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STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1. Did the lower court err in concluding that John Sampson
tortiously interferred with Defendants' business relations?

2. Did the lower court err in assessing damages
against John Sampson?

PERTINENT STATUTES AND RULES

This appeal does not focus upon the specific interpretation
of any statutes. However, the decision of the lower court was
based in part upon interpretation of the Utah Limited Partnership
Act Title 48, Chapter 2, Sections 1-27.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The original Complaint in this case was filed on February
11, 1981 under the title of "Robert J. Osborn, Plaintiff, vs.
Paul H. Richins, Richtron, Ing¢., Richtron Financial Corporation.”
The relief sought was for a judgment giving full faith and credit
to a judgment entered on May 13, 1980 by a circuit court in
Oregon. Subsequently, a Motion to Amend the Complaint was
granted and plaintiff Robert J. Osborn was replaced with John P.
Sampson and the other listed plaintiffs in this present lawsuit.
Defendants filed a Counterclaim to this Complaint alleging
various defenses to the Oregon judgment and seeking six
affirmative claims for relief on the Counterclaim.

In February of 1983 Judge Douglas Cornaby of the Second
Judicial District Court in and for Davis County entered an order
requiring defendant Paul Richins to obtain a licensed attorney to
represent him rather than allowing him to appear pro se. An

interlocutory appeal was taken to this Court and the Court



accepted jurisdiction as to whether the lower court's order of
representation was proper. In September of 1983 this Court in
Case No. 19229 granted Appellants' Motion for Summary Disposition
and found that the lower court's order was overly broad and
violated Appellants' constitutional right to represent himself.

Additional legal proceedings occurred in the lower court
after remand. Those that are relevant to this appeal will be
specifically stated in the Statement of Facts. A federal lawsuit
was filed in the United States District Court for the District of
Utah, Northern Division, Civil No. NC84-013A on August 28, 1984
by defendant Richins alleging securities and racketeering
violations.

In October 1985 Judge Cornaby suggested to defense counsel
that he may be prejudiced against the defendants and suggested
they request a new judge to hear the matter. (R. 1685-87). Omn
October 1, 1985 an order was entered by Judge Cornaby
transferring the case to Judge David Roth. (Tr. 1699).
Subsequently Chief Justice Gordon Hall acting through the office
of the State Court Administrator appointed retired Judge Bryant
Croft to further hear and try the case. The parties stipulated
that the case would be tried in Salt Lake County but would remain
under the jurisdiction of the Second Judicial District. (Tr.
1752-53).

The case came on for trial before the judge without a jury
on January 27, 1986. The trial proceeded through the weeks of
January 27, 1986 and concluded on February 11, 1986. The trial

consisted of eleven days of oral testimony together with 398



exhibits.

In July of 1986 Judge Croft presented the parties with a
"Memorandum and Summation of Evidence" consisting of 177 pages
and proposed "Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and
Verdict" consisting of 234 pages.

Objections were filed by both parties as to these Findings
and a hearing was held on September 11, 1986. Subsequently, a
judgment was entered by the lower court finding in favor of
plaintiff Milton Goff and other plaintiffs listed as trustors
against the defendants for $19,057 (R. 2283) as to Plaintiffs'
initial complaint, and finding against plaintiff John Sampson on
the counterclaim in various amounts totaling approximately
$290,000. (R. 2286-88). A copy of these judgments is attached
To Appendix I contained following the Argument portion of this
Brief. Plaintiff filed a Notice of Appeal on November 6, 1986.
(R. 2339-40). Defendants filed a second Notice of Appeal on
November 10, 1986. (R. 2346-47).

Subsequently, a number of motions were filed in this Court
by both parties as to the composition of the record and attempts
to dismiss Sampson's appeal. Ultimately, the court denied all of
Defendants' efforts to dismiss the appeal of Sampson but also
limited the scope of the record to be included to that which was
originally designated by Sampson on June 9, 1987.

During this same period of time a Complaint was filed by
defendant Paul Richins against Sampson with the Utah State Bar.
Thirteen separate claims were made by Richins as to Sampson's

conduct. On June 15, 1987 the screening panel of the Utah State



Bar issued a private reprimand to plaintiff John Sampson finding
that a more severe penalty was unwarranted since in the
committee's opinion there was no dishonesty, deceit or bad motive
in Mr. Sampson's conduct, and that he was at all times acting in
the interest of his limited partner clients. (A copy of the
private reprimand is attached herein to the Addendum).

