
{JA574858;2} 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

JACKSONVILLE DIVISION 

In re:

LYDIA CLADEK, INC., 

  Debtor. 
__________________________________/

Case No. 3:10-bk-02805-PMG 

(Consolidated by Prior Court Order with Case 
No. 10-bk-02800-PMG) 

CHAPTER 11 TRUSTEE'S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION OF THE 
OFFICIAL COMMITTEE OF UNSECURED CREDITORS TO COMBINE 

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND CONFIRMATION HEARING

Michael Phelan, as the chapter 11 trustee (the "Chapter 11 Trustee") of the consolidated 

Chapter 11 cases of Lydia Cladek, Inc. (the "Debtor"), hereby files this response in opposition to 

the motion (the "Motion") of the Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors (the "Committee")

to combine the hearing on the disclosure statement (the "Disclosure Statement") and plan of 

reorganization (the "Plan") filed by the Committee, and in support thereof states as follows: 

BACKGROUND

1. On April 2, 2010, several petitioning creditors filed an involuntary Chapter 11 

petition against the Debtor, case styled as In re Lydia Cladek, Inc., Case No. 10-bk-02800-PMG, 

in the United States Bankruptcy Court, Middle District of Florida, Jacksonville Division (the 

"Involuntary Case").

2. Subsequently, on April 5, 2010, the Debtor filed the instant voluntary Chapter 11 

petition, case styled as In re Lydia Cladek, Inc., Case No. 10-bk-02805-PMG, in the United 

States Bankruptcy Court, Middle District of Florida, Jacksonville Division (the "Voluntary 

Case").
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3. On April 7, 2010, several creditors filed an Emergency Motion to Consolidate the 

Involuntary and Voluntary Chapter 11 cases of Lydia Cladek, Inc. [Docket No. 13], and an 

Emergency Motion to Appoint a Chapter 11 Trustee [Docket No. 11]. 

4. On April 12, 2010, the Court entered its Order Granting Motion to Consolidate, 

consolidating the Voluntary and Involuntary Chapter 11 cases of the Debtor, and providing that 

the Voluntary Case, Case No. 10-02805, shall be the lead case [Docket No. 32]. 

5. On April 12, 2010, the Court entered its Order Granting Motion to Appoint 

Chapter 11 Trustee. [Docket No. 31], and on April 13, 2010, the United States Trustee filed its 

Appointment of Chapter 11 Trustee and Setting Bond, and its Application for Approval to 

Appoint Michael Phelan as Chapter 11 Trustee [Docket Nos. 44 and 46]. 

6. On June 1, 2010, the Court entered a Notice of Appointment of an Unsecured 

Creditors' Committee of Lydia Cladek, Inc. [Docket No. 111]. 

7. On July 2, 2010, the Chapter 11 Trustee filed a Motion to Approve the Sale of 

Substantially All of the Debtor's Performing Assets, consisting of those automobile loans less 

than 180 days past due (the "Sale of the Performing Assets") [Docket No. 152], and on July 6, 

2010, the Chapter 11 Trustee filed a Motion to Approve the Sale of Substantially All of the 

Debtor's Non-Performing Assets, consisting of those automobile loans greater than 180 days past 

due (the "Sale of the Non-Performing Assets") [Docket No. 158]. 

8. On August 9, 2010, the Committee filed Objections to the Sale of the Performing 

Assets [Docket No. 214] and the Non-Performing Assets (collectively, the "Objections") [Docket 

No. 215].1

1  The Committee's Objections were based upon the assertion that (i) a reorganization of the Debtor's business was in 
the best interest of the creditors of the estate, and (ii) if the Court were to approve the sales, the Committee would be 
prevented from exercising its right to submit a plan of reorganization, and thus deprived of its due process rights 
under the Bankruptcy Code.  In response, the Chapter 11 Trustee asserted that (i) the sales were supported by sound 
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9. On August 12, 2010, the Court held hearings on the Sale of the Performing Assets 

and Non-Performing Assets.  At the hearing, the Committee withdrew its Objection to the Sale of 

the Non-Performing Assets and that sale was approved by the Court by Order dated August 19, 

