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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH

JOHN P. SAMPSON,

Plaintiff, Appellant,
and Cross-Respondent,

and

MILTON R. GOFF, individually

and as trustee of MILTON R. :
GOFF TRUST, an unincorporated:
association, :

Plaintiffs,

VS. : Case No. 860565 and
: 860570

PAUL H. RICHINS; RICHTRON,

INC., a Utah corporation;

RICHTRON FINANCIAL CORPORA-

TION, a Utah corporation;

RICHTRON GENERAL, a Utah

corporation; and FRONTIER

INVESTMENTS, a Utah corpor-

ation,

Defendants, Respondents
and Cross-Appellants.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Respondents, Paul H. Richins ("Richins"), Richtron,
Inc. ("Richtron, Inc."), Richtron Financial Corporation
("Richtron Financial"), and Richtron General ("Richtron
General") (collectively, the "Richins Parties")l, accept
generally the statement of the case set forth by appellant,

John P. Sampson ("Sampson"). However, the proper determina-

1 Richtron, Inc., Richtron General and Richtron Financial
will sometimes hereinafter be referred to collectively
as the "Richtron Companies."



tion of this appeal requires Sampson's statement to be
clarified and supplemented in several important respects.
First, as Sampson accurately states, the original
complaint in this case was filed in the name of Robert J.
Osborn ("Osborn") for the ostensible purpose of enforcing in
the State of Utah a judgment cbtained by Osborn (the "Osborn
Judgment") against the Richins Parties in the State of
Oregon. However, Sampson fails to state that the Osborn
Judgment was one of the many litigation matters for which
the Richins Parties retained Sampson to protect their
interests (R. 2079, 2083; Exhibits 64 and 67); that rather
than negotiating a compromised settlement of the Osborn
Judgment as requested by the Richins Parties, Sampson
purchased in his own name the Osborn Judgment for the
purpose of bringing suit against his former clients, the
Richins Partjes (R. 2050-51, 2058-59); that after the
Richins Parties were served with the summons and complaint
in this case, they learned from Osborn that he had previous-
ly sold the Osborn Judgment to Sampson and asserted no
further dinterest in the judgment (R. 2051); that upon
discovering that fact, the Richins Parties moved to dismiss
the action on the basis that it was not being prosecuted in
the name of the real party in interest Id.; that in response
to that motion, Sampson admitted that he had acquired the

Osborn Judgment and was indeed the real party in interest



Id.; and, that the primary purpose for which Sampson
purchased the Osborn Judgment was to preserve claims against
his former clients in his ongoing efforts to take control of
the twenty-five 1limited partnerships in which either
Richtron, Inc. or Richtron General was the sole general
partner (collectively, the "Limited Partnerships") (R.
2058-59).

In addition, it is important to understand that
during the summer of 1982, Sampson was in frequent contact
with the United States Internal Revenue Service (the "IRS")
for the purpose of providing it with information regarding
the internal structure and business affairs of his former
clients, the Richins Parties.2 With that assistance, the
IRS conducted a public auction in October, 1982 to sell a
number of assets of the Richtron Companies (R. 2125-26 ).
Sampson, appearing on behalf of several investors in the

Limited Partnerships, submitted the highest bid and thereby

apparent1y3 acquired substantially all of the assets of

2 The exhibit on which this fact is based consists of
certain minutes of a Tlimited partnership meeting
conducted by Sampson in June, 1982. That exhibit,
however, was contained in a box of documents previously
on file with the Weber County Court Clerk -- a box that
is now inexplicably missing. Therefore, the Richins
Parties are not now able to cite that exhibit to the
record.

3 After the IRS sale, the Richins Parties sought and
obtained from the United States District Court for the
District of Utah in proceedings entitled Richtron, Inc.
et. al. v. John P, Sampson, et. al., an order voiding
the sale on the grounds that the IRS failed to comply

-3-



the Richtron Companies. Id. Shortly thereafter, Sampson
issued a threat to the Richins Parties' legal counsel that
unless counsel permanently ceased his representation,
Sampson would seek "sanctions" and unspecified "other"
relief against him. (R. 2131-32, 2231-32). The district
court concluded that Sampson's threat was "bizarre" and
constituted "unprofessional conduct." 1Id.

