
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

SOUTHERN DIVISION - DETROIT 
 
IN THE MATTER OF: 
Fieldstone A&E, LLC, 
d/b/a Fieldstone Engineering, 
d/b/a Fieldstone A & E, 
d/b/a Fieldstone Architecture, 
d/b/a Fieldstone Architecture & Engineering, 
    
          Debtor. 

Bankruptcy Case No. 26-48494 
Judge Thomas J. Tucker 
Chapter 11 
Subchapter V 
 

 
OBJECTION TO MATTAMY HOMES CORPORATION’S MOTION FOR 
THE TRANSFER OF VENUE TO THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY 

COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 
 

 NOW COMES Fieldstone A&E, LLC, d/b/a Fieldstone Architecture & 

Engineering, d/b/a Fieldstone A&E, d/b/a Fieldstone Engineering, d/b/a Fieldstone 

Architecture (the “Debtor”), as Debtor and Debtor in possession, by and through its 

counsel, Stevenson & Bullock, P.L.C., who files this objection to the Motion for the 

Transfer of Venue to the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Middle District of 

Florida (the “Motion”) filed by Mattamy Homes Corporation (“Movant”), and 

states: 

INTRODUCTION 

 The Debtor is a Michigan limited liability company and properly elected to 

file its bankruptcy case in this district – where it is domiciled – to reorganize its 

financial affairs.  The Motion, filed months into this subchapter V case seeks to 

disrupt the Debtor’s reorganization efforts and this Court’s orders; thus must be 
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denied.  Indeed, the Debtor has (i) complied with all orders of the Court and 

directives of the Office of the United States Trustee; (ii) attended to numerous efforts 

to reorganize its financial affairs with recognition from the Subchapter V Trustee; 

(iii) provided notice to thousands of potential creditors in compliance with the 

Court’s Order (I) Establishing Deadlines for Filing Proof of Claim; (II) Approving 

the Form and Manner of Notice of the Bar Dates; and (III) Approving the Form of 

Publication Notice, and Canceling August 26, 2026 Hearing [Docket No. 64] (the 

“Order Establishing Bar Dates and Approving Notice”); (iv) addressed its 

reorganization efforts with its customers and executory contract counter-parties; and 

(iv) filed its Subchapter V Plan of Reorganization for Fieldstone A&E, LLC [Docket 

No. 98] (the “Plan”) and is underway in its confirmation process.  Both the statutory 

authority of Section 1408 of Title 28 of the United States Code and applicable 

caselaw supports the Debtor’s selection of the Eastern District of Michigan for the 

venue of this case.  Such selection should remain undisturbed.  Further, the Movant 

lacks standing.  The Motion should be denied.   

BACKGROUND 

 On July 30, 2026 (the “Petition Date”), the Debtor filed a voluntary petition 

in this Court for relief under chapter 11, subchapter V, of Title 11 of the United States 

Code, 11 U.S.C. §§ 101-1330, as amended (the “Bankruptcy Code”). The Debtor is 

a Michigan limited liability company, whose sole member, president, and 
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responsible person, Ryan Rasmussen, resides in Michigan, and whose largest and 

sole secured creditor does business in the State of Michigan, properly elected to file 

its bankruptcy case in the Eastern District of Michigan. See, Declaration of Ryan 

Rasmussen, attached hereto as Exhibit 1 (the “Rasmussen Declaration”), ¶¶ 5 and 

12.  

 The Movant is a Delaware corporation in the business of home construction, 

is not a party in interest to this case, and does not hold a claim against the Debtor.  

 At the early onset of the case, the Debtor engaged the services of Kurtzman 

Carson Consultants, LLC, d/b/a Verita Global (“Verita”) as its noticing, claims, and 

balloting agent to perform various noticing, claim-related, and processing services. 

Id. at ¶ 9, see also, Declaration of Kurtzman Carson Consultants, LLC d/b/a Verita 

Global (the “Verita Declaration”) attached hereto as Exhibit 2 at ¶¶ 6-7. 

 On July 31, 2026, the Bankruptcy Noticing Center mailed out the Notice of 

Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Case to approximately 549 parties, including the Movant and 

its various related entities.  [Docket No. 24].  This notice provided information 

including, inter alia, the name of the Debtor, the case number, the Court, the 

Debtor’s attorneys contact information, and the date for the First Meeting of 

Creditors.  Subsequently, Verita served the Movant and thousands of other parties 

multiple pleadings.  See, Verita Declaration at ¶ 8.    
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 This case is in its advanced stages. To illustrate, on August 5, 2026, the Debtor 

prepared for and attended the Initial Debtor Interview with the Office of the United 

States Trustee telephonically while at Debtor’s counsel’s office in Southfield, 

Michigan. On the same day, Debtor’s counsel argued its First Day Motions, 

including the First Day Motion for Entry of Order Authorizing the Continued Use of 

Debtor’s Cash Management System, Bank Account, and Business Forms [Docket 

No. 12] (the “Cash Management Motion”) and the First Day Motion for Entry of 

Order (A) Authorizing Debtor to Pay Employee Obligations; and (B) Directing 

Financial Institutions to Honor Outstanding Employee-Obligation Payments 

[Docket No. 11] (the “Employee Obligations Motion”). The Court considered the 

Motions and authorized the relief requested in each.  See, Docket Nos. 36 and 37.  