On July 15, 1987 all further complaints filed against
Sampson to the Bar Commission were dismissed by Bar counsel. In
July of 1987 the parties stipulated tc a settlement of the
federal court case.

STATEMENT OF FACTS
INTRODUCTION

As previously noted the trial of this matter consumed eleven
days of oral testimony. Judge Croft after taking the matter
under advisement for nearly five months entered extensive factual
findings. The court prepared what it called a "Memorandum and
Summation of Evidence”. This document contains 177 pages and
essentially is a chronological listing of all events that were
documented in this litigation.

The second document filed by the Court is entitled "Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Verdicts." This document
contains 234 pages and is contained in a separate volume to this
Brief designated Appendix II. The format of this document
consists of 156 pages of findings, 49 pages of conclusions of
law, and 27 pages of verdicts. For purposes of this Brief
reference will be made separately to the findings (hereinafter

referred to as "Findings"); to the conclusions of law



(hereinafter referred to as "Conclusions"); and to the verdicts
on both the plaintiffs' and defendants' claims (hereinafter
referred to as "Verdicts"). The page of the court's opinion
rather than the assigned record page will be referred to for
convenience.

Plaintiffs' counsel has thoroughly reviewed the transcript
in this case together with the exhibits that were filed by both
parties. With the exception of evidence relating to the amount
of damages, Plaintiffs believe that the lower court did an
admirable job in summarizing the probative facts. The Findings,
therefore, are essentially not contested by Plaintiffs in that
they accurately reflect the events which transpired throughout
these business dealings. It would therefore be needless
repetition to refer to the underlying record rather than to the
opinion of the lower court in areas where no dispute of the
record has occurred.

As to the issue of damages, however, Plaintiffs believe
that there is neither evidentiary support nor sufficient findings
in the opinion submitted by the lower court to justify the
imposition against Plaintiffs. This again, however, is an
omission which again can have no citation to the record.

Thus, after reviewing this case in detail it has now become
apparent that Plaintiffs' effort to supplement the transcript
record in this case was essentially a needless gesture. First, a
review of the original designation by Plaintiff as compared with
the actual transcriptions reveals that nearly all of the

transcript is included in that original designation. Second, and



more important, however, the Findings of the lower court as to
probative facts are, as argued by Defendants' counsel during oral
argument, sufficient to base both the appeal and the cross-appeal
upon and therefore the internal decision of the court will be the
focus of this appeal rather than the underlying record.

While Plaintiffs do not disagree with the overwhelming
majority of probative facts found by the lower court, Plaintiffs
do disagree with the findings relating to ultimate conclusionary
facts and conclusions of law. Thus, for example, while not
disagreeing that Sampson made certains statements concerning his
interpretation of the partnership agreement Plaintiffs disagree
that such statements constituted improper means of economic
interference thereby justifying liability.

It is obviously impossible to duplicate in this Statement of
Facts all of the events which Judge Croft methodically listed in
his prepared documents. Fortunately, only some of these facts
are relevant to the appeal and the cross—-appeal now before this
Court. Therefore, Plaintiffs will chronologically list the
events which occurred in this litigation as specifically found by
the lower court. At the same time, in order to better understand
the legal conclusions of the lower court, Sampson will cite to
the Conclusions and other analytical comments made by the lower
court as to those facts. It is hoped that this process will
simplify the examination of this voluminous record for both the
appeal and cross-—-appeal.

THE PARTIES

Plaintiff and appellant John P. Sampson is an attorney at



law licensed to practice in the State of Utah and residing in
Ogden, Utah. Plaintiff Milton R. Goff is an individual residing
in Weber County, was a limited partner of one of the entities
involved in this lawsuit, and was trustee for a group of
individuals listed as plaintiffs in the court below. For
purposes of this appeal, Goff and the other plainiffs will only
be referred to when necessary to understand their role in the
series of events. Claims levied by them and against them will
not be addressed.

The Respondents Richtron, Inc., Richtron General, Richtron
Financial Corporation and Frontier Investments are all Utah
corporations organized by respondent Paul H. Richins and his wife
Sherry. Richins was president of each corporation and Sherry was
secretary-treasurer during the years from October 15, 1973 to
March 1, 1980.