Next, in his statement, Sampson appears to take
substantial comfort from the fact that the disciplinary
committee of the Utah State Bar Association issued only a
private reprimand against him for his conduct in this case.

He asserts that a "...more severe penalty was unwarranted
since in the committee's opinion there was no dishonesty,
deceit or bad motive..." (Brief, p. 4). Obviously, no
portion of the committee's proceedings is, or has ever been,
a part of the record on which the district court entered its
findings of fact, conclusions of law and judgment. And, the
statutory inability of the Richins Parties to confront and
cross-examine Sampson in those disciplinary proceedings, and
thereby elucidate the nuances of his ethically proscribed

conduct, extinguishes the probative value, if any, of the

committee's conclusions.

with several requirements governing the sale of a
taxpayer's assets.



Finally, despite the fact that Sampson is seeking
this court's review of the factual predicates on which the
district court based its award of damages, Sampson ordered
transcripts of the testimony of only 14 of the 23 witnesses
at trial. See Affidavit of John T. Anderson dated September
18, 1987. He also ordered transcripts of the testimony of
the Richins Parties' primary witness -- Richins -- only to
the extent that that testimony was adduced by Sampson's own
counsel. Id. He nowhere designated for inclusion in the
record the 15 hours of direct examination of Richins by
Richins' legal counsel. Id. Thus, Sampson designated for
inclusion in the record the testimony of only some of the
witnesses whom he called and he totally omitted to include
the testimony of any of the witnesses called by the Richins
Parties.

Accordingly, this court later prohibited Sampson
from seeking to designate any additional portions of the
record. (Brief, p. 3). At the oral argument on the Richins
Parties' renewed motion to dismiss Sampson's appeal,
Sampson's counsel acknowledged to the court that the partial
portions of the record timely ordered by Sampson were

"totally inadequate" to permit meaningful review of the

judgment Sampson now seeks to have reversed.



STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. The Structure And Status Of The Richtron Empire Between
1973 And May, 1980: The Pre-Sampson Years.

Between October 1973 and March, 1980, Richins, as
president of the Richtron Companies established 29 1limited
partnerships for the purpose of acquiring, operating and
holding for resale farm properties located in the states of
Utah, Idaho and Oregon. (R. 2068).% Each of the Limited
Partnerships was evidenced by a written agreement under
which either Richtron, Inc. or Richtron General was desig-
nated as the sole general partner. (R. 2068; Exhibit 115).

The agreements provided in pertinent part that (i)
the general partner was vested with exclusive authority to
manage and conduct the affairs of the Limited Partnerships
(R. 2068-69; Exhibit 115); (ii) the limited partners were
prohibited from taking part in the conduct or control of the
Limited Partnerships' affairs Id.; (iii) each of the limited
partners was required to contribute annually, in cash, to
the capital of the Limited Partnerships his pro rata share
of the funds necessary to pay the annual expenses of the
Limited Partnerships Id.; (iv) the Limited Partnerships had
a designated term of the earlier of (a) twenty years, or (b)

the withdrawal of the general partner, the distribution,

0f those 29 limited partnerships, only 25 were targeted
for takeover by Sampson; accordingly, no claims were
asserted in the action with respect to the other
limited partnerships



sale or abandonment of all Limited Partnership assets or the
affirmative vote of not less than a majority in interest of
the 1imited partners to remove the incumbent general partner
and elect a new general partner Id.; and, (v) the primary
asset of each of the Limited Partnerships consisted of
agricultural property purchased on contract by one of the
Richtron Companies and resold to the Limited Partnerships at
a disclosed profit. (Brief, pp. 7, 8; R. 2268).

