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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA
CHARLOTTE DIVISION

Inre : Chapter 11
ALDRICH PUMP LLC, et al.,* : Case No. 20-30608 (LMJ)
Debtors. : (Jointly Administered)

NOTICE OF FILING OF UNSEALED DEBTORS’ MOTION IN LIMINE
TO EXCLUDE EVIDENCE OF DEFENSE COSTS

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Aldrich Pump LLC and Murray Boiler LLC, as debtors
and debtors in possession (together, the “Debtors”), hereby file this Notice (the “Notice”) of
Filing of Unsealed Debtors’ Motion in Limine to Exclude Evidence of Defense Costs [Docket
No. 3183] (the “Motion™). In support of this Notice, the Debtors respectfully state as follows:

1. On June 25, 2026, the Debtors filed the Motion under seal pursuant to the Agreed
Protective Order Governing Confidential Information [Docket No. 345]. That same day, the
Debtors filed the Debtors’ Motion to File Documents Under Seal [Docket No. 3186] (the
“Motion to Seal”).

2. Since the filing of the Motion, the parties have agreed that the Motion can be
unsealed in its entirety pursuant to the Stipulated Order Regarding Confidentiality Issues for
Phase | Estimation Trial [Docket No. 3265] (the “Order’) with the corresponding Motion to Seal

withdrawn. Accordingly, attached hereto as Exhibit A is an unsealed version of the Motion.

! The Debtors are the following entities (the last four digits of their respective taxpayer identification

numbers follow in parentheses): Aldrich Pump LLC (2290) and Murray Boiler LLC (0679). The Debtors' address
is 800-E Beaty Street, Davidson, North Carolina 28036.
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Dated: August 26, 2026 Respectfully submitted,
Charlotte, North Carolina

/s/ Matthew L. Tomsic

C. Richard Rayburn, Jr. (NC 6357)

John R. Miller, Jr. (NC 28689)

Matthew L. Tomsic (NC 52431)

RAYBURN COOPER & DURHAM, P.A.

227 West Trade Street, Suite 1200

Charlotte, North Carolina 28202

Telephone: (704) 334-0891

Facsimile: (704) 377-1897

E-mail: rrayburn@rcdlaw.net
jmiller@rcdlaw.net
mtomsic@rcdlaw.net

COUNSEL TO THE DEBTORS

4923-3572-9355, v. 1 2
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Exhibit A

Unsealed Debtors’ Motion in Limine to Exclude Evidence of Defense Costs

4923-3572-9355, v. 1 3
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA
CHARLOTTE DIVISION

Inre : Chapter 11
ALDRICHPUMP LLC, etal.! : Case No. 20-30608 (LMJ)
Debtors. : (Jointly Administered)

DEBTORS' MOTION IN LIMINE
TO EXCLUDE EVIDENCE OF DEFENSE COSTS

Aldrich Pump LLC ("Aldrich™) and Murray Boiler LLC ("Murray"), as debtors and
debtors in possession (together, the "Debtors™), respectfully move this Court for an order in
limine precluding any party from introducing evidence of, or relying upon, the Debtors' historical
or projected tort system defense costs in the estimation of the Debtors' liability for current and
future asbestos personal injury claims. In support of this Motion, the Debtors state as follows:

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. The Court has directed the parties and their experts to estimate the Debtors'
liability for current and future asbestos claims using the tort system extrapolation method based
on the Debtors' settlement and verdict history. The expert for the Official Committee of
Asbestos Personal Injury Claimants ("ACC"), Dr. Andrew Sackett of Legal Analysis Systems
("LAS™), has included in his liability estimate a projection of approximately $850 to $917
million in defense costs he posits the Debtors would pay to their own lawyers and experts if they

remained in the tort system. This figure—which alone exceeds the entire liability estimates of

! The Debtors are the following entities (the last four digits of their respective taxpayer identification
numbers follow in parentheses): Aldrich Pump LLC (2290) and Murray Boiler LLC (0679). The Debtors'
address is 800-E Beaty Street, Davidson, North Carolina 28036.
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both the Debtors' and the Future Claims Representative's experts—is not an estimate of what any
claimant is owed. It is Dr. Sackett’s estimate of what the Debtors would have spent on their own
attorneys, expert witnesses, court reporters, and travel. See Ex. A, Sackett Dep. Tr. at 167:7-15.
It is, in short, Dr. Sackett putting his thumb on the scale, inflating his estimate by nearly a billion
dollars with costs that no claimant has a right to receive and that no bankruptcy court has ever
included in an estimation of asbestos liabilities.

