IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

M. Diane Koken,

Insutance Commissionet of the

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Plaintiff

.. No. 269 M.D. 2001

Reliance Insurance Company,

Defendant
Brand Scaffold Services, Inc., Brand Scaffold : Ef ™
Builders, Inc. and Joe A. Gonzales, s o t
Petitioners, ' E‘:J =
M. Diane Koken |
Respondent.

RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO BRAND SCAFFOLD SERVICES, INC.,,
BRAND SCAFFOLD BUILDERS, INC. AND JOE A. GONZALES’
EMERGENCY MOTION TO INTERVENE AND TO ENFORCE RELIANCE
INSURANCE COMPANY?S POST REHABILITATION AND PRE-

LIQUIDATION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

M. Diane Koken, the Insurance Commissioner of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, as Liquidatot fot Reliance Insurance Compaty (“Liquidatot™), through her
undersigned counsel, oﬁposes the FEmergency Motion of Brand Scaffold Setvices, Inc.,
Brand Scaffold Builders, Inc. and Joe A, Gonzales (collectively, “Brand Scaffold”) to
Intervene and to Enforce Reliance Insurance Company’s Post Rehabilitation and Pre-

Liquidation Settlement Agreement. Through its motion, Brand Scaffold seeks to obtain an
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unlawful preference by enforcing a settlement that it alleges was teached priot to this Coust’s
entry of the October 3, 2001 liquidation order and which would requite the Liquidator to
make an immediate payment of $1 million dollazs to the settlement. As discussed below,
howevet, Brand Scaffold has not submitted a claim in the liquidation proceeding, and the
Liquidator has not made 2z determinaton on Brand Scaffold’s claim. Brand Scaffold’s
motion is nothing mote than a premature and improper attempt to enfotce the settlement
agreement and to effectuate immediate payment of §1 million on Brand Scaffold’s claim,
theteby circumventing the statutorily mandated proof of claim procedure. This Court
recently rejected such an attempt on the ground that the petitioner has a temedy unde the
Pennsylvania Insurance Depattment Act, Pa. Stat. § 221.1 et seq. (see Exhibit “A” heteto).
The Liquidator does not malke any determination hete with réspect to Brand Scaffold’s
contention that the settlement agreement is enfotceable. However, to the extent that thete is
~ a dispute over the enforceability of the agreement, that would be an issue to be determined

in the claims filing process aftet a proper proof of claim is submitted.

BACKGROUND
A.  This Court’s Order Placing Reliance Insurance Company in
Liquidation
1. On October 3, 2001, the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania entered its

Otdet (“Liquidation Order”) placing Reliance Insurance Company (“Reliance”) in
liquidation pursuant to Pa. Stat. Ann, tit. 40, §§ 221.1 et. seq. (“Pennsylvania Insurance
Act). The Liquidation Order declared Reliance insolvent. Oxder at Y 2.

2. The Liquidation Order appoints M. Diane Koken, Insurance Commissionet
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and her successors in office, as Liquidatot of

Reliance (“Liquidator™).

114582.00600/ 209551931




3. The Liquidator is empowered and ditected to take immediate possession of
Reliance’s property, business and affairs and to take such action as the interests of
policyholders, creditors or the public may require.

4, As of the date of the Liquidation Order, the Liquidator is charged with a duty
to marshal assets in order to maximize the assets of the estate and to protect the interests of
all policyholders and cteditors as a whole.

5. The Pennsylvania Insurance Act, which governs liquidation of insolvent
insurers, expressly sets forth priority of claims and an order of distribution of claims in a
liquidation. Pursvant to the Act, after administrative expenses and costs, claims for losses
covered under policies of insurance are entitled to priority in disttibution before claims of
general creditors. 40 Pa. Stat. § 221.44. By statute, claims within each class must be paid in
full before the members of the next class are paid. 40 Pa. Stat. § 221.44. The Pennsylvania
Insurance Act thus requires a fair and equitable distribution of assets among claimants in the
same class of ptiotity and prohibits the Liquidator from preferring one claimant to another.

6. The Pennsylvania Insurance Act provides an exclusive remedy and procedure
fot anyone with a claim against Reliance. This includes policyholder claims, as well as
general creditor and other claims, The Act requires thét all such claims be made through the
filing of a “proof of claim.” 40 Pa. Stat. §§ 221.37, 221.38.

