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Robert J. Miller, Esq. (#013334) 
Bryce A. Suzuki, Esq. (#022721) 
BRYAN CAVE LLP 
Two North Central Avenue, Suite 2200 
Phoenix, Arizona  85004-4406 
Telephone:  (602) 364-7000 
Facsimile:   (602) 364-7070 
Internet: rjmiller@bryancave.com 
 bryce.suzuki@bryancave.com 
 
Counsel for the Rev Op Group  

 

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA 
 
In re: 

MORTGAGES LTD., 
 
   Debtor.  

In Proceedings Under Chapter 11 

Case No. 2:08-bk-07465-RJH 
 
EMERGENCY MOTION FOR ENTRY 
OF ORDER: (I) CLARIFYING 
CHAPTER 11 PLAN, 
CONFIRMATION ORDER, AND 
OTHER MATTERS RELEVANT TO 
TRANSFER DECISION OF PASS-
THROUGH INVESTORS; AND (II) 
EXTENDING THE TRANSFER 
DECISION DEADLINE 

Hearing Date:   Not Yet Set 
Hearing Time:  Not Yet Set 
 

 This Motion is filed by Rev Op investors who collectively hold approximately 

$58.4 million in Rev Op investments, as more specifically identified on Exhibit “A” 

attached hereto (collectively, the “Rev Op Group”).  Pursuant to this Motion, the Rev 

Op Group requests entry of an order clarifying the chapter 11 plan dated March 12, 2009 

(the “Plan”),1 and this Court’s order confirming the Plan dated May 20, 2009 (the 

                                              
1  Unless otherwise defined herein, all capitalized terms in this Motion will have the 
meaning ascribed to such terms in the Plan.   
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“Confirmation Order”).  Because it is likely the issues addressed herein will take more 

than two weeks to resolve, the Rev Op Group requests that the Court extend the transfer 

decision date (discussed below) for another forty-five days beyond the existing deadline 

of September 28, 2009.  In support of this Motion, the Rev Op Group submits as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Plan was confirmed in May 2009.  Under the Plan, Pass-Through 

Investors were originally given until sixty days after the Effective Date to decide whether 

to transfer their fractional interests in Notes and Deeds of Trust to the applicable Loan 

LLCs.  See Confirmation Order, ¶W, p.15.  This decision was, and remains, strictly 

voluntary.2 

2. On August 6, 2009, the ML Manager LLC filed a motion to extend the 

sixty-day deadline for another forty-five days.  Pursuant to its Order dated August 6, 

2009, the Court granted the extension request, so the deadline for the transfer decision is 

presently September 28, 2009. 

3. But for the fact that the ML Manager LLC filed its extension motion, the 

Rev Op Group would have filed its own extension motion.  Serious issues remain 

outstanding which need to be resolved before any Pass-Through Investor should be 

required to make its transfer decision.  Despite various informational meetings between 

the Investor Committee, the Board of the ML Manager LLC, and the Pass-Through 

Investors, the Rev Op Group (and presumably other Pass-Through Investors) are in need 

of answers to basic questions that, to date, have remained unanswered. 

4. The Rev Op Group is aware of the fact that the Court already ruled the 

Disclosure Statement contained adequate information for purposes of voting on the Plan.  

The reality of the situation, however, is that the Plan and its operative documents are 

                                              
2  Hereinafter, a Pass-Through Investor who decides to transfer his or her interest is 
referred to as a “Transferring Investor”; whereas, an investor who decides not to 
transfer his or her interest is referred to as a “Non-Transferring Investor.”  For the sake 
of simplicity, the Notes and Deeds of Trust will simply be referred to as the “Notes.”   
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exceedingly complex and subject to different interpretations.  Plus, there were a number 

of last minute changes and settlements folded into the Plan, and various key documents 

(including the documentation related to the Exit Financing and the so-called inter-

borrower agreement) were finalized after entry of the Confirmation Order.   

5. Thus, the Court needs to enter an order clarifying the issues set forth herein, 

so that all Pass-Through Investors will have the benefit of this information before making 

their final transfer decision and so that all Investors and other parties in interest will 

understand how these key issues will be addressed under the Plan.   

6. Most of the issues may be boiled down to two things:  (i) whether the ML 

Manager LLC or the Non-Transferring Investor has the right to make key decisions about 

the Notes; and (ii) the extent to which the ML Manager LLC has the authority and power 

to impose expenses or any other kind of assessments on Non-Transferring Investors.  