2010 [Docket No. 224].  With respect to the Sale of the Performing Assets, the Court determined 

that, while the Chapter 11 Trustee's motion was supported by sound business judgment, the 

unsecured creditors should have the chance to evaluate the opportunity of maximizing the 

Performing Assets through a subsequent restructuring or sale. See August 12, 2010 Hearing 

Transcript Excerpt at p. 9, a copy of which is annexed hereto as Exhibit A.  Counsel for the 

Committee also indicated that he would work together with the Chapter 11 Trustee to propose a 

joint plan of reorganization which would include a restructuring of certain of the Debtor's assets 

and an option for unsecured creditors to liquidate their claims.   

10. On September 30, 2010, counsel for the Chapter 11 Trustee and counsel for the 

Committee entered into a confidentiality agreement (the "Confidentiality Agreement") in order to 

facilitate the Committee's participation in the formulation of a joint plan of reorganization with 

the Chapter 11 Trustee, and to otherwise encourage the free flow of confidential information 

between the parties. See Confidentiality Agreement at p. 2, a copy of which is annexed hereto as 

Exhibit B.  Pursuant to the Confidentiality Agreement, the use of the confidential material was 

restricted to the Committee's drafting of a joint plan of reorganization with the Chapter 11 

Trustee and his counsel in connection with the Debtor's bankruptcy case and could not be used 

for any other purpose. See Confidentiality Agreement, ¶3. 

business judgment and were in the best interest of the estate, (ii) the Committee's proposed reorganization was not 
feasible and not in the best interest of creditors, and (iii) approval of the sales did not foreclose the Committee's 
opportunity to reorganize the Debtor's affairs.  
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11. Immediately subsequent to entering into the Confidentiality Agreement, the 

Chapter 11 Trustee provided the Committee with unfettered access to his confidential information 

in order to facilitate the drafting of a joint plan of reorganization.  In addition, at all relevant 

times, counsel for the Committee represented to the Chapter 11 Trustee that the Committee 

intended to advance a joint plan with the Chapter 11 Trustee.   On October 1, 2010, counsel for 

the Committee circulated to counsel for the Chapter 11 Trustee a draft disclosure statement in 

support of a joint plan. 

12. On October 4, 2010, counsel for the Chapter 11 Trustee circulated certain key 

provisions to a joint plan of reorganization (the "Key Plan Provisions") to the Committee, and on 

October 6, 2010 met with counsel to the Committee and its proposed financial advisor regarding 

the joint plan.  During a subsequent telephone call, counsel for the Committee represented that he 

would review the Chapter 11 Trustee's Key Plan Provisions and confer back with the Chapter 11 

Trustee regarding continued discussions on advancing a joint plan.  However, notwithstanding 

counsel for the Committee's prior representations, the Committee did not respond to the Chapter 

11 Trustee's Key Plan Provisions.   Instead, despite all prior representations to the contrary, the 

Committee filed its own Disclosure Statement and Plan on October 28, 2010 [Docket Nos. 294 – 

295].  In addition, the Committee filed the within Motion seeking to combine the hearing on 

approval of the Disclosure Statement and Plan during the week of December 22, 2010. 

13. As will be shown below, the Committee's Motion impermissibly seeks to combine 

the hearings on the Disclosure Statement and Plan in this case.  In addition, the Committee's 

Disclosure Statement does not contain an adequate description of how its Plan will be funded, 

including key information regarding the source, terms and conditions of the Committee's cash 

flow and financial projections.  The Committee has also engaged in inappropriate and premature 
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Plan solicitations,2 and the Committee and its counsel have breached the Confidentiality 

Agreement by utilizing certain of the Chapter 11 Trustee's confidential information in connection 

with its Disclosure Statement and Plan.3  Additionally, the Committee's Plan is neither feasible 

nor in the best interest of creditors and the estate.  Given these infirmities, it is impossible for 

creditors to rely upon the Committee's Disclosure Statement in order to timely make an educated 

decision regarding the Committee's Plan. 

