IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF LAFAYETYE COUNTY

JONES, FUNDERBURG, SESSUMS, FLAINTIFF
PETERSON & LEE, LLC .

—
V. CIVIL ACTIONNO, (-0~ 7 ~ 13§

RICHARD SCRUGGS, Individually; DON BARRETT, Individoaily;
SCRUGGS LAW FIRM, P.A.; BARRETT LAW OFFICE, P.A;
NUTT & MeALISTER, PLLC; and LOVELACE LAW FIRM, P.A.
DEFENDANTS

L INTRODUCTION

TEE, GREYD OF THE DEFENDANTS
1. This litigation is brought sgainst the Defendants because of their breaches of contract,

tortigus bad faith tyeach of contract, beeach of fiduciary dutics, convergion, interference with
prospective businass advantages and such ather acts as fraud and breach of duties owed 23 aresult
of a congtructive trast and.‘conduct which 15 50 egregious as to entitle the Plaintiff ta punitive
damages. All of these aotions developed as b result of a joint venture agreement etared into among
the Plaintiff and the Defendants. The group Was designated the Scrupgs Katrina Group (bersinafter
“-k!ipt Venture™ or “SKG"), The objective of the Joint Venture was to colieetively represent
eggrieved insureds against the insurerd i the aftoymath of Hurritane Xatrina aad the realting
inswrance conﬂms thet developed, Plaintiff Junes, Funderivire, Sessums, Peierson and Lee, LLC,

pmndmbﬂmﬁumdmamh-wuk,hmwtmgmdmthcﬂmmd%mgmm

constinaring the bulkc of the rost difScult Gsks in discovery and tral. Aftar the performance HLED
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work, the Defendmis, in a concerted effort amounting 10 8 conspiracy, dorermined to “fetze ow”
the Plaintiff and reduce its proper sharc nf mopey that was collected after wotk had been done and
perthrmed by the Plaintiff end other monies o be collectad in the future an a rosult of Pleintiff's
laber and, more importantly, its zz?umharshlp i tha Joint Venture,
1. JURISDICTION AND YENUE

2. This Court has juisdiction to beay this came pursuant to the Mississippi Constitstion of
1890, Asticle V1 § 156 and Miss.Code Aan, § 9-7-81 (1972). Jurisdiction is proper in clreit coutt
becauss legal remediss are being sought fnraomm‘: law actions such as 2 breach of the fiduciary
duties of care, Joyalty, sad good faith and fhir desling 23 wal'l o5 viglations of Mississippi statutory
law. Pursuair to Att. 111, § 3 of the Migsisaippi Constitution, the right of trial by juryisinviolate
all caves to which at common Jaw a jury trial was necessaty, such as the case sub fudice, Therefore
the circuit court is the proper jurisdiction and will allow e trial by jury.

3. Veaue is proper in Lafayerts Connty pursuant M.C.A. § 11-11-3 (Supp. 2000).

111 PARTIES

4, Plaiotiff Jancs, Funderbirg, Sessums, Peterson & Lee, PLLC, 18 a Miswissippi
professional Lirmited liability company with its principal placs of business at 301 North Stte
Strest, Jackson, Mississippi 39236.

5. Defendant Richard Scruggs is an adult resident citizzn of Lafiyetts County,
Miasissippi who may be served with process at his place of busincss ot 120-A Courthouse
Bquars, Oxtiord, Missinsippt 30655,

6. Defendant Don Barrott is a Missisaippi resident of Holmes County, Mississippt
who may be served with process at bis place of business at 404 Court Square North, Lexington,
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Mississipp} 39095.