Additionally the Interim Order Authorizing the Debtor to Use Cash Collateral and 

Granting Adequate Protection, and Setting Final Hearing [Docket No. 29] (the 

“Cash Collateral Order”) was entered upon the stipulation of the Debtor and Bank.  

The Cash Collateral Order became a final order on August 18, 2026.   

 The Debtor also prepared other motions that were not considered First Day 

Motions by the Court, namely the Application for Entry of an Order Pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 156(c) and Federal Bankruptcy Rule 2002 Authorizing the Employment 

and Retention of Kurtzman Carson Consultants, LLC d/b/a Verita Global as 

Noticing, Claims, and Balloting Agent [Docket No. 13] (the “Application to Employ 
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Verita”), a Motion for Entry of Order (I) Establishing Deadlines for Filing Proof of 

Claim; (II) Approving the Form and Manner of Notice of the Bar Dates; and (III) 

Approving the Form of Publication Notice [Docket No. 14] (the “Notice Motion”), 

and a Motion for Entry of Order Establishing a Special Service List [Docket No. 15] 

(the “Service List Motion”).   

 On August 19, 2026, the Debtor appeared telephonically for the Initial 

Scheduling Conference with the Court. Movant did not appear.  On August 25, 2026, 

the Debtor filed its Certificate of Non-Response Regarding the Application to 

Employ Verita, with the Court entering that order on the same day.  Docket Nos. 61 

and 66.  The Order Establishing Bar Dates and Approving Notice was also entered 

on August 25, 2026.   

 On August 27, 2026, the Debtor attended the First Meeting of Creditors with 

the Office of the United States Trustee telephonically while at Debtor’s counsel’s 

office in Southfield, Michigan.  Movant did not appear.   

 On September 1, 2026, the Debtor prepared and filed the Declaration 

Regarding Order Establishing a Special Service List to provide a copy of the Special 

Service List pursuant to the Court’s August 25, 2026 order.  [Docket No. 72] 

 On September 9, 2026, the Debtor prepared and filed Debtor’s Plan Progress 

Report pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1188(c). [Docket No. 75] 
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 On September 11, 2026, the Debtor prepared and filed an Affidavit of 

Publication of the Notice of Bar Dates for Filing General Claims [Docket No. 77], 

evidencing the Debtor’s compliance with the Order Establishing Bar Dates and 

Approving Notice including the publication requirements contained therein.  In sum, 

the Debtor provided notice of the pendency of this case to thousands of individuals 

via actual notice and publication all with oversight and approval from the Court.  

Importantly, all notice and publication efforts advised potential interested parties of 

the pendency of the Debtor’s bankruptcy case in this district.  

 The Debtor, Office of the United States Trustee, the Subchapter V Trustee, 

and counsel for the Bank appeared on September 23, 2026 for the initial scheduling 

conference with the Court.  Movant did not appear.   

 Since the Petition Date, the Debtor worked diligently on its reorganization 

efforts and successfully filed and served the Plan on October 28, 2026.    

 During the pendency of this subchapter V case, significant time, effort, and 

resources have been spent by the Debtor, Debtor’s counsel, this Court, the Office of 

the United States Trustee, and the subchapter V Trustee toward the reorganization 

efforts of the Debtor.  Thousands of individuals and entities have received notice of 

the bankruptcy case, including the Debtor’s selection of the proper venue.  The 

Debtor has spent over $200,000 on noticing, developed its Plan, and is well-
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underway in its confirmation process.  See, Rasmussen Declaration at ¶ 10 and Verita 

Declaration at ¶ 10.  The Motion must be denied.  

ARGUMENT 

The Motion readily concedes that venue is appropriate in this district.  

(Motion, ¶ 34.).  Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1408, a debtor may file a chapter 11 case 

in any district: 

(1) in which the domicile, residence, principal place of business in 
the United States, or principal assets in the United States, of the person 
or entity that is the subject of such case have been located for the one 
hundred and eighty days immediately preceding such commencement, 
or for a longer portion of such one-hundred-and-eighty-day period than 
the domicile, residence, or principal place of business, in the United 
States or principal assets in the United States, of such person were 
located than in any other district; or  
 
(2) in which there is pending a case under title 11 concerning such 
person’s affiliate, general partner or partnership.  

