IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

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

Plaintiff,
No. 269 M.D. 2001 )
V.
: o
RELIANCE INSURANCE CO., : R
Defendant. : !

ANSWER TO CARYLON CORPORATION’S -
NEW MATTER WITH PRAYER FOR RELIEF

‘Through its initial “Motion to Ptevent Transfer of Policyholder Assets to Reliance in
Liquidation by Insurance Broker” and now, through its New Mattet, Carylon Corporation
(“Catylon”) impropetly attempts to have its claims adjudicated outside of the statutotily
mandated claims ptocedure set forth in 40 P.S. §221.37 et al. Carylon must putsue its relief,
~ if any, under the statutory claims procedure. Without waiving the foregoing objection, M.
biane Koken, the Insurance Commissioner of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, as
Liquidator for Reliance Insurance Company (“Liquidator”), through het undetsigned
counsel, answers Carylon Corporation’s New Matter as follows:

1. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that the parties dispute the
ownetship and the amount of certain funds. The Liquidator denies Carylon’s desctiption of
Carylon’s motion, the Liquidatot’s answer to Catylon’s motion and Carylon’s new matter.

These pleadings are written documents which spealk for themselves. The Liquidatot denies
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Carylon’s assertion that the amount of funds owed by Carylon is “not established” in the
Liquidatot’s answet. To the contraty, in her Answer and New Matter, the Liquidator has set
forth facts demonstrating Carylon’s payment obligation and the amount Carylon owes the
Liquidator.

2. Admitted.

3. Admitted. It is admitted that Exhibit “B” to Carylon’s Appendix is a copy of
the 1997-98 Claims Setvice Agreement and that Reliance is related to Sterling Administrative
Setvices (“Stetling”) in that Sterling was owned by Reliance.

4. Admitted in patt, denied in patt. The Liquidator admits that the Claims )
Setvice Agreement obligated Stetling to provide certain services with tespect to claims
asserted against Catylon under the policies issued by Reliance. The scope of the setvices and
the specific setvices that were to be provided are set forth in the agreement, a written
docurncn; which speaks fot itself. Carylon’s allegation that * [I|n practice,” Reliance allowed
Sterling to act as TPA on claims exceeding $10,000 is denied. While Reliance permitted
Stetling to act as TPA on some of those claims, Catylon’s characterization that such was a
practice is incotrect.

5. Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that Sterling agreed to provide
certain information to Catylon. The scope of such agreement is set forth, in part, in the
exhibits Catylon refets to in this paragraph. The exhibits are wtitten documents which speak
for themselves.

6. Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that Stetling/Reliance set forth

the services it was to provide in vatious correspondence and that this paragraph quotes, in
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part, some of the statements in such cotrespondence. The exhibits referred to in this
paragraph are written documents with speak for themselves. Carylon’s charactetization of
these documents as “amplifying” the services to be provided is denied as vague and
ambiguous.

7. Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that the policies included
deductibles and that the workets compensation deductible was capped. Furthet, while the
Liquidator admits that there was a $250,000 deductible per claim for wotkers compensation
claims, Catylon’s characterization of such deductible as “substantial” is denied as vague .and
ambiguous. )

8. Denied. The Liquidatot is uncertain as to Carylon’s allegation that thete wete
“procedutes set up under the 1997-2000 policies.” As alleged above, under the parties’
agreement, Reliance/Stetling were obligated to provide cettain services with respect to
cettain claims assetted against Carylon. The policies and the parties” agreement are written
documents which speak for themselves.

9. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that the Claims Service
Agreement required a $45,000 disbursement account and that Carylon deposited that
amount for the putpose of claim payments. Carylon’s allegation that the account was
“controlled” by Stetling/Reliance is denied as a legal conclusion.

10.  Admitted in patt, denied in parf. It is admitted that Reliance and Carylon
entered into the Collateral Trust Agreement in order to secure Carylon’s payment obligation

to Reliance. The agreement is a written document which speaks for itself.
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11.  Denied. Carylon’s allegations that Reliance and/or Stetling failed to provide
services and benefits that Carylon contracted for are denied as legal conclusions. The
remaining allegations contained in this paragraph are denied as the Liquidator is without
knowledge ot information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations and, therefore, they
are denied.

