TEALWOOD PROPERTIES, L.L.C.

:  NUMBER:  522,235, “B”
VERSUS




:  FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

THE SUCCESSION OF GLEN D. 

GRAVES, MARY MARICELLI 

GRAVES, DALE OIL COMPANY, 

INC., AKA DALE OIL 

CORPORATION



:  CADDO PARISH, LOUISIANA

JUDGMENT ON MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL AND MOTION TO RECONSIDER GRANTING OF EXCEPTION OF PRESCRIPTION
This Court previously considered and ruled upon the following exceptions and motions:  1)  Peremptory Exception of Prescription filed July 10, 2009 by the Succession of Glen D. Graves, Mary Maricelli Graves and Dale Oil Company, Inc.; 2) Peremptory Exception of Prescription filed July 31, 2009 by Jones Energy Company, L.L.C.; and 3) Motion for Partial Summary Judgment filed August 3, 2009 by Tealwood Properties, L.L.C.
On October 20, 2009, this Court issued Reasons for Judgment, and on October 26, 2009 formal Judgments were signed sustaining the two peremptory exceptions and denying the motion.  

On November 3, 2009, Tealwood Properties, L.L.C. filed a Motion for New Trial and Motion to Reconsider Granting of Exception of Prescription in favor of Dale Oil Co., Inc.  After thorough review of the plaintiff’s memorandum of November 16, 2009 and Dale Oil Company, Inc.’s memorandum of November 23, 2009, the Court concludes that the plaintiff’s motion should be denied
.  Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Motion For New Trial and Motion to Reconsider Granting of Exception of Prescription in favor of Dale Oil Co., Inc. is denied at plaintiff’s costs.

Signed this 23rd day of February, 2010 in Shreveport, Caddo Parish, Louisiana.
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      SCOTT J. CRICHTON







         DISTRICT JUDGE

CLERK OF COURT - PROVIDE 
NOTICE OF JUDGMENT

IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW
DISTRIBUTION:

Kenneth R. Antee, Jr.

David R. Taggart

Brad E. Wilkerson
� In his 11/13/09 motion, plaintiff counsel does not cite either La. CCP art. 1972 or 1973, although in his 11/16/09 memorandum it appears that he bases his position on articles 1972 (1) and 1973.  Applying these articles, this Court concludes the judgment is not “clearly contrary to the law and the evidence” nor is there “good ground” for a new trial on the exception.  The Reasons for Judgment were carefully articulated after a detailed analysis of the record.  Upon reconsideration, the Court continues to believe the decision was correct; at the very least, counsel’s arguments do not meet the standard set by La. CCP arts. 1972(1) or 1973.