During the seven year period in which the Richtron
Companies managed and operated the Limited Partnerships,
none of the Limited Partnerships' property was ever fore-
closed upon. (R. 2128-29, 2157-58, 2228). In late May,
1980, Sampson and two of his limited partner clients offered
to purchase the capital stock of the Richtron Companies for
$700,000.00. (R. 2049, 2077-78, 2141). Accordingly, as the
district court concluded:

As floundering as the partnerships were,

Sampson saw value [of at least

$700,000.00] there and spent what now

totals six years in achieving what he now

has, whatever it may be, leaving Richins

and his companies with no tangible assets

or values.

(R. 2275).

B. Some Of The Limited Partners Begin To Stop Payinag Their
Assessments.

During 1979 and early 1980, many of the limited
partners refused to pay assessments made by their general

partner (Richtron, Inc. or Richtron General). (R. 2101).

-7-



Accordingly, Richtron, Inc. and Richtron General, although
under no obligation to do so, made substantial loan advances
to the Limited Partnerships for the purpose of satisfying
delinquent and current land contract installment obliga-
tions, irrigation equipment obligations, well drilling
expenses and other operating expenses. (R. 2100). By June,
1980, the aggregate amount of those advances, all of which
were required by the partnership agreements to be repaid,
exceeded $300,000.00. Id.

C. Richins' Good Faith And Low Profile Efforts To Elicit
The Cooperation Of The Non-Paying Limited Partners.

Under the Limited Partnership agreements, the
general partner, Richtron, Inc. or Richtron General, had
the power to terminate the interests of any limited partners
who failed to pay their pro rata portion of the Limited
Partnerships' operating expenses. (R. 2101). As the
district court found:

It appears Richins was reluctant to stir
up trouble with such defaulting investors,
hoping time would take <care of the
problem, and that the advances made by the
general partners, though unknown to have
been made by the Timited partners until
the bubbles began bursting about May,
1980, would take care of the debts and
expenses until better times evolved.

(R. 2102)



D. Sampson Begins Interfering With The Richins Parties'
Management And Control Of The Limited Partnerships.

On May 29, 1980, Richins conducted a meeting of the
Catlow Valley Farms Limited Partnership at which many of the
limited partners were in attendance. (R. 2103, 2107-08).
Sampson, who was retained by two of the limited partners to
evaluate their interests in that partnership, also attended
the meeting. (R. 2076-77). After Richins informed those in
attendance that two judgments (including the Osborn Judg-
ment) had recently been entered against the Richins Parties,
Sampson began sowing the seeds of investor discontent:

His [Sampson's] actions there were a bit
more than just privately counseling his
two clients, for he not only recommended
to those at the meeting and got started
the movement to have Richtron Financial
file for bankruptcy under chapter 11
proceedings, but he also expressed the
legal opinion to all present that he did
not think Richtron Financial could keep
the mark-up equity arising from Richtron
Financial's resale of the farm property to
the Catlow Valley Partnership for an
amount in excess of what it paid for it,
which was a theme which Sampson repeatedly
[and erroneously] expressed in the months
and years ahead.

(R. 2076-77).

As set forth below, Sampson continued to agitate
against the interests of the Richins Parties and gradually
seize control of the Limited Partnerships through a variety

of predatory maneuvers.



1. Sampson's Tenure As Legal Counsel For The Richins
Parties And His Betrayal Of Their Trust.

At a Limited Partnership meeting on June 26, 1980,
Sampson and two of his clients agreed to purchase the
capital stock of the Richtron Companies for $700,000.00. (R.
2078). At that time, Richins informed Sampson that he
anticipated that several creditors would be filing lawsuits
against the Richtron Companies in the near future. (R.
2078-79). Sampson instructed Richins to send him any such
complaints and told Richins that he "...would answer and

stall them off." Id. Pursuant to that understanding,

Sampson "...soon became involved in handling certain legal
matters for Richins and his companies." (R. 2079).
Specifically, Sampson agreed to represent the Richins
Parties and protect their interests in at least fourteen
separate matters. (R. 2079-83). After agreeing to answer
and otherwise take care of those litigation matters, Sampson
failed to do so, thereby allowing at least five cases to
result in the entry of default judgments against the Richins
Parties. (R. 2081).