Analysis of these issues requires a review of relevant provisions of the Disclosure 

Statement, Plan, and Confirmation Order.   

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT, PLAN, AND CONFIRMATION ORDER 
LANGUAGE RELEVANT TO THIS MOTION 

7. A threshold question that must be addressed by the Court is whether the 

ML Manager LLC “stands in the shoes” of the Debtor under the various agency 

agreements and other contracts that purportedly exist between the Debtor and the Pass-

Through Investors.  The record before the Court does not provide an answer to this 

question.   

8. The Disclosure Statement provides some discussion on this topic.  On page 

7 of the Disclosure Statement, the Investors Committee disclosed the following:  
If a Pass-Through Investor decides not to transfer an interest into the 
applicable Loan LLC for a specific Loan, then the Pass-Through Investor 
will continue to hold a fractional interest in the Note and Deed of Trust or 
the title to the property if it has already been foreclosed upon in their name, 
however the costs of enforcing the Loan and the expenses related to that 
Loan will be assessed against the Pass-Through Investor as provided for in 
the existing documents.  The benefits and protections of the Loan LLC and 
the use of the Exit Financing will not be available to such Pass-Through 
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Investor and such Pass-Through Investor will be subject to the existing 
Subscription and Agency Agreement fees and provisions which will be 
enforced by the ML Manager LLC and may be subject to lawsuits by 
Borrowers.  The existing Agency Agreements and other contracts to which 
the Pass-Through Investors are parties may be transferred by the Debtor to 
the ML Manager LLC, at the option of the Plan Proponent depending on 
the tax consequences. 

Disclosure Statement, p.7 (emphasis added). 

9. Paragraph 4.13 of the Plan touches on this issue and states, in relevant part, 

as follows: 
Distributions for Loan LLCs.  Each Loan LLC will distribute funds to its 
members pro rata based on their respective membership percentages in such 
Loan LLC as set forth in the operating agreement for each of the Loan 
LLCs.  Any Pass-Through Investor that does not transfer its fractional 
interests into a Loan LLC will receive its distribution pursuant to an 
existing Agency Agreement and other contracts which may be assigned to 
the ML Manager LLC.   

Plan, ¶4.13 (emphasis added). 

10. Paragraph U of the Confirmation Order specifically modifies Paragraph 

4.13 of the Plan, and provides, in relevant part, as follows:   
Before such distributions are made, Pass-Through Investors who retain 
their fractional interests in the ML Loans shall be assessed their 
proportionate share of costs and expenses of serving [sic]3 and collecting 
the ML Loans in a fair, equitable and nondiscriminatory manner and shall 
be reimbursed in the same manner as other Investors.   
Id., ¶U(3), p.12.   

11. Finally, Paragraph G of the Confirmation Order states, in relevant part, as 

follows:   
The Debtor, the Plan Proponent and the Board of Managers are authorized 
to take all actions to consummate the terms of the Plan and to establish the 
various entities, including but not limited to . . . transfer the existing agency 
agreements, powers of attorney, servicing agreements, and related contracts 
between Investors or MP Funds and the Debtor to the ML Manager LLC.”    

Confirmation Order, ¶G, pp.6-7.   

                                              
3  Presumably, the word “serving” was intended to mean “servicing.” 
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12. What remains to be clarified is whether any Pass-Through Investor agency 

agreement, subscription agreement, or other contract with the Debtors has been assigned 

or otherwise transferred to the ML Manager.  What is likewise unclear is how these Plan 

and other provisions work in light of the law addressing executory contracts. 

13. A form of agency agreement, along with a form of subscription agreement 

and loan purchase agreement, are attached hereto, respectively, as Exhibits B1, B2, and 

B3.  While this issue would have to be addressed on an investor-by-investor basis,4 it is 

fairly obvious that the form of agency agreement attached hereto is probably an 

executory contract unless it has been terminated by a party thereto, or by operation of 

law.  Thus, the Plan’s treatment of executory contracts is relevant.   

14. Article III of the Plan contains the standard provision that any executory 

contract not otherwise assumed is rejected on the Confirmation Date, but it specifically 

states the agreements between the Debtor and Investors “will be handled pursuant to 

[Paragraph] 4.11 of the Plan.”  Paragraph 4.11 of the Plan, however, provides the option 

to transfer the agency agreements to the Plan Proponent – i.e., the Investor Committee.  