7. The statutory proof of claim procedute is exclusive and mandatoty. The
Liquidaton Order expressly provides that “[n]o person shall participate in any distribution of
the assets of Reliance unless such claims ate filed and presented ... .” Otrder at §19. In
recognition of the exclusivity of this claims procedure, the Liquidation Order and the
Pennsylvania Insurance Act direct an indefinite stay of all actions against Reliance ot the
Liquidator. See 40 Pa. Stat. §221.26. The Liquidation Order provides that “[alll actions,
atbitrations and mcdiations; against Reliance or the Liquidator shall be submitted and

considered as claims in the liquidation proceeding.” Id. The Pennsylvania Insurance Act
3
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also provides that “[u]pon issuance of an order appointing the commissioner liquidator of 2
domestic insuter or of an alien insuret domiciled in this Commonwealth, no action at law or
equity shall be brought by or against the insurer, whether in this Commonwealth ot

| elsewhere, nor shall any such existing actions be continued after issuance of such otder.” 40
Pa. Stat. §221.26.

8. The Liquidation Otdet, at patagraph 9, provides for the resolution of all
claims against Reliance in 2 single forum — the Commonwealth Coutt — and ditects the
Liquidator to implement notice and procedutes for filing claims against Reliance.

B. The Pre-Liquidation Settlement At Issue

9. On November 7, 2001, Brand Scaffold filed 2 motion with this Coutt seeking
to intervene in this action for the purpose of enforcing a settlement it claims was reached in
an action captibned, loe A, Gonzales v. Brand Scaffold Services, Inc and Brand Scaffold
Builders, Inc., 165% Judicial Disttict, Harris County, Texas. In its motion, Brand Scaffold
alleges that the settlement agreement was agteed to by the Rehabilitator prior to the entry of
the Liquidation Osder and is an enforceable contract. It secks an otdet from the Coutt
directing Reliance to pay $1 million in contribution to the settlement.

10.  Brand Scaffold’s motion should be denied fot several reasons, Fitst, the
motion is a claim against Reliance which, as with any and all claims against Reliance, must be
submitted and adjudicated in the proof of claims proceeding. As of this date, the Liquidator
has not yet implemented a claims filing procedure although she anticipates that one will be
implemented in due coutse. Brand Scaffold has not submitted a ptopet proof of claim
pussuant to the statutory claims procedure and the Liquidator has not denied the claim.
Accordingly, the claim is not tipe for adjudication by this Court. Second, an immediate and
full payment on the settlement would constitute an unlawful preference and would violate

the Liquidatot’s duty to treat all policyholdets and creditors fairly. Finally, the immediate
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funding of the settlement would accord Brand Scaffold’s claim supet priotity and would

violate the distribution ptiorities mandated by the Pennsylvania Insurance Act.

ARGUMENT

A, Brand Scaffold has an Exclusive Statutory Remedy which it must
Pursue

11, As alleged above, the Pennsylvania Insurance Act requites that all claims
against Reliance be submitted through a “proof of claim.” 40 Pa. Stat. §§ 221.37, 221.38.
Undet this statutory claims procedute, the Liquidatot reviews all claims filed in the
liquidation, 40 Pa. Stat. § 221.45(a). The Liquidator may deny or allow a claim, in whole ot
in part. If a claim is allowed, the claimant will be entitled to a pro rata disttibution from
Reliance’s estate. If a claim is denied, the Liquidator is requited to provide written notice of
the determination to the claimant. 40 P.S. § 221.41(a). The claimant may then file
objections with the coutt. Id. All disputed claims are ultimately tesolved by the
Commonwealth Court or by a referee appointed by the Commonwealth Court. 40 Pa. Stat.
§221.41(b). The statutory claims process is mandatory and exclusive, and permits an otdetly
and fair distribution of Reliance assets in accordance with the distribution priotity set forth
in the Pennsylvania Insurance Act. |

12, The Liquidator is prohibited from paying policyholder claims or claim
judgments except through the statutoty claims process. 40 Pa. Stat. § 221.44.

13.  Brand Scaffold’s motion to enforce the settlement agreement is a claim agatnst
Reliance which must be made and ultimately adjudicated in the proof of claim proceeding,

14.  Brand Scaffold has a statutory remedy which it is required to pursue, and it
may not circumvent the statute by filing a motion with this Coutt. Pennsylvania courts have
uniformly held that where a remedy or method of procedute is provided by statute, such as
hete, the statutory temedy ot procedure must be strictly pursued and exclusively applied.