14. As a result of all of the foregoing, the Chapter 11 Trustee intends to pursue 

significant discovery regarding a number of issues, including the viability/confirmability of the 

Plan and the improper conduct of the Committee and its counsel.  For these reasons and the 

reasons that follow, the Committee's Motion, which seeks to subvert the plan solicitation 

requirements mandated by section 1125(b) of the Bankruptcy Code, should be denied.  It should 

be noted, however, that the Chapter 11 Trustee remains committed to working with the 

Committee toward proposing a joint plan of reorganization that is feasible and in the best interest 

of the creditors of the estate; to wit, a plan that provides creditors with (i) the option of 

2 See email from Noel Yell, Chairperson of the Committee, to investors dated October 21, 2010, a copy of which is 
annexed hereto as Exhibit C (mischaracterizing the Court's August 12, 2010 ruling and otherwise constituting an 
improper Plan solicitation); see also In re Gilbert, 104 B.R. 206, 214 (Bankr. W.D. Mo. 1989) (determining that an 
oral communication before the disclosure statement was approved that a creditor "hoped" another creditor would 
vote for a plan was an improper solicitation).  For several weeks, the Committee also posted on its website a 
summary of the August 12th hearing that mischaracterized the Court's ruling by indicating that the Court directed
the Committee to file a restructuring plan.  That is simply not true.  As noted above, the Court determined that, while 
the Chapter 11 Trustee's sale motion was supported by sound business judgment, the unsecured creditors should 
have the chance to evaluate the opportunity of maximizing the Performing Assets through a subsequent 
restructuring or sale.      

3 Committee's counsel also had inappropriate communications with at least one of the Debtor's employees without 
the Chapter 11 Trustee's consent.  See Rule 4-4.2, Florida Rules of Professional Conduct (providing that "[i]n 
representing a client, a lawyer shall not communicate about the subject of the representation with a person the 
lawyer knows to be represented by another lawyer in the matter, unless the lawyer has the consent of the other 
lawyer."); see also September 28, 2010 time entry in Burr & Forman October 2010 invoice, a copy of which is 
annexed hereto as Exhibit D (noting "telephone conference with K Colby [Debtor employee] re ROI analysis and 
confirmation that Pitcher [Debtor employee] acting to repossess vehicles with balances due under $1,000"). 
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participating in the Committee's proposed reorganization, or alternatively, (ii) the opportunity to 

elect cash payments from assets of the estate. 

OBJECTION

A. The Committee's Motion Impermissibly Seeks to Combine the Hearing on the 
Disclosure Statement and the Plan in this Case

15. As a preliminary matter, the Committee's Motion should be denied because it 

impermissibly seeks to combine the hearings on approval of its Disclosure Statement and Plan.  A 

bankruptcy court may only combine the hearings on approval of a disclosure statement and plan 

in two limited circumstances:  (1) In cases involving small business debtors; and (2) In cases 

involving prepackaged plans. See, e.g., In re Amster Yard Assocs., 214 B.R. 122, 123 (Bankr. 

S.D.N.Y. 1997).4  In Amster Yard Assocs., a secured creditor filed a disclosure statement and an 

ex parte application for preliminary approval of its disclosure statement to permit immediate 

solicitation, combine the disclosure statement and confirmation hearings, and grant related relief.

As in this case, the debtor in Amster Yard Assocs. did not qualify for small business treatment 

because its debts were in excess of the statutory limit.5

16. As an initial matter, the bankruptcy court in Amster Yard Assocs. determined that 

entering a scheduling order providing for combined hearings under section 105 of the Bankruptcy 

Code in the circumstances of the case clashed with section 1125’s limitations on combined 

hearings. See Amster Yard Assocs., 214 B.R. at 124.  Applying the provisions of section 105(d) 

that the court cannot enter an order under that section that conflicts with other sections of the 

Bankruptcy Code or Rules, the bankruptcy court held that section 105(d) “does not authorize [the 

4 See also 11 U.S.C. § 101(51D) (defining small business debtor as a debtor whose debts are less than $2,343,300 
excluding debts owed to affiliates or insiders); 11 U.S.C. § 1125(f)(3) (providing that in a case involving a small 
business debtor, notwithstanding section 1125(b), "the hearing on the disclosure statement may be combined with 
the hearing on confirmation of a plan.").   