As of the date hereof, it is totally unclear whether the Investor Committee exercised this 

option with respect to any, let alone all, contracts between the Debtors and Pass-Through 

Investors.5  

15. The lack of clarity on these issues is contrary to the best interests of all 

Investors.  For example, the ML Manager LLC’s ability to represent the interests of the 

                                              
4  Exhibits B1, B2, and B3 hereto are form documents that were included as exhibits 
to the Private Offering Memorandum dated July 10, 2006.  The Rev Op Group is 
informed and believes there are various forms of agency agreements that were used by 
the Debtor.  Obviously, if the ML Manager LLC takes the position that any particular 
Pass Through Investor is subject to the terms of an agency agreement (or any other 
agreement), then such an agreement has to exist and had to be binding on the parties 
thereto as and when the ML Manager LLC “stepped into the shoes” of the Debtor.   
5  The Investor Committee no longer exists.  Thus, a legitimate question to ask is, if 
the Investor Committee did not exercise this option, is it still possible for any of these 
contracts to be transferred to the ML Manager LLC? 
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Investors after the Effective Date has already been called into question by at least one 

Judge.  Specifically, Judge Redfield T. Baum entered a May 12, 2009 minute entry in the 

Riverfront bankruptcy case, which raised doubts about the ability of the ML Manager 

LLC to act on behalf of the holders of the Notes.  See Minute Entry attached hereto as 

Exhibit “C.”  Thus, the Rev Op Group believes a number of clarifications need to be 

made with respect to the Plan and the various agency agreements (and other agreements) 

that may or may not have been executed by Pass-Through Investors and the Debtor.   

16. First, the Court needs to enter an order clarifying the status of the agency 

agreements, the subscription agreements and any other agreement as they relate to the 

Rev Op Group.  Specifically, ML Manager needs to state whether it is the 

assignee/transferee of any of these agreements and which specific contracts it contends 

are binding on which members of the Rev Op Group.6 

17.  Second, the ML Manager LLC should clarify how it purportedly came to 

hold these contractual rights.  The Rev Op Group is entitled to know who made this 

decision – the Investor Committee or the ML Manager LLC – and the details thereof.  

Neither the Rev Op Group members nor any of the other Pass-Through Investors should 

be held to a contract without a clear record of how the other party contends it “stepped 

into the shoes” of their alleged counterparty, the Debtor. 

                                              
6  This issue is complex.  Prior to the Confirmation Date, the Investors Committee 
and its counsel often said that, if Pass-Through Investors did not transfer their Notes to 
the applicable Loan LLCs, then they simply would be held to their agency agreement.  
The Rev Op Group said then, and reiterates now, it is not that simple.  Presumably, there 
are three potential agreements with Pass-Through Investors that are at issue:  (i) the 
Revolving Opportunity Loan Program Purchase Agreement; (ii) the Subscription 
Agreement; and (iii) the Agency Agreement.  (If there are other agreements, the Pass-
Through Investors are entitled to know which ones they are purportedly being held to, 
how, and by whom.)  A legitimate question that may need to be answered is whether all 
or some of these agreements, if effective, were and are integrated with one another and 
whether they are severable.  See, e.g., In re Pollock, 139 B.R. 938, 940-41 (BAP 9th Cir. 
1992); In re Gardinier, 831 F.2d 974, 976 (11th Cir. 1987).   
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18. This issue is not without a level of complexity.  Clearly, the Debtor did not 

assume or assign any of these contracts prior to the confirmation date as required under 

section 365(d)(2) of the Bankruptcy Code.  Perhaps the ML Manager LLC believes all of 

these contracts “rode through” the bankruptcy without being assumed or assigned.  See In 

re Hernandez, 287 B.R. 795 (Bankr. D. Ariz. 2002) (J. Hollowell).  In any event, the Rev 

Op Group and all other Pass-Through Investors are entitled to know the full details 

behind this situation if the ML Manager LLC is going to attempt to enforce any 

contractual provisions on them.   

19. Third, if the ML Manager LLC is now the counterparty under any agency 

agreement or other agreement, the Court should enter an order clarifying whether ML 

Manager LLC has a right to assess expenses against the Rev Op Group under any such 

agreements without regard to any setoff rights that they may have due to their claims 

against the Debtor under their applicable agreements.  See In re De Laurentis 

Entertainment Group Inc., 963 F.2d 1269 (9th Cir. 1992).   