7. Defendant Seruggs Law Firm, P.A-, is & Mississippi profeasional association with
its priccipal place of business at 120A Cowrthowse Square, Oxford, Missizsippi 38655 and who
may be served with procsas by serving sa officar, & managing or genersl agent, ot any other agent
authorized by appomtmest or by l‘ww receive process for this Defendant at the above address,

B Defendant Barrett Low Office is 8 Mississippi professional association with its
prineigal place of busincss at 404 Court Square North, Lexington, Misaissippi 39095 znd wha
may be served with process by sxving any officer, a thanaging or geucral agent, or any other
agent autharized by appaintment or by law n veceive process for this Defendnut &t the above
address. | _

5, Defsodact Lovelace Law Firm, P.A., is a Florida professional naw-intiou'with its
principal place of business at 36474 Emerld Coast Parkway, Suite 4202, Dertin, Flonida 32550
and who may be served with process by serving any officer, a managing or general agent, or any
other sgunt evthorized by appointment or by law to receive process for this Defendany at the '
abave address,

10.  Dafendant Nuit & MeAlister, PLLC, is a Mississippi professional Umited liability

corpany with It ptincipal pluce of business &t 605 Crescent Bonlevard, Suite 200, Ridgeland,
Mississippi 39157 and who may be moflwithprocs!&hy serving any officer, @ managing of
genarel ngrat oF any other ageat authorized by appointueat or by law fo recaive procass for this
Dafendant st the above address,
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IV. FACTS

11,  InNovember 2005, Platatfl Jonss, Funderburg, Sessams, Peterson & Lee, LLC,
2 law fizm, egtered into a Jofnt Venture Agrecmont, s copy of which is attached hereto and
incarparuted berein and marked as Exhibit 1. It should be nated that Paul Bemton withdrew
before tha group began substantial work.

12. Defondent Scraggs approached Plainti who sonunittad 1o the Joizt Vepture,

13. The only profit-gharing of fee aljocation peyeentage decided upon wes a thitty-five
percon (35%%) share to Defendat Nutt & MeAliner in exshange for financing the Joint Venture,
Plaintiff commencend intensive work efform on behalf of the Joint Venture at this ):Di.n!.

14. The agrecment was silent as to percentage of foea for all other parties.

THE RLATNTIFE S WORK
15.  From October 2005 wuntil March 2006, Plaintiff logged substantial wotk for the

8K thereby foregoing other availabk: legal work.

16. Plaintiff's senior paxtner Jongs deveted approximately ninoty-five percam (§5%) of
his available wok time to the Jotnt Venture,

17. Jonm was assisted by hie partners Stewart Lee and Steve Fandetburg who
respectively devoted approximataly fifty pesgent (50%6) of their time to the Joint Veature a1 the
raquest of Jones,

18,  Plaintif's work and performance included a variety of legal tasks inchuding but
mot Linited 10 developing the principal legal theories used by the Joint Veatare in its Katrins
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insurance litigntion, Copnplaint and motion drafiing, briefing, and deposing witnesses including
the insurance corporatians being sund and the insurance company's sapart witnesses deggnated
fu.ru'ia! which took plags in July 2005, .
19, Within ﬂwJoimVegm the Plzintiff, among other duties, assumed some of the
vaspapsibilities of writing beiefs, respouding to dispositive motions filed by every defendant in
the underlying litigation, drafting moticns and respouding to motions, depesing witngsses
including experts and the dspositions of the insusencs corpombmn that waie being sucd.

THXSCHEME BEGING
20.  In Doecember 2006, individual Defendants Scruggs and Banett conspired among

themselves and others to set Plaiotiff's fee allocation at a ﬁ&ipulously low figure of the net
eamings of the Joint Venture. )

21.  After substantial performance by Plaintiff fiom October 2005 vhrough Match
2006 in which substantial legal work was logged, Dofendant Scruggs called Jones and dietated
Scrugps's “docision” on g division of attorney fees.

22, Seruggs told Plaintiff that it would receivo ane payment of $1,000,000 to be peid by
Defendent Nutt outside the-venture and that Plaigtiff would then be paid notling else.

