IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

M. DIANE KOKEN
Insurance Commissioner of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,

Plaintiff,
v. | : DOCKET NO. 269 MD 2001
RELIANCE INSURANCE COMPANY,

Defendant

ORDER
AND NOW, this day of , 2002, it is hereby ORDERED that

Integrated Health Services, Inc.’s Petition to Intervene for Purposes of Filing an Action for
Declaratory Judgment is DENIED.

BY THE COURT:
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

M. DIANE KOKEN
Insurance Commissioner of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,

Plaintiff,
. . DOCKET NO. 260 MD 2001 . -

RELIANCE INSURANCE COMPANY,

"
Defendant T e
[
F

RESPONSE OF M, DIANE KOKEN IN OPPOSITION
TO INTEGRATED HEALTH SERVICES, INC.’S
PETITION TO INTERVENE FOR PURPOSES OF

FILING AN ACTION FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT

M. Diane Koken, Insurance Commissioner of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
in her capacity as statutory Liquidator of Reliance Insutance Company (“Liquidatot’’),
opposes the Petition of Integrated Health Services, Inc. (“IHS”) to intervene (“the
Petition™). IHS does not satisfy the standards for intervention. THS proposes to file an
action seeking a declaratory judgment, raising essentially thtee issues. Fitst, it secks a
declaratory judgment concetning the coverage provided by its insurance policy with Reliance
(“the Policy”). 'The stated putpose for obtaining the proposed coverage determination is to
force the Maryland and Florida Guatanty Associations to provide guaranty fund coverage
for THS’s claims in those states. However, intervention is cleatly not approptiate for this

putpose, as the Guaranty Associations ate not parties and without the associations as parties
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this Coutt is not the approptiate Coutt to tesolve 2 dispute between the Guaranty
Association and the Reliance insured concerning guaranty fund coverage for the insured in
Flotida and Matyland.

Second, IHS proposes to assert a claim for declatatory relief concerning the question
of whether the aggregate limits of the Policy are $4.5 million or $9 million. Resolution of
issues of policy coverage as they telate to a claim against Reliance in Liquidation are subject
to the exclusive, statutoty, proof of claim procedure set forth in 40 P.3. § 221, et seq.
Intetvention and the filing of 2 lawsuit should be rejected in favor of the exclusive statutory
procedure designed by the Legislature to govern issues such as this.

Third, THS seeks to force the Liquidator to use cettain IHS collateral held by Reliance
to pay ITHS’s claims under the Policy. This portion of IHS’s claim is not tipe until the issues
 relating to Guaranty Association coverage ate resolved and/ot the Liquidator has notified
THS that it intends to use the collateral in a fashion that would prejudice IHS. Currently,
THS’s collateral is maintained and accounted for sepatate and apart from the general assets
of Reliance and thete is no case ot controvetsy concetning its disposition. IHS fails each
and evety test for intervention and its Petition should be denied.

1. The Liquidator has insufficient knowledge ot information sufficient to form 2
belief as to the truth of falsity of the averments contained in paragtaph 1 of the Petition,
although it is admitted that THS at one time was a nursing home operator. The remainder of

the averments ate denied and strict proof is demanded.

2
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| 2. Admitted.

3. Admitted only that putsuant to 40 P.S. § 221.1 et seq., M, Diane Koken,
Insutance Commissioner of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, petitioned this Court for
an Ordet of Liquidation of Reliance Insurance Company (“Reliance”).

4. Admitted.

5. The Petition and Otder are documents that speak for themselves and the
averments of these paragraphs ate denied as characterizations of the contents of 2 written
document. Itis admitted that Exhibit A is the Otder of Liquidation enteted by this Court
on October 3, 2001.