20. Fourth, to the extent that the ML Manager LLC has the right to enforce the 

contractual provisions set forth in the Agency Agreements or other agreements against 

any of the Rev Op Group members, the Court should clarify that the ML Manager LLC 

does not have the right to impose any of the expenses or other terms/provisions of the 

Exit Financing on the Rev Op Group. 

21. Fifth, to the extent that the ML Manager LLC has the right to enforce the 

contractual provisions set forth in the Agency Agreements or other agreements against 

any of the Rev Op Group members, the Court should clarify that the ML Manager LLC 

does not have the right to impose the ten percent (10%) disposition incentive payment or 

loan repayment provisions7 set forth in the Exit Financing on the Rev Op Group. 

                                              
7  Exhibit O of the Disclosure Statement is the Exit Financing term sheet.  On page 3 
of the term sheet, the various borrowers are obligated to allow seventy percent (70%) of 
all cash distributions to be paid to the lender.   
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NOTE CONTROL AND DECISION-MAKING 

22. Prior to the Effective Date of the Plan, Pass-Through Investors held 

undivided interests on the various Notes.  Control and decision-making regarding the 

Notes were handled pursuant to an agency agreement and, often, through informal 

agreements and communications between Pass-Through Investors and representatives of 

the Debtors. 

23. The Plan changes this control arrangement for Transferring Investors.  

Transferring Investors transfer their interests to the Loan LLCs in exchange for 

membership interests in the Loan LLCs and effectively turn over control and decision-

making authority to the Board of the ML Manager LLC except with respect to “major 

decisions.”  See Disclosure Statement, Ex. L, ¶5.4, p.11.   

24. With respect to Non-Transferring Investors, control and decision-making 

issues remain.  Prior to the Confirmation Date, the Investor Committee espoused two 

separate theories as to how decisions would be made relative to the Notes.  Investors 

were told they would have “tenant in common” rights.  They were also told the ML 

Manager LLC might attempt to enforce the agency agreements and other contracts to 

make decisions on behalf of Non-Transferring Investors.   

25. Assuming the ML Manager LLC contends it has the right to make any 

decisions with respect to the Notes of Non-Transferring Investors, the time to clarify 

these issues is now.  This needs to be clarified in three specific ways. 

26. First, the Court should clarify whether the ML Manager LLC has the 

authority to settle, compromise, or sell the Notes of Non-Transferring Investors without 

the consent of the Non-Transferring Investors and, if so, pursuant to what document or 

what legal theory. 

27. Second, the Court should clarify whether the ML Manager LLC has the 

authority to pledge the Notes of Non-Transferring Investors to any third party without the 
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consent of the Non-Transferring Investors and, if so, pursuant to what document or what 

legal theory.8 

28. Third, the Court should clarify whether the ML Manager LLC has the 

authority to foreclose on the collateral underlying the Notes of Non-Transferring 

Investors and/or sell the underlying collateral without the consent of the Non-

Transferring Investors and, if so, pursuant to what document or what legal theory. 

THE INTER-BORROWER AGREEMENT 

29. Paragraph 4.15 of the Plan addresses the Exit Financing and other related 

matters.  Paragraph 4.15 specifically addresses the so-called inter-borrower agreement 

and states, in relevant part, as follows:   
It is anticipated that the parties9 will also enter into an inter-borrower 
agreement to allocate amongst themselves the use of funds and the 
repayment of the Exit Financing, among other things.  The entities shall 
keep sufficient records of the use of funds and the repayment of the loan so 
that a proper allocation and accounting may be made.   

Plan, ¶4.15, p.41. 

30. On or about June 11, 2009, the ML Manager LLC, the Liquidating Trust 

and each of the Loan LLCs formed under the Plan entered into that certain Inter-

Borrower Agreement (the “Inter-Borrower Agreement”).  Before making any transfer 

                                              
8  In the Disclosure Statement, the Investors Committee made it clear that Non-
Transferring Investors would not have the benefit of the Exit Financing.  See Paragraph 8 
above.  Yet, the Inter-Borrower Agreement suggests that the Non-Transferring Investors 
somehow could be responsible for “a share of the Loan or costs funded by the Loan 
proceeds . . .”  See Note 11 infra.  If Pass-Through Investors are not entitled to the benefit 
of the Exit Financing, they cannot be held responsible for repaying the Exit Financing or 
bearing any of the expense of the Exit Financing. 
9  In the preceding sentence, the Plan states: “It is possible that Exit Financing will 
be needed to be entered into by the lender as the lender and by the Liquidating Trust, the 
ML Manager LLC, the Loan LLCs and/or the Reorganized Debtors as co-Borrowers with 
joint and several liability.”  Id.  Thus, the “parties” referenced in Paragraph 4.15 (quoted 
above) presumably are these same parties.   



