
 

 

 
ALLY FINANCIAL INC.’S  

RESPONSE TO CERTAIN MOTIONS FILED BY TIMOTHY  
J. LAHRMAN AND THE COURT’S ORDER REGARDING SUCH MOTIONS  

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE GLENN, 
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE: 

Ally Financial Inc. (“Ally”) submits this response (the “Response”),1 in accordance with 

the Order Directing the ResCap Liquidating Trust and Ally Financial, Inc. to Respond to 

Motions Filed by Timothy J. Lahrman [ECF No. 8115] (the “Order”), to the following pleadings 

filed by Mr. Timothy J. Lahrman (“Lahrman”):   

• (a) the Motion for Relief from Judgment or Order [ECF No. 8010] (the “Motion for 
Relief”); and  

• (b) the Motion for Leave and Order to Show Cause Why Ally Financial, Inc.; GMAC 
Mortgage LLC, Debtor; and Attorney(s) Joel Bornkamp Together with Reisenfeld & 
Associates Should Not Be Held in Contempt [ECF No. 8066] (the “Show Cause 
Motion,” together with the Motion for Relief, collectively, the “Lahrman Motions”).2   

 For its Response, Ally submits the declaration of Robert Ellis, Esq., which is attached 

hereto as Exhibit 1 (the “Ellis Declaration”), and respectfully states as follows: 

                                                 
1  Capitalized terms used but not defined in this Response have the meanings given to such terms in the Second 

Amended Joint Chapter 11 Plan Proposed by Residential Capital, LLC, et al. and the Official Committee of 
Unsecured Creditors [ECF No. 6065-1] (the “Plan”), which was confirmed by the Court on December 11, 2013 
[ECF No. 6065] (the “Confirmation Order”).   

2  In connection with the Lahrman Motions, Lahrman also filed a Request to Take Judicial Notice [ECF No. 8011] 
(the “Judicial Notice Request”).  Without addressing the substantive or procedural merits of the Judicial Notice 
Request, Ally does not believe its response is required to such request because the request is limited to 
Lahrman’s assertions regarding GMAC Mortgage, LLC and the Federal National Mortgage Association.   

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
 

 
In re: 
 
RESIDENTIAL CAPITAL, LLC, et al., 
 
    Debtors. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
Case No. 12-12020 (MG) 
 
Chapter 11 
 
Jointly Administered 
 

12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 1 of 75

¨1¤544/"9     $¢«

1212020150225000000000004

Docket #8199  Date Filed: 2/25/2015



 

2 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Lahrman has asserted specious and inflammatory allegations against Ally.  All are false.  

Worse still, Lahrman’s activities and continued attempts to pursue claims against Ally run afoul 

of at least three orders issued by this Court:  (a) the Confirmation Order; (b) the Order Granting 

Ally Financial Inc.’s Motion for an Order Enforcing the Chapter 11 Plan Injunction [ECF No. 

6702] (the “Ally Order”); and (c) the Court’s Memorandum Opinion and Order Denying 

Timothy J. Lahrman’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order Enforcing the Chapter 11 Plan 

Injunction [ECF No. 6816] (the “Lahrman Opinion”).   

In his latest salvo, Lahrman seeks relief from the Ally Order and seeks an order directing 

Ally to show cause why it and its attorneys should not be sanctioned “for their affirmative acts 

and conducts [sic] as ‘Plaintiff’ in the state court foreclosure proceeding . . . .”3  But Ally is not 

now, nor has it ever been, a party to any foreclosure proceeding involving Lahrman.  Indeed, the 

only state-court action involving Lahrman to which Ally was a party—Lahrman vs. Green Tree 

Servicing, LLC et al., Cause No. 20C01-1401-PL-000002, Circuit Court of Elkhart County, 

Indiana (the “Lahrman Action”)—was dismissed by the state court on June 13, 2014, long 

before the alleged events in the state-court foreclosure action of which Lahrman now complains.  

Ally currently has no legal relationship, adverse or otherwise, with Lahrman.  Accordingly, the 

Lahrman Motions are meritless and should be denied with prejudice.   

Moreover, Lahrman’s Motion for Relief does not come close to satisfying the applicable 

standard for relief from a final order or judgment.  Rule 60 of the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure (the “Federal Rules”), made applicable in this proceeding through Bankruptcy Rule 

9024, establishes a high burden on the party seeking relief from a final order.  Specifically, to 

                                                 
3  Mot. for Show Cause Order 5.   
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obtain relief from a final order, a party must show one or more of the following:  (a) “mistake,  

inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect”; (b) “newly discovered evidence”; 

(c) “fraud . . . misrepresentation, or misconduct by an opposing party”; (d) “the judgment is 

void”; (e) “the judgment has been satisfied, released or discharged”; or (f) “any other reason that 

justifies relief.”4  Motions for relief from a final order are “generally not favored and [are] 

properly granted only upon a showing of exceptional circumstances.”5  Lahrman has not—and 

cannot—show exceptional circumstances.  Accordingly, the Motion for Relief should be denied, 

with prejudice.   