23, Defendant Beruges told Jones tat Sorpgs and his fimm wold pay nothing for
Plaintiff's share and that Defendants Seruges, Bacrett and Nutt bad agreed to split same
$26,500,000 in foes fromm tha State Farm sesfhmert,

24, Jooxs objcoted end in comrespatidence immpedistaly requested a buy-out or binding
arbitestion sy pravided for in the Agreetuent.

23, Owver the following three moaths, Defevdant law fitms and the individual named
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Defendants attempted to, bully and cajole Plaintiff into taking less than what Pleirtil was
rightfally dug in legal foes under ths common law and Mississippi Statutory law goveming
diviston of income in a joint venturs when 1o parcentages aro set,

26. Thesa intentional, eyfginuwuwminmdedm cause and did cauee extreme
istress to individual membera of Plaictiff law firmn. |

27, Purther, Dofendants began & cowrse of sonduct intended to “freize owt™ Plainiff from

furthey involvement in the Jojnt Venhere.
28.  PixintifTrejected the December 6, 2006 offer since it was entitled 1 an squal

division of net fees ag all the Defendants well knew and had all recognized.

conducted in accordancs with the American Arbitration Assaciation if any dispute arose upder
the agm:mn:.

30, Plaintiff gave notice of lts intant 4o grbitrate this fec digpate to matnbers of the Joint
Ventuze over twenty (20) times. Esch request for arbitrarion was rejected by the Defendans.

31, The rejecticn of Plaintiff's aftempt to stbitrate the fee distribution dispirts violsted
PlaimifPs rigirt to arbiiresion. '

32 December 11, 2006, Plainiff contacted Individual Defendam Seruggs and geve
notice that the owher members of the Joint Veutare conld present a buy-out offi to Plaintiff or, if
* 19 offer were fortheoming, that Pluintiff imvoked his rights of mandatory binding arbitration
undey the Agresment.

TERFIRST EREACH
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33, December 11, 2006, Plamtiff, having received notce that the SKG had received
feos demanded an accounting of sll fees received at that point by the SKG.

34.  December 11, 2006, Plaintiff gave ootice to the SKG that SKG was jn beeach of
the tazimis of the Agrecnent.

35,  December 13, 200& cozrespondzncs to the partners n the SKG from Sidney
Backstrom of the Seruggs Law Firm, asked for suggestions ag to the allocation of fees to Nuit &
MeAlister, Scrugps Law Firrg, Bamrctt Law Fin, Plaintiff law ﬁrm, and Lovelacs Law Firm.

the Seraggs Law Firm and courtexy copied to all members of SK(G agsin invaked Plaintiff's

tights to arbiteation of the net foe distribution, of, &t minimum, » suggostion ufme-t'iiaﬂng the

OR ACCOUNTING AY AEOUITRED =LA

a7 On Decemmber 20, 2006, Plaimiff sought through cormespendence an acooutiting of!
goveaues and expenses fram Meg MeAlister of Nutt & MeAlistor, the correspondence courtesy
ropled ¢ all mesabers of SKG.

BAUTSORIZED EXPINDITURES
38,  Tho Defendant Scruggs engaged in various activities such as the wrongful

expenditures of fimds belonging to the Jo!nt' Venture including the unauthorized hiriog of
persannizl for SKG without approval ofaﬂu;emhnofsxﬂmdmﬁnuadwdomwithom
sutharity. -

39,  OnFobruary 20, 2007, Flaint{¥ aguin gave notice to all pavtners of SKG that
Plaintiff was invoking its rights to erbitatian under the Agreement to resolve the nat fee
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distribution dispmte. .