 
 

651373.4 10 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

B
r

ya
n

 C
a
v
e
 L

L
P

 
T
w

o
 N

o
r
t
h

 C
e
n

t
r
a
l
 A

v
e
n

u
e
, 

S
u

it
e
 2

2
0

0
 

P
h

o
e
n

ix
, 

A
r
iz

o
n

a
  
8

5
0

0
4

-4
4

0
6

 
(6

0
2

) 
3

6
4
-7

0
0
0

 

decision, the Rev Op Group believes three clarifications are required with respect to the 

Inter-Borrower Agreement, especially since this agreement purports to allocate millions 

of dollars among the various Loan LLCs and, at least indirectly, Non-Transferring 

Investors.10   

31. First, the ML Manager LLC should clarify whether any changes have been 

made to the Inter-Borrower Agreement since June 11, 2009.  If material changes have 

been made, all Investors are entitled to know who made such changes, under what 

authority, and the nature of such changes. 

32. Second, the ML Manager LLC should clarify whether any additional 

changes to the Inter-Borrower Agreement are contemplated by the ML Manager LLC 

and/or the Liquidating Trust, whether any further changes will be made without prior 

notice to Investors, and, if so, under what authority.   

33. Third, the Court should clarify that the Inter-Borrower Agreement and any 

amendments thereto must be filed with the Court.  The Inter-Borrower Agreement is an 

enormously important document since it allocates repayment of the Exit Financing and a 

massive amount of expenses.  In this kind of case, transparency is critical.  Thus, the 

Inter-Borrower Agreement and any amendments thereto should be available for all 

Investors and other interested parties to review. 

ACCOUNTING 

34. Paragraph 4.15 of the Plan states that a proper allocation of expenses and 

related record-keeping will be needed in connection with the Inter-Borrower Agreement.  

Otherwise, the Plan is conspicuously silent in terms of the ML Manager LLC providing 

                                              
10  See, for example, the definition of Allocated Loan Share in the Inter-Borrower 
Agreement, whereby the Loan LLC Group is given the benefit of a deduction for costs 
paid by Non-Transferring Investors.  Interestingly, the Inter-Borrower Agreement, which 
was finalized after entry of the Confirmation Order, suggests that Non-Transferring 
Investors might be responsible to “pay a share of the Loan or costs funded by the Loan 
proceeds.”  Inter-Borrower Agreement, p.2. 
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Investors with an accounting of the various expenses and charges that may be imposed 

under the Plan.   

35. The Court should enter an order clarifying that the ML Manager is required 

to provide a commercially reasonable accounting of all expenses and any other charges 

assessed against any Investor, including the Rev Op Group, and a commercially 

reasonable accounting of all expenses and other charges allocated pursuant to the Inter-

Borrower Agreement.   

ORAL PLAN AMENDMENTS 

36. In at least two places, the Confirmation Order references stipulations and 

oral modifications that may have been made to the Plan during the Confirmation Hearing.  

Confirmation Order, ¶B, p.5., ¶¶BB, pp.16-17.  To the extent that non-material oral 

modifications were made to the Plan at the Confirmation Hearing, then the Rev Op 

Group obviously has no concerns.  However, the record should be clarified in this regard.  

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

37. It is black-letter law that this Court retains jurisdiction and has the authority 

to interpret its own orders.  In re Taylor, 884 F.2d 478 (9th Cir. 1989); In re Franklin, 802 

F.2d 324 (9th Cir. 1986).  This principle extends to issues arising under the interpretation 

of a confirmed chapter 11 plan.  See, e.g.,  Hawaiian Airlines, Inc. v. Mesa Air Group, 

Inc., 355 B.R. 214, 218 (D. Hawaii 2006) (citing In re Petrie Retail, Inc., 304 F.3d 223, 

230 (2d Cir. 2002)). 

