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October 30, 2003

Dear Beneficiaries:

Dusing the past two or three years, some of the principal beneficiaries have requested or suggested a
termination of their interest in the Trust. This has become more relevant and possible this past year since we
. - ~ H
have been able to liquidate a lot of property. ;
H

A question has also been raised as to why the principal beneficiaries should be allocated 28% of
administrative costs. They no longer own that percentage of the assets and such an allocation doek not
appear to be appropriate. At December 31, 2002, their share of the total trust assets was about 7.2%. We
believe these administrative cost allocations for 2003 need to be discussed and changed as appropriate.
Attorney, Patrick Martin, has suggested the various formulas for allocations of income and costs be reviewed.
We plan to provide information to various beneficiary groups so they have a better understanding and
clarification of the process. We plan to get on with this and settle matters prior to when 2003 accountings are

finalized.

You may recall that the primary reason the principal beneficiary share of assets was included with the Trust

was for convenience of administration. No one wanted to be in the position of contacting these beneficiaries -

every time there was a2 property sale or to collect money to carry the property. That is also why a reserve
account was setup with their share of Bombardier proceeds to provide a cash flow for expenses. So we have
really been managing the propertes on their behalf instead of having 1o deal with each individually.

Closing out their interest in the Trust could be accomplished by having the cash available in the
remaindermen account buy out the principal beneficiary value in real estate and thereby own a 100% rather
than 7&% interest in the property. But, how would this affect the income beneficiaries because there would
now be somewhat fewer funds to invest for generation of income? We believe this situation can be resolved
in 2 way that would be equitable to all beneficiaries. In fact, we have been addressing this type of problem
since we had the setdement of the Dermody lawsuit and the property acquired was paid for by the
remaindermen. When 50 acres of that property was sold a few years ago, the income beneficiaries received an
amount equal to 6% per annum for the time held. We believe this same allocation could be developed to
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provide them income from the principal beneficiary buyout funds. ~Zeeu?™ CF" 15 T Atopmitsd ctpetunar
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Please refer to the attached Exhibit A which describes our remaining propert , some of the issues for each
. g property, s
property, and an estimated realizable value. These values also represent Moya’s Trust one-half interest. The

following is a calculation of how we might calculate a buyout value for the real estate.
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Round out to L _ $ 510,000

The affect of this would be to provide some gains to the remaindermen beneficiaries of about $200,000,
ncome to the income beneficiaties of about $69,000, and the principal benefictaries would be able to realize
“heir value in the Trust and the Trust accounting would be greatly simplified. We think this is 2 win-win
situation for everyone.

If we could get agreement on this and court approval before or as of December 31, 2003, that would be the -

tdeal situation. However, there could be some controversy or dispute over the numbers and values, but we
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Gross value (Exhibit A) $5,381,500
Less: Moya Trust one-half (2,690,750)
Value to Lear Famly Trust 2,690,750
Reductions for: . .
Time value of money {269,075) —> g,&-
Contamination Lability — net v {600,000 et
e I eyt
1,821,675 g
Principal beneficiary percent ’ 28%
Cost of buyout $§ 510,069

believe this memo sets a base for discussion, issues to be addressed, and for a calculated amount.  All of the .

numbers would be based on past history and ours as well as our realtors” best opinions on values and costs so
then the numbers can be firmed up. Unfortunately, there can be no guarantees, but we believe there would
be enough leeway in the numbers for consideration of unknown future events for everyone’s comfort. We
have used our best efforts to get this matter on the table and settled, before we go for court approval.

We plan to discuss and finalize numbers in the next week or so and then prepare a petidon for court

approval. We hope to have agreement from everyone, so we can get approval without a contest. Please call
or preferably write your opinions on the martter soon. We believe a discussion of the process to clarify issues
and potenual probiems will make this an easy decision for all, but if you have agy concerns before
commenting, please call us for more information and discussion.

Very truly yours,

IR Rl

James L. Murphy Richard B. Rowley Haroid P. D'lyton
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