40, Op Febuay 22, 2007, Sidney Backstror of the Scruggs Law Figu gave adtice
through cotrespondence to partnsts in SK( proposing & macting on March ] to vote “on 8
dividen of anoroeys’ fnu.uwwﬂ_uthemdcwpofﬂnvmgoingfnwi"

RN NALILHN

EHTAM

4],  OmFebruary 22, 2007, Sidncy Backstromm of the Scruggs Law Fitm recognized in
hiz correspondencs to partners of SKG that the Pleintiff had rights under the Agroement when bo

sated: “Should 4 of § vanturers got agrea o0 a fea disteibution, we may have to resort %o the
dispute resolution mechkaism in the agreament, binding arbitrurion.”

42.  OnFebtruary 22,2007, SKG Partoer Dewitt “Sparky” Lovelace recogpized
Plsinti's gl undes the Agreement o dispuie arbitration when e fked Flainkff
comrespandance that indiceted Lovelace wes willing to .. wark this out so we all are paid faisly
withowt & fight, or arbitration."

THE WRONGF ., GRECOY VREEZK OUT
4},  Atameeting of the Joint Veatura March 2, 2007, after Plaintiff had given full

payformangs to the Joint Venturs and after Defendants consistently violated Plaintiff’s
contoactusl sight to arbitration, Defendants Scruggs, Batrett, Nutt, and Lovalaca (via telephone)
informed Plaintiff representatives Jones and Funderbury that the meeting was intended to fores
Pleintiff to fake a sum determined by the diber venturers or the Plaintiff would face immediate
termization of all fimther involvement.

#4.  Defendant Barrett it bad fuith demanded that Plainti¥ acckpt a six percent (6%)
share of the fees eamed by the Yofnt Veprore i ¢ take-it-or-leave-it fashion and in a further act of
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b faith tsted thet failure o acceph the “offer” would result in immediate termination and tha
withheldimg of funds 1o which even the Defendants gérvittad Plaintiff was entitled.

45. Jones informed the Defeadants that the Mareh 2 mecting was the first at whic his
firm had baan invited to discuss profit haring er fee allocation.

46, Jones askedbefmd;nu if they wanted to hear the basis the legal authotity of
Plaintifis posttion,

47. Barrctt s such information was melevant,

48. Toncs aud Funderburg objected. Jones and thderbarg reminded Defendants of
fheir attemyts over the previons three monthe 10 jovoke their rights to arbitration.

49, Batrett once again in bad faith mfomud Jom:r; ond Funderburg that arbitration
would not mke place. : “

50. Jones and Funderburg asked for an opportunity W discuse the Defendants’ position
with tha ventures not in aftendence.

51. Barett onca again in complete disregard of the Plaintiff's rights, said “no” and fold
Tones end Funderburg they would have to give sn awer “heforo you leave this room.™

52, Funderburg 15ld Defandants that he and Jones would Like to discuss the mattsr with
theit pastners privasaly and would call buck when a decision wag reached.

53.  Before menbers ofidnhmdif!intntuuiruanhndaidutdaﬁ!u;lJafkndanﬂ!!u::ztn in
egregicus condize, samt an email st 2:32 pm. declaring that Plaintiff had eighteen (14) minutes to
call *axcepting [£ic] oy suggestion” or tha Defendsnts would “act accordingly.

54.  Plaiiff did not receive fhis email until the 4 p.m. when Jones returned to his
office.
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§5. Batrett then scot another emall at 4:26 pni- declaring that since Defradants had not
fieard from Plaimtiff by the unilarcrelly dotermined time, & vous had beep taken at 3 p.m. o which
tirno all hwm&mmmmmdﬁnhﬁmammpm absense of fuir dealing had voted
to vemove Plaintiff from the Joint'men‘-.