During this same time period -- August, 1980 -- the
Richins Parties' prior legal counsel, David Gillette, sent
Sampson a check in the amount of $10,713.00 payable to
Sampson for the account of one of the Limited Partnerships.

(R. 2082). In the transmittal letter accompanying that

check, Mr. Gillette informed Richins that the funds were to

-10-



be used exclusively for the Catlow Valley Limited Partner-
ship and were to be released to the general partner,
Richtron, Inc., after Sampson and Richins had finalized
their arrangements to "work together." Id. However, Sampson
promptly disregarded those instructions by endorsing and
transferring the check to his newly hired farm manager,
Keith Blanch. 1Id.

Notably, one of the matters in which Sampson agreed
to assist the Richins Parties was negotiating a compromised
settlement of the Osborn Judgment. In that regard, Sampson
participated with Richins in seeking to negotiate a settle-
ment of Osborn's claim during a meeting on July 1, 1980. (R.
2079). While the district court found that the "...certain-
ty of the existence of an attorney/client relation between
Sampson and Richins during discussions with... Osborn... is
by no means clear," R. 2079, the record is undisputed that
one of the files that Mr. Gillette turned over to Sampson
for Sampson's attention in August, 1980 was the Osborn file.
(R. 2083; Exhibits 64 and 67). That was consistent with
Richins' understanding. (Exhibit 118).

In evaluating the extent to which Sampson's conduct
deviated from the standard of care customarily imposed upon
lawyers in the representation of their clients, the district
court concluded that:

Sampson's acceptance of the representation

of defendants in various lawsuits as set

forth in the findings and his failure to
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answer or otherwise respond, or to take
steps for defendants to obtain other
counsel and thereby avoid defaults,
constituted negligence and a failure to
measure up to the standard of care to be
expected of members of the legal profes-
sion.

(R. 2209).

2. Sampson's Solicitation, Receipt And Wrongful
Retention O0f Capital Contributions And Crop
Proceeds.

Beginning in late June, 1980, some of the limited
partners insisted, and Richins consented, that Sampson serve
as the repository of capital contributions. (R. 2112).
That mechanism was put in place to insure some degree of
control over how the funds were spent. Id. (R. 2150).

Importantly, Sampson was in all instances to "...pass the
funds through to Richins for payment on pressing obliga-
tions" of the Limited Partnerships. (R. 2112). 1In classic
understatement, the district court sardonically observed:

That plan was not followed to the letter

and Sampson began placing and retaining

partner contributions in his trust

accounts at his bank, and particularly so

when the settlement agreement [between the

Richins Parties and the limited partners]

was not approved.
(R. 2150). Indeed, the extent to which Sampson deviated
from the "letter" of the agreement is staggering: from June
27, 1980 to October 29, 1984, he solicited and received
approximately $1,522,000.00 of capital contributions and

proceeds derived from the sale of crops cultivated on the
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Limited Partnerships' properties. (R. 2265). Richins
repeatedly made demand on Sampson to comply with the
original agreement by relinquishing the proceeds to the
Richtron Companies that were then (and, as the district
court concluded, always) the sole general partner of the
Limited Partnerships. (R. 2056, 2226; Exhibits 54, 147,
161, 162, 163, 179, 182, 184, 188, 195, 196, 198, 204, 206,
209).

3. Sampson's Repeated Efforts To Stop The Richins

Parties From Being Repaid Loan Advances.

In early June, 1980, Sampson informed numerous
limited partners that the Richins Parties were not entitled
to the repayment of any loan advances they had previously
made to the Limited Partnerships. (R. 2100-01, 2148). He
"repeatedly" reiterated that statement "both orally and in
letters." (R. 2148). The amount of those advances exceeded
$300,000.00. (R. 2100). As a result of Sampson's state-
ments, the limited partners refused to consent to the
Limited Partnerships' repayment of the loan advances to the
Richins Parties (R. 2110-2112).