12, Denied. Carylon’s allegations that Reliance mishandled Carylon’s claim files
and breached its contract are denied as legal conclusions. Carylon’s allegation of “the most
prevalent” and “most costly” breaches by Reliance is denied as argumentative and vague.
The remainder of Catylon’s allegations contained in this paragraph is denied as the
Liquidator is without information ot knowledge to aver the truth of the allegations.

13.  Admitted in part,. denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance paid $4,500 to ‘
settle Eileen Selz’s claim against National Plant Services, a Carylon subsidiaty. Conttary to
Carylon’s allegation, Reliance paid $17,735 in defense costs and ncgotiated the County’s
clajrﬁ to recover its defense costs down to $23,000 from the County’s demand of $31,000. It
is denied that Reliance “denied responsibility.” The LA County supervised the operation
that allegedly led to plaintiff’s injury. It would have been imprudent for Reliance to accept
the County’s tender without further investigation. The Liquidator denies that “Reliance only
accepted tresponsibility after” the County accused Reliance of bad faith. Reliance made a
coverage decision after completing its investigation of the citcumstances of the plaintiff’s
accident. Carylon’s suggestion that Reliance paid the claim only aftet being accused of bad

faith is incorrect and misleading,
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14.  Admitted in part, denied in part. Itis admitted that Reliance paid §250,000
(having negotiated the Wotkers Compensation lien down from $182,000 to $60,666 and in
response to a demand of $450,000) on the claim brought by Tony Bruce against Specialized
Maintenance Setvices, a Carylon subsidiary. Howevc;r, it is denied that Reliance paid without
consulting Carylon. Contrary to Carylon’s allegation that Mr. Bruce bore all responsibility
for the accident, there was no witness whose testimony contradicted Mr. Bruce’s desctiption
of the events. The amount of the payment on the claim was not excessive in view of the
lack of evidence contradicting plaintiff’s desctiption of the accident, the mediator’s valuation
of Mt. Bruce’s claim at $1.5 million and plaintiff’s settlement demand of $450,000. Undet
the circumstances, Reliance’s payment and the amount of payment were reasonable.

15.  Admitted in patt, denied in part. Itis admitted that Reliance made payments-
to the claimant befote signing the telease. After Reliance made payments, it attempted to
obtain the claimant’s agreement that Midwest Material may be considered as a dual employer
and, as such, could have exposute for contribution for the payments Reliance made.
Obtaining such a stipulation would lower Carylon’s workers compensation exposure. The
Indiana guaranty association assumed handling of the file. The Liquidator is without
knowledge o information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegation that NIM incurred
fees in connection with a thirty patty action.

16.  Denied. Carylon’s allegation that claims adjusters did not handle claims in 2
responsible manner is denied. Contrary to Carylon’s allegation that Cambridge “put an
unteasonably high reserve on this claim . . . and did nothing to tesolve this claim,” Carylon

itself requested that Reliance not offer permanent partial disability and requested Reliance to
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close this file. The remaining allegations contained in this paragraph are denied as the
Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations
and, therefore, they are denied.

17.  Denied. Reliance moved to dismiss the Steve Webb claim. In view of the
pendency of Reliance’s motion to dismiss, Reliance did not engage in active settlement
discussions with the claimant.

18.  Denied. The Liquidator denies that Reliance failed to investigate ot
aggressively defend Carylon’s subsidiaries. Additionally, the allegations are denied as legal
conclusions. Reliance’s decision to make payment on ﬁle Brian Holland claim was based on-
information available to Reliance. Carylon’s allegation that Reliance “failed to investigate ot
aggressively defend” Catylon subsidiaries “[ijn a number of cases™ is denied as the
Liquidator is without knowledge ot information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations.

19.  Denied. Carylon’s allegation that Reliance “failed to administer the claim to
mitigate ot conttol the loss™ “[ijn other cases™ is denied as the Liquidator is withqut
knowledge ot information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations. Contraty to
Carylon’s allegation, Reliance did conduct a review of Ms. Reed’s claim, including Ms. Reed’s
medical examination. In addition, Ms. Reed received vocational rehabilitation to become a
dental assistant and was employed as a dental assistant from March 27, 2001 to July 25,
2001.