As noted above, Lahrman’s continued pursuit of any claims against Ally is in direct 

contravention of this Court’s Confirmation Order (and the Ally Order)—which permanently 

released, and enjoined the pursuit of, claims against Ally “arising from or related in any way to 

the Debtors.”6  The Plan’s Third Party Release is broad, applying to “any and all Causes of 

Action whatsoever, whether known or unknown, asserted or unasserted, derivative or direct, 

foreseen or unforeseen, existing or hereinafter arising, in law, equity, or otherwise, whether for 

tort, fraud, contract, violations of federal or state securities laws, veil piercing or alter-ego 

theories of liability, contribution, indemnification, joint liability, or otherwise, arising from or 

related in any way to the Debtors.”7  Lahrman’s allegations against Ally are based on business 

activities of the Debtors—not Ally—and thus arise from and relate to the Debtors.  The Plan’s 

Injunction “permanently enjoined and precluded” the continuation of claims subject to the Third 

                                                 
4  Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b)(1)–(6).   

5  United States v. Int’l Bhd. of Teamsters, 247 F.3d 370, 391 (2d Cir. 2001) (citing Paddington Partners v. 
Bouchard, 34 F.3d 1132, 1142 (2d Cir. 1994); Nemaizer v. Baker, 793 F.2d 58, 61 (2d Cir. 1986). 

6  Plan Art. IX.D. 

7  Id. (emphasis added).  
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Party Release, such as Lahrman’s alleged claims against Ally.8  This Court therefore should deny 

the Lahrman Motions, with prejudice. 

Last, Ally vehemently objects to Lahrman’s unsupported allegations that Ally “overtly 

engaged in a scheme of misconducts, misrepresentations of fact, intentional omissions of 

material fact and outright fraud upon the courts, this court [sic] included.”9  Further, Ally 

disputes that it ever “held secret from this Court what they [sic] know and have likewise known 

about the very fact that Lahrman is himself under an Indiana conservatorship/guardianship.”10  

Finally, Ally rejects Lahrman’s false contention that Ally had “supervisory control and 

responsibility” for the “acts and conducts of GMACM and its ‘attorneys’, [sic] Joel Bornkamp in 

particular and including counsels [sic] for AFI, are knowing, intentional and egregious when 

engaged in by officers of the court and license attorneys.”11  These and other of Lahrman’s 

statements are manifestly false.   

To be very clear, if Lahrman continues to file pleadings containing specious and outright 

false allegations without so much as a hint of a good-faith basis, Ally will take direct, adverse 

action against Lahrman, pursuing any and all available remedies under applicable law.    

BACKGROUND 

On January 3, 2014, Lahrman filed the Lahrman Action against a number of defendants, 

including Ally.12  On January 21, 2014, Lahrman filed an amended complaint in the action that 

                                                 
8  Id. Art. IX.I. 

9  Mot for Relief ¶ 11.   

10  Id. ¶ 15.   

11  Id. ¶ 18.   

12  See Ellis Decl. ¶ 3. 
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added additional foreclosure-related claims.  Lahrman’s claims against Ally concern a 2005 

mortgage, and Lahrman alleged that Ally did business as GMAC Mortgage, LLC.13   

On January 29, 2014, Ally’s counsel in the Lahrman Action informed Lahrman that this 

Court entered the Confirmation Order and provided Lahrman with copies of the Plan and 

Confirmation Order.14  The letter explained to Lahrman that his claims against Ally fall squarely 

within the Third Party Release and that, by virtue of the Plan’s Injunction, Lahrman is enjoined 

from pursuing his claims against Ally.15  Lahrman was encouraged to contact Ally’s counsel to 

discuss the matter further.16  

Ally’s counsel in the Lahrman Action filed an answer on January 30, 2014.17  But on 

February 3, 2014, Lahrman filed a “supplemental” complaint, purporting to add additional 

parties and claims.18  In response to Lahrman’s “supplemental” complaint, Ally filed another 

answer on February 7, 2014.19   

On February 21, 2014, Ally’s counsel in these bankruptcy proceedings sent Lahrman a 

second letter reiterating its explanation that Lahrman’s claims against Ally were subject to the 