6. The averments of paragraph 6 are denied insofar as they are an attempt to
characterize the contents of a written docui‘nent, which speaks for itself. Itis admitted that
some ot all of the Policy is attached to the proposed Complaint as Exhibit B. THS failed to

attach, however, other documents relevant to the Policy and the collateral, including the

Program Agreement.
7. Admitted.
8. It is admitted only that many states have enacted statutes which create

guatanty associations. These statutes speak for themselves but generally create funds which,
under criteria that vary from state to state, may pay policyholders in patt or in whole for
claims against insolvent insurers. The terms and conditions of these state statutes vaty in

amounts, claim eligibility, insured eligibility, statutoty caps, and other ctitetia. The

3
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availability of guatanty association coverage depends on the law of the particular state. Itis
admitted that the Otder of Liquidation creates the potential for guaranty association
coverage of certain claims against Reliance, depending upon the residence of the insured, the
claimant, the type of insurance, the net worth of the insuret, and many other vatiables which
are purely a matter of the law of the applicable state. In some states, the guaranty
association statute requires that, in ordet to qualify for guaranty fund coverage, the claim
must be within the policy coverage. The Liquidator is without knowledge ot information
with respect to the involvement of the Florida or Maryland Guaranty Associations,

0. It is specifically denied that thete is any currént controversy between IHS and
Reliance ot the Liquidator with respect to the correct construction of the Policy. Once the
Otdet of Liquidation was entered, all patties became subject to the exclusive statutoty
procedure for the determination of claims under Reliance policies. This requires that the
insured submit a proof of claim form. Thereaftet, the Liquidator will determine the claim,
with tespect to coverage, amount and priotity. The statute provides the insured with the
right to object. If the insured objects to the Liquidatot’s claim determination, the issue will
 ultimately be decided by a special master, referee or the Court. The statute specifically stays
actions against the Liquidator or Reliance for precisely this reason. Not is there a curtent,
ripe controversy cdnccrrﬁng the appropriate disposition of the collateral. THS and Reliance
entered into a specific agreement governing the disposition of the collateral Reliance holds

to secure THS’s obligations under its policies with Reliance to teimburse Reliance for claims

4
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payments within the deductible of the polic'ies. Co:llétcral may be drawn down by Reliance if
(1) Reliance pays all ot a portion of a claim within the deductible; and (2) THS fails to mburse
Reliance for the payments made. In the event thata guazanw association pays a claim that
Reliance would otherwise be obligated to pay, these payments may also impact upon the
appropriate disposition of the collateral. Accordingly, until there is a final determination as
to the nature and extent of payments by the Guaranty Association, it is premature to addtess
the disposition of the collateral.

10.  Itis specifically denied that the extent of the Guaranty Associations’
obligation to provide coverage is measured by the coverage of the Policy. On the contrary,
the nature and extent of the Guaranty Association’s obligations are governed By the
Guaranty Association statutes, some of which include as an element whether the claim is
covered under the policy. The controversy betﬁreen IHS and the Matyland and Florida
Guaranty Associﬁtions over whethet IHS has a valid claim against the Maryland or Florida
Guaranty Associations is not apptopriately before this Coutt because the Flotida and
Maryland Guaranty Associations ate not parties to this action. The Liquidator is without
knowledge ot information sufficient to form a belief as to whether the Florida and Maryland
Guatanty Associations would be bound by this Coutt’s decision with respect to the coverage
provided by the Matyland and Florida Guaranty Association statutes, ot the availability of 2

defense from those Guatanty Associations. Futthermore, it is not the responsibility of this
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Court to address the question of whether the “Debtots ate able to administer their
banktruptcy estates in an 6rderly mannet.,”

11, The Liquidator is without knowledge or information as to whether the
Guaranty Associations have ot have not declined to provide a defense fot, or declined to pay
losses arising from claims which THS believes ate covered under the Policy. The Liquidator
is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to whether a declaration
concetning the right under the Policy as between Reliance and IHS in an action in which the
Guaranty Association are not patties would cause the Guaranty Associations to accept
covetage under their state statutes and pay claims.