Richins established at least twenty-six limited partnerships
in which either Richtron, Inc. or Richtron General was made the
sole general partner in such limited partnerships. Through
Richins' efforts approximately 130 parties invested in and became
limited partners in one or more of such partnerships. Limited
partneréhip agreements were executed between a general partner,
for which Paul Richins signed as president of the general
partner, and certain named individual partners, the number of
which varied from three to twenty-two in the respective limited
partnerships.

Each limited partnership was a farm property, each of which

was purchased under a purchase agreement by either Richtron, Inc.



or Richtron Financial Corporation who appeared as buyers and the
original owners from whom each property was purchased who
appeared as sellers. The Richtron buyer of each property would
then sell the property to a particular limited partnership under
a sales agreement in which such limited partnership appeared as
buyer.

In each such resale contract there was a substantial markup
in the purchase price to be paid by the limited partnership for
the farm property, together with an increase in the interest rate
to be paid on the purchase price. Such resale agreements were
all signed by Paul Richins for both the buyer and the seller,
with him signing as president of the general partner of the
limited partnership making the purchase and as president of the
Richtron corporation making the resale to the limited
partnership.

THE CLAIMS

This lawsuit began on February 11, 1981 under the title of
"Robert J. Osborn, Plaintiff, wvs. Paul H. Richins, Richtron,
Inc., and Richtron Financial Corporation." The relief sought was
for a judgment giving full faith and credit to a judgment entered
on May 13, 1980 in a court of Oregon. For purposes of this
appeal it is unnecessary to detail further procedural facts
relating to plaintiffs' initial c¢laim since neither party is
contesting the decision rendered in favor of Goff and his
trustors.

The Amended Counterclaim filed by Defendants initially

alleged six causes of action against defendant Sampson. The



first claim alleged that from about June 11, 1980 until October
7, 1981 Sampson acted as legal counsel for defendants, who in the
first claim are identified as Richins, Richtron, Inc., Richtron
General and RFC. The Counterclaim alleged that Sampson undertook
to represent partners and partnerships in matters adverse to
these defendants; endeavored to obtain interests in various
enumerated judgments or debts owed by defendants for the purpose
of using them to defendants' detriment; utilized confidential
information received while representing defendants to their
detriment; and alleged that such conduct constituted conflicts of
interest, fraudulent attempts to injure defendants, breach of
fiduciary duty and trust upon which the attorney-client
relationship is based. (Findings, pp. 29-30).

The second claim alleges Sampson, as counsel for defendants,
failed to exercise reasonable care or skill ordinarily possessed
and exercised by members of the legal profession; that he acted
far beyond the scope of his express and implied delegated duties
and utilized confidential information acquired while representing
defendants. (Findings, pp. 30-31).

The third claim, based upon allegations of slander and
defamatory statements, was abandoned by defendants during the
trial. The fourth claim for relief alleged that Sampson
intentionally and maliciously interferred with Richins' right to
earn a livelihood as a syndicator of limited partnership
interests and interferred with the other corporate defendants'
abilities to make existing contractual relations and economic

expectancies. (Findings, pp. 31-32).



The fifth claim for relief alleged that between June 14,
1980 and January 15, 1981 Richtron, Inc. and Richtron General
withdrew as general partners of twenty-four named limited
partnerships which obligated the general partner of each to wind
up and terminate the affairs of the limited partnerships. It
further alleged that Sampson who was purportedly acting as
successor general partner deliberately interferred with the
rights of the general partners to wind up the affairs and
ligquidate the limited partnerships. An accounting was
requested. (Findings, pp. 32-33).

In the sixth claim for relief defendants assert that by
reasons of all of the conduct alleged in the other claims that
they have suffered irreparable injury for which there is no
adequate legal remedy and thus seek injunctive relief.
Defendants requested both compensatory as well as punitive
damages under the wvarious claims asserted. (Findings, p. 33).

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

l. Finding: Between October 15, 1973 and March 1, 1980
Richins established at least 25 limited partnerships for the
purpose of operating farms throughout the intermountain area.
(Findings, p. 28). Each limited partnership had its own
separate agreement signed by Richins as president of either
Richtron, Inc. or Richtron General as general partner and by each
investor in the particular limited partnership. The content of
each agreement was identical, except as to dates, description of
the property, the names of the investors and the amounts of the
initial capital.