 
28 U.S.C. § 1408. 
 

A. The Movant lacks standing to seek relief. 
 

 Section 1109(b)1 provides that a “party in interest, including the debtor, the 

trustee, a creditors’ committee, an equity security holders’ committee, a creditor, an 

equity security holder, or any indenture trustee, may raise and may appear and be 

heard on any issue in a case under this chapter.” However, “[a] party in interest is 

 
1 All statutory references contained in this objection are to Title 11, United States 
Code unless otherwise noted. 
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not confined to the list of examples provided in section 1109(b).” See, In re RnD 

Engineering, LLC, 556 B.R. 303, 311 (Bankr. E.D. Mich 2016) (citing Vermejo Park 

Corp. v. Kaiser Coal Corp. (In re Kaiser Steel Corp.), 998 F.2d 783, 788 (10th Cir. 

1993). To be a party in interest, the party must have (at least) one of four types of 

interests: pecuniary, property, practical, or legally protected.  Movant asserts none 

of these interests, because it has none.  

A party in interest “is generally understood to include all persons whose 

pecuniary interest are directly affected by the bankruptcy proceedings.” Morton v. 

Morton (In re Morton), 298 B.R. 301, 306 (6th Cir. BAP 2003) (quoting In re Davis, 

239 B.R. 573, 579 (10th Cir. BAP 1999) (citations omitted)). The Debtor did not 

schedule Movant as a claim holder, the Movant does not have a claim against the 

Debtor, and Movant has not filed a proof of claim in this case. Movant has not 

asserted that it has a pecuniary interest that will be directly affected by the Debtor’s 

reorganization effort, because it does not have one. 

 A party in interest also includes “anyone who has an interest in the property 

to be administered and distributed under the … plan.”  Id.  Movant has no interest in 

any of the property to be administered or distributions of the bankruptcy estate. The 

Movant has no claim against the Debtor--there will be no distribution to the Movant 

in any dollar amount in accordance with the Debtor’s plan.  See, Order Establishing 

Bar Dates and Approving Notice at ¶ 10. 
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A party in interest also may be “anyone who has a practical stake in the 

outcome of a case; and [anyone] who will be impacted in any significant way in the 

case.” In re Morton, 298 B.R. at 307 (citations omitted). Again, the Movant has no 

stake in this case, has not filed a proof of claim, and this case has had no impact on 

the Movant more than three months after the Petition Date, and will have no impact 

on the Movant going forward.  The Movant lacks any meaningful connection to this 

case. 

 And finally, “anyone who has a legally protected interest that could be affected 

by a bankruptcy proceeding is entitled to assert that interest with respect to any issue 

to which it pertains,” making such an entity a party in interest.  In re James Wilson 

Associates, 965 F.2d 160, 169 (7th Cir. 1992). See also Moran v. LTV Steel Co., Inc. 

(In re LTV Steel Co, Inc.), 560 F.3d 449, 452-53 (6th Cir. 2009). At no point has the 

Movant indicated what its alleged interest is, how that alleged interest has been 

affected more than three (3) months into this advanced subchapter V bankruptcy 

case, or how the outcome of the bankruptcy case will have any effect whatsoever on 

the Movant’s alleged interest.   

 Indeed, at no point does the Movant address or show how its “interests” are 

determined or affected, in any respect, by the Debtor’s ongoing and advanced 

reorganization effort in the Eastern District of Michigan or how its alleged interests 

would be directly changed, in any respect, by transferring the venue of this 
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bankruptcy case to Florida.  The Movant does not hold a claim against the Debtor, 

because it did not file a proof of claim. Instead, the Movant leaves the Debtor and 

the Court on their own to determine how the Movant is a party in interest in this 

case.  This strategy of silence and dilatory and neglectful behavior makes obvious 

that the Movant does not have standing to bring this Motion.  The Motion must be 

denied. 

B. Venue is indeed proper in the Eastern District of Michigan.  
 
 Even assuming the Movant had standing to bring the Motion, which it does 

not, the Motion nevertheless must be denied.  Venue in a bankruptcy case is proper 

in any district in which the debtor is domiciled. 28 U.S.C. § 1408. Corporations are 

domiciled in the states in which they are incorporated. See First Bank Stock Corp. v. 

Minnesota, 301 U.S. 234, 237 (1937).  Here, the Debtor is (and has always been) 

organized under the laws of the State of Michigan.   

 Courts afford substantial deference to a debtor’s choice of a proper venue. The 

Sixth Circuit recognized that transfer decisions should not be made lightly. Rather, 

“great weight” should be given to the debtor’s venue selection. In re Bavelis, 453 

B.R. 832, 869 (Bankr. S.D. Ohio 2011) (citing In re Enron Corp., 274 B.R. 327, 342 

(Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2002)). In fact, unless the evidence before the court “is strongly in 

favor transferring venue, the debtor’s choice of forum should rarely be disturbed.” 

In re Uslar, 131 B.R. 22, 23 (Bankr. E.D. Pa. 1991)(citations omitted). (“[I]f transfer 
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of venue would merely shift the inconvenience from one party to another, the 

debtor’s choice of forum should not be disturbed”); In re Great Am. Res., Inc., 85 

B.R. 444, 446 (Bankr. N.D. Ohio 1988).  There is a presumption in favor of 

maintaining the debtor’s choice of forum, and in this instance, there is no basis to 

deviate from this longstanding principle. The Debtor’s choice should prevail; the 

Motion must be denied. 