5  As of the date hereof, there were 1,048 claims filed aggregating $110,457,543.01.  
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court] to approve the disclosure statement subject to a final hearing, or under the circumstances of 

this case, to combine the disclosure statement and confirmation hearings.”  Id. In other words, 

the bankruptcy court held that an order combining the disclosure statement and confirmation 

hearings is “inconsistent with Section 1125 except in prepackaged cases or ‘small business’ 

cases.” Id. The court also noted that the potential problems resulting from combined hearings 

include that plan proponents would be less willing to make modifications that could nullify votes 

they had already solicited and courts may be reluctant to delay confirmation based on 

shortcomings that might have foreclosed approval of the disclosure statement if the hearings had 

not been combined. See id. at 125. 

17. This case, just as in Amster Yard Assocs., does not qualify for conditional 

approval of the Disclosure Statement or combined hearings on the Disclosure Statement and Plan 

because the Debtor is not a small business debtor and the Committee's Plan is not prepackaged.  

In addition, just as in Amster Yard Assocs., the potential problems with such a procedure in this 

case are many, particularly given that the thousands of domestic and foreign creditors herein have 

not yet had an opportunity to be heard on the proposed course of action of this case.6  Combined 

hearings are also wholly inappropriate in this case because of the myriad infirmities identified 

below regarding the Committee's Disclosure Statement and Plan. 

B. The Committee's Disclosure Statement Lacks Adequate Information

18. Section 1125 of the Bankruptcy Code provides that a plan proponent may not 

solicit the acceptance or rejection of a plan unless, before such solicitation, the plan proponent 

transmits to the parties to be solicited, the plan and a disclosure statement, containing “adequate 

information” which has been approved by the Bankruptcy Court, after notice and a hearing. See

6 The Chapter 11 Trustee understands that many of the foreign creditors, including those from Venezuela, will 
require a alternative method for solicitation other than mail as it often times takes several weeks for delivery thereof.   
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11 U.S.C. § 1125(a)(1).  In addition, “Section 1129(a)(11) requires the plan proponent to show 

concrete evidence of a sufficient cash flow to fund and maintain both its operations and 

obligations under the plan.” S&P, Inc. v. Pfeifer, 189 B.R. 173, 183 (Bankr. N.D. Ill. 1995). 

19. It is indisputable that the Committee's Disclosure Statement does not provide 

sufficient information that would enable a hypothetical creditor to make any determination as to 

the viability and/or confirmability of the Committee's Plan.  Among other things, the Committee's 

Disclosure Statement is inadequate for the following reasons.  First, the Committee's Disclosure 

Statement only contains cursory information regarding the Committee's funding of its Plan, and 

fails to include key information regarding the source, terms and conditions of the Committee's 

cash flow and basis for its projections.  Second, the Committee has failed to include a feasibility 

analysis sufficient to demonstrate the viability and/or confirmability of the Committee's Plan.   

20. Moreover, the only financial detail contained in the Disclosure Statement is a one-

page summary of liquidation options and a one-page balance sheet that shows increasing total 

equity each year.  Significantly, in the unlikely event that the Committee's projections are 

flawless after five years, the Committee shows a portfolio with a net principal balance of 

$11,409,186.  However, based on the actual sales prices for these types of assets, liquidation 

would likely yield, at best, fifty cents on the dollar (totaling $5,704,593).  In addition, given the 

inherent risk of the industry, the rate of return on investments of this type would more likely 

approximate 13%.  Thus, when the Committee's likely collections on its five-year portfolio of 

$5,704,593 are discounted to present value at 13%, the actual portfolio value for distribution 

purposes totals approximately $3,096,224.  This amount approximates the total amount which 

will be in possession of the Chapter 11 Trustee shortly, and if distributed immediately would pose 

no additional risk to creditors. 
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21. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the Committee's Disclosure 

Statement neither provides “adequate information” as required by section 1125 of the Bankruptcy 

Code, nor concrete evidence of a sufficient cash flow to fund and maintain both the reorganized 

entities' operations and obligations under the Plan, as required by section 1129 of the Bankruptcy 

Code.