20.  Denied. Contrary to Catylon’s allegation, Reliance did conduct a review of
Mt. Bishop’s claim, including Mt. Bishop’s medical examination. In addition, Mt. Bishop

received vocational rehabilitation.
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21.  Denied. The Liquidator denies that Reliance failed to protect Carylon’s assets.
Carylon agreed with Reliance’s conclusion that the claim was compensable. The temaining
allegations are denied as the Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to
aver the truth of the allegations and, therefore, they are denied.

22.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance was paying James
Tigqer due to wotk injuty. Catylon’s characterization of the claim as “unusual” is denied as
vague and ambiguous. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to
aver the truth of Carylon’s allegation that James Tigner’s doctor changed his work
restrictions because of his cancer. .

23.  Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that Sterling had offices in
several states and that some of the offices handled claims of Carylon and companies
affiliated with it. ‘The exhibits referred to in this paragraph are documents which speak for
themselves. It is admitted that Reliance closed some of the offices and laid off claims
adjusters. However, this was undertaken in the normal course of business operation. The
Liquidator denies that claims adjusters who assumed responsibility for Carylon files knew
little about them or that the quality and quantity of claims handling declined.

24.  Denied. The Claims Setvice Agreement is a written document which speaks
for itself. By way of a further answer, the copy of the agreement attached to Carylon’s New
Matter is not signed by Reliance or Stetling. Contrary to Carylon’s allegations, Reliance
entered into a contract with Cambridge Integtated Setvices Group (“Cambridge”) in which

Cambridge agteed to provide cettain claims personnel and other claims setvices to Reliance.

As patt of this transaction, a majotity of Reliance/Stetling’s claims petsonnel were
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transferred to Cambridge. A small number of claims oversight personnel remained with
Reliance. The allegation that the change happened without notice to Carylon is denied as
the Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to aver the truth of the
allegations. Carylon’s allegation that “there is no contract between Carylon and AON” and
that Cambridge failed to abide by the Claims Service Agreement are denied as legal
conclusions. The remaining allegations are denied as the Liquidator is without knowledge or
information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations.

25.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance provided reviews
to Catylon. Carylon’s reference to the term “eatly on” is denied as vague and ambiguous.
The Liquidator is uncertain about what “Agreement” Carylon is referring to in this
paragtaph. Carylon’s allegation regarding the setvices “that the Agreement required” is
denied as a legal conclusion. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient
to aver the truth of Carylon’s allegation that Reliance stopped providing claim reviews.

26. Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance provided
monthly reports showing all claim reserves. Carylon’s allegation that the reports were
provided “[T]n accordance with the Claims Setvices Agreement” is denied as a legal
conclusion. Catylon’s use of the term “initially” is denied as vague and ambiguous.
Reliance stopped providing this information when Reliance was placed into liquidation.

27.  Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that there has not been a
training session. The Claims Setrvice Agreement and Exhibit “P” are written documents
which speak for themselves. Carylon’s allegation that Reliance/Sterling agreed to perform

certain risk control services “[ulndet the Claims Service Agreement” is denied as a legal
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conclusion. By way of further answer, Carylon has not been prejudiced by the lack of a
training session.

28.  Denied. The Liquidator denies that Reliance set unreasonable reserves or that
Reliance engaged in bad claims handling practices or failed to handle claims. The resetves
that wete set were based on a number of factors. The allegations are additionally denied as
legal coné:lusions. Catylon’s temaining allegations are denied as the Liquidator is without
knowledge or information sufficient to a'ver the truth of the allegations and, therefore, they
are denied.

29.  Admitted in part, denied in part. Itis admitted that Reliance agreed to defend
Midwest on the Drew Froman claim and that Reliance put a $300,000 reserve on the file. It
is also admitted that Carylon objected to Stetling’ s decision to defend the claim. Rcliance;s
decision to defend was based on its investigation of the claim and the uncertainty under the
applicable law regarding, inter alia, the issue of dual employment status of the claimant and
the consequence such status may have on coverage. The remainder of Carylon’s allegations
is denied as legal conclusions.