Barton v. Northampton County, 19 A. 2d 263 (Pa. 1941); Harcourt v. Genetal Accident Ins.
5
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Co., 419 Pa. Super. 155, 615 A. 2d 71 (1992), appeal denied, 534 Pa. 648, 627 A.2d 179
(1993); Concerned Tax f Beaver Coun
Appeals, 462 A. 2d 347 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1983).

15.  In a petition virtually indistinguishable from this one that was recently filed by
Consolidated Freightways Cotpotation (“Consolidated Freightways”) to Enforce a Pre-
Liquidation Settlement in the Reliance liquidation proceeding, this Coutt dem'cd the petition
without prejudice to any right Consolidated Freightways may have to pursue .a remedy undet
the Pennsylvania Insutance Act. A copy of this Coutt’s November 14, 2001 otder is
attached hereto as Bxhibit “A.” The facts undetlying Brand Scaffold’s motion and
Consolidated Freighﬁvays’ unsuccessful petition are indistinguishable and Brand Scaffold’s

motion, too, should be denied.

B.  Brand Scaffold’s Claim is Not Ripe as there has been no
“Determination™ on its Claim

16.  Putsuant to the Pennsylvania Insurance Act and the Liguidation Ozder, the

Commonwealth Court has “exclusive jurisdiction over all determinations of the validity and
amount of claims against Reliance.” See 40 Pa. Stat. §§ 221.41, 221.45.

17.  The Pennsylvania Insutance Act and the Liquidation Ozder contemplate that,
before this Court adjudicates a claim, an appropriate proof of claim has been filed, the
. Liquidatort has reviewed the claim and made an adverse determination on the claim and the
claitnant has filed objections to the determination with this Court. None of these
preconditions have been met hete.

18.  Brand Scaffold filed its motion with this Court priot to filing a proof of claim
and ptiot to a determination as to the validity and amount of its claim in the statutory claims
process. Accordingly, Brand Scaffold’s motion is premature. Brand Scaffold’s claim is not
ripe until such time that Brand Scaffold has filed an appropriate proof of claim and the

Liquidator has denied the claim.
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C. TheR ed Payment Would Constitute an Unlawful Preference

19.  The Liguidation Order, at paragraph 21, expressly prohibits any person from
“obtaining of preferences, judgments, attachments . . . against Reliance assets, propetty . . . .”

20.  Upon the entry of the Liquidation Ordes, the Liquidator is required by law to
comply with the Pennsylvania Insurance Act and the Liquidation Ordet, and is charged with
' the responsibility to protect the interests of all policyholders. She may not, therefore, take
any action that favors one policyholder over anothet, such as pesmitting a distribution of
assets to pay immediately the claim of one policyholder in full.

21.  Any payment on the alleged settlement in this case would be a distribution of
assets to pay immediately the claim of one policyholder in full and would constitute an
unlawful preference. Brand Scaffold would feceivc a full recovery on its claim while other
policyholders would receive a pro tata share of the distribution of Reliance’s assets,

22.  Pennsylvania coutts have addressed the question of whether pre-liquidation
settlements must be paid if that payment would contravene the governing statutoty scheme
and have held that they may not. See Panea v. Isdaner, 773 A, 2d 108, 2001 Pa. Supet.
LEXIS 429 (Pa. Super. April 10, 2001); Storms ex sel, Storms v. O’Malley, 779 A. 2d 548
(Pa. Supet. 2001). In Panea and Storm, the court held that the principle that contracts must
be enforced as written must give way to conflicting statutory provisions in Pennsylvania’s
Property and Casualty Insutance Guaranty Association Act. Here, the enforcement of the
settlement agreement would contravene the Liquidator’s duty to treat all policyholders faitly
and her duty to distsibute Reliance’s assets in accordance with the disttibution priority
requited by the Pennsylvania Insurance Act

23,  The cases Brand Scaffold relies on in its motion, Commonwealth ex rel. Kelly
v. Commonweglth Mut. Ins. Ca., 450 Pa. 177, 299 A. 2d 604 (1973); Commonwealth ex tel.
Sheppard v, Central Penn Nat’l Bank, 31 Pa. Commyw. 190, 375 A.2d 874 (1977), ate cleatly
inapplicable. In Centtal Penn National Bank, the Court simply held that a statutoty