2. Finding: As of May, 1980, the evidence suggests a
bleak outlook for the future in the overall operation of the
limited partnerships by Richins. This was caused by (1) the
failure of many limited partners to pay their assessed capital
contribution which they had agreed to in their respective
partnership agreements and (2) the failure of Richins as
president of the general partners of each partnership to fulfill

the duties and responsibilities he had to the limited partners
under the partnership agreements. (Findings, pp. 54-57).
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The court listed numerous problems with the farm properties
in the latter part of 1979 and the early part of 1980.
(Findings, pp. 60-64). In summary, the court stated that by May
of 1980 there was dissatisfaction of the partnership affairs
together with a lack of meaningful information from the general
partner, the existence of judgments, troubles and tax problems, a
state security commission investigation, a revocation of RFC's
certificate of authority in Oregon, the failure of many limited
partners to pay their assessments and Richins' failure to do
anything about it. (Findings, p. 72).

Conclusion: By May of 1980 Richins had so mismanaged
partnership affairs that it did not have sufficient funds to pay
installments owed to RFC, so RFC could not pay its installment
obligation to the contract sellers. Substantial judgment were
obtained for failure to pay partnership obligations. Partners
were angry because of Richins' failure to follow the partnership
agreement upon assessment and failure to pay; to give an audited
annual report to each, to have the properties appraised by a
qualified appraiser and to give the partners a report of the
holdings and to advise them regarding advances and obligations
with respect thereto. (Verdict, p. 229).

3. Finding: On or about May 21, 1980 Richins had his
first contact with Sampson concerning this action. Sampson
called Richins, stating he was calling on behalf of Milton Goff
and had some questions about the Catlow Valley Property--one of
the limited partnerships. Richins told Sampson he was going to
call a meeting of the Catlow Valley limited partners to tell then
about the judgments that had been entered against the partnership
and other problems. (Findings, p. 7).

4. Finding: On May 29, 1980 a meeting of the limited
partners of the seven Catlow Valley farm partnerships was
attended by about thirty limited partners. Its purpose was to
discuss the critical financial condition of those partnerships
and the need to act as to a sheriff's sale set for the following
month. Richins advised those present that $140,000 had to
be raised immediately to stop the sale and that an additional
$30,000 to $50,000 was needed to continue drilling water wells.
The total amount of money then needed to pay the obligations owed
was computed at $240,000. (Findings, p. 63).

5. Finding: Sampson representing limited partners
Goff and Kohler suggested that RFC file a Chapter 11 bankruptcy
as an alternative. He also stated that he did not think RFC
could keep the markup equity because it was a breach of fiduciary
responsibility for a general partner to buy property at one price
and to sell it to a partnership at a profit. This was a theme
which Sampson repeatedly expressed in the months and years ahead.
Richins disagreed with Sampson's conclusion but did agree to file
a Chapter 11 bankruptcy on behalf of RFC. (Findings, pp. 36-37).

-11-



Conclusion: The court states that it does not believe
that the markup in the contract price for which RFC or Richtron,
Inc. sold farm property to a partnership by contract was a breach
of fiduciary duty which rendered such contract or the markup
illegal or void. The statement by Sampson was therefore
erroneous. (Conclusion, p. 189).

6. Finding: It was agreed at this meeting that $17,000
would be raised by the limited partners for the purpose of
attorneys' fees and other expenses. When the limited partners
raised the question as to who would have custody of the funds
Richins suggested that Ken Hansen be appointed for that purpose.
(Findings, pp. 64-5).

7. Finding: On May 30, 1980 a meeting of the Snowville
limited partnership was held at which time they employed Sampscn
as legal counsel for the partnership and requested Sampson to
take necessary steps to relieve Richtron as general partner and
to liquidate in an orderly manner. They decided they would not
pay contributions requested by Richins until after an audit was
completed but would make contributions to meet the July lst
payment on the property if advised to do so by Sampson. It was
also agreed to request the Springfield and Morland limited
partnerships to do likewise. (Findings, p. 64).

8. Finding: On June 2 and June 5, Richins as the general
partner in the partnerships executed quit claim deeds by which
all of the limited partnerships conveyed to RFC the real property
previously acquired by them. These deeds were executed without
advising any investor or partnerships. The apparent basis for
such deeds was the failure of the partnerships to keep current
the payments due RFC on the real estate contracts by which the
partnerships had purchased their farm lands from RFC.

