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The Court has received Plaintiff/Counterdefendant’ s Motion for Clarification of
Summary Judgment Order, which isathinly veilled Motion for Reconsideration. The Defendants
filed their Response, but the Plaintiff/Counterdefendant has not filed itsreply.

IT 1SORDERED denying the Mation. The Court has adopted each and every argument
advanced in the Defendant/Counterclaimants’ Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and their
Reply. That iswhy the Court chose to state, “For the reasons...,” as opposed to employing the
phrase, “For areason.” Specifically stated, the term, “clientele” is ambiguous, which renders
the agreement unenforceable. The geographical scopeis unreasonably broad in scope, and the
Plaintiff cannot cure it with aunilateral rewrite to two counties after the fact. Thetimelimitis
unreasonably long in scope, and should have been something more in the line of six months
under the facts of thiscase. The agreement, as a matter of public policy, should not be
enforceable in any way, shape or form.
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