C. The Committee's Proposed Plan is Not Feasible

22. Section 1129 of the Bankruptcy Code sets forth the conditions necessary to have a 

plan confirmed.  The plan proponent bears the burden of establishing to the satisfaction of the 

Court that the conditions set forth in section 1129 have been satisfied. See, e.g., In re Briscoe 

Enter., Ltd., II, 994 F.2d 1160, 1165 (5th Cir. 1993).  Among the statute's requirements, section 

1129(a)(11) provides: 

(a) The court shall confirm a plan only if all of the following 
requirements are met: 

(11) Confirmation of the plan is not likely to be followed by the 
liquidation, or the need for further financial reorganization, of the 
debtor or any successor to the debtor under the plan, unless such 
liquidation or reorganization is proposed in the plan. 

11 U.S.C. § 1129(a)(11).  Colloquially, this prerequisite to plan confirmation is referred to as 

“feasibility.”  A proposed plan that is not feasible cannot be confirmed by the Court. 

23. When assessing the future commercial viability of a debtor's business, the 

question of feasibility under section 1129(a)(11) is fundamentally one of whether the debtor has 

the ability to meet its future obligations, both as provided for in the plan and as may be incurred 

in its business operations. See 7 Collier on Bankruptcy, ¶ 1129.02[11].  “In this respect, ‘section 

1129(a)(11) requires the plan proponent to show concrete evidence of a sufficient cash flow to 
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fund and maintain both its operations and obligations under the plan.’”  7 Collier on Bankruptcy ¶ 

1129.03[11], at 1129-65 (quoting S & P, Inc. v. Pfeifer, 189 B.R. at 183) (citations omitted). 

24. Here, the Committee's projections are purportedly based upon an economic model 

used in the sub-prime automobile finance industry.  These projections fail to recognize that, inter 

alia, the sub-prime automobile finance industry is competitive, has inherent risk, and is subject to 

legislative changes that could negatively impact the industry.  Additionally, the Committee has 

not determined, with any reasonable degree of accuracy or reliability, the true cost to the estate 

for a reorganization of this nature, and therefore reliance on the Committee's projections is 

misguided.  See, e.g., In re Sagewood Manor Associates LP, 223 B.R. 756, 762 (Bankr. D. Nev. 

1998) ("[W]here the financial realities do not accord with the proponent's projections or where 

the projections are unreasonable, the plan should not be confirmed.").  

25. Moreover, the Committee's Plan fails to demonstrate through concrete evidence 

that the reorganized entities will be able to fund and maintain both their operations and 

obligations under the Plan.  Quite simply, there is no certainty that the Committee's proposed 

reorganization is feasible  -- and, significantly, the Committee fails to include a feasibility 

analysis sufficient to demonstrate the viability and/or confirmability of the Committee's Plan. 

26. Presently, the creditors of the estate have virtually no reassurance that these 

projections will, in fact, be reached.  Given the absence of any reasonable reassurance that the 

Debtor is capable of reorganizing in the way the Committee projects, approving the Plan on the 

basis of the mere hope or the opportunity to reorganize, irrespective of the projected monetary 

return to creditors under such reorganization, is not in the best interest of the creditors of this 

estate. 
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D. The Committee's Proposed Plan is Not in the Best Interest of Creditors

27. Section 1129(a)(7) of the Bankruptcy Code provides, in relevant part, that the 

Court “shall confirm a plan only if” each creditor in an impaired class “(i) has accepted the plan; 

or (ii) will receive or retain under the plan on account of such claim or interest property of a 

value, as of the effective date of the plan, that is not less than the amount that such holder would 

so receive or retain if the debtor were liquidated under chapter 7 of this title on such date.”  11 

U.S.C. § 1129(a)(7).  The section is often referred to as the "best interest of creditors test".  See

Kane v. Johns-Manville Corp., 843 F.2d 636, 649 (2d Cir. 1988) (“Subsection 1129(a)(7) 

incorporates the former ‘best interest of creditors' test and requires a finding that each holder of a 

claim or interest either has accepted the plan or has received no less under the plan than what he 

would have received in a Chapter 7 liquidation.”). 