56. At thas ime, Plaintiff had madc no fins] decision on the effer but was expelled
without case nonethefess, |

57 Inaddition to the Defendunts voting to remove Plaintisf from the Joitt Venture, the

Defendants slso voted to deny Plaintiff oll rights n_ndet tha Agreement and all rights 1o carmed

fecs du Flaintiff
58 The stred and only putpose of this aetion by Defandaxts in treach of pumerous

duries of the Defindasts and the Plaintiffa wag 1o Increase the shares of the remaining veniurers
and to svoid loss of control by Pefendants Scruggs and Barett irrespective of the terms of the
Agreement and Defendants’ fidueiary duties to Plainttf
$9. During this time, lndividual members of Plaintiff's fitm were undes extreme
pressure and expericacod intmse distrss,
60.  Maroh 6, 3007, SKG tendesed a check for an lleged three peruant (3%) of the net
foes o1 $617,924.43 witich was sent to Plaintiff when tbe Diefondents are wrangfully belding
substantially more of (be Plaintdff's money. which check was rejected.

i, Th:DefeudagtSemmhas engaged in this seme type of conduct on repeated
oocasions, that is, engage peaple t do work within a joirt veaturs and then, when funds ere

cellzcted, to attempr to reartange the distribution of foods,
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62 This ks opcered on sy repeatsd occasions with various lawyers acd law fims
throughout the State of Mississippi pad o information and belief elsawhere.

63. This course of agregious coevcive conduct evtitics the Plaiptiff to punitive damages
from Richard Scrages.

64, DmBmﬂhmenéagdhﬂmmnwoofmnduammdﬁph oceasions where
he would engape and be a part of & joint ventire to puraits wrongfil conduct by tartfeasors on
pehalf of varions clients and when finds beoamo available for distribution. would attempt to
rensgotinte ox shorichange his joint veaturers. "

65. The Plaintiff is on owmnesous pleadings and verious courts as a lawyer with the Jeint
Venture Group, including in the Southern Distriet of Mhais;ippi and inthe Unitud_‘ States Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Cirowit

66, PlaintfFhas not been removed of Tequested fo be removed from clients of the Joint
Venturs Group.

67, Plaintiff is preseatly pending 8 & mesmber of a group secking certification of a class
and seeking o ave one of raore metnbers of the group named as class counsel,

68. Yhe PluntifFiy a party o numerous contracts with persons wio have clairs agaipst
inmurance campanies as A tesult of Hurricans Katrina.

€9, None of the clients have raq?madﬂmlﬁle Plaintifi be removed from the pleadings.

70. Nb orders have bean emered by any judge ondering that the Plaintiff be removed

from pry pleadings. .
7. Asatesnit of the Defendants’ actions, the Plaintiffs have suffeted substantial

damages.
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‘ Y. CAUSES OF ACTION

Connt] - Breach of Contyact
73 Plantiff adopts by reference herain the allagetions contained in the foregoing

parigraghs. ,

73.  Defendants fziled 1o abids by the teoms of the contract of the foint Ventare end
failed to porform under statutary temms provided by Mississippi Statutory Law und the Comnion
Law. .-

74,  Trefcndants fiiled to abide by the provisions of the Joict Venture Agreerent by
refusing to arbitratc the dispute over the disbussemens of partzership fimds,

75.  Aaareswlt, Plaintiffs sustained substantial dansages,

opt 11 - ad Faith B Com

76.  Pluintiff dopts by reference herein the allegations contained in the foregoing
paragraphs.

77.  The breach was so wrongful, egregious, without justification aud in bad fiith that '

il entitles the Plaintiff to punitive damages in such an amaount ax the trier of fact should
dotemmine, )
count 111 - Brsach of Fidugiary Dusi

78.  Plainti adopts by refetence herein the allcgations contained in the foregoing
parngraghs. -

79.  Defendants owe to the Plaintiff sertain fidociary dities of care, loyalty, and fair
dealing in e management of the nesiness of SKG,

80.  The Defendants kreached their fiduclary duties egregiously and in bed faith and/or
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weyo negligeat in the copduct of the wusiness of Defendant SKG in their servios as partners with

relation to its business. ‘

B,  Defandants werc obligeted tumvideanac:oummrlainﬁﬁfonhummofun
incopae and debits inthzapmdngoftha SKG and 1o pay Plaintiff such manies ag arc due to'the
partners of the SKG.