30.  Admitted in patt, denied in patt. Itis admitted that Reliance set a reserve in
excéss of $90,000 on the Anthony Tennison claim. That resetve was set based on
information available to Reliance. Upon information and belief, the Liquidator is without
knowledge ot information sufficient to aver the truth of Carylon’s allegation that no notice
was provided to Catylon priot to Reliance establishing such a reserve. By way of further
answet, even if Catylon had not received notice as it alleges, thete was no prejudice to

Carylon from the lack of notice.
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31.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Fabian Quinones brought
a claim against National Water Main Cleaning Company and that Reliance has set a resetve
of about $250,000 on the claim. The reserve was set based on all of the information
available to Reliance. Catylon’s charactetization of Mr. Quinones’ claim as “suspect” is
denied as a legal conclusion. The remaining allegations are denied as the Liquidator is
without knowledge or information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations.

32.  Admitted in patt, denied in part. Itis admitted that Reliance set a reserve of
$100,000, the maximum coverage limit, for the Nicholas Grooms claim. The Liquidator
denies that the $100,000 resetve was unreasénable. This resetve was reasonable in view_qf :
all of the information available to Reliance, including but not limited to the potential finding
of negligence on the part of the insured driver, the lack of fault of the deceased driver, and-
the sympathy engendering fact of the plaintiff being a 1 ¥z year old sutvivor of the deceased
driver. Carylon’s allegation that the driver of the vehicle owned by a Carylon subsidiary “was
not at fault” is denied 2s a legal conclusion. Carylon’s allegation that Stetling/Reliance
“understood these facts” is denied as vague and ambiguous. Further, contrary to Carylon’s
allegation that Reliance “agreed to resetve [the] claim at the minimum amount,” on April 18,
2000, Carylon had agtreed to setting the reserves at $100,000.

33.  Denied. The liquidation otdet is a written document which speaks for itself.
By way of further answet, it is denied that the liquidation otder required the Liquidator to
provide copies of the order to Reliance’s policyholders. The Liquidator denies the temaining
allegatioﬁs contained in this paragraph as she is without knowledge ot information sufficient
to aver the truth of the allegations and, therefore, they are denied.

-10-
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34.  Denied. The Liquidator denies the allegations as she is without knowledge or
information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations and, therefore, they are denied.

35.  Denied. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to
aver the truth of the allegations. By way of further answer, Cambridge would have no
authority to withhold files at the insured’s request.

36.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that the files were sent to the
Illinois Insurance Guaranty Fund. Carylon’s allegation regarding the requirement of “[e]very

32

televant state’s” guaranty fund statutes is denied as a legal conclusion. The remaining
allegations are denied as the Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to
aver the truth of the allegations.

37.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Cambrtidge sent workers_
compensation files to state guaranty funds. Carylon’s allegations regarding whete the files
should be sent and harm to its interest are denied as legal conclusions.

38.  Denied. Catylon’s allegations regarding the [llinois statute are denied as legal
conclusions. The temaining allegations ate denied as the Liquidator is without knowledge or
information sufficient to aver the truth of the allegations and, therefote, they are denied.

39.  Denied. Catylon’s allegation that the claim files were sent to the wrong state’s
guaranty association is denied as a legal conclusion. The Liquidator is without knowledge or
information sufficient to aver the truth of the remaining allegations.

40.  Denied. Carylon’s suggestion that the claim files should not have been sent to
Ilinois ié denied as a legal conclusion. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information
sufficient to aver the truth of the remaining allegations and, thetefore, they are denied.

11-
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41.  Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that Exhibit Q is an e-mail
from Anne Sharpe. Carylon’s allegations regarding where the claim files should have been
sent are denied as legal conclusions. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information
sufficient to aver the truth of the remaining allegations contained in this paragraph and,
therefore, they are denied.

42.  Denied. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to
aver the truth of the allegations contained in this paragraph and, therefore, they are denied.

43.  Denied. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to
avet the truth of the allegations and, therefore, they are denied. The December 28, 2001
letter is a wtitten document which speaks for itself. The Liquidator denies Carylon’s
characterization of the letter that “[s]Jome day,” Reliance would send notice of how Carylor;
could submit a claim.

44.  Denied. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to
aver the truth of the allegations regarding Carylon’s requests to the Illinois Fund and the
Illinois Fund’s response to Catylon. Carylon’s allegation that it “chased [the] files down at
Reliance” is denied as the Liquidator is without knowledge ot information sufficient to aver
the truth of the allegations. The Febtuary 6, 2002 letter is a written document which speaks
for itself.