7
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liquidator who brought an action based on the insurer’s contract stood in the shoes of the
insutet would be subject to counterclaims and defenses that were based on the contract. In
Commonwealth Mutual Insurance Company, the Court held that the liquidator who, as the
Insutance Commissioner, had approved a policy containing a one-yeat limitation on the
imposition of certain liability, which was consistent with applicable law, could not
completely ignore the policy provision and assess liability six yeats after the expitation of the
policy. Brand Scaffold’s reliance on Foster v. Philadelphia Manufacturers, 592 A.2d 131, 133
(Pa. Commw. 1991) is also misplaced. This case merely stands for the proposition that a
liquidator of an insolvent insuter who brings a breach of contract action against a third party
under the insurer’s contract with the third party is bound by the atbitration provision
contained in that contract. Unlike in Philadelphia Man-g;fazcture;g, the Liquidator is not
assetting contract based claims against Brand Scaffold. Rather, it is Brand Scaffold that is
asserting a contract claim against the Liquidator. None of the cases cited in Brand Scaffold’s
motion involved payment on a settlement entered prior to a liquidation ordet. Futthet, none
involved 2 situation such as that here where the telief requested of the Liquidatot would
violate her statutoty duties and the governing statutory scheme. The Liquidator’s immediate
funding of the settlement agreement would violate the Pennsylvania Insurance Act and the

Liquidation Ozder.

D.  The Payment Would Violate the Distribution Priority Mandated by the
Pennsylvania Insurance Act

24.  The immediate funding of the settlement agreement at issue would also violate
the distribution priority mandated by the Pennsylvania Insurance Act in that it would accord
special ptiority to Brand Scaffold’ claim. The Pennsylvania Insurance Act tequires that the
otdet of distribution of claims be in accotdance with Section 221.44 which ptovides fisst
priotity to “costs and expenses of administration.” The immediate funding of the settlement

would impropetly elevate Brand Scaffold’ claim to a priotity equal to or higher than
8
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administrative expenses. In a case precisely on point, the Coutt of Appeals of Georgia, in
Oxedine v, Commissioner of Insurance of Notth Carolina, 229 Ga. App. 604, 494 S.E. 2d
545 (1998), held that settlements that were reached during an insurer’s tehabilitation
proceeding did not constitute administrative costs and expenses in the insures’s liquidation
proceeding and wete not entitled to super priority under a Geotgia statute which provided
fot a distribution priority similar to that in the Pennsylvania Insurance Act. The Court stated

that:

we do not find it significant that the Georgia Commissioner of
Insurance was a patty to these agreements, Participation by the
Commissionet of Insurance is an expected result from the
natute of rehabilitation proceedings under OCGA § 33-37.11.
If any action by the Commissionet of Insurance on a claim or
lawsuit in a rehabilitation proceeding wete sufficient to create
claims with some special priotity, then any claim against the
insuret’s estate, which arose from an action taken during a
rehabilitation resulting in a settlement approved by the
Commissioner of Insutance, would also have this same special
classification. The effect of such a system would be to render
meaningless the priotity of claims established in [the statute].

494 S.E. 2d at 548. Futther, in an analogous context, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
has held that a policyholdet who obtains a judgment against an insolvent insutet is not
entitled to an elevated priority by vittae of the judgment. See Fostet v. Mutual Fire, Matine
& Inland Ins. Co., 531 Pa. 598, 614 A.2d 1086(1992); Davis v. Commonwealth "Lrust
335 Pa. 387, 389, 7A.2d 3, 5(1939). Here, Brand Scaffold’s alleged settlement does not
entitle it to super priority.

25.  The Liquidatot’s immediate funding of the settlement would be violative of

the disttibution priority mandated by law.
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WHEREFORE, the Liquidator requests that this Court deny Brand Scaffold’s

Emergency Petition to Intetvenc to Enforce Reliance Insutance Company’s Post

Rehabilitation and Pre-Liquidation Settlement Agreement.