28. “In order to show that a payment under a plan is equal to the value that the 

creditor would receive if the debtor were liquidated, there must be a liquidation analysis of some 

type that is based on evidence and not mere assumptions or assertions.”  In re Adelphia 

Communications Corp., 361 B.R. 337, 366-67 (S.D.N.Y. 2007), appeal dismissed, 367 B.R. 84 

(S.D.N.Y. 2007) (internal quotations and footnotes omitted).  Here, the Committee's one-page 

liquidation analysis and "pie-in-the-sky" reorganization projections are not based on evidence, 

but rather mere assumptions.  As noted above, among other things, the Committee's projections 

fail to recognize that the sub-prime automobile finance industry is competitive, has inherent risk, 

and is subject to legislative changes that could negatively impact the industry.  Additionally, the 

Committee has not determined, with any reasonable degree of accuracy or reliability, the true cost 

to the estate for a reorganization of this nature, and therefore reliance on the Committee's 

projections is misguided.  Moreover, the Committee's Plan fails to demonstrate through concrete 
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evidence that the reorganized entities will be able to fund and maintain both their operations and 

obligations under the Plan.  Based on the foregoing, the Committee's Plan fails to meet the "best 

interest of creditors" test under section 1129(a)(7) of the Bankruptcy Code. 

29. The Chapter 11 Trustee has proposed to the Committee key terms of a joint plan 

of reorganization which provides creditors with the option of participating in the Committee's 

proposed reorganization, or alternatively, the opportunity to elect immediate payment from the 

proceeds of the Debtor's assets.  In fact, counsel for the Committee has repeatedly represented to 

the Chapter 11 Trustee that he would pursue a plan of this nature.  The Chapter 11 Trustee 

believes that a plan of this nature will provide a more equitable result for the thousands of 

creditors which have not yet had an opportunity to be heard on the proposed course of action of 

this case. 
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CONCLUSION

30. For the foregoing reasons, the Chapter 11 Trustee respectfully requests that the 

Court:  (i) deny the Committee's Motion to combine the hearings on its Disclosure Statement and 

Plan so that the Chapter 11 Trustee may take discovery on the issues identified herein; (ii) deny 

approval of the Committee's Disclosure Statement until it corrects the infirmities identified 

herein; and (iii) grant the Chapter 11 Trustee such other relief as the Court may deem to be just 

and appropriate.  The Chapter 11 Trustee specifically reserves his right to object in greater detail 

to the Disclosure Statement and/or confirmation of the Committee's Plan or any subsequent plan 

of reorganization to the extent that the Committee proceeds to confirmation with respect to such 

plan or plans, on any basis allowable under the Bankruptcy Code and applicable law. 

Dated: November 8, 2010.   AKERMAN SENTERFITT  

By: /s/ Jacob A. Brown  
Jacob A. Brown 
Florida Bar Number: 0170038 
Email: jacob.brown@akerman.com 
Steven R. Wirth 
Florida Bar Number:  170380 
Email:  steven.wirth@akerman.com 
50 North Laura St., Suite 2500 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 
Telephone: (904) 798-3700 
Facsimile: (940) 798-3730  

Attorneys for the Chapter 11 Trustee 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was furnished either 
by electronic notification or U.S. mail, this 8th day of November, 2010 to all parties on the 
attached Amended Official Service list. 

/s/ Jacob A. Brown     
Attorney
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Lydia Cladek, Inc. 
Case No.: 3:10-bk-2805-PMG

AMENDED OFFICIAL SERVICE LIST 
(amended as of September 20, 2010) 

Michael Phelan
Chapter 11 Trustee 
3613 North 29th Ave. 
Hollywood, FL 33020 

Jacob A. Brown, Esq. 
Akerman Senterfitt 
50 North Laura Street, Suite 2500 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Lydia Cladek, Inc. 
108 Seagrove Main Street
St. Augustine, FL 32080 