8.  Defandants contiue fo parpetate breaches, llegalitics, and wrongs egainst
Plamsff hy withholding mopey that belongs to the Plainhiff,

87,  Plaintiff, as one partaer, is unable to take control of the partnership and is unable 10
1uke action to prevent such damages 83 being ipﬂkteﬂbybeﬁndmﬁpumcm of the SKG.

84,  Asaproximate result ofthe breachof ﬂduciu"y duties, Plaintifts suffered substantial
damageés as alleged hareln.

ntIV - atio

g5,  Pleintiff adopts by reference herein the sllepations contained in the foregoing
paragrapha.

86. The Defendants through their actions have preventzd the Plaintiff from proouing
ather legal work nnd voprestnting other clieats as well 25 being assoclated t do Jegal wotk with

other Jaw finms.
£7.  Asaresult of tha Defbadants’ actions, ths Plaintiff has suffered substantial

L

88.  Plaindf adopts by reference bersin the allegations contained in the foregoing
paragraphs.
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§9.  Defendants currenily possess jnonics duc 1o Plaintiéf es its share of parmership
profts,

%0, Defemlmlsw'mgﬁﬂlvpoumﬁnnhcirmmmduardﬂdummmm
mnniesductol’lainﬁffandmst.mwmsemniu due to the Plaintiff

61,  Plaimiffhas demanded that the property be turnod over &0 it.

92.  Defendants have refused to tum over the property that dghrifully belongs 10
Phinﬁﬁ .

93, These acts slso constinzs such cgmgious and wiongfil conduct as t justify
punitive damages.

94, Asa result of the Defendants’ actions, the ?lalinﬁff has suffered subs.mnﬁll

96. Defendants Intentionally and willfully committed aots that were caloulsted to

cange dmpiage and Joss to Flaintiff ‘

07,  Defendants fatentionally interfired with PleintifP's established vights as & paster
in the SKG. ‘

98,  Actus) damages mnmdintﬁamafmdant: attemnptad to remove the Plaintiff asa
pattasy and deny the Plaiotiff rights i the parmesship.

89, Lossex sccunad as Plaintiff has been denfed monies due aftar full performance on

behsalf of the SKG.
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100. The rodus opecandi of Defendagts is to ure the werk of othars through false

Promises.
101, The acts under their oanduct cased submantiel damages to the PlantifS.

j02.  PlaintfTadopts by refarenca herein the allogations contained in the foregoing
paragraphs. .

103, The conduct of Seruggs and Barrert continued an established pattern of e same
type of conduct as in other previous venhyres, actions which constite fraud.

104, The Defodants bave callously added insult to ipjury. “

105. The canduct of Scruges and Banmtt individually justifies an eward of punitive
damages against thern separatoly fram any other sward of punitive damages.

Cou -

106,  Flalntiff adopts hy reference herein the allegations containad iv the foregoing
paragraphs.

(07, Pursuant o Miss. Code Ann. § 79+13-404, “Geneal standards of parter’s condust,”
in partionier {(EX1), & parmer's duty of loysly 1o the partnership and the other pariners includes to
account to the partaership und hold as wustes for it any praperty, yrofit, of bepefit detived by the
parmer in the wnd\Mmdwinﬁingwnft;e;uMmﬁphﬁmuudeﬂwd&nm a usc by the
parter of parinarship propecty, including the apptopriafion of & pastnership opportunity.

108. Monies paid and owing o the SKG form a constructive trust

109, Pariners in the partnceship, parsiant tn statrory suthority, hold ap trustse my
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propexty, prudit, oF benefit darivid by 8 parther i«themnduﬂnfmepummt&p business,

110. Dafcndents.upmm,mcummcﬁwmmm of moniss due Plaindff.

. Defmdlnm.bymﬁﬂndbmldmzmndmwdmdﬁthmingmﬂm dve
to wpddwmthavemdufmmbﬂmirdmasmnmcﬁvehustm.