C. It is a proper exercise of this Court’s discretion to deny the Motion.  
 

 Where venue is proper (as it indisputably is here), 28 U.S.C. § 1412 governs 

the transfer of a Chapter 11 case. That statute provides that a “district court may 

transfer a case or proceeding under title 11 to a district court for another district, in 

the interest of justice or for the convenience of the parties.” 28 U.S.C. § 1412 

(emphasis added); see also Fed. R. Bankr. P. 1014(a)(1) (“If a petition is filed in the 

proper district, the court may transfer the case to another district in the interest of 

justice or for the convenience of the parties”) (emphasis added).  The statute “is 

worded in the disjunctive allowing a case to be transferred under either the interest 

of justice rationale or the convenience of parties rationale.” In re Dunmore Homes, 

Inc., 380 B.R. 663, 670 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2008). Moreover, the “decision of 

whether to transfer venue pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1412 is within a court’s discretion 

according to an individualized, case-by-case consideration of convenience and 
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fairness.” In re Patriot Coal Corp., 482 B.R. 718, 739 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2012) 

(quotations omitted). 

 The initial burden of proof rests with a debtor to establish that venue is proper. 

The Movant has conceded the Debtor’s choice of venue is proper.  (Motion, ¶ 34.) 

The burden now shifts to the Movant to demonstrate, by a preponderance of the 

evidence, that transfer is warranted. In re Barrington Spring House, LLC, 509 B.R. 

587, 604 (Bankr. S.D. Ohio 2014) (citing Bavelis, 453 B.R. at 873-74.  Movant has 

failed to meet its burden.   

For decades, Courts have held that a transfer of venue “is a cumbersome 

disruption of the chapter 11 process.” In re Pavilion Place Assocs., 88 B.R. 32, 35 

(Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1988). That is why a party seeking to transfer a Chapter 11 case 

must meet a “heavy burden of proof to demonstrate that the balance of convenience 

or the interests of justice clearly weigh in its favor sufficient to overcome the great 

weight accorded to the Debtor’s choice of forum.” In re Project Orange, LLC, 

No. 10-12307-MG, Dkt. No. 97 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. June 9, 2010) at 3 (emphasis 

added) (Exhibit 3); see In re Enron Corp., 284 B.R. 376, 386 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2002) 

(“A debtor’s choice of forum is entitled to great weight if . . . venue is proper.”); 

Patriot Coal, 482 B.R. at 739 (same, and holding a “movant seeking transfer of a 

bankruptcy case to a different venue bears the burden of proof, and that burden must 

be carried by a preponderance of the evidence”). Thus, “[w]here a transfer would 
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merely shift the inconvenience from one party to the other, or where after balancing 

all the factors, the equities leaned but slightly in favor of the movant, the [debtor’s] 

choice of forum should not be disturbed.” In re Enron Corp., 274 B.R. 327, 342-

43 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2002) (emphasis added). 

The great weight that must be afforded to the Debtor’s choice of the proper 

venue makes the denial of the Motion a proper exercise of this Court’s discretion.  

The Motion must be denied.  

D. The Eastern District of Michigan is the proper venue for this case.  
 
 A court may transfer a case upon a showing that the transfer will serve the 

interest of justice, or, that the transfer will facilitate the convenience of the parties. 

28 U.S.C. § 1412. Movant has failed to show that either of these requirements will 

be met by transferring this case to another venue.  The interest of justice does not 

weigh in favor of a transfer. 

Courts evaluating the interest of justice have considered the following factors: 

i. Whether transfer would promote the economic and efficient 
administration of the bankruptcy estate; 

 
ii. Whether the interests of judicial economy would be served by the 

transfer; 
 
iii. Whether the parties would be able to receive a fair trial in each of the 

possible venues; 
 
iv. Whether either forum has an interest in having the controversy decided 

within its borders; 
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v. Whether the enforceability of any judgment would be affected by the 
transfer; and 

 
vi. Whether the plaintiff’s original choice of forum should be disturbed. 

 
In re Dunmore Homes, Inc., 380 B.R. 663, 672 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2008) (citing In re 

Enron Corp., 317 B.R. 629, 638-639 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2004)). Analyzing each of 

these factors  shows that this case should remain in the Eastern District of Michigan 

and not be transferred. 

 Courts have squarely rejected the kinds of arguments that the Movant offers 

here. For example, in Patriot Coal, the United Mine Workers of America (“UMWA”) 

filed a motion to transfer the Chapter 11 cases of Patriot, a coal-mining company, to 

the Southern District of West Virginia.  The UMWA argued that it was in the “interest 

of justice” to transfer the cases because West Virginia was “where the coal is and 

where there are judges who ‘understand,’ who ‘live near coal miners, grew up with 

them, worship with them and break bread with them.’” Patriot Coal, 482 B.R. at 750 

(quoting UMWA briefing). 