12.  The Liquidator is without knowledge ot information as to the relative
concerns of the Bankruptcy Court and this Court with the proper administration of the
estates before those courts. The remainder of the averments contained in this paragraph are
conclusions of law, which are denied. It is admitted only that the Commonwealth Court has
exclusive jurisdiction over the collateral and the appropriate disposition of the collateral.
Howevet, the apptopriate disposition of the collateral must await the resolution of Guaranty
Association coverage, as well as th‘e resolution of claims by IHS ot the submission of claims
by IHS to the Liquidator and the determination of those claims and the distributions from
the estate. The stay should remain in place as to any action against Reliance, and THS should
follow the statutory ptocedures designed to address the orderly disposition of the Reliance

estate,
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13.  Itis admitted that the ptoposed Complaint contains five counts. The
document speaks for itself and the remaining allegations in this paragraph are denied as
characterizations of the Complaint ot the Policy, both written docurments which speak fot
themselves. To the extent the remainder of this paragraph is intended to make allegations
sepatate from the chatactetization of the appended Complaint, the allegations are denied.
The obligations of THS and Reliance are set fotth in the Policies and the related agreements,
including a Program Agreement that governs the parties’ rights in the collateral. Undet these
agreements and Policy, if Reliance pays claims covered under the Policy, IHS is tesponsible
to reimburse Reliance up to the amount of the deductible. The collateral secutes IHS’s
obligations to Reliance and is not held to “pay claims”  The Liquidator denies the
allegations concerning the varying positions of the Guaranty Associations and the
Liquidator. To the extent the Guaranty Associations have construed the coverage of the -
statutes in their respective states as applied to a patticular claim for Guatanty Association.
coverage, that is not an issue before the Liquidato, ui)on which she has “taken a position.”

14.  To the extent that this paragraph charactetizes the allegations in the attached,
proposed Complaint, it charactetizes a wtitten document which speaks for itself and the
allegations are accordingiy denied. Itis admitted that the Liquidator is holding collateral to
secure the obligations of IHS undet the Policy and related agreements but it is denied that
the amount of the collateral securing IHS’s obligations under the Policy exceeds $12 million.

It is denied that the Liquidatot has declined to apply the collateral to the satisfaction of the

7

114582.00600/21050600v1




Debtors® current deductible obligations under the Policy. Cutrent deductible reimbursement
obligations which permit Reliance to draw on the collateral arise under the Policy at such
time as Reliance pays claims under the Policy. However, IHS is not entitled to have the
collateral used to fund its ongoing claitns payment obligations. To do so outside the specific
patameters of the Policy would cause an unfair and illegal preference for claimants on a first
come, first serve basis, where later claimants may well recover less than full payment on
similar claims under the same policy. ITHS is not entitled to be treated differently than other
policyholders. If IHS pays claims and reduces the ultimate exposute of Reliance undet the
policies, it may be entitled to collateral reductions consistent with the terms of the
agreements between IHS and Reliance. The remaining allegations ate conclusions of law to
which no response is required.

| 15. o the extent that this paragraph charactetizes the allegations in the attached,
proposed Complaint, it charactetizes a written document which speaks for itself and the
allegations are accordingly denied. The allegations of this paragraph ate conclusions of law
to which no response is required and these allegations ate denied. The collateral is held by
the Liquidator as security for obligations undet agreements between ITHS and Reliance. Until
those obligations ate satisfied, THS is not entitled to teturn of collateral. Howevet, to the
extent THS pays claims out of its ongoing operations, it may be entitled to collateral
reductions consistent with the agreements between the parties. With respect to the email

referred to in this patagraph, it is 2 writing which speaks for itself.
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16.  To the extent that this paragraph chatacterizes the allegations in the attached,
proposed Complaint, it charactetizes a written document which speaks for itself and the
allegations are accordingly denied. Intervention by IHS to assett these claims is not
approptiate, as actions such as these ate explicitly stayed under the statute. The Insurance
Depattment Act, 40 P.S. § 221.1 et seq., provides an exclusive statutory ptocedute to resolve
questionsconcerning the coverage, scope and amount of claims. Once the Order of
Liquidation was enteted, all parties became subject to the exclusive statﬁtofy procedure for
the determination of claims under Reliance policies. This requires that the insuted submit a
proof of claim form. Thereafter, the Liquidator will determine the claim, with respect to
coverage, amount and priority. The statute provides the insured with the right to object and
any objection will ultimately be decided by a special master, referee or the Court, if the
insured is not satisfied with the conclusions of the Liquidator. The statute specifically stays
actions against the Liquidator or Reliance for precisely this reason. The question of the
available policy limits, including the reinstatement of limits, is one that is appropriate for
determination in the context of the ptoof of claim procedure.