112. Defondamts’ breach of their duties astrustees will, and Bave, damaged Plaintiff in that
Plaintiff will oot roceive meanies due doouph the aforementioned constmctive trust.
Copmé X - Copspizacy

113, Plaintff adopts by referencs herein the allcgations contained in the foregoing
paregraphs. The Defendants entered into a plan that s becn Meed before by Scruggs snd Barrett
o conspire to wrongfully snd iljegally deprive the Plaintifa of property.

115, A schemiog cabal shéuld aot be allowed to m.\ow:d..

115. Asaresuit of this conspizacy, the Plairdff has suffiered substerniial damagss.
Count X1 - jgne.

116, MainGfS A5pts Yy Tetereacs herein the allegutions contained in the foregeing

peragraphs.
17 The conduct of the Defendants is vmconscionable and so egregions &5 to coride the

PleintlfY to punitive damages.
Caupt X1 - Declavatory Judgmoat
118, Plainsiffadopta by refstencs hosein the alicgtions contmined in the forcgoing

pamgaphs. -
119, Plaimiffis entitled 1o a declaratary judgrment that it is entitled under the Agreszoent
o twenty perosnt (0%) of all past attorney fices collected by SK.G and twenky percent (20%) of all
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futurs attorney faes o be collected by SKG.

COUNT ST - Pupitfve Dantages
520, Plaintiff adopts by reforence herein the allegations contained in the foregoing

pargrapts. .
12t Themndamm&mhﬁvadwwibsduﬁilﬁﬁeﬁnduoﬁwibmnﬁdupmﬂﬂw
damagntasnnhanamomtaswenaswdamﬁaabcfmdm&umcngaglnginmhmmdinm
ﬁmnandsmeasanmplmothm
VI AD DAMNUM

122. Plaistiff demands s declamtory judgmont ho]dinz that it is entitled woder the
Agresment (o twenty percemit (20%%) of nn.pnst attoroey fees collected by SKG end twouty prrocnt
(20%) of all future atlomey fees ta be collected by SKG. '

123. mrlainﬁﬂ'demndsmmldmagnsﬁmﬂuMMinanamoumMﬁr
exceeds the gtatutory amout r::q\med for jurisdiction in Circuit Court which will be developed
furthey in the discovery in thiy mattar. ‘

124, The Pluintiff demends punitlve damages from all the Defendants {n such an
mmmmwmpumnﬁd}thnuwwmdmmqsfmmmAwndmmmmmw
accounss herein mextioned constinires conduct that requires pusitve damages,

125, Tho PlaludfF drasands pugitive dazages froon the Defimdant Richard Scruggs aad
g Bttt The puiive damages raquested beve wosld b for sich an emount a8 wendd deter
smhmﬁuctiniheﬂlmmdww!dmuanmphtooﬁmthalsmhmnduﬂwauldm
bemlmmmcmwﬂlshwmmmmbmapruﬁmbyﬁeuhﬁﬁdud

Defandants in the past 8d punitive demages shauld be awarded in sush ao amows that would
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dater these two tortfcasars wnd others m:naasinsinsu:hmdmtinthct\m
126. The Flaintiff dernands all costs of this proceeding. '

127. mmmﬁumuwmuiwumauwmwﬁmmm

of the initial breach, that being Da.cmbwé. 2006.
128 The Plaintiff desends post-judgment fterast
126. The Plaintiff dsmands il foreseeabla expensea of this action.
130.  The Plaintitf demends rousonzble attomeyy’ fess.

nssrmwuys:mmm,mmelﬂmof ﬁM 2007,

JONES, FUNDERBURG, SESSUMS,
PETERSON & LEE, LLC

By and through its artomeys, -
) TOLLISON LAW FIRM, P.A.
100 Courthguae Square
Post Office Box 1216
Oxford, Mississippt 33653
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