The Court unequivocally disagreed and held that: “[I]t is not in the interest of 

justice merely to swap one party’s perceived home field advantage for another.” Id.; 

see also id. at 751 (“Simply put, [movants] wish to benefit from proceeding in what 

they perceive as a more empathetic forum, ruling out the possibility that a judge 

anywhere else could understand their concerns.”).  Thus, in denying a transfer to 

West Virginia, the Patriot Coal court held that “neither the location of certain of the 

26-48494-tjt    Doc 111    Filed 11/05/26    Entered 11/05/26 16:48:45    Page 14 of 86



Debtors’ mining operations nor the location of the Debtors’ regulators justifies 

transferring the Debtors’ cases to West Virginia[.]” Id. at 752-53.  Critically, and 

relevant here, the court held that “bankruptcy courts routinely apply and interpret 

other states’ laws and regulatory regimes, and the applicable law pertaining to a 

particular [] dispute arising in these cases could be analyzed in either forum without 

issue.” Id. 

The same reasoning applies here.  “[C]onsiderations involved with the interest 

of justice are intertwined with the economic and efficient administration of the 

estate.”  In re Enron Corp., 274 B.R. at 349. In this case, all business and legal 

decisions will emanate from the Eastern District of Michigan.  Rasmussen Decl. ¶ 8.  

The Debtor’s counsel, which has been representing the Debtor for over a year, is also 

located in the Eastern District of Michigan. See Rasmussen Decl. ¶ 11; see In re 

Enron Corp., 274 B.R. at 349 (“New York is the more economic and convenient 

forum for those whose participation will be required to administer these cases.”).  

And there is no question that this Court is fully capable of applying and interpreting 

the laws of other jurisdictions if necessary, just as it has in past cases. 

i. The bankruptcy estate will be administered economically and 
efficiently in the Eastern District of Michigan. 
 

 A transfer to Florida would not promote the economic and efficient 

administration of the bankruptcy estate.  Through September 30, 2026, the Debtor 
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has spent in excess of $200,000 providing notice to and serving required documents 

on those entities included on the mailing matrix.  Verita Declaration, ¶ 10.    At least 

nine separate items have been served on the mailing matrix.  Id.   The Movant fails 

to show how the mere existence of pending litigation in Florida would justify a 

disruption of the Debtor’s reorganization effort in the Eastern District of Michigan 

or how this reorganization is impacted by the existence of the pending lawsuits.  In 

fact, a transfer at this stage would be contrary to the economic and efficient 

administration of the case.  Movant cites principles of law and asserts facts but leaves 

it to this Court to make its argument.  The economic and efficient administration of 

the bankruptcy estate weighs heavily in favor of the case remaining in the Eastern 

District of Michigan.  The Motion should be denied. 

ii. Judicial economy would best be served in the Eastern District of 
Michigan. 
 

 The Movant incorrectly states that the case has been pending in this Court for 

about two months. The reality is the case has been pending since July 30, 2026, and 

by the time of the filing of this objection, the case will have been pending for over 

three (3) months, the Plan has been filed, the confirmation process is well underway, 

the Court-approved notice and publication process has concluded, and thousands of 

notices related to the bankruptcy case currently pending in this district, its attendant 

dates and deadlines, and copies of the Plan have been mailed to entities listed on the 

mailing matrix. 
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 The Movant, who is not a party in interest in this case and who does not have 

any standing to bring this Motion, makes no argument that judicial economy will be 

served by transferring this case. Indeed, given the current stage of this case, a transfer 

will consume resources of a judge who is not familiar with this case, has not spent 

months with this case in his court and on his docket, and has not entered any orders 

governing this case.  Judicial economy will be compromised, not served, by a 

transfer.  This factor weighs heavily in favor of this case continuing in the Eastern 

District of Michigan.  The Motion should be denied.  

iii. The parties would be able to receive a fair trial in each of the 
possible venues. 

 
 The Debtor is confident that the parties would be able to receive a fair trial in 

either the Eastern District of Michigan or the Middle District of Florida. Each court 

has competent bankruptcy jurists who are required to interpret laws of jurisdictions 

other than the one in which his or her courtroom sits, and do in fact interpret those 

laws.  There is no prejudice to any party if the bankruptcy case continues in the 

Eastern District of Michigan.  Moreover, Movant is not a party.  Movant does not 

hold a claim against the Debtor and has not filed a proof of claim.  Again, Movant 

cites principles of law, but leaves it to this Court to make its argument.  There is no 

argument to be made in favor of transferring this case to the Middle District of 

Florida as the only way to provide a fair trial.   At best for the Movant, this factor is 
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neutral, which weighs in favor of the Debtor.  The Movant needs more than neutral 

factors.  The Motion should be denied.  

iv. The Eastern District of Michigan has an interest in having the 
controversy decided within its borders. 