2. The Court should not consider this evidence. As set forth in further detail below,
defense costs should be excluded for several reasons. First, they are irrelevant to claim
valuation, as they fall outside the scope of the Court's estimation order. They are also not part of
the compensation received by claimants. Finally, their inclusion would be unprecedented: no
bankruptcy court has ever included tort system defense costs when estimating a debtor's asbestos
liability.

LEGAL STANDARD

3. A bankruptcy court is "afforded broad discretion" to exclude evidence that is not

relevant. Truth Tellers, LLC v. Levine, 662 F. Supp. 3d 605, 621 (N.D. W. Va. 2023); cf. In re

Denke, 524 B.R. 644, 653 (Bankr. E.D. Va. 2015) ("Neither the Code nor the Rules prescribe
any method for estimating a claim, and it is therefore committed to the reasonable discretion of
the court, ... which should employ whatever method is best suited to the circumstances of the

case."); In re Pro. Coatings (N.A.), Inc., 210 B.R. 66, 87-88 (Bankr. E.D. Va. 1997). Evidence is

relevant only if "it has any tendency to make a fact more or less probable than it would be
without the evidence; and the fact is of consequence in determining the action." Fed. R. Evid.

401. Evidence that is not relevant should be excluded. Fed. R. Evid. 402; see also Fed. R.

Bankr. P. 9017 (making the Federal Rules of Evidence applicable in bankruptcy proceedings).

4927-9842-5528, v. 1
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ARGUMENT

. Evidence of Defense Costs Falls Outside the Scope of the Court's
Estimation Charge and Is Irrelevant to Trust Funding.

4. Evidence regarding defense costs should be excluded because it falls outside the
scope of the Court's order setting the upcoming Phase | estimation trial, which directed the
parties to estimate the Debtors' liability for "current and future asbestos claims by using the tort
system extrapolation method, using the Debtors' settlement and verdict history[.]" Order
Commencing Phase | of the Estimation Trial with Hearing Based on the Tort System
Extrapolation Method and the Parties' Expert Reports [Dkt. 3011] 1 2 (Jan. 23, 2026); see also
Second Amended Case Management Order for Estimation of Asbestos Claims [Dkt. 2656] 3
(Apr. 17, 2025). The object of the Court's orders is the estimation of claims held by creditors—

that is, rights to payment held by asbestos personal injury claimants. See In re Federal-Mogul

Global Inc., 330 B.R. 133, 155 (D. Del. 2005) ("The principal consideration must be an
accommodation to the underlying purposes of the Code. In accomplishing this task, the
estimating court is bound by the legal rules which may govern the ultimate value of the claim.")

(emphasis added) (internal citation omitted); In re Eagle-Picher Indus., Inc., 189 B.R. 681, 683

(Bankr. S.D. Ohio 1995) ("The Bankruptcy Code at 8§ 502(c) makes it clear that we are
estimating claims, and the term ‘claim’ is defined in the Bankruptcy Code at § 101(5)(A) for
present purposes as a 'right to payment.™).

5. Defense costs are none of these things. They are costs incurred by a defendant in
litigating claims: payments made to defense counsel, experts, and other litigation vendors in
connection with the defense and resolution of claims. No claimant holds a "right to payment" of
the legal fees a defendant pays to its own attorneys. Dr. Sackett himself acknowledged as much,

testifying that he "separate[s] it into indemnity and defense costs. So by indemnity, I'm referring

4927-9842-5528, v. 1
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to funds that would go to claimants, and by defense costs, I'm referring to the funds that would
be spent, paid to other parties to—in the process of resolving those claims.” EX. A at 166:22-
167:6. He confirmed that these "other parties"” are "[p]rimarily attorneys" representing the
defendants, as well as "expert witnesses, third-party service providers like court reporters and
videographers, Amtrak, airlines, hotels, all of the things that lawyers spend money on in the
process of resolving a case.” Id. at 167:10-15.

6. A claimant who settles a mesothelioma claim receives the amount of the
settlement, not the amount of the settlement plus some share of the Debtors' legal fees. Defense
costs are a cost of doing business as a litigant, just as plaintiffs' attorney fees are a cost borne by
claimants—neither is separately estimated or included in a valuation of the defendant's liability.?

1. No Bankruptcy Court Has Included Defense Costs in Estimating

Asbestos Liability, and Accepted Methodology Does Not Support
Including Them.