Third Party Release and the Injunction in the Plan.20  Ally repeated its willingness to discuss the 

                                                 
13  Id. 

14  Id.¶ 4.   

15  Id.  

16  Id. ¶ 5.   

17  Id. ¶ 6.   

18  Id. ¶ 7. 

19  Id. ¶ 8.   

20  Id. ¶ 9. 
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matter with Lahrman and offered to arrange a telephone conference with this Court to discuss the 

matter.21   

On February 26, 2014, Ally filed a motion seeking to enforce the Plan’s Third Party 

Release and Injunction provisions against Lahrman and the Lahrman Action.22  Despite the fact 

that Lahrman was personally served with the Ally Motion, he failed to appear (in person or by 

telephone) to the Court’s hearing on the Ally Motion, which hearing was held on March 26, 2014 

at 10:00 a.m.23  The Court entered the Ally Order that day, thereby enjoining Lahrman from 

proceeding with the Lahrman Action.24 

Lahrman’s bald assertion that he “has complied with the previous Order of this Court” 

notwithstanding,25 Lahrman did not comply with the Ally Order.26  Nevertheless, on June 13, 

2014, the state court presiding in the Lahrman Action dismissed the action (without prejudice) 

“in light of [Lahrman’s] lack of legal capacity and in light of [Lahrman’s] mental health 

issues.”27 

Since June 13, 2014, Ally has not taken any action against Lahrman in the Lahrman 

Action or any other action or proceeding whatsoever.28 

                                                 
21  Id.  

22  See Ally Financial Inc.’s Motion for Entry of an Order Enforcing the Chapter 11 Plan Injunction [ECF No. 
6527] (the “Ally Motion”).   

23  See Lahrman Op. 7.   

24  See Ally Order.   

25  Show Cause Mot. ¶ 2.   

26  Ellis Decl. ¶ 10.   

27  Id. ¶ 11.  

28  Id. ¶ 12.  
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ARGUMENT 

The Court should deny the Lahrman Motions for the following reasons, each of which are 

independently sufficient to warrant a denial.  First, with respect to the Motion for Relief, the 

Court should deny the motion because Lahrman has not—and cannot—satisfy the standard under 

Federal Rule 60.  Second, the Motion for Relief should be denied because it is a further act in 

contravention of this Court’s Confirmation Order.  Finally, to the extent Lahrman is actually 

seeking relief vis-à-vis Ally,29 the Show Cause Motion should be denied because Ally has 

nothing to do with the underlying foreclosure action of which Lahrman now complains.   

I. The Motion for Relief Should Be Denied Because  
Lahrman Has Not—and Cannot—Satisfy the Applicable Standard. 

Federal Rule 60, made applicable in this proceeding through Bankruptcy Rule 9024, 

establishes a high burden on the party seeking relief from a final order.  Specifically, to obtain 

relief from a final order, a party must show one or more of the following:  (a) “mistake, 

inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect”; (b) “newly discovered evidence”; 

(c) “fraud . . . misrepresentation, or misconduct by an opposing party”; (d) “the judgment is 

void”; (e) “the judgment has been satisfied, released or discharged”; or (f) “any other reason that 

justifies relief.”30  Motions for relief from a final order are “generally not favored and [are] 

properly granted only upon a showing of exceptional circumstances.”31  The party seeking relief 

                                                 
29  Lahrman only mentions Ally in the “Prayer for Relief” section of the Show Cause Motion.  See Show Cause 

Mot. 5.  Instead, Lahrman’s allegations in the Show Cause Motion are primarily leveled against Debtor GMAC 
Mortgage, LLC and its attorney, Mr. Joel Bornkamp.   

30  Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b)(1)–(6).   

31  United States v. Int’l Bhd. of Teamsters, 247 F.3d 370, 391 (2d Cir. 2001) (citing Paddington Partners v. 
Bouchard, 34 F.3d 1132, 1142 (2d Cir. 1994); Nemaizer v. Baker, 793 F.2d 58, 61 (2d Cir. 1986). 
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from a final order bears the burden,32 and the decision whether to grant such relief is committed 

to the discretion of the court.33 

Here, the crux of Lahrman’s argument in the Motion for Relief is that Ally and Debtor 

GMAC Mortgage, LLC have continued to take action against Lahrman in the state-court 

foreclosure proceeding.34  As noted above, Ally is not now, nor has it ever been, a party to the 

underlying foreclosure action here.  Instead, Ally was a party to the Lahrman Action—because 

Lahrman sued Ally—but that action was dismissed on June 13, 2014.  After such dismissal, Ally 

has not taken any action against Lahrman in any Indiana state court, or for that matter, this Court.  