17.  The allegations in this patagraph are denied as conclusions of law to which no
responsive pleading is required. The claims alleged in the attached Complaint are either
subject to an exclusive statutory procedure, not within the jutisdiction of this Coutt ot

premature.
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18. THS’s request to intervene in this case should be denied. IHS has not pleaded
grounds adequate to suppott intervention. Pa. R. Civ. P. 2328 (tequiting a petition to
intetvene to set forth the ground on which intervention is sought). The collateral held by
the Liquidator is not being held as a general asset of the estate. As collateral, it is being held
subject to the terms of the agreements between IHS and Reliance — terms which cleatly
permit Reliance to continue to hold the collateral at this time, when thete is at least $10
million in claims exposure still outstanding under the Policies between Reliance and THS.
Until such time as thete is 2 determination by Reliance to take the collateral into the general
assets of the estate, there is no case or conttovetsy and no grounds for intervention.

19, Rule 2327 of the Pennsylvania Rules of Civil Procedure provides that a petson
not a party to an action may be permitted to intervene if:

(1) the entry of a judgment in such action or the satisfaction of
such judgment will impose any liability upon such petson to

indemnify in whole or in part the patty against whom judgment
may be entered; ot

(2) such person is so situated as to be adversely affected by a
distribution or other disposition of ptopetty in the custody of
the coutt ot of an officer thereof; or

(3) such person could have joined as an otiginal party in the
action or could have been joined therein; or

10
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(4) the determination of such action may affect any legally
eaforceable interest of such person whethet or not he may be
bound by a judgment in the action.

Pa R. Civ. P. 2327. Here, thete is no action pending before this Coutt that would adversely
affect the intetests of THS. It is specifically denied that the collatetal “should be used to pay
for defense cos‘;ts of claims brought against JHS and for settlement of claims.” On the
contrary, the collateral should be maintained until such time as Reliance determines it should
be taken into the general assets of the estate based upon unpaid obligations of IHS to
reimburse Reliance for claims payments within the deductibles of the policies, or returned to
THS based upon information that IHS has satisfied sufficient claims itself to warrant a
reduction in the collateral. In re Pennsylvania Crime Comm’n, 453 Pa. 513, 524 n. 11, 309
A. 2d 401, 408 n. 11 (1973).

20.  Denied, as a conclusion of law. The response set forth to paragraphs 18 and |
19 ate incorporated herein by teference.

21, The tesponses to paragraphs 1 through 20 are incorporated by reference. The
affidavit of Ronald L. Lotd, genetal counsel of THS is simply a verbatim repetition of the

allegations contained in this Petition.

11
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WHEREFORE, the Rehabilitator requests that this Court deny IHS’s Petition to

Intetvene.

BLANK ROME COMISKY & McCAULEY LLP

By: m”\.

JEROME RICHTER
ANN B. LAUPHEIMER
ANTHONY VIDOVICH
One Logan Square
Philadelphia, PA 19103-6998
(215) 569-5500

Attorneys for Respondent

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

Liquidator of Reliance Insurance Company

Dated: August 5, 2002

12
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby cettify that a true and correct copy of the preceding Response of M. Diane

Koken in Opposition to Integrated Health Services, Inc.’s Petition to Intervene for Purposes

of Filing an Action for Declaratory Judgment was setved by first class mail, posfage prepaid,-

facsimile and/ ot electronic mail on the attached Master Service List and on the following

individuals:

Dated: August 5, 2002
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Nicole L. Herman, Esquire