7. Defense costs should be excluded because including them in the estimation would
be, so far as the Debtors are aware, without precedent. No bankruptcy court has ever included
tort system defense costs when estimating a debtor's liability for current and future asbestos
personal injury claims. And this is not for lack of opportunity. Asbestos estimation proceedings
have been conducted in numerous bankruptcy cases over the past three decades, including cases
in which defense costs were discussed. Yet in no reported decision has a court included defense

costs as a component of the debtor's estimated liability. See, e.q., In re Garlock Sealing Techs.,

Debtors believe Dr. Sackett's inclusion of defense costs in his estimate is not only wrong legally, but that
his estimate of those future defense costs is grossly inflated. Dr. Sackett testified that he did not
disaggregate defense costs by disease and instead applied a multiplier based on total indemnity, adding
defense costs equal to 32% of Aldrich’s indemnity and 44% of Murray’s indemnity. See Ex. A at 184:1-
13, 185:9-187:10. Thus, the premise of his approximately $850 to $917 million defense-cost projection
rises or falls with his indemnity forecast: if the underlying liability estimate is overstated, the derived
defense-cost estimate is overstated as well. That inflation is apparent from the face of Dr. Sackett's
combined approximately $3.2 billion estimate.

4927-9842-5528, v. 1
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LLC, 504 B.R. 71, 94 (Bankr. W.D.N.C. 2014) ("The bankruptcy estimation process requires a
pure (or more academic) analysis of Garlock's 'liability’ to claimants ... Here, the court's mission
is to determine Garlock’s liability to claimants—and data that includes avoided defense costs

does not prove that.") (emphasis in original); compare Owens Corning v. Credit Suisse First

Boston, 322 B.R. 719, 720 (D. Del. 2005) (excluding costs in estimation decision) with Ex. B,
Owens Corning and Fibreboard Projected Liabilities for Asbestos Personal Injury Claims As of
October 2000, Mark A. Peterson, Legal Analysis Systems (Garlock Trial Exhibit GST-6579)
(including defense cost estimates in appendix to report).

8. Dr. Sackett himself confirmed as much. When asked whether he was "aware of a
single court that has ever included defense costs in an estimation of current and future asbestos
liabilities,” Dr. Sackett conceded: "I am not aware of an estimation in which the court estimated
liability to ... claimants in which they included defense costs." Ex. A at 176:6-9; 177:6-9.
More, he acknowledged that in his experience, courts conducting estimations "were generally
estimating the money to go in the trust which would not include defense costs.” 1d. at 178:3-6.
Dr. Sackett also conceded that defense costs "would be less relevant™ in the context of trust
funding, because in that context the court "would be looking instead at trust administrative
costs." Id. at 175:21-176:1.

9. The ACC should not be permitted to depart from this well-established practice.
Accepted estimation methodology does not call for the inclusion of defense costs. The case law
does not support it. And the practical effect of doing so would be to add nearly a billion dollars
to the Debtors' estimated liability—not to compensate claimants, but to account for expenditures

that no claimant is entitled to receive.

4927-9842-5528, v. 1
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CONCLUSION

10. For the foregoing reasons, the Debtors respectfully request that the Court enter an
order in limine precluding the parties from introducing evidence in support of the proposition
that an estimate of the Debtors' tort system defense costs should be included in the estimation of

the Debtors' liability for current and future asbestos personal injury claims.

4927-9842-5528, v. 1
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Dated: June 25, 2026 Respectfully submitted,
Charlotte, North Carolina

[/s/ John R. Miller, Jr.

C. Richard Rayburn, Jr. (NC 6357)

John R. Miller, Jr. (NC 28689)

RAYBURN COOPER & DURHAM, P.A.

227 West Trade Street, Suite 1200

Charlotte, North Carolina 28202

Telephone: (704) 334-0891

Facsimile: (704) 377-1897

E-mail: rrayburn@rcdlaw.net
jmiller@rcdlaw.net

-and-

Brad B. Erens (IL Bar No. 06206864)

Mark A. Cody (IL Bar No. 6236871)

Morgan R. Hirst (IL Bar No. 6275128)

JONES DAY

77 West Wacker

Chicago, Illinois 60601

Telephone: (312) 782-3939

Facsimile: (312) 782-8585

E-mail: bberens@jonesday.com
macody@jonesday.com
mhirst@jonesday.com

(Admitted pro hac vice)

ATTORNEYS FOR DEBTORS
AND DEBTORS IN POSSESSION

-and-

C. Michael Evert, Jr.

EVERT WEATHERSBY HOUFF
3455 Peachtree Road NE, Suite 1550
Atlanta, Georgia 30326

Telephone: (678) 651-1200
Facsimile: (678) 651-1201

E-mail: cmevert@ewhlaw.com
(Admitted pro hac vice)

SPECIAL ASBESTOS LITIGATION

COUNSEL FOR DEBTORS AND DEBTORS
IN POSSESSION

4927-9842-5528, v. 1
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In the Matter Of:
Inre: Aldrich Pump LLC

20-30608 (LMJ)

ANDREW J. SACKETT
May 11, 2026

Conf. AEO
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 166
A. No.