Conclusion: The undisclosed execution by Richins as
president of the general partner of the quit claim deeds on or
about June 2 and 5, 1980 which deeds purported to convey all
partnership properties to RFC was contrary to law and void. This
effort would have essentially deprived the partnerships of their
only assets making it impossible for them to carry on ordinary
business. This action violated §48-2-9(2) of the Utah Code
Annotated. It is difficult to conceive of any circumstance
falling more closely into the statutory provision requiring
notice and written consent of limited partners than the secretive
conveyance of the partnership farms to a third party.

(Conclusion, pp. 168-69).

9. Finding: On June 5, 1980 Richins prepared and
signed as president of Richtron, Inc., the general partner,
eighteen promissory notes which obligated the limited
partnerships of the note issued to pay Richtron, Inc., Richtron
General, or RFC, or their respective successors or assigns, the
greater amount of the principal sum named therein or the total of
the aggregate advances made to the partnership by the holder as
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defined in the limited partnership agreement. (Findings,
pp. 65-66).

Conclusion: The court found that while the general

partners advanced funds under the partnership agreement they did
not comply with Article V(1) (¢) of the various agreements since
there were no loan instruments prepared when such advances were
made. The court specifically found that the promissory notes
dated June 5, 1980 did not constitute a loan instrument as used
in the partnership agreement. The money, therefore, could only
be repaid at the time of termination of the partnership assuming
sufficient assets were still available. (Findings, pp. 102-03).

10. Finding: On June 9, 1980 the Blackfoot limited
partners had a meeting attended by both Richins and Sampson.
Sampson stated his opinion that the markup on the propert was a
breach of fiduciary duty and that Richtrcn was anot entitled to
the repayment of advances made to the limited partnership.
Sampson throughout these events continually maintained that the
general partners were not entitled to repayment of the advances
they allegedly made. (Findings, p. 66).

Conclusion: Sampson's advice as to the repayment of
advances was erroneous. While the money was not due and owing to
the general partner immediately it was a legitimate debt upon
termination of the partnership. (Conclusions, pp. 166, 170).

11. Finding: At the June 9, 1980 Blackfoot director
meeting some of the limited partners expressed their
dissatisfaction of Richins'performance. Richins stated that if
they were not satisfied they could repay the advances, agree to
pay in full for the personal property and could elect a new and
more compatible general partner to take Richtron's place. He
said that if they refused he might withdraw Richtron as a
general partner and effect a dissolution and liguidation thereby
forcing settlement of accounts and he would not consent to the
election of a new general partner. On June 10 he sent a letter
to the limited partners of Blackfoot and stated he was filing
notice of Richtron, Inc.'s withdrawal as general partner. He
demanded they repay advances of $25,000 and that they elect a
new general partner to fill the wvacancy but also stated that
the partnership was terminated and its affairs were to be
wound up. (Findings, p. 66-67).

Conclusion: The court stated that Richins gave contrary
instructions when he informed the Blackfoot partners as well as
two others that he had withdrawn as the general partner and that
they should go ahead and elect a new general partner while at the
same time telling them that the partnership had been terminated
and that the assets would have to be distributed. This raised
confusion in the minds of the limited partners as to what they
were expected to do. He placed his own erroneous interpretation
of §48-2-20, U.C.A. (Conclusion, pp. 170-171).
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12. Finding: On June 26, 1980 a large number of
limited partners met with Sampson and Richins to discuss the
problems taking place. Richins advised them that he had advanced
$350,000 and that many limited partners had failed to pay their
assessments. He stated that $300,000 was needed in the immediate
future and $60,000 was needed immediately. Sampson stated that
he was present at the meeting to advise Kohler and Goff about
their pension and profit sharing investments. After several
heated discussions it was agreed that Sampson and his associates
would buy out Richins for $700,000 with an interest rate of 13%.
(Findings, p. 37-38, 68).