Another important result of Sampson's statements
regarding repayment of advances was to prevent consummation
of an early settlement of the Limited Partnerships' affairs.
(R. 2112-13). In the words of the district court:

A major stumbling block [to settlement]

was the insistence of a few partners that

nothing should be paid to Richins which

factor, I believe, and so find, was based
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in part upon Sampson's early and repeated
statements that the partnerships were not
obligated to repay advances. Id.

4. Sampson Floods The Limited Partners With Letters
Criticizing The Richins Parties And Urging The
Limited Partners To Insert His Corporations As
General Partner.

By early December, 1980, the 1long hoped-for
settlement between the Richins Parties and the limited
partners had fallen through. (R. 2112). At that point,
Sampson prepared and sent to all of the 1limited partners of
the Limited Partnerships a letter dated December 2, 1980.
(R. 2119-20; Exhibit 7). That letter sets forth in aston-
ijshing detail and with almost palpable rage, a plan that
Sampson and several of the limited partners had conceived
to wrest control of the Limited Partnerships from the
Richtron Companies. In that letter, Sampson made a number
of inflammatory and ultimately destructive recommendations
to all of the limited partners.> Among those recommenda-
tions was that the investors refuse to settle with the
Richins Parties; that the investors not pay any monies to
the Richins Parties; that the investors stop payment on any

checks previously issued to the Richins Parties; that the

investors sue the Richins Parties for fraud and breach of

5 It is important to recall that Sampson represented only
2 of the 130 investors in the Limited Partnerships. As
the district court concluded with apparent exasperation,
Sampson "never fully specifically identified" any of the
additional clients whom he purportedly represented.
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fiduciary duty; that the investors send all further monies
to Sampson, and not the Richins Parties; that the investors
consent to Sampson inserting his professional corporation as
successor general partner of the Limited Partnerships; that
the investors give their voting proxies to Sampson; and,
that the investors pay substantial compensation to Sampson.
Id.

During the next three years, Sampson sent numerous
letters to the investors in which he denigrated the Richins
Parties and sought to obtain investor support for his plan
to seize control of the Limited Partnerships. In so doing,

Sampson "...had for all practical purposes reduced Richins'
control in partnership affairs to a letter writing role."
(R. 2161).

5. Sampson's Acquisition Of The Osborn Judgment.

Immediately after sending the December 2, 1980
letter, Sampson contacted Osborn and Osborn's legal counsel
for the purpose of buying the Osborn Judgment. (R. 2050).
Those discussions resulted in a January, 1981 agreement
whereby Osborn agreed to sell the Osborn Judgment to Sampson
for $40,000.00, $20,000.00 of which was to be paid immedi-
ately and the balance of which was to be paid within three
months. Id. Accordingly, on January 23, 1981, Sampson sent
a check in the amount of $20,000.00 to Osborn's legal
counsel. Id. Several days later, counsel transmitted to
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Sampson an assignment of the Osborn Judgment that recited on
its face that in consideration of the sum of $40,000.00,

Osborn assigned to Sampson personally all of his right,

title and interest in and to the Osborn Judgment. (R.
2050-52). In a cover letter accompanying that assignment,
Osborn's counsel wished Sampson "good luck on your proceed-
ings against the [Richins Parties]." (Exhibit 17). For
obvious reasons, Sampson did not inform the Richins Parties
of that acquisition. (R. 2051).