Q Al right. Newtopic, Dr.
Sackett. Back to your report, page 8,
paragraph 36. You reference there -- this is
your introduction, first sentence of your
i ntroduction actually, that [As read] "The
report is an initial estimte of the
aggregate anticipated tort liability for all
pendi ng and future asbestos personal injury
cl ai ns agai nst Aldrich and Murray."

Do you see that?

A. Yes.

Q When you refer to "tort
liability," what are you referring to?

A In that particul ar sentence?

Q Let's start with that
particul ar sentence.

A. Sure. Estimating what they
are going to pay in the tort systemfor the
resolution of all their pending clains.

Q And who's that liability to?

A. Some of it isin--1"d

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 167
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separate it into indemity and defense costs.
So by indemmity, I"'mreferring to funds that
woul d go to claimants, and by defense costs,
|"'mreferring to the funds that woul d be
spent, paid to other parties to -- in the
process of resolving those cl ains.

Q And who are those other
parties that the defense costs that you
cal cul ated going to be paid to?

A Primarily attorneys, but also
expert witnesses, third-party service
providers |ike court reporters and
vi deogr aphers, Antrak, airlines, hotels, all
of the things that | awers spend noney on in
t he process of resolving a case.

Q And the attorneys that these
costs are going to be paid to are attorneys
representi ng who?

A Well, they're defense costs,
so they're attorneys representing the
def endant s.

Q And just to be clear, these

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 175

answer what the court asked for. And if they
think there's sonething hel pful to add, then
they can add it. | know sonetines in the
past Dr. Peterson included defense costs, and
sonetinmes he didn't.
BY MR HI RST:

Q That wasn't ny question, sir.
My question was, are you aware of any court
that has ever included defense costs in an
estimation of current and future asbestos
liabilities?

MR. CROMHER:. (bjection to the
form

A Again, it depends what they
are estimating. Frequently they already have
-- it's the estinmation may be part of a
confirmation hearing, in which case they
al ready have a trust set up and ready to go,
and they are trying to figure out how nuch
noney the trust needs.

At that point, defense costs would be

| ess rel evant because they woul d be | ooking

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 176

I nstead at trust adm nistrative costs.

MR H RST: Dr. Sackett, if you
just answer ny question, we'll get done a | ot
qui cker.

BY MR HI RST:

Q Al | want to knowis, are you
aware of a single court that has ever
I ncl uded defense costs in an estimation of
current and future asbestos liabilities?

MR. CROMHER: (bjection to form
BY MR HI RST:

Q It's a yes or no

MR. CROMHER: (bjection to form

A Agai n, what a court includes

depends on what it's |ooking for.

BY MR HI RST:
Q That's --
A. And |'"mnot -- and | haven't

read all of the cases.
Q And | don't care about the
cases you haven't read, Dr. Sackett.

Are you aware of any instance where a

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 177

court has included defense costs in an
estimation of current and future asbestos
liabilities?

MR CROMHER: (bjection to the
form

A | am not aware of an
estimation in which the court estinated
liability to claim-- claimants in which they
I ncl uded defense costs.
BY MR H RST:

Q How about estimated liability
to anybody?

MR CROMHER: (bjection to the
form

A | assune there are |ots of
bankr upt ci es where people owe noney to the
| awyers.
BY MR H RST:

Q Name ne a case where a
bankruptcy court included an estinmation of
defense cost in its calculation of current

and future asbestos liabilities.

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 178

MR. CROMHER: (bjection to the
form

A As | said, the ones that |I'm
aware of are ones where they were generally
estimating the noney to go in the trust which
woul d not include defense costs. | don't
know i f there are any other ones.

BY MR HI RST:

Q So it's correct to say you are
not aware of any cases where a court has
estimat ed defense costs in estimating current
and future asbestos liabilities?

MR CROMHER: (bjection to the
form

A ' m not aware of any case
where that was at issue, so |I'mnot aware of
any that didit.

