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D earJu d ge Eid e:

W e had hoped to avoid writingyetanotherletterregard ingthe rescission motion;however,ou r
client,L ond ellM cM illan,is the targetof C omerica’s latestletterd ated Ju ly 5,2017 .Therefore,
we have no choice bu tto respond to some of C omerica’s more egregiou s misstatements.

C omerica’s letterd oes notd irectly ad d ress the grou nd s forrescission oreffectively respond to
any of the points we mad e in ou r letter to the C ou rtd ated Ju ne 28 ,2017 . In thatletter we
acknowled ged thatthe C ou rtd oes nothave an easy d ecision;however,we pointed ou tthatthe
only possibility of the parties reaching abu siness resolu tion is if the C ou rtd enies rescission.
C omericad oes notcontestthatpoint,bu tinstead chooses to attack M r.M cM illan’s actions in
seekingto rescu e the UM G transaction and actin the bestinterestof the estate. In ou rview,if
C omericahad d efend ed the UM G contractatthe ou tset–as we believe B remerwou ld have d one
had itstayed in place as specialad ministrator–and notconsented to W B R’s highprofile press
releases,whichembarrassed UM G,the C ou rtwou ld notbe faced withthe u nenviable choice that
is now before it.

M r.M cM illan has taken an active role in tryingto salvage the UM G d ealbecau se of C omerica’s
errors and d elays.C omerica shou ld have respond ed to W B R’s initialletter by d efend ing the
UM G contractentered into by B remerand by askingthe C ou rtto requ ire the W B R agreementto
be d isclosed to UM G.Itd id notd o this u ntilM r.M cM illan pressed the issu e,more than amonth
later. In the initialbriefingto the C ou rt,M r.M cM illan is the only one who provid ed the C ou rt
withan analysis of the W B R and UM G contractterms.(Even B remer’s analysis was notsentto
the C ou rtu ntilSN Jprovid ed it.)
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In an effortcontinu e to u nd ermine and smearM r.M cM illan’s repu tation,C omericareferences
the Ju ne 22 conference call. Thatcallwas arranged by C omerica,and inclu d ed cou nselfor
C omerica,UM G,M cM illan and the heirs,bu tB remer’s lawyers were notinclu d ed . C omerica
was silentthrou ghou tthatcallotherthan abrief introd u ctory commentby M r.C assioppi. This
d id notshow su pportforthe d ealthatB remermad e.N one of the UM G bu siness people were on
thatcall,and UM G’s cou nselclearly had marching ord ers to su pportthe rescission agreement
thathad alread y been signed . W heneverM r.M cM illan spoke,he was interru pted by aUM G
lawyer. O nce again,the problem is thatC omerica d id notsu pportthe d ealfrom the ou tset,
allowingUM G to reachthe mistaken view thatitwas notgettingthe d ealthatithad bargained to
receive. C omericacompou nd ed the problem by signing arescission agreementbefore iteven
tookthe issu e to the C ou rt.

M r.M cM illan has sou ghtto contactUM G’s bu siness people and limithis d iscu ssions to issu es
thatare amatterof pu blic record .C omericaappears to have lostallobjectivity,even qu otinga
Ju ne 13,2017 tweetby M r.M cM illan in whichM r.M cM illan acknowled ges thathe is su bjectto
aN D A and confid entiality term.Somehow,C omericatwists thattweetto argu e thatthe portion
stating“Iwillneversellou tand Iwillspeak ou tto d efend ,when appropriate”means thatM r.
M cM illan willnot abid e by the C ou rt’s confid entiality ord er. To the contrary,his tweet
acknowled ges thathe is su bjectto su ch prohibitions,and his speaking ou tin d efense of the
cu rrentcontractwillbe in the contextof those confid entiality obligations.Y es,UM G’s cou nsel
has su ggested thatM r.M cM illan notcontactUM G bu siness people d irectly.H owever,he is not
requ ired to take d irection from UM G’s cou nsel.If the UM G bu siness people d o notwantto talk
to M r.M cM illan,they are always free to tellhim that.