Accordingly, and notwithstanding Lahrman’s unsupported allegations of fraud and conspiracy, 

the Court should deny the Motion for Relief because Lahrman has not satisfied the applicable 

standard under Federal Rule 60. 

Moreover, Ally vehemently objects to Lahrman’s unsupported allegations that Ally 

“overtly engaged in a scheme of misconducts, misrepresentations of fact, intentional omissions 

of material fact and outright fraud upon the courts, this court [sic] included.”35  Further, Ally 

disputes that it ever “held secret from this Court what they [sic] know and have likewise known 

about the very fact that Lahrman is himself under an Indiana conservatorship/guardianship.”36  

Finally, Ally rejects Lahrman’s false contention that Ally had “supervisory control and 

responsibility” for the “acts and conducts of GMACM and its ‘attorneys’, [sic] Joel Bornkamp in 

particular and including counsels [sic] for AFI, are knowing, intentional and egregious when 

                                                 
32  See Int’l Bhd. of Teamsters, 247 F.3d at 391.   

33  Stevens v. Miller, 676 F.3d 62, 67 (2d Cir. 2012). 

34  See Mot. for Relief ¶¶ 7–10, 15–19, 21.   

35  Mot for Relief ¶ 11.   

36  Id. ¶ 15.   
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engaged in by officers of the court and license attorneys.”37  These and other of Lahrman’s 

statements are manifestly false.38  Therefore, the Court should deny the Motion for Relief, with 

prejudice.   

II. The Motion for Relief Should Also Be Denied Because Lahrman  
Is Attempting to Escape this Court’s Confirmation Order and the  
Plan’s Third Party Release, Which Preclude Pursuit of Claims Against Ally. 

The Motion for Relief’s “Prayer for Relief” makes clear that Lahrman seeks relief from 

the Ally Order so that he can “bring whatever claims he has against GMACM and AFI in any 

court of his choosing.”39  Yet, Lahrman’s alleged claims against Ally, if any, are based on the 

origination of a residential mortgage loan, the assignment of the recorded mortgage, the 

securitization of the underlying indebtedness, the servicing of the loan, and the attempts to 

foreclose upon the loan and the secured real property.  Those claims are precisely within the 

scope of the Plan’s Third Party Release.  The Plan expressly provides as follows: 

On and as of the Effective Date of the Plan, the holders of Claims 
and Equity Interests, shall be deemed to provide a full and 
complete discharge and release to the Ally Released Parties and 
their respective property from any and all Causes of Action 
whatsoever, whether known or unknown, asserted or unasserted, 
derivative or direct, foreseen or unforeseen, existing or hereinafter 
arising, in law, equity, or otherwise, whether for tort, fraud, 
contract, violations of federal or state securities laws, veil piercing 
or alter-ego theories of liability, contribution, indemnification, 
joint liability, or otherwise, arising from or related in any way to 
the Debtors, including those in any way related to RMBS issued 
and/or sold by the Debtors or their affiliates and/or the Chapter 11 
Cases or the Plan, and any obligations under the DOJ/AG 
Settlement, the Consent Order, and the Order of Assessment.40 

                                                 
37  Id. ¶ 18.   

38  Ally notes that Lahrman executed the Lahrman Motions “under the penalties of perjury.” See e.g., Mot. for 
Relief 8 (Verification/Declaration). 

39  Mot. for Relief 8–9. 

40  Plan Art. IX.D. 
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Lahrman is a holder of a “Claim,” as that term is defined in the Plan and the Bankruptcy 

Code.  The Plan defines “Claim” as “a ‘claim’ as such term is defined in section 101(5) of the 

Bankruptcy Code.”41  Section 101(5), in turn, defines “claim” as any “right to payment, whether 

or not such right is reduced to judgment, liquidated, unliquidated, fixed, contingent, matured, 

unmatured, disputed, undisputed, legal, equitable, secured, or unsecured.”42  As courts have 

observed, “[t]he definition of ‘claim’ in the Bankruptcy Code is very broad.”43  A claim need not 

have been asserted in litigation, be ripe for litigation, or even be known to the claimant to fall 

within the scope of Section 101(5).  Under the Bankruptcy Code, “‘[i]t is well-established that a 

claim is . . . allowable . . . in a bankruptcy proceeding even if it is a cause of action that has not 

yet accrued.’”44     

Lahrman’s alleged claims also “aris[e] from [and are] related in any way to the Debtors.”  