13. Finding: Richins told Sampson that he anticipated
creditors filing lawsuits during the next few months. Sampson
said he would answer them and stall off the creditors and that
once the agreement had been consummated he would like to continue
as legal counsel for Richtron. The limited partners all agreed
Sampson should represent their interests. At the same time with
the probability of a settlement existing, at the insistence of
active limited partners and with Richins' consent Sampson became
the recipient of partnership funds paid by some limited partners
for assessments. He was charged with maintaining control over
how such funds were to be spent with such initial arrangements
including an agreement for Sampson to pass the funds through to
Richins for payment of pressing obligations. (Findings, pp-.
38-39, 68).

Conclusion: Legally Richins had no authority to consent
to Sampson's role in the collection of funds nor did the limited
partners have the authority to hire a lawyer to represent themn.
However, in view of the tentative agreement for a settlement
these factors should not be given much weigh in determining the
legality of what Sampson did in the months that followed.
(Conclusions, p. 171).

14. Finding: During the summer and early fall of 1980
Sampson undertook various legal matters on behalf of the limited
partners and the general partners. These included such acts as
answering lawsuits, attempting to negotiate settlements, and
attending trustee sales. All of these activities are outlined in
the court's Findings, pages 39-43.

Conclusion: The court concluded that during the summer
and fall of 1980 an attorney-client relationship existed between
Sampson, Richins, and Richtron companies. The court found that
the breach of fiduciary duty violated ethical standards adopted
by the Bar Association and is part of the overall conduct of
Sampson said to be tortious. (Conclusion, pp. 164-65).

15. Finding: On October 2, 1980 Sampson sent to all
investors a copy of the completed compromise and settlement
agreement and urged them to sign it and return it immediately to
Richins. The agreement as drafted had received the approval of
both Richins and Sampson and afforded the gateway through which
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the controversies could be resolved. Although many limited
partners signed it, others did not and so this agreement was
never consummated. (Findings, pp. 68-69).

16. Finding: Following falure of having the settlement
agreement consumated, Richins on November 13, 1980 drafted and
executed a notice of withdrawal of the general partner which he
then sent to the limited partners of six partnerships. On
January 6, 1981 identical notices were mailed to the limited
partners of 18 other partnerships. (Findings, p. 69). By
separate letter Richins advised the limited partners that the
general partner had withdrawn, the partnerships were terminated,
and affairs would be wound up as indicated in the partnership
agreements. (Id.).

Conclusion: Richins' statement in thess notices that
the partnerships had automatically terminated was erroneous.
Article V of the partnership agreement does not state that
withdrawal of a general partner automatically dissolves the
partnership. Article VII of the agreement allows the limited
partners to elect a new general partner upon the withdrawal of
the old general partner. (Findings, pp. 70-72). The court
further stated that while Richins relied upon §48-2-20, U.C.A.
that this section was not applicable to this case and that it was
necessary to look instead to the certificate of partnership
agreement as to the responsibility arising out of the withdrawal
of a general partner. As a matter of law, the limited partners
had the right to elect a new general partner without terminating
the partnership. (Conclusions, pp. 177-78).

17. Finding: Although Richins stated that he would
immediately begin to wind up all of the partnership entities
there is no evidence that he undertook any such action. The
court stated, "We search in vain for evidence of any affirmative
action by Richins to have the general partners undertake the
promised wind-up of partnership affairs." (Findings, pp.

69-70) .

Conclusion: Of great importance as to determining the
losses to the various partnerships was Richins' own failure to
undertake efforts to wind up partnership affairs and bring about
dissolution and termination with any resulting benefits to all
concerned. The courts were there to help him do so but he never
used them for that purpose. Even in this litigation Richins did
not seek a windup and dissolution by this court. (Verdict, pp.
229-30) .

18. Finding: In December of 1980 Sampson sent out
letters to all of the limited partners requesting that they
return to him a signed power of attorney which would give him the
ability to vote their rights. He informed them that settlement
had failed and that it was necessary to sign these powers in
order to remove Richins and his companies as general partners and
to retain the properties and preserve legal remedies. The powers
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of attorney stated that they were to be irrevocable for six
months and to continue on until otherwise notified. (Findings,
p. 76).

19. Finding: At this same time Sampson incorporated the
John P. Sampson professional corporation and using the powers
of attorney given to him by the various limited partnership
undertook to vote the Richtron companies out as general partners
and voted his own professional corporation in as the new
substitute general partner. Sampson executed several documents
to this effect and recorded noticies of substitution as an
amendment to the certificate of partnership agreement. In March
1981 he again executed other documents attempting to substitute
his professiona<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>