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Dear Counsel:

This is my decision on Respondent’s Motion for igeanent.

For the reasons stated in my Letter Opinion ofr&aty 15, 2012, | found
that the ownership interest in EJKC Partnership. Iithe “Partnership”), held by
the Everett T. Conaway Revocable Trust (the “ET@sT%) passed to Jesse
Conaway, or to the Jesse Frederick Conaway Tryin uhe death of Everett
Conaway. | found that Everett’'s attempt to trangifi@at interest to a non-partner,
his widow, Janice Conaway, the Respondent, wadithuader the terms of the
Limited Partnership Agreement (the “LPA”). | notedmy Letter Opinion that,
pursuant to that LPA, even if Everett had wishadjrd) his lifetime, to withdraw

from the Partnership, he could have done so ontli desse’s consent and only



upon the penalty of forfeiting 50% of the ETC Tragnterest (the “Partnership
Interest”) to the Partnership.

On reargument, Janice notes that it was Everetient that she receive his
interest, and asks the Court to transfer 50% ofé&it/s interest to her as a kind of
equitable analog to the withdrawal rights Everettld have utilized for the same
purpose, had he done so during his lifetime.

Unfortunately for Janice, Everett did not seek wvithdraw from the
Partnership during his lifetime. Instead, he madenvalid attempt to transfer the
Partnership Interest, as | have already found. nE¥eEverett had wished to
withdraw, moreover, he would have needed the agFaerof the remaining
partners to achieve that result. Everett tried failed to appoint Janice as the
successor to his trust in the Partnership Interéts. failed because that transfer
was contrary to the LPA by which he was bound.icéais not the equitable owner
of the Partnership interest, or 50% of the Parmprinterest. Ownership of that
interest is determined not by equity, but as aenatt contract law.

The other bases upon which Janice seeks reargumeeataddressed in my
Letter Opinion of February 15, 2012. For the re@asabove, Janice’s motion for
reargument is denied.

To the extent that the foregoing requires an Otddake effect, IT IS SO

ORDERED.



Sincerely,
/sl Sam Glasscock ||

Sam Glasscock Il