Lahrman’s foreclosure-related claims are based upon the mortgage business of the Debtors, 

including the securitization of residential mortgage loans.   Lahrman challenges the origination, 

securitization, servicing, and foreclosure of a residential mortgage loan originated and serviced 

by the Debtors—not any independent action by Ally or its non-debtor subsidiaries.  His claims 

therefore arise from and are related to the Debtors. 

Because Lahrman is a “holder[] of Claims . . . arising from or related in any way to the 

Debtors,” he is bound by the Third Party Release.45  The express terms of the Plan’s Injunction 

                                                 
41  Plan Art. I.A.53. 

42  11 U.S.C. § 101(5). 

43  In re Egleston, 448 F.3d 803, 812 (5th Cir. 2006); accord Johnson v. Home State Bank, 501 U.S. 78 (1991). 

44  In re R.H. Macy & Co., 67 F. App’x 30, 31–32 (2d Cir. 2003) (quoting In re Cool Fuel, Inc., 210 F.3d 999, 
1006 (9th Cir. 2000) (collecting cases)). 

45  See Plan Art. IX.D. 
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therefore “permanently enjoin[] and preclude[]” Lahrman from continuing any action against 

Ally.46  For these reasons, and the reasons in the Lahrman Opinion, the Court should deny the 

Motion for Relief.   

III. Lahrman’s Show Cause Motion Should Be Denied Because Ally Has Not 
Taken Any Action Against Lahrman in the Underlying Foreclosure Action. 

The Court should also deny Lahrman’s Show Cause Motion.  By his own admissions, 

Lahrman’s Show Cause Motion is based on alleged actions taken by GMAC Mortgage, LLC and 

its attorney in October and December 2014.47  As discussed above, however, and tacitly admitted 

in the Show Cause Motion, Ally has not taken any action against Lahrman since June 13, 2014, 

which is the date the state court presiding in the Lahrman Action dismissed such action.  

Accordingly, the Court should deny the Show Cause Motion because, assuming arguendo the 

veracity of Lahrman’s allegations, Ally has not taken any action against Lahrman since the 

Lahrman Action was dismissed.   

RESERVATION OF RIGHTS 

Ally hereby expressly reserves all its rights and applicable claims, including its right to 

seek an order holding Lahrman in contempt pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 9020. 

 

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank] 

 

                                                 
46  See Plan Art. IX.I (enjoining all entities who hold “Claims . . . from:  (a) commencing or continuing in any 

manner or action of other proceeding of any kind against any Released Party whether directly, derivatively or 
otherwise, on account of or in connection with or with respect to any Released Claims; . . . [and] (e) 
commencing or continuing in any manner or action or other proceeding of any kind against any Released Party 
on account of or in connection with or with respect to any Released Claims”); see also In re Charter 
Communications, 2010 WL 502764, at *5 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. Feb. 8, 2010) (enforcing confirmed plan of 
reorganization to enjoin plaintiffs’ lawsuit against non-debtor beneficiaries of third party release). 

47  See Show Cause Mot. ¶¶ 3–4. 
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 WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Ally respectfully requests that the Court 

(a) deny the Lahrman Motions, and (b) award Ally any other relief that the Court deems just and 

appropriate. 

 

Dated: February 25, 2015 Respectfully submitted, 
 New York, New York  
  /s/ Ray C. Schrock, P.C.   
 Ray C. Schrock, P.C. 

WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, NY 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8210 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 
 
- And - 
 
Judson D. Brown (admitted pro hac vice) 

 KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 
 655 15th Street, N.W., Ste. 1200 
 Washington, D.C. 20005 
 Telephone: (202) 879-5000 
 Facsimile: (202) 879-5200 
  
 - And - 
  
 Justin Ryan Bernbrock (admitted pro hac vice) 
 KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 
 300 North LaSalle 
 Chicago, IL 60654 
 Telephone: (312) 862-2000 
 Facsimile: (312) 862-2200 
  
 Counsel to Ally Financial, Inc. 
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Ellis Declaration 

12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 13 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 14 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 15 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 16 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 17 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 18 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 19 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 20 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 21 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 22 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 23 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 24 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 25 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 26 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 27 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 28 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 29 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 30 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 31 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 32 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 33 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 34 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 35 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 36 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 37 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 38 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 39 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 40 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 41 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 42 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 43 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 44 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 45 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 46 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 47 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 48 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 49 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 50 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 51 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 52 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 53 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 54 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 55 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 56 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 57 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 58 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 59 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 60 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 61 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 62 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 63 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 64 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 65 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 66 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 67 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 68 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 69 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 70 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 71 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 72 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 73 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 74 of 75



12-12020-mg    Doc 8199    Filed 02/25/15    Entered 02/25/15 16:31:46    Main Document  
    Pg 75 of 75