A d d ressingthe bu llets contained on pages 3 and 4 of the C omericaletter,the cu rrentissu es that
are in d ispu te reinforce the factthatC omericad oes nothave the expertise need ed to ad minister
the estate.C omericasimply lacks the entertainmentexperience and personnelitpromoted ithad
when itwas interviewed by the heirs. C omerica’s ad visor,Troy C arter,d oes nothave estate
experience orexperience with P rince’s estate. M oreover,M r.C arteris also an execu tive with
Spotify and su ch affiliation raises concerns abou tpotentialconflicts of interest. C omerica’s
approachto the cu rrentd ispu te reinforces thatconcern. W hen W B R firstraised the issu e of its
contract,C omerica had a telephone callwith M r.M cM illan and a 20 minu te meeting,bu t
repeated ly refu sed his requ ests to meetwith Troy C arter or provid e ad d itionalbackgrou nd
information thatmighthave helped C omericatake an approach thatwou ld have su pported the
UM G contract. Importantly,C omerica took a relatively neu tral position rather than an
aggressive position d efend ingthe contractthatB remermad e. A s M r.M cM illan has repeated ly
pointed ou t,whatW B R asserted here is notu nu su alin the entertainmentand mu sic bu siness.It
is ahard -nosed bu siness,and parties pu sh as faras others willletthem. C omericaletitself be
pu shed to the pointof volu ntarilyagreeingto rescission.

The second bu lleton page 3 attempts to minimize the loss of ad vances from UM G.A n ad vance
is extremely important.In this case,the ad vance was need ed to meetestate expenses,inclu d ing
estate taxes;bu tbeyond the money,an ad vance ind icates acompany’s commitmentto marketthe
prod u ct. M ostimportantly,ad vances may be recou pable,bu tthey are notrefu nd able,so they
ensu re acommitmentby the d istribu torto maximize marketingefforts.
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The same bu lletpointstates thatthe only cu rrentloss to the estate wou ld be the commissions
paid to M r.M cM illan and to M r.Koppelman and the expend itu re of legalfees,yetthe paragraph
only refers to arequ estforgu id ance withrespectto recovery of commissions.M r.M cM illan d id
notactas alawyerin connection withthe UM G contract,yethe continu es to be solely blamed
(d espite the UM G contract’s integration clau se). There were two separate entertainmentfirms
hired by B remerto review the W B R and UM G contracts,and those contracts were also reviewed
by cou nselforthe heirs.A s previou sly d iscu ssed ,V an Jones also failed to raise any conflict.If
there is an investigation of fees paid in connection withthe negotiation of the UM G contract,it
shou ld ad d ress all fees and commissions paid ,notju stM r.M cM illan’s.

C omerica’s attemptto minimize the factthatithas leverage with W B R becau se of blocking
rights once again d emonstrates C omerica’s lack of u nd erstand ing as to how contracts work in
this ind u stry.C omericaasserts thatexercisingblockingrights wou ld cau se d amage to the estate.
B locking rights,by theirvery natu re,preventexploitation of mu sicalrights,bu tthey are often
inclu d ed in contracts in ord er to provid e each party with leverage in ord er to ensu re fu tu re
cooperation. C omerica’s concession to W B R’s position simply gives away leverage thatthe
estate has,withou treceiving anything in retu rn. P rince repeated ly stood u p to W B R and
aggressively negotiated to protecthis own interests. A llM r.M cM illan and the otherobjectors
have asked C omerica to d o is to follow P rince’s example in protecting the interests and
maximizingthe valu e of the estate.

Finally,C omerica’s claim thatM r.M cM illan’s “tone”is u nprofessionaland harmfu lto the estate
is ironic. A talmostevery tu rn since the inception of its position as P R of the estate,C omerica
has joined O marrB aker’s cou nselin attackingM r.M cM illan and claimingthathe has engaged
in frau d u lentmisrepresentations. M r.M cM illan has become increasingly harmed by the false
claims and constantattacks on his integrity and his repu tation (inclu d ingthe false assertion that
M r.M cM illan cares only abou this commission).Unfortu nately,many attacks have been mad e
in pu blic filings,or even worse,in red acted filings thatthe press nonetheless obtained . M r.
M cM illan has acted to d efend his professionalrepu tation and in amannerthathe believes is in
the bestinterestof P rince and his legacy.

Sincerely,

A lan I.Silver

A IS:ac
cc: Ju stin B ru ntjen (via Odyssey)

Rand allW .Sayers (via Odyssey)
A rmeen M istry(via Odyssey)
JeffreyKolod ny(via Odyssey)
M arkW .Greiner(via Odyssey)
L au raE.H alferty (via Odyssey)
James C lay(via Odyssey)
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