BY MR H RST:

Q Good enough. You testified
earlier that it was your understandi ng that
this initial expert report was for purposes

of nedi ati on.

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com



© o0 N oo o B~ O w NP

e e
A W N L, O

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Case 20-30608 Doc 3359 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Main

Document  Page 19 of 22

ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 184

Q Let's go to page 61 of your
report, Dr. Sackett, at paragraph 213.

I n that paragraph, you wite, [As
read] "Because spending on defense costs is
proportional to liability by disease, portion
of defense costs applicable to nesotheliom
clainms has gross up by the percentage -- the
sane percentages as the cal cul ations for
overall liability for clains for other
di seases. "

Do.

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q You don't cite anything for
this paragraph. Wat do you base your
opi nion that spending on defense is
proportional to liability by di sease?

A So | think what |'m-- because
| was -- |I'mmaking sure that -- | think what
| was doing here is identifying that the
gross-up is the sane for all diseases but if

you' re | ooking just at nesothelioma clains,

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 185
t he defense costs -- so | don't disaggregate
def ense costs by disease, | can't do that

because | didn't have any data on that.

What |'mtrying to say is that the
percent age of defense costs | -- | assign to
mesos is in the sanme -- and to other diseases
is the sane as the ratio of indemity
liability for nesothelionma di seases.

Q But if you had no data to
support it, then why did you concl ude that
spendi ng on defense costs is proportional to
liability by di sease?

MR CROMHER: (bjection to the
form

A The defense costs are for the
debt or spending for all diseases. So if |I'm
gross -- if I"'mapplying the defense costs as
a multiplier, then you can -- you can assune
that the portions are the sane as they were
in the past.

BY MR H RST:

Q Ckay. So in this case, you're

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 186

doi ng an actual nultiplier-based gross-up on
defense costs; is that correct?

A. It's based on total indemity,
yes.

Q And you sinply applied --
explain that to ne, it's based on total
I ndemi ty what is?

A Sure. The debtors stated that
they're spending -- let nme see. They're
spendi ng on -- on defense costs for Aldrich
was 32 percent of its spending on indemity.

And so what | did is | added 32 percent
of their spending on indemity to what |
cal cul ated what their indemity was to get a
total liability.

Q And that 32 percent was
specific to nesothelioma or at all?

A. That's total indemity so
here, it's to -- it's to all -- because this
tabl e shows total indemity, the defense
costs are based on total indemity. |If you

want ed to back out the approxi mate anount

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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ANDREW J. SACKETT Conf. AEO May 11, 2026
In re: Aldrich Pump LLC 187
related to neso, | suppose you could use the

gross-up figures that | nentioned earlier and
reduce the defense costs by that anmount so
that you could get sone attributable to
nmesot hel i ona.

Q You use 44 percent then for
the Murray, paragraph 2117?

A Yes, that's what debtors
reported and | think I cite a filing for --
for that at sone point.

Q Al right. Let's go to
page -- yeah, | guess we're going to change
topics. W can take our break now then.
Take five mnutes. Let's do 2:35.

THE VI DEOCRAPHER: W are off the
record at 14:27.

(A break was taken at 2:29 p.m)
(Proceedings resuned at 2:41 p.m)

THE VI DEOCGCRAPHER: W are on the
record at 14:40.

BY MR H RST:

Q Al right. | prom sed you a

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Pagelof42

EXHIBIT B



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 2 o0f42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 30f42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 4 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page5of42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 6 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 7 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 8 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 9 of42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 10 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 11 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 12 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 13 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 14 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 15 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 16 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 17 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 18 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 19 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 20 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 21 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 22 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 23 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 24 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 25 o0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 26 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 27 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 28 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 29 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 30 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 31 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 32 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 33 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 34 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 35 o0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 36 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 37 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 38 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 39 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 40 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 41 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-1 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
2 Page 42 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 1lof42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 2 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 30f42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 4 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page5of42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 6 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 7 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 8 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 9 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 10 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 11 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 12 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 13 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 14 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 15 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 16 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 17 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 18 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 19 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 20 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 21 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 22 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 23 0of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 24 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 25 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 26 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 27 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 28 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 29 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 30 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 31 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 32 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 33 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 34 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 35 0f 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 36 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 37 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 38 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 39 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 40 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 41 of 42



Case 20-30608 Doc 3359-2 Filed 08/26/26 Entered 08/26/26 13:50:15 Desc Part
3 Page 42 of 42



