunes & Bennett

115 Church Street

P.O. Box 369

Charleston, SC 29402

23 The charitable trust will get nothing because it will receive those proceeds only because of
Mrs. Brown’s settlement agreement and only if she is the surviving spouse; Petitioners are not
contributing to the charitable trust but are trying to deplete it.
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David L. Michel (Bar No. 13578)
Michel Law Firm, LLC

751 Johnnie Dodds Blvd., Suite 200
Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Arnold S. Goodstein (Bar No. 2212)
Goodstein Law Firm, LLC

P.O. Box 2350

Summerville, SC 29484-2350

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT

TOMMIE RAE BROWN
November 14,2019
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Doyet A. Early, III, Circuit Court Judge

Trial Court Case Nos. 2013-CP-02-02849 and 2013-CP-02-02850
Appellate Case No. 2015-002417 (Court of Appeals)
Appellate Case No. 2018-001990 (Supreme Court)

In Re: The Estate of James Brown a/k/a James Joseph Brown

TOMMIE RAE BIOWIL....viivieieerreireeseeeenesireiissseessesssesssassassssssesnesitssnsssssanansanas Respondent,

David C. Sojourner, Jr., in his capacity as Limited Special Administrator of the Estate of
James Brown, a/k/a James Joseph Brown and Limited Special Trustee of the James
Brown Irrevocable Trust, u/a/d August 1, 2000, Deana Brown Thomas, Yamma Brown,
Venisha Brown, Larry Brown, Terry Brown, and Daryl Brown,

of whom Deana Brown Thomas, Yamma Brown and Venisha Brown
Y101 0T UO U OO SO OO IO O TP ST PTR PR PRI Appellant.

PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of Tommie Rae Brown’s Reply to
Petitioner’s Return in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for Leave to Supplement

Pursuant to Rules 212 and 240, SACCR, and the Affidavit of Peter Afterman have been



served on all counsel of record by depositing a copy of same in the United States Mail,
postage prepaid on November 14, 2019, and addressed as follows:

John F. Beach, Esq.

Lyndey Ritz Zwing, Esq.

Adams and Reese LLP

1501 Main Street, Fifth Floor

P.O. Box 2285

Columbia, SC 29202

Attorneys for the Appellant Limited
Special Administrator and Limited
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Louis Levenson, Esq.
Levenson & Associates
125 Broad Street, SW
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Attorney for Larry Brown

Robert C. Byrd, Esq.

A. Smith Podris, Esq.

Parker Poe Adams & Bernstein LLP

200 Meeting Street, Suite 301

P.O. Box 160

Charleston, SC 29402

Attorneys for Appellants Deanna Brown-Thomas,
Yamma Brown, and Venisha Brown

OF COUNSEL

Pro Hac Vice:

Marc Toberoff, Esq.

Toberoff & Associates, P.C.

23823 Pacific Coast Hwy, Suite 50-363

Malibu, CA 90265

Attorneys for Appellants Deanna Brown-Thomas,
Yamma Brown, and Venisha Brown

John A Donsbach, Esq.

Donsbach & King, LLC

504 Blackburn Drive

Augusta, GA 30907

Attorney for Terry Brown and Forlando Brown

Scott Keniley, Esq.
Keniley Kumar LLC



Two Ravinia Drive, Suite 500
Atlanta, GA 30346
Attorney for Terry Brown and Forlando Brown

William Joseph Barr, Esq.

Barr Law LLC

108 N. Academy Street

Kingstree, SC 29556-3422

Attorney for Tonya Brown a/k/a Sara
LaTonya Brown-Fegan, Jeanette Mitchell
and Ciara Petitt and Cherquarius Williams
for LaRhonda Petitt

Itriss Jenkins, Esq.

Itriss J. Jenkins, LLC

652 Rutledge Ave.

Charleston, SC 29403

Attorney for Tonya Brown a/k/a Sara
LaTonya Brown-Fegan, Jeanette Mitchell
and Ciara Petitt and Cherquarius Williams
for LaRhonda Petitt '

Vera Gilford, Esq.

Post Office Box 12553

Miami, Florida 33101

Attorney for Tonya Brown a/k/a Sara
LaTonya Brown-Fegan, Jeanette Mitchell
and Ciara Petitt and Cherquarius Williams
for LaRhonda Petitt

A. Peter Shahid, Jr., Esq.
Shahid Law Office

89 Broad Street

Charleston, SC 29401

Attorney for Guardian ad Litem,
Stephen M. Slotchiver

J. David Black, Esq.

Fred L. Kingsmore, Esq.
Nexsen Pruett, LLC

P.O. Drawer 2426

Columbia, SC 29201

Attorney for Russell Bauknight

C. Havird Jones, Jr., Esq.
Office of the SC Attorney General



P.O. Box 11549
Columbia, SC 29211-1549

James Mixon Griffin, Esq.
Griffin & Davis Law Firm
4408 Forest Dr.
Columbia, SC 29206

Daryl Brown
2223 Birnam Place
Augusta, GA 30904

Terry Brown
3929 Liberty Hill Road
Eastanollee, GA 30538

Michael D. Brown, Pro se

4141 Palm Avenue, #289
Sacramento, CA 95842

ROSEN LAW FIRM, LLC
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Robert N. Rosen (Bar. No. 4918)
18 Broad Street, Suite 201
Charleston, South Carolina 29401
(843) 377-1700
RNRosen@rosen-lawfirm.com

Attorneys for Respondent
Tommie Rae Brown

November 13, 2019