Cohen, Seglias, Pallas & Greenhall, P.C.
P.O. Box 59449

1515 Matket Street, 11th FL
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Douglas Knight

Maryland Property and Casualty Guaranty Corpotation
305 Washington Avenue, Suite 600

Towson, MD 21204

Jerry Service, General Manager

William H. Whitcomb, Executive Assistant
Blaine M. Pinney, Claims Manager

Flotida Insurance Guranty Association
P.O. Box 10366

Jacksonville, FL 32247-0366

IO

<ANFAONYXTDOVICH




Master Service List
M. Diane Koken, Insurance Commissioner of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

. Reliance Insurance Company
No. 269 M.D. 2001 (Commonweaith 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, Esquire

Chief Counsel

Pennsytvania 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, Esquire
Reliance Insurance Company
(in Liquidation)

Three Parkway

Philadelphia, PA 19102

(215) 864-4205

(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
1 Penn 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

919 Third Avenue

New York, NY 10022

(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.0O. 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 Condominium Assoc., Inc.)

David Carl Franceski

Mark Jason Dorval

Stradley, Ronot, Stevens & Young, LLP
2600 One Commerce Square
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7098

(215) 564-8109

- (Attorneys for Citicorp North America, Inc.)

Richard D. Batchelder, Jr.
Ropes & Gray

‘One International Place

Boston, MA 02110-2624

(617) 951-7000

(Attorneys for Miami Cruiseline
Holdings LLC)

Frank F. McGinn

Bartlett Hackett Feinberg, P.C.

- Suite 920

10 High Street

Boston, MA 02110

(617) 422-0200

(Attorneys for Flatley Company)

114582.00600/20621504v]

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 Bast 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.)

Thomas J. Madigan

Christopher A. Coppula

Cohen & Grigsby, P.C.

11 Stanwix Street, 15™ Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

(412) 297-4500

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




Stephen C. Becker

Becker Law Office

P.O. Box 192991

San Francisco, CA 94119-2991

(415) 434-8000

(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)

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.

and Magellan Ins. Co. Ltd.)

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)

Philip J. Goodman

Chadbourne & Parke LLP

120 New Hampshire Avenue, NW
- Washington, DC 20036

(202) 974-5600

(Attorneys for 1741 Ivar LLC)
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John Norig Ellison

Timothy Patrick Law
Anderson, Kill & Qlick P.C.
1600 Market Street, 32" Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 568-4202

-and-

Marvin L. Wilenzik

Elliott Reihner Siedzikowski & Egan, P.C,
925 Harvest Drive '
P.O. Box 3010

Blue Bell, PA 19422

(215) 977-1050

(Attorneys for Synagro Technologies, Inc.)

Jeremy J.O. Harwood, Esquire

Healy & Baillie, LLP

29 Broadway

New York, NY 10006-3293

(212) 943-3980

(Attorneys for Steamship Mutual
Underwriting Association (Bermuda) Ltd.)

Thomas V. White, Esquire

Joseph P. Rusnak, Esquire

Tune, Entrekin & White, P.C.

AmSouth Center, 21* Floor

315 Deaderick Street

Nashville, TN 37238

(615) 244-2770

(Attorneys for Home Builders Association
of Tennessee Self-Insured Trust)

Michele Ann Smolin, Esquire
McDonald, Hopkins, Burke & Haber
600 Superior Avenue E

Cleveland, OH 44114-2653

(216) 348-5400

(Attorneys for United Church of Christ
Insurance Board)

Dolores Mary Troiani, Esquire
Bebe H. Kivitz, Esquire
Troiani/Kivitz, L.L.P.

38 North Waterloo Road
Devon, PA 19333

(610) 688-8400




(Attorneys for Dawn Popoca)

Lise Luborsky, Esquire

Britt, Hankins, Schaible & Moughan
Two Penn Center Plaza, Suite 515

1500 John F. Kennedy Blvd.
Philadelphia, PA 15102-1888

(215) 569-6918

(Attorneys for the Pennsylvania Property
and Casualty Insurance Guaranty
Association)

Frederick P. Santarelli, Esquire

Elliott Reihner Siedzikowski & Egan, P.C.