45, Denied. Catylon’s allegation that Reliance/Cambridge erroneously sent the
files to the Illinois Fund is denied as a legal conclusion. The Liquidator is without
knowledge or information sufficient to aver the truth of Carylon’s remaining allegations and,
therefore, they are denied.

o -12-
114582.00600/21043283v1 .




46.  Denied. Carylon’s allegation that the claim files were sent to the wrong state
fund is denied as a legal conclusion. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information
sufficient to aver the truth of Carylon’s remaining allegations and, therefore, they are denied.

47.  Denied. Contrary to Carylon’s allegation that Reliance and Cambridge
“never” told Carylon’s defense counsel of Reliance’s liquidation, Reliance sent a lettet to all
defense counsel advising them of the liquidation. The Liquidator is without knowledge or
information sufficient to aver the truth of the remaining allegations and, therefore, they ate
denied.

48.  Admitted in part, denied in part. Itis admitted that Reliance/Sterling agreed -
to putsue subrogation claims. Catylon’s allegation that Reliance did not pursue subrogation
claims is denied. The Liquidator is without knowledge or information sufficient to aver thc-e
truth of the allegations.

49.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance made payment to
Matk Pauley. The payment was made with Carylon’s consent. It is denied that Reliance
failed to “further” pursue a subrogation claim. Upon information and belief, the
subtogation claim is being pursued by Cambridge’s Recovery Unit.

50.  Denied. Itis denied that Reliance/Cambridge failed to putsue subrogation
with respect to the Drew Froman claim. Upon information and belief, the subtogation
claim is being pursued. The remaining allegations regarding Reliance’s alleged wrong
transfer of the claim files are denied as legal conclusions.

51.  Denied. Itis denied that Reliance/Cambtidge failed to pursue subtogation
with respect to the Richard Carpenter claim. Upon information and belief, the subrogation

-13-
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claim is being pursued. The remaining allegations are denied as legal conclusions. The
letters referred to in this paragraph are written documents which speak for themselves.

52, Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance pursued and
received subrogation with respect to Fernando Solares claim as to the payment made on the
property damage claim. It is denied that no subrogation claim is being pursued with respect
to the payment made on the bodily injury claim. Upon information and belief, a subrogation
claim is being putsued.

53. Admitted in part, denied in part. Itis admitted that the claimant had a prior
back injury. However, Carylon’s suggestion that Reliance impropetly failed to bringa
conttibution claim is denied. The contribution portion is not apportioned until the
permanent disability stage which has not yet been reached.

54.  Admitted in patt, denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance sent the March 5,
2002 letter and March 6, 2002 invoice referred to. The documents speak for themselves.

55.  Admitted in patt, denied in part. Itis admitted that Reliance did not advise
Carylon what happened to the Disbursement Account funds. However, Catylon did not
request this information ptior to its filing of this action and Reliance had no duty to advise
Carylon.

56, Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Reliance applied the cash
collateral account to satisfy the amounts Carylon owed and closed the account without
notice to Carylon. Carylon’s suggestion that Reliance acted impropertly in closing the
account without prior notice is denied. The contract does not requite Reliance to provide
prior notice.

-14-
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57.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Exhibit Z is a copy of the
April 22 invoice sent by the Reliance Deductible Recovery Group and that the invoice states
that the deductible due for Regina Alford is $479.26. It is also admitted that Carylon made
no deductible payments between March 6, 2002 and April 22, 2002. Carylon’s assertion that
Reliance does not know the amount that Carylon owes is denied. The April 22 invoice
represents the amount that Carylon owes in addition to the $5,224.94 stated in the Match
invoice. Catylon’s “presumption” that the state guaranty funds made payment on these
claims is wrong. Contrary to Carylon’s allegations, Reliance paid the expenses associated
with the claims, .

WHEREFORE, the Liquidator demands judgment in her favor and against Carylon
in the amount in excess of § 556,564.65, plus interest, attorneys’ fees and any and all other -

relief as the Court deems necessary.

NEW MATTER
58.  Carylon is batred from seeking relief except through the statutory claims

procedure pursuant to 40 P.S. §§221.37, 221.38.