Both the initial $20,000.00 (and the additional
$45,000.00 that Sampson later paid to Osborn after Sampson
defaulted in his payment of the required initial install-
ments) were derived from monies paid to Sampson by investors
in the Limited Partnerships. (R. 2050). Sampson's admitted
purpose for acquiring the Osborn Judgment was for the
purpose of preserving and asserting a claim against the
Richins Parties by bringing an action thereon. (R. 2059,
2203). Accordingly, the district court concluded that
Sampson's purchase of the Osborn Judgment violated Utah
Code Ann. §78-51-27, which prohibits a lawyer from acquiring
a "...demand of any kind for the purpose of bringing an
action thereon..." (R. 2202-03). It further concluded that
Sampson's dual violations of that statute were "a serious

violation of law." (R. 2124).
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6. Sampson's Inability To Comply With The Require-
ments Of Utah Law Regarding The Substitution Of A
Successor General Partner In The Limited Partner-

ships.

In an effort to carry out one of the primary

ybjectives articulated in his December 2, 1980 letter -- to
substitute his professional corporation as successor general
vartner of each of the Limited Partnerships -- Sampson
sought to solicit from each of the limited partners a
imited power of attorney authorizing Sampson to vote each
such partner's interest in the Limited Partnerships. (R.
’119-20). As the district court concluded, Sampson's
tittempted solicitation of the powers of attorney was one of

.he first steps in Sampson's "...significant effort to
obtain control of all the partnerships and to exclude
Richins therefrom." Id. "This activity [the solicitation
of the limited powers of attorney] marks the beginning of
Sampson's concerted efforts tec interfere in each partnership
business and to seize and take control thereof to the
exclusion of Richins and his companies." Id.

Relying upon the limited powers of attorney that he
actually obtained, Sampson purported to elect his own
professional corporation, John P. Sampson, P.C., as succes-
sor general partner of each of the Limited Partnerships. (R.
2152-53). However, he was soon informed by the court of the

self-evident fact that under the Utah Professional Corpora-

tion Act, professional corporations were and are precluded
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from operating businesses other than those for which they
are specifically formed. (R. 2154). In other words,
Sampson's professional corporation organized for the express
purpose of practicing law could not be utilized as an entity
engaged in the management of agricultural enterprises. Id.

The district court then adroitly summarized the
numerous steps and attempted corrective measures Sampson
undertook to insert his other corporation, Ag-Management,
as successor general partner of the Limited Partnerships.
(See, R. 2120-2123). The manner in which those multiple
efforts ran afoul of the requirements of the Utah Uniform
Limited Partnership Act contained in §48-1-1 et. seq., Utah
Code Ann. (1953) is set forth at R. 2121-23.

In November, 1982, Richins sought and obtained in a

related state court proceeding entitled Blackfoot Farms, et.

al. v. Paul H. Richins, et. al., (Second Judicial District

Court of Davis County, Utah, Civil No. 30994) a determina-
tion that Sampson's various efforts to substitute his
corporations as successor general partner of the Limited
Partnerships did not comply with the Utah Uniform Limited
Partnership Act. (R. 2124-25). In making that determina-
tion, the court entered detailed findings of fact and

conclusions of law that the Richtron Companies were, and
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always had been, the sole authorized general partners of the
Limited Partnerships.6

7. Sampson's Cooperation With The IRS As An Additional
Vehicle For Dismembering The Richins Parties.

During 1982, and while simultaneously pursuing the
conduct described above, Sampson also communicated freely
with the IRS in seeking to assist it in identifying and
describing various assets owned by the Richtron Companies.
See n.2, supra.

Shortly thereafter, on October 29, 1982, the IRS
conducted a public auction for the purpose of seeking to
sell the various assets of the Richtron Companies. (R.
2125-26). Sampson, as the only bidder at that sale,
purported to acquire the Richtron Affiliates' assets.
I1d.7

8. Sampson's Ongoing Solicitation And Use Of Monies
From Some Of The Limited Partners Of The Limited
Partnerships.

From June, 1980 to November, 1982 (just after the
IRS sale at which Sampson purported to acquire whatever
interest the Richtron Companies had in the Limited Partner-

ships), Sampson solicited, received and disbursed "...at

6 In the present case, Judage Croft declined to accord
preclusive effect to the Blackfoot Farms judgment, but
nevertheless, with only one exception, reached the same
result Judge Palmer did in the Blackfoot Farms case.