925 Harvest Drive

P.O. Box 3010

Blue Bell, PA 19422

(215) 977-1050

(Attorneys for Estate of Leo Frances
Tenczynski)

Janice Marie Savinis, Esquire

Goldberg, Persky, Jennings & White, P.C.
1030 Fifth Avenue

Pittsburgh; PA 15219

(412) 471-3980

(Attorneys for Harold W. Thomas)

Steve Gitman, Esquire

One Penn Center, Suite 1025
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 569-4611

(Attorneys for Beth & Damon Gonzaga)
Francine L. Semaya, Esquire

Joseph James Bellew, Esquire

Jay M., Levin, Esquire

Cozen O'Connor

45 Broadway, 16" Floor

New York, NY 10006

{212-908-1270)

(Attorneys for Allied Holdings and Client
Assurance Pool)

Kathleen S. McGrath, Esquire

- Marshall, Dennehey, Warner,
Coleman & Goggin
One Montgomery Plaza, Suite 1002
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Norristown, PA 19401
(610-292-4440)

(Attorneys for Potistown Memorial Medical
Center)

Richard F. McMenamin, Esquire
David L. Harbaugh, Esquire
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1701 Market Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2921
(215-963-5596)

(Attorneys for Fuji Bank Limited)

Allan H. Gordon, Esquire

Kolsby, Gordon, Robin & Shore

1650 Market Street, 22" Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103
(215-851-9700)

(Attorneys for Estate of Angela Auch)

Michael E. McGilvery, Esquire
Young & McGilvery, P.C.

1400 Union Meeting Road

P.O. Box 3006

Blue Bell, PA 19422-3006
(215-654-7525)

(Attorneys for Wilhelm Gerhard)

Eric P. Wilenzik, Esquire

Elliott Reihner Siedzikowski & Egan, P.C.
925 Harvest Drive

Blue Bell, PA 15422

(215-977-1000)

(Attorneys for Brandywine Realty Trust)

R. Nicholas Gimbel, Esquire
McCarter & English LLP

1735 Market Street, Suite 700
Philadelphia, PA 19103
(215-979-3800)

(Attorneys for Carolyn Corporation)

Edward F. Mannino, Esquire

Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld, LLP
One Commerce Square, Suite 200

2005 Market Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103




(Attorneys for Deloitte & Touche)

Charles T. Locke, Esquire

Locke & Herbert

900 Third Avenue

New York, NY 10022
(212-355-7493)

(Attorneys for Citicorp USA Inc.)

Charles S. Greene, 111, Esquire

Hogan & Hartson, LLP

555 13th Street, N.-W.

Washington, D.C. 20004-1109

(202) 637-5797

(Attorneys for National Structured
Qettlements Trade Association, General
Blectric Capital Assurance Co., First Colony
Life Ins. Co., Federal Home Life Ins. Co.,
and GE Life and Annuity Assurance Co.)

David W. Cranshaw, Esquire

Morris, Manning & Martin, LLP

1600 Atlanta Financial Center

3343 Peachtree Road, N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30326

(404-233-7000)

(Attorneys for ChoicePoint and its division
ChoicePoint Commercial Specialist)

P. Kevin Brobson, Esquire

Buchanan Ingersoll

One South Market Square

213 Market Street, 3™ Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17101

(717-237-4800)

(Attorneys for Magellan Reinsurance
Company, Ltd. and RBH Reinsurance Ltd.)

John J. Gallagher, Esquire

Carl R. Shultz, Esquire

LeBoeuf, Lamb, Greene & MacRae, LLP
200 North Third Street, Suite 300

P.O. Box 12105

Harrisburg, PA 17108-2105
(717-232-8199)

(Attorneys for CSX Insurance Company)
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Bruce R. Hoffman, Esquire

Law Office of Bruce R. Hoffiman, LLC
80 Lady's Island Drive

East Wing

Beaufort, SC 29902

(843-521-4829)

(Pro Se}

Jeffrey Meyers, Esquire

Ballard Spahr Andrews & Ingersoll,LLP
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