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Planbifs name(s), adoress{es), and wm RS} Diefandant's. mets}i addressies), and teiephone nols).
TEAM KALAMAZOO, L1.C., d%/a THE KALAMAZOO v FRONTIER PROFESSIONAL BASEBALL, INC.. 4n
KINGS, s Michigan Limited Liability Company, 3820 [Hinois Corporation, and WILLIAM LEE '
Sudium Drive, Kalamazeo, M 49008

Plagitiff's atorney, Dar no., address, and ielephons no.

Ed Annen, Jr. (P260623, 5902 3. Wesmnedge Ave., Spite 2,
Pomage, MI 49002 265.343.48802.

| SUMMONS | NOTICE TO:THE DEFENDANT, in the name of the people of the State of Michigan vou are notified:
1. You are being susd.
2, YOUHAVE 21 DAYS aiter recatving this summons to file 3 written answer with the court and serveacopy on the other party
or take other lawful action with the court 28 days fyou were sarved by mell of you were served outsitde this stafe), avoRz i)

3. Hybude notanswer or take other action within the time allowed, judgment may be entarsd agatnstyou for the refiefl demandad
i the complaint.
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This document roust be w&&éd %:fy ihe sesl of the oourk.

{COMPLAINT | instruction: The following is infarmation that is reuired (o be in the caption of every complaint and is 1o be compieted
by the plaintiff, Actual allegations and the claim for reffef must be stated on additional complizint pages and sttached to this form.
Family Division Cases ' '

.. Thirgis no othar pending of resoived action within the jurisdiction of the family division of circuit court invalving the family or farmily
members of the partiss,

_Arcaction within the jurisdiction of the family division of the circuit court involving the family orfamily members of the parties hasg
baen previously Hledin

Court,
The action . remans i i5 no longer pending. The docket number and the judge assighed to the agtion are;
{Dogket ne: ‘ | e Har na,

| |
Genaral Civil Cases _
¥ Thers is no other pending orrescived civil action arising outof the samie transaction of occurrence as allegedin the complaint.

- A chdl action between these parties or ofher parties arsing out of the transaction or cccurrence slieged In the complaint has
baen previously fledin Court.

The action | remains s o longer pending. Tha docket number and the wdge aeszgned to Hie aotion are.

i Docket no, dige Zhr ne.

| Plainditis) residence (nchude oify, [ownstug, or village) Defendant(s) residence [nchute oy, iownship, or vilage} :
City and Coury of Kalamazeo - Sanget, Hlinols

Flace whre acion A0se of businass conducted. _ ' I
City and County of Kalamazoo —

LA
Oata

fyou requite spec:ai accammaodations fo usé the céurt becaussa of a dzsabs&w of rfyou regquire @ foreign anguage mterpmtertc he%a
you fully participate In court procgedings, pleass contact the sourtimmediately 1o make arrangements.
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SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT
PROOF OF SERVICE Case Mo,

TO PROCESS SERVER: You are to serve the summons and compiaint not later than 1 days from: the date of filing or the date
cfexpirationontheorder for second summons. Youmustmake and file your relumwith the courtclerk. Hyouareunableto complete
servive you must return this ariginal and all coples o the court clerk,

CERTIFICATE] AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE/NONSERVICE

_ 7 OFFICER CERTIFICATE oR [ AFFIDAVIT OF PROCESS SERVER ?
i certify that | am a shenff, deputy sherff baiiiff, appointed Being firat duly swom, | state that | am 2 legally competent 3

. courtofficer, or attorney for & party (MOR 2 104[A2Y, and aduitwho isnotapartyoranofficer ofa corporate party, and |
Hat  (nolarization not required) thal  inotarizetion required)

{1 sarved personally a copy of the summons and Compiaint,
1.1 served by registarad or certified mail {copy of return receipt attached) a copy of the summons and complaint,
ingetharwith

List 2l documents served with e Summons and Complant

on the defendant{s)

;ﬁeéemiaﬂi"s e ¢ Compiate sddressies) of serdce . Uay, date, ime:

. Inave personaily atempled o serve the summons and compiaint, tagether with any attachments, on the following defendant(s}
and have heen ynabls 10 complade service.

Twlendanty pEms Sopepiete addressies) of servics Day. date: tme

{ dactare that the statements above are rus o the best of my information. knowledge, and belief.

| Bervice fae | higes aveled | Missoe fes | Total fee Signature
t i £ L
3 | 3 S Name (fype o ponty
o
Subscribed and sworn to befdre me on . County, Michigan.
) Crades
#y commission expires a Signature: . .
Date Deputy court deddMNotary oublic

| ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF SERVICE |
i acknowledge that | have received service of the summons and mmpiainn.,wgé{bgr'w_iﬁj L

p— e

on .
Day, date, trie
on behalf of

Sigrate



STATE OF MICHIGAN

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF KALAMAZQO

L S

TEAM KALAMAZOO, L.L.C., d/b/a
THE RALAMAZOO, KINGS, a Michigan
Limited Liability Company,

Plaintiff,

V8, File No K

FRONTIER PROFESSIONAL BASEBALL,
INC., an Hiineis Cerporation, and
WILLIAM LEE,

Defenddnts, Iointly and
Severally.