 
 The Debtor disagrees with the Movant’s position that the large number of 

Florida businesses, associations, and homeowners listed on the Debtor’s schedules 

as “notice purposes only” parties will be affected by the outcome of this case. In fact, 

no liability on behalf of the Debtor has been proven in any of these lawsuits and the 

Debtor is but one of a number of defendants. The Movant fails to explain why 

claimless litigants in separate pending lawsuits have a greater interest in having the 

plan confirmed in the Middle District of Florida than the Eastern District of 

Michigan.  Again, the Movant has comprehensively failed to meet its burden for the 

relief it seeks. To date, a total of 19 (nineteen) claims have been filed and the only 

appearance (other than for the Debtor, the U.S. Trustee, and the Bank) is that filed 

by the Movant.   The lack of claims, appearances, and support for a venue change 

from the parties, and others, belies the Movant’s argument.  If the Florida litigation 

plaintiffs and co-defendants were so interested in the outcome of the Debtor’s 

reorganization, they would each have filed proofs of claim and appearances in this 

case to protect their alleged interests.  The fact though, is that the Debtor is but one 

of many defendants in the Florida litigation and from all appearances, the economics 

of pursuing the Debtor in bankruptcy, wherever the bankruptcy case is pending, is 
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not worth the cost. If the Florida-based creditors and others have made a decision to 

move forward without the Debtor, the interest in having the case determined within 

the Middle District of Florida simply does not exist.   This factor weighs in favor of 

the case remaining in the Eastern District of Michigan.  The Motion should be 

denied. 

v. The enforceability of any judgment would not be affected by the 
transfer. 

 
 As the Movant correctly states, a bankruptcy or state court judgment would 

be equally enforceable in either this jurisdiction or in Florida.  This factor is 

indisputably neutral.  The Movant needs much more than neutral factors to support 

its argument.  The Motion should be denied.  

vi. The plaintiff’s original choice of forum should not be disturbed. 
 
 As mentioned above, courts afford substantial deference to a debtor’s choice 

of a proper venue. The Sixth Circuit recognized that transfer decisions should not be 

made lightly and that great weight should be given to the debtor’s venue selection. 

Bavelis, 453 B.R. at 869 (citing In re Enron Corp., 274 B.R. 327, 342 (Bankr., 

S.D.N.Y. 2002)). In fact, unless the evidence before the court “is strongly in favor 

transferring venue, the debtor’s choice of forum should rarely be disturbed.” Uslar, 

131 B.R. at 23. (“[I]f transfer of venue would merely shift the inconvenience from 

one party to another, the debtor’s choice of forum should not be disturbed.”); In re 

Great Am. Res., Inc., 85 B.R. 444, 446 (Bankr. N.D. Ohio 1988). 
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 The Movant, who is not a party in interest, wants this case transferred to 

Florida for its own convenience; however, the Movant has not shown with any 

specificity how the Debtor’s reorganization effort in the Eastern District of Michigan 

has been a burden on it or the other similarly claimless Florida litigants. The Debtor 

is organized under the laws of the State of Michigan, with its principal place of 

business located in the Eastern District of Michigan, whose sole member, president, 

and responsible person resides in Michigan, and whose largest and sole secured 

creditor does business in the State of Michigan. The Eastern District of Michigan 

was the natural choice of venue for the Debtor and it properly elected to file its 

bankruptcy case in the Eastern District of Michigan. The Debtor’s proper choice of 

venue is to be given substantial weight and must not be disturbed.   

While it may be convenient for Florida-based parties to appear in a Florida 

court, there is no authority or fact to support that the convenience for the Florida-

based parties (and in particular, the thousands who have not expressed any interest 

in the Debtor’s bankruptcy case) serves the interest of justice, nor is there any 

evidence that Florida-based parties are prejudiced by the Debtor’s Eastern District 

of Michigan reorganization, or that the Florida-based parties find it valuable to 

participate in the bankruptcy case at all.   

Quite simply, transferring this case to the Middle District of Florida does not 

serve the interest of justice; it would only serve the Movant. The Court should not 
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allow the Movant, a party with no claim against the Debtor, to thwart the Debtor’s 

reorganization effort at this advanced stage of the case. 

 Of the six interest of justice factors, four of the factors favor the Eastern 

District of Michigan as the proper venue, and the remaining two factors are neutral.  

Considering the substantial deference given to the Debtor’s choice of proper venue, 

the neutral factors also favor venue in the Eastern District of Michigan.   None of 

the factors considered favor transferring the case to Florida, especially at this 

advanced stage of the bankruptcy case.  The Motion should be denied. 

D. The Convenience of the Parties Factors Favor the Debtor’s Choice of 
Forum.  

 
 As the Movant concedes, courts have identified the following six factors when 

evaluating whether venue transfer would promote the convenience of the parties: 

i. The proximity of creditors of every kind to the court; 
 

ii. Proximity of the debtor; 
 

iii. Proximity of witnesses necessary to the administration of the estate; 
 

iv. Location of the assets; 
 

v. Economic administration of the estate; and 
 

vi. Necessity for ancillary administration if liquidation should result. 
 