Respectfully submitted,

OF COUNSEL:

David F. Simon, Esquire

Chief Counsel

The Pennsylvania Insutance Department
Office of Chief Counsel

1341 Strawberry Squate

Hatrisburg, PA 17104

November _Lé_ , 2001
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BLANK ROME COMISKY & McCAULEY L.LP

Richard P. McElroy

Ann E. Kim

One Logan Square
Philadelphia, PA 19103-6998

Counsel for M. Diane Koken,

Insurance Commissioner of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, as
Liquidator for Reliance Insurance Company
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

M. Diane Koken,
Insurance Commissioner of the

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Plaintiff

v. . No. 269 M.D. 2001
Reliance Insurance Company,

Defendant

Brand Scaffold Services, Inc., Brand Scaffold
Builders, Inc. and Joe A. Gonzales,

Petitioners,

M. Diane Koken

Respondent.

ORDER

AND NOW, on this day of 2001, upon considetation of

| Brand Scaffold Setvices, Inc., Brand Scaffold Buildess, Inc. and Joe A, Gonzales” Emergency
Motion to Intervene and to Enfotce Reliance Insurance Company’s Post Rehabilitation and

Pre-Liquidation Settlement Agreement, the motion is hereby DENIED.
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Exhibit A




IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYL.VANIA

M. Diane Koken,
Insurance Commissioner of the

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
Plaintiff

Vl

Reliance Insurance Company, !
Defendant : No. 269 M.D, 2001

IN RE: Consolidated Freightways Corporation

Pl .
PRV A SRy 5
duas P ot

0. Hdso g 4y aoy

ORDER

AND NOW, this 14" day of November, 2001, having

considered the petition to intervene and to enforce Reliance Insurance
Compa:riy s pre-liquidation agreement to settle claim filed on behalf of
Consolidated Freightways -Corporaﬁon and the response'ﬁled thereto, said
motion is DENIED - without prejudice to any rights Consolidated

Freightways Corporation may have to pursue a remedy under The Insurance

g2, ?7 4.5/“8%/

 Department Act of 1921,

fAMES GARDNER COLINS, Judge




CEB,TIFIQ ATE OF SERVICE
[ hereby certify that a true and cotrect copy of the preceding Response in Oppo sition

to Brand Scaffold Services, Inc., Brand Scaffold Buildets, Inc. and Joe A. Gonzales’
Emergency Motion to Intetvene and to Enfotce Reliance Insurance Company’s Post
Rehabilitation and Pre-Liquidation Settlement Agreement was served this 16th day of
November 2001, by first class mail, postage ptepaid, upon the individuals listed in the
attached Master Service List and by hand delivety upon:

Peter J. Boyer, Esquire

McCarter & English, LLP
One Commerce Squate

2005 Market Street, Suite 3600
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(O 2

ANN E. KIM
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Master Service List

M. Diane Koken, Insurance Commissioner of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

V.

Reliance Insurance Company
“No. 269 M.D. 2001 (Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania)

Jerome R. Richter

Ann B, Laupheimer

Blank Rome Comisky & McCauley LLP
One Logan Square

Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 569-5500

(Attorneys for M, Diane Koken,
Insurance Commissioner of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania)

David F. Simon
Chief Counsel
Pennsylvania Insurance Department
1341 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120
(717} 787-6009
(Attorney for M. Diane Koken,
Insurance Commissioner of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania)

Marilyn K. Kincaid

Reliance Insurance Company

(in Liquidation)

5 Hanover Street

New York, NY 10005

(212) 858-6500

(Attorney for Reliance Insurance
Company (in Liquidation))

Hillary C. Steinberg
James Michael Matour

Hangley Aronchick Segal & Pudlin, P.C.

One Logan Square
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 568-6200 .
(Attorneys for Reliance Group
Holdings, Inc.)
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Jeffrey B. Rotwitt

Obermayer Rebmann Maxwell & Hippel
| Perm Center, 19" Floor

Philadelphia, PA 19103-1895

(215) 665-3000

(Attorneys for M. Diane Koken,
Insurance Commissioner of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania)

Edward A, Perell

Debevoise & Plimpton

875 Third Avenue

New York, NY 10005

(212) 909-6000

(Attorneys for Reliance Group
Holdings, Inc.)

‘William Charles Bensley

George Whittaker Howard

Edward M. Nass

Howard Brenner & Nass, P.C.