38. The Investor Committee set up the right-to-transfer mechanism that was, 

and is, available to the Rev Op Group and all other Pass-Through Investors.  The issues 

raised in this Motion need to be clarified and resolved before the Rev Op Group makes its 

transfer decision.  Thus, it is necessary and appropriate for the Court to enter an order 

clarifying the issues addressed herein. 

39. Without laying blame on anyone, the Rev Op Group believes that one of 

the core challenges that existed in this proceeding to date is that various parties were 

trying to accomplish too many things in very short periods of time.  The Rev Op Group 
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believes that the issues raised in this Motion can and should be resolved in a consensual 

manner by the various key players – the ML Manager LLC, the Liquidating Trust, and 

the Investors, including the Rev Op Group. 

40. At the request of the ML Manager LLC, the Court set September 28, 2009 

as the deadline for the transfer decision by all Pass-Through Investors.  The Rev Op 

Group believes more time beyond September 28, 2009, will be needed to address these 

issues.  Therefore, the Rev Op Group requests that the Court extend the September 28 

deadline for another forty-five days, to avoid yet another situation where very important 

issues are addressed in a matter of a couple of days.  For the reasons set forth herein, 

cause exists to extend this deadline.  See Fed. Bankr. R. 9006(b). 

CONCLUSION 

 For all of the foregoing reasons, the Rev Op Group requests that the Court enter an 

order clarifying the above-referenced issues; extending the September 28 deadline by 

another forty-five days; and granting the Rev Op Group any other and further relief as 

may be just and proper under the circumstances of this Chapter 11 case. 

DATED this 14th day of September, 2009. 
 
BRYAN CAVE LLP 
 
By /s/ BAS, #022721   

Robert J. Miller 
Bryce A. Suzuki 
Two North Central Avenue, Suite 2200 
Phoenix, AZ  85004-4406 
Counsel for the Rev Op Group 
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COPY of the foregoing served this 
14th day of September, 2009: 
 
Via Email: 
 
Cathy Reece, Esq. 
Fennemore Craig, P.C. 
3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2913 
Counsel for the ML Manager, LLC  
creece@fclaw.com  
 
Larry Watson  
Office of the United States Trustee 
230 N. First Avenue, Suite 204 
Phoenix, Arizona  85003 
larry.watson@usdoj.gov 
 
William S. Jenkins 
Myers & Jenkins 
3003 N Central Ave Ste 1900  
Phoenix, Az 85012  
Counsel For The Liquidating Trustee 
wsj@mjlegal.Com 
 
 
 /s/ Sally Erwin   
 
 

  

 



651795.2 [0226858] 

EXHIBIT “A” 
 

 
Rev Op Group Member Principal Amount Due1

AJ Chandler 25 Acres, LLC 5,250,836.88

Bear Tooth Mountain Holdings, LLP   5,578,906.39

Yuval Caine and Mirit Caine    750,000.00

Cornerstone Realty & Development, Inc. 75,000.00

Cornerstone Realty & Development, Inc. Defined Benefit 
Plan and Trust 525,000.00

Revocable Living Trust of Melvin L. Dunsworth, Jr. 6,000,000.00

Evertson Oil Company, Inc. 1,000,000.00

Ronald Kohner 1,077,338.70

The Lonnie Joel Krueger Family Trust 2,180,000.00

Brett M. McFadden 1,000,000.00

Michael Johnson Investments II, L.L.C. 1,000,000.00

Louis B. Murphey 6,000,000.00

Pueblo Sereno Mobile Home Park L.L.C. 6,907,963.58

Queen Creek XVIII, L.L.C. 6,546,458.49

Morley Rosenfield, M.D. P.C. Restated Profit Sharing Plan 1,639,550.00

The James C. Schneck Revocable Trust 6,820,000.00

Trine Holdings, L.L.C. 2,372,445.06

Weksler-Casselman Investments 500,000.00

William L. Hawkins Family L.L.P. 3,165,922.43

TOTAL $58,389,421.53
 

                                                                          
1 Amounts herein are as set forth in filed Proofs of Claim.  To be clear, the Rev Op Group reserves all 
rights with respect to the claims summarized herein, which are subject to the Conditions and Reservation of 
Rights attached to the Rev Op Group members’ respective Proofs of Claim. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT “B1” 





















 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT “B2” 





















 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT “B3” 

























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT “C” 