59.  Catylon is barted from seeking relief by the doctrine of consent.

60.  Catylon is barred from seeking relief by the docttine of waiver and/or
estoppel.

61.  Carylon’s claims fail to state a claim for which relief may be granted.

62.  Carylon’s claims may be barred by the statutes of limitation.
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WHEREFORE, the Liquidator demands judgment in her favor and against Carylon
in the amount in excess of § 556,564.65, plus interest, attorneys’ fees and any and all other

relief as the Court deems necessary.

BLANK ROME COMISKY & MCCAULEY
LLP '

. Vo e

Richard P. McElroy
Ann E. Kim

Alphonso David

One Logan Square
Philadelphia, PA 19102
(215) 569-5500

Attorneys for M. Diane Koken,
Insurance Commissioner for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, as
Liquidator for Reliance Insutance
Company

Dated: August 2., 2002
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I, Robert Bellusci, Vice-President of Reliance Insurance Company (in Liquidation),
hereby verify that the facts set forth in the foregoing Answer to Carylon Corporation’s New
Matter with Prayer for Relief are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information
and belief. I understand that this Verification is made subject to the penalties of 18 P.S. §

4904 relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.

ROBERT BELLUSCI

Dated: July 39 2002
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Ann E. Kim, hereby certify that on August 2—__, 2002, a true and correct copy of the

foregoing Answer was served on all persons listed on the attached Master Setvice List by

U.S. Mail, postage prepaid and upon the following individuals via fitst class mail:

Batbara Gotthelf, Esquire
McCarter & English, LLP
Mellon Bank Center
1735 Matket Street, Suite 700
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7501

Susan Stone, Esquire -
Sidley Austin Brown & Wood
One Bank One Plaza, 47% Fl.
Chicago, Il1 60603

S Dl

~~ ANN E. KIM

114582.00600/21043283v1 -



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

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, Esquire
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, 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. Pereli

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 o
(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 Condominium Assoc., Inc.)

David Carl Franceski

Mark Jason Dorval

Stradley, Ronon, 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)
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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.)

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) 434-8000

(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)

114582.00600/20621504v1

John Norig Ellison

Timothy Patrick Law

Anderson, Kill & Olick 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.0. Harwood, Esquire

Healy & Baillie, LLP

29 Broadway

New York, NY 10006-3293 B
{(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 19102-1888

(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 Pottstown 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) -
(Attomeys 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 19422

(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)

(Attommeys 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, III, Esquire

Hogan & Hartson, LLP

555 13th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20004-1109

(202) 637-5797

(Attorneys for National Structured
Settlements Trade Association, General
Electric 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.0O. 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. Hoffman, LLC
80 Lady's Island Drive

East Wing

Beaufort, SC 29902

(843-521-4829)

(Pro Se)

Jeffrey Meyers, Esquire

Ballard Spahr Andrews & Ingersoll, LLP
Mellon Bank Center

1735 Mrket Street, 51° Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103
(215-864-8325)

(Attorneys for Amstar 3 Parkway)

Jeffrey A. Dailey, Esquire

Edward F. Mannino, Esquire

Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld, L.L. P.
2005 Market Street, Suite 2200
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215-405-3540)

(Attorneys for Deloitte & Touche LLP)

R. Jane Lynch, Esquire

Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP

2049 Century Park East, Suite 2800
Los Angeles, CA 90067
(310-277-4222)

(310-277-7889) fax

(Attorneys for Lake at Las Vegas Joint
Venture)

Maria Jose Morinigo, Esquire
Vaira & Riley, P.C,

1600 Market Street, Suite 2650
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7226
(215-751-2700)

(215-751-9420) fax

(Attorneys for Debbie Stephens)




Francis Patrick Newell, Esquire
Montgomery, McCracken, Walker &
Rhoads LLP

123 South Broad Street

Philadelphia, PA 19109

(215-772-1500)

-and-

Kevin E. Wolff, Esquire

Robert J. Re, Esquire

McElroy, Deutsch & Mulvaney, LLP

1300 Mount Kemble Avenue

P.O. Box 2075

Morristown, NJ 07962-2075
(973-425-8717)

(Attorneys for Celanese Americas
Corporation, Elwood Insurance Limited, and
Celwood Insurance Company (f/’k/a Hoechst
Celanese Insurance Company, Ltd.)
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