Ed Annen, It. (P26062)
Attorney for Plaintiff
5901 5, Westnedge Ave., Suite 2
Portage, Michigan 49002
1-269-343-0802
COMPLAINT

NOW COMES the above named Plaintiff and for its Complaint states that:

1. Plaintiff is the owner of a professional baseball franchise permitted to play baseball
in Defendant Frontier Professional Baseball, Inc.’s professional baseball league, and Plaintiff
so-played baseball in the City of Kalamazoo, County of Kalamazoo and State of Michigan, Its
address is 3820 Stadium Drive, Kalamazoo, Michigan 49008.

2. Defendant Frontier Professional Baseball, Inc. {hereinafter "Frontier™] is a professional

baseball league that extends franchises to territories for the purpose of permitting its franchise

holders to play professional baseball in its league. Its address'is 2041 Goose' Lake Road, Suite



2A, Sauget, 1L 62206.

3. Defendant William Lee fheremafter "Lee”] is Commissioner of Defendant Frontier.

4. During the court of 2010 and 2011, Defendants were made aware of the fact that
Plaintiff wished 10 sell its baseball franchise it had with Defendant Frontier.

5. Knowing this 1o be the case, Defendant Lee referred a certain, Ron Heineman
{hereinafter "Heineman"] to Plaintiff as a potential buyver of Plaintiff’s franchise.

6. Plaigitf held a series of meetings with Heineman, phone conferences and e-mail
exchanges, and through that process negotiated an agreement with Heineman to purchase a
majority interest in Plaintif{’s franchise.

7. During the process described in paragraph 6 above, Heineman tells Plainiff that
Defendant Lee verbally told him that he would be approved by Defendant Frontier to purchase
a majority intergst of Plaintff.

8. Plaintiff had unti] September 135, 2011 to inform Defendant Frontier whether i was
sold or not sold, and whether it was playing a schedule in the 2012 season or not playing a
schedule and if it fatled to meet said deadline, Plaintiff would lose its franchise.

9. A month or so before September 13, 2011, Plaintitf and Heinemae sign the purchase
agreed and Heineman in term submined the agreement 1o the Defendant Frontler fir s
approval.

10. A week or less prior 1o September 15, 2011, for the first time, the Defendant
Frontier tells Plaintiff and Heineman that there are "problems” with how the deal is structured.

and that Defendant Frontier had certain "problems” with Heineman,

{1. During the process, the Defendants dragged their feet, indicated the problems could




be solved, but took no timely steps to work o resolve the "problems”, and the Defendant
Frontier refused to grant Plaintiff an extension of the September 15, 2011 deadline.

12, As direct and proximate result of the conduct of Defendants, the deadline of
September 13, 2011 was not met, Plaintiff’s franchise was taken from i, and the agreement
Plaintiff had with Heineman became moot.

13. Affer the above recited events, and after the passage of the September 15, 2011
deadline, the Defendant Frontier approved Heipeman as a purchaser of a different team.

14. Michigan recognizes the tort of intentional interference with a business expectancy
and its elements are as follows: {a] the :xiszenc&_ of a husiness. relationship or expectancy with
a probability of future economic benefit to Plainiff, (b Defendams had knowledge of the
relationship or expectancy; [¢] There is/was d reasonable certainty that absent Defendant’s
imtentional misconduct, Plaintiff would have continued the relationship or realized the
expectancy; and [d] Damage o the Plaintiff,

15. In the instant matter all elements of said tort are met in the following ways:

a. Thers sz%as the existence of a business relationship or business expectancy
between Plaintiff and Heineman and there wés a reasonably probability of a future egonomic
benefit to Plaintiff, that being Plaintff would not lose be recoup all or a majority of the funds
it paid to purchase the franchise.

b. ”1;%;@ Befendants had full knowledge of the business refationship and expectancy
that existed between Plaintiff and Heineman.

¢. There was a reasonable certainty that absent the imtentional misconduct of

- Defendants, Plaintiff would have continued the relationship or realized the expectancy.




d. As a result of the above described fortious conduct, Plaintff has lost its
investment in the franchise and has been damaged in a sum in excess of $25,000.00.

16. Given the approval of Heineman by Defendant Frontier as an owner of franchise
other than Plaintiff’s, #t is evident that Defendants deliberately acted to interfere with the
business relationship and expectancy between Plaintiff and Heineman to Plaintiff’s resulting
damage.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests a judgment against the Defendants, joimtly and
severally, for a sum in excess of 325,000.00, together with interest therson, her costs and

attorney fees.

Dated: December __Ad—, 2011 e
Ed Anpen, I,
Anosney for Plaintff