1608 Walnut Street, Suite 1700
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 546-8200

(Attorneys for Francine and Ted Forman)

Brad S, Karp

Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison
1285 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY 10019

(212) 373-3000

(Attorneys for Reliance Group

Holdings, Inc.)

Robert H. Levin

Adelman Lavine Gold & Levin, P, C.

1900 Two Penn Center Plaza

Philadelphia, PA 19102

(215) 568-7515

(Attorneys for Committee of Policyholders)




Richard E. Poole

Potter Anderson & Corroon LLP
1313 North Market Street

- P.O.Box 951

Wilmington, DE 19899-0951
(302) 984-6006

(Attorneys for Jason Pauley)

Richard P. Coe

Weir & Partners, LLP

1339 Chestnut Street, Suite 500
Philadelphia, PA 19107

(215) 665-8181

(Attorneys for Forestal Village Community
Services Association, Inc. and Sutton
Woods Condomininm Assoc., Inc.)

Theodore E, Huenke

Huenke & Rodriguez

One Huntington Quadrangle, Suite 2502
Melville, NY 11747

(631) 756-2024

(Attorneys for Hanover Ins. Co.)

Andrew K, Stutzman

David Car! Franceski

Stradley, Ronon, Stevens & Young, LLP
2600 One Commerce Square

Philadelphia, PA 19103-7098

(215) 564-8008

(Attorneys for Citicorp North America, Inc.)

Roy S. Cohen

Nicole L. Herman

Caohen, Segalis, Pallas & Greenhall, P.C.
1515 Market Street, 11™ Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102
(215)564-1700

-and-

Richard D. Batichelder, Ir.
Ropes & Gray

One International Place

Boston, MA 02110-2624

(617) 951-7000

(Attorneys for Miami Cruiseline
Holdings L1.C)
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Adam B. Kutinsky

Hertz, Schram & Saretsky

1760 S. Telegraph Road, Suite 300
Bloomifield Hills, M1 48302

(248) 335-5000

(Attorneys for Trustee of FPA Creditor
Trust)

Frank F. McGinn

Bartlett Hackett Feinberg, P.C.
Suite 920

10 High Street

Boston, MA 02110

(617) 422-0200

(Attorneys for Flatiey Company)

James W. Creenan

Francis X, McTiernan
Wayman, Irvin & McAuley
1624 Frick Building
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

(412) 566-2970

{(Attorneys for Consolidated Freightways)

Janet S. Baer

Kirkland & Ellis

200 East Randolph Drive, Suite 6500
Chicago, IL 60601

(312) 861-2200

{(Attorneys for AmeriServe Food
Distribution, Inc.)

Robert D. Rhoad

Dechert Price & Rhoads

Princeton Pike Corporate Center

P.O. Box 5218

Princeton, NJ 08543

(609) 620-3200

(Attorneys for Acumen Re Management
Corporation) '




Robert A. Kaufman

Michael L. Browne

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay LLP
2500 One Liberty Place

Philadelphia, PA 19103

- (215) 851-8262

(Attorneys for Vitas Healthcare Corp.)

Gavin P. Lentz

" David Paul Heim

Vincent J.B. Van Laar

Bochetto & Lentz P.C.,

1524 Locust Street

Philadelphia, PA 19102

(215) 735-3900

(Attorneys for Higgins Erectors &
Haulers, Inc.)

Thomas J, Madigan

Christopher A. Coppula

Cohen & Grigsby, P.C.

11 Stanwix Street, 15™ Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

(412) 297-4900

(Attorneys for O'Brien-Kreitzberg
& Associates, Inc.)

Stephen C. Becker

Becker Law Office

P.O. Box 192991

San Francisco, CA 94119-2991

(415) 434-8G00

(Attorneys for Great Western Collection
Bureau)

Terence R. Savage

Employment Development Department
State of California

800 Capitol Mall, Legal Office
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 654-8410

(Attorneys for Employment Development
Department, State of California)
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Peter J. Boyer

McCarter & English, LLP

One Commerce Square

2005 Market Street, Suite 3600
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 557-7700

(Attorneys for Brand Scaffold Services,
Inc.)

Philip A, Ignelzi

Michael A, Murphy

Ogg, Cordes, Murphy & Ignelzi, LLP
Riverview Place

245 Fort Pitt Boulevard

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

(412) 471-8500

(Attorneys for the Estate of Richard
McClintock)