Lawrence Lilly, Esq. 
336 Redwing Lane
St. Augustine, FL 32080-7979 

Lydia I. Cladek 
189 Sea Colony Parkway
St. Augustine, FL 32080 

Lydia I. Cladek 
1001 Lindgren Blvd. 
Sanibel, FL 33957 

Elena L. Escamilla, Esq. 
United States Trustee
135 W. Central Blvd., Suite 620  
Orlando, FL 32801 

Mac D. Heavener, III, Esq. 
Bonnie A. Glober, Esq. 
United States Attorney's Office 
300 North Hogan Street, Suite 700 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Jon E. Kane, Esq. 
Burr & Forman, LLP 
450 S. Orange Avenue, Suite 200 
Orlando, FL 32801 

Gary L. Alligood 
115 Sunset Harbor Way #202 
St. Augustine, FL 32080 

Rudolph J. Danowski 
127 Hogsback Road 
Oxford, CT 06478 

David J. Rees 
4219 Bunker Dr. 
Quincy, IL 62305 

Robert F. Helfferich 
21409-60th Street 
Bristol, WI 53104-9732 

Bennett Yell Agency, Inc. 
c/o Bennett Yell 
9075 June Lane 
St. Augustine, FL 32080 

Andrea Levinson & 
Michael Egelman 
c/o Michael Egelman 
127 Bonita Road 
St. Augustine, FL 32086 

RAD Management Company 
c/o Donald R. Radbill 
221 N. Forest Dune Dr. 
St. Augustine, FL 32080 

Internal Revenue Service 
Centralized Insolvency Operations 
PO Box 21126 
Philadelphia, PA 19114-0326 

Internal Revenue Service 
Special Procedures – Stop 5720 
400 W Bay Street Suite 35045 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Alan M. Weiss, Esq. 
50 North Laura Street, Suite 3900 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Wm. Patrick Fulford, Esq. 
505 Maitland Avenue, Suite 100 
Altamonte Springs, FL 32701 

Florida Department of Revenue 
5050 W. Tennessee Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0145 

U.S. Securities & Exchange 
Commission 
Reorganization Branch, Atlanta 
3475 Lenox Rd., NE, Ste. 1000 
Atlanta, GA 30326-3235 

Charles B. Jimerson, Esq. 
2124 Park Street 
Jacksonville, FL 32204 

John R. Stiefel, Jr., Esq. 
One Independent Drive, Suite 2301 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 
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Undine C. Pawlowski, Esq. 
4075 A1A S., Ste. 200D 
St. Augustine, FL 32080 

R. Carter Burgess, Esq. 
McGlinchey Stafford, PLLC 
10752 Deerwood Park Blvd. 
Suite 100 
Jacksonville, FL 32256 

Tennessee Department of Revenue 
c/o Tennessee Attorney General's Office 
Bankruptcy Division 
P.O. Box 20207 
Nashville, TN 37202-0207

David W. Barrett, Esq. 
Fowler White Boggs P.A. 
50 N. Laura Street, Suite 2800 
Jacksonville, FL 32202 

Bernard Reller 
4728 NW 38th Street 
Gainesville, FL 32608 

Marshall  B. Hall 
3123 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. 
Ponte Vedra, FL 32082-4535 

Carolyn S. Fortner, Trustee 
George W. Fortner Credit Trust 
3123 S. Ponte Vedra Blvd. 
Ponte Vedra, FL 32082 

Thomas W. Herren 
12815 Huntley Manor Dr. 
Jacksonville, FL 32224 

Cynthia Bailey Pyle 
1112 Southeast 22nd Avenue 
Ocala, FL 34471 

Sidney Abelski, Esq. 
Abelski & Associates, Ltd. 
180 N. Michigan Ave., Suite 1800 
Chicago, IL 60601 

Peter G. Henry 
111 Cardiff Place 
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 

Polly Anne Cox 
Betty T. Crisco 
c/o Robbin C. Vernon 
2608 Stratford Drive 
Greensboro, NC 27408 

Thomas D. Summerhays 
3615 Pearl Ln 
Waterloo, IA 50702-5507 

Alma Obinger 
29 Bayberry Court 
Deptford, NJ 08096 
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