7 As indicated at n. 3, supra, that sale was, at the
instance of the Richins Parties, later voided by the
United States District Court for the District of Utah.
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least $645,000.00 from and for the limited partners and
their partnerships." (R. 2123). In doing so, he directed
the investors to send the monies to "...him and not to
Richins." lg.B From November, 1982 to October, 1984,
Sampson received an additional $900,000.00, resulting in
total receipts for the four and one-half year period of
approximately $1,522,000.00. (R. 2265). Thus, during that

period of time, ...Sampson had taken over and assumed
control of the twenty-five partnerships, and he was receiv-
ing all of the funds, disbursing them and using them in
whatever way he determined. He continued such control for
five years, yet produced no evidence as to what had happened
to those partnerships.” (R. 2158). His use of those
partnership funds was determined by the district court to be

"unauthorized" because the Richtron Companies ..remained
general partner with complete control over partnership
affairs." (R. 2236). So long as Sampson failed to lawfully
install his corporations as successor dgeneral partner of the

Limited Partnerships, he had "no legal authority to make

such decisions regarding partnership assets." (R. 2056).

8 Indeed, Sampson's solicitation of monies from investors
in the Limited Partnerships was shockingly direct. For
example in a letter dated January 7, 1981 sent to all
investors, Sampson stated: "...since we are now taking
over all of the partnerships would you please make all
those payments [assessments previously made by the
Richtron Companies] to me." Exhibit 183.
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Notably, from the moment the federal court voided
the IRS tax sale on May 16, 1984 (R. 2157), the legal
ability of Sampson and his limited partner clients to
undertake any further efforts to wind up the affairs of any
of the Limited Partnerships "...ended then and there." (R.
2231). However, even after the entry of that order, the two
bank accounts utilized by Sampson -- the Ag Management
account and the Consolidated Farms account -- had a balance
of approximately $289,000.00. (R. 2229, 2244, 2263, 2276).
That amount, all of which legally belonged to Richtron, Inc.
and Richtron General, is greater than the amount of
consequential damages awarded to Richtron, Inc. and Richtron
General. (R. 2278).

9. Sampson's Concealment Of His Predatory Conduct.

Sampson boasted in a letter sent to all investors
that he had creatively concealed from the Richins Parties --
his own former clients -- the financial information neces-
sary to trace his use of the Limited Partnerships' funds:

I wanted him [Richins] to spend all his
time occupied at doing something, trying
to figure out what we had done. I have
always known that if he went through the
proper procedures in court he could get
the information. [ simply wanted him to
spend the time and money to do it.
(Exhibit 88).

E. General Overview Of Case.

The district court cogently summarized its decision
as follows:
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The record in summary thus shows that in
May, 1980, Richins and his companies had
control of at least twenty-five limited
farm partnerships with assets and liabili-
ties of such a nature that they had
serious financial problems in May, 1980,
when Sampson first became involved. It
further shows that when Sampson first got
involved he had nothing in the twenty-five
partnerships except two <clients that
wanted advice. By Sampson's act and
conduct by the end of 1980 -- within seven
months -- Sampson had taken over and
assumed control of the twenty-five
partnerships, that he was receiving all of
the funds, disbursing them and using them
in whatever way he determined.

Sampson suggested from time to time that
his sole objective was to salvage the
partnership assets for the Tlimited
partners to the point of at least getting
back their investments. The evidence does
not show that all investors joined in
retaining Sampson as their attorney or
their proxy, but the evidence does make
clear that Sampson's main goal and effort
soon became one of getting rid of Richins
from all partnerships and obtaining
control thereof for himself and his
clients whom he never fully specifically
identified. [ think the evidence shows,
and so find, that his self-declared
benevolent motive soon changed to one of
greed and a vendetta to oust Richins and
take complete control.

As floundering as the partnerships were,
Sampson saw value there and spent what now
totals six years in 