See In re Dunmore Homes, Inc., 380 B.R. 663, 676 (internal citations omitted).  

The most weight is given to the promotion of the economic and efficient 

administration of the estate.  Id.  Analyzing each of these factors in the instant case 
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shows that transferring the venue of this case to the Middle District of Florida is 

unjustified and the Motion must be denied.   

 i. The proximity of creditors of every kind to the court 

 A simple glance at the Debtor’s schedules filed with the Court reveals that the 

Debtor has one secured creditor, the Bank, which has a secured claim of 

approximately $1 million.  Although the Bank is not incorporated in Michigan, the 

Bank regularly conducts business in the State of Michigan, has retained bankruptcy 

counsel local to the Eastern District of Michigan, and has actively participated in 

this case, including through the use of cash collateral and the Plan, which contains a 

substantial resolution between the Bank and Debtor regarding their ongoing 

relationship.   

 As the Movant belabors, there are a number of pending lawsuits in Florida; 

however, only twelve (12) proofs of claim filed in this case were by a party in Florida 

and the Debtor has projects across twenty-five (25) states in the country.  Rasmussen 

Declaration at ¶ 7.  Moreover, Movant has retained bankruptcy counsel local to the 

Eastern District of Michigan.  This factor weighs in favor of the Debtor. 

ii. The proximity of the debtor to the court 

 The Debtor is organized under the laws of and domiciled in the State of 

Michigan, making venue in the Eastern District of Michigan proper. Given that the 

Debtor is a Michigan limited liability company, paired with the long-established 

26-48494-tjt    Doc 111    Filed 11/05/26    Entered 11/05/26 16:48:45    Page 22 of 86



precedent that significant deference is given to the forum chosen by the Debtor, this 

factor too weighs heavily in favor of the Debtor. 

iii. Proximity of witnesses necessary to the administration of the estate 

 The witnesses necessary for the administration of the estate are very few. 

Chief among these are the Debtor-in-possession, the Debtor’s representatives, and 

the Subchapter V Trustee.  The Debtor is domiciled in Michigan. Its responsible 

person resides in and makes all decisions from the States of Michigan.  Rasmussen 

Declaration at ¶ 8.  Similarly, the Subchapter V Trustee maintains offices in the 

Eastern District of Michigan and is intimately familiar with the Debtor and its 

business operations.  Again, this factor weighs in Debtor’s favor.   

iv. Location of the assets 

 The Debtor’s schedules indicate that the vast majority of the Debtor’s assets 

consist of cash in bank accounts. As the Movant indicates, Courts generally place 

little to no emphasis on the physical location of bank accounts when deciding a 

motion to transfer venue under 28 U.S.C. § 1412. Based on this, given that 

substantial deference is given to the Debtor’s choice of proper venue, this otherwise 

neutral factor weighs in favor of denial of the Motion. 

v. Economic administration of the estate 

 The most important factor – the economic and efficient administration of the 

Debtor’s estate – strongly weighs against transfer of the case.  This case has been 
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pending in the Eastern District of Michigan since July 30, 2026, the Court has 

become familiar with the parties and with the issues present in the Debtor’s case 

following the several hearings and status conferences that have occurred thus far in 

the case.  Further, the Debtor’s Plan has been filed and served and is being considered 

by the Debtor’s creditors.  A transfer of a case such as this, in this advanced stage of 

the subchapter V case, would only work to thwart the efficient administration of the 

case. 

 Most importantly, the Debtor has spent hundreds of thousands of dollars 

complying with this Court’s Order Establishing Bar Dates and Approving Notice, 

including the publication requirements provided therein.  See, Rasmussen 

Declaration at ¶ 10 and Verita Declaration at ¶ 10.  To transfer venue at this late stage 

would serve as an economic detriment to the administration of this subchapter V 

case.  The motion must be denied.  

Further, a transfer of a case such as this – in which the Debtor intends to 

reorganize rather than liquidate – would not serve the economic and efficient 

administration of the estate or the interest of justice. See In re Bavelis, 453 B.R. 832, 

870 (citing In re Vienna Park Props., 128 B.R. 373, 377-78 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1991). 

A transfer of venue would impose on the new court the burdensome task of 

familiarizing itself with this case and would delay the reorganization effort, which 

does not serve the Debtor’s best interests. 
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 The Movant’s fears of the case continuing in Michigan requiring the “parties 

to travel back and forth to both courts, require them to maintain local counsel in both 

states, and otherwise run up everyone’s legal bills” is unfounded.  This factor weighs 

heavily in favor of denial of the motion. 

vi. The necessity for ancillary administration if liquidation should 
result 
 

 As the Movant correctly concedes, there is no reason to believe that the Debtor 

cannot reorganize, therefore this factor is neutral. However, given that there is 

significant deference given to the Debtor’s choice of forum, the existence of neutral 

factors ought to favor the case remaining in the Eastern District of Michigan. 

CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, the Debtor requests that the Court enter an order denying the 

Motion in its entirety and granting such other and further relief, at law or in equity, 

to which the Debtor may be justly entitled. 

Respectfully submitted,  
STEVENSON & BULLOCK, P.L.C. 

 
By: /s/ Elliot G. Crowder    
Charles D. Bullock (P55550) 
Elliot G. Crowder (P76137) 
Ernest M. Hassan III (P67815) 
Tayler J. Leamon (P83385) 
Counsel for Debtor 
26100 American Drive, Suite 500 
Southfield, MI 48034 
Phone: (248) 354-7906  
Facsimile: (248) 354-7907  
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Email: cbullock@sbplclaw.com 
Email: ecrowder@sbplclaw.com 
Email: ehassan@sbplclaw.com 
Email: tleamon@sbplclaw.com 

Dated: November 5, 2026 
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EXHIBIT A 
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

SOUTHERN DIVISION - DETROIT 
 
IN THE MATTER OF: 
Fieldstone A&E, LLC, 
d/b/a Fieldstone Engineering, 
d/b/a Fieldstone A & E, 
d/b/a Fieldstone Architecture, 
d/b/a Fieldstone Architecture & Engineering, 
    
          Debtor. 

Bankruptcy Case No. 26-48494 
Judge Thomas J. Tucker 
Chapter 11 
Subchapter V 
 

 
DECLARATION OF RYAN RASMUSSEN IN SUPPORT OF DEBTOR’S 

OBJECTION TO MATTAMY HOMES CORPORATION’S MOTION FOR 
THE TRANSFER OF VENUE TO THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY 

COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 
 
 Ryan Rasmussen makes this Declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, and 

states: 

1. Except as otherwise stated herein, I make this declaration upon personal 

knowledge and, if called as a witness, could competently testify to the facts 

contained herein. 

2. I am the sole member of the Debtor and the responsible person for the 

Debtor. 

3. On July 30, 2026 (the “Petition Date”), the Debtor filed a voluntary 

petition for relief in this Court under chapter 11, subchapter V, of Title 11 of the 

United States Code, 11 U.S.C. §§ 101-1330, as amended (the “Bankruptcy Code”).   
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4. The Debtor continues to manage and operate its business as debtor-in-

possession pursuant to, inter alia, § 1184 of the Bankruptcy Code.   

5. The Debtor is a Michigan limited liability company. Since its formation 

in 2010, the Debtor has remained organized and domiciled in Michigan, and 

consistently operates within the laws of the States of Michigan, including the 

payment of all appropriate taxes.   

6. My family and I are also residents of the State of Michigan.   

7. The Debtor has an ever-expanding footprint with projects in no fewer 

than 25 states across the country, including: Alabama, Arizona, California, 

Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, 

Minnesota, North Carolina, Nevada, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, and West Virginia, with crucial and 

uninterrupted ties to its home state of Michigan. By way of example, the Debtor’s 

largest customer, PulteGroup, Inc., was also founded in Michigan and conducts 

substantial business in Michigan. 

8. Throughout the Debtor’s expansion, it has remained centralized in the 

State of Michigan and all core executive decisions and strategic planning for the 

company have been made by me in Michigan. 

9. Given the expansive and national presence of the Debtor with 

thousands of potential interested parties around the country, the Debtor engaged 
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Kurtzman Carson Consultants, LLC d/b/a Verita Global (“Verita”) to assist the 

reorganization effort as the noticing claims and balloting agent. On August 25, 2026, 

the Court entered the Order Authorizing the Employment and Retention of Kurtzman 

Carson Consultants, LLC dba Verita Global as Noticing, Claims, and Balloting 

Agent [Docket No. 66]. 

10. The Debtor has paid Verita a total sum of $235,963.49 for its services 

as the noticing, claims, and balloting agent related to this case for services through 

September 30, 2026. I understand that those services are continuing. 

11. The Debtor filed this bankruptcy case to reorganize its financial affairs, 

engaging the Michigan-based law firm, Stevenson & Bullock, P.L.C., to guide the 

reorganization process, with all meetings regarding the reorganization taking place 

at our attorneys’ office in Southfield, Michigan. 

12. The only secured claim in the Debtor’s bankruptcy case is held by Bank 

of America (the “Bank”) for approximately $1 million. The Bank does business in 

Michigan and has retained counsel in the Eastern District of Michigan. 

13. Similarly, the Subchapter V Trustee, Deborah Fish, assigned to the 

Debtor’s bankruptcy case maintains offices in the Eastern District of Michigan and 

has become intimately familiar with the Debtor and its business operations. I, along 

with counsel, meet regularly with Ms. Fish regarding operations, and the Debtor’s 

reorganizational efforts. 
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare to the best of my knowledge, under 

penalty of perjury, that the above statements are true and correct. 

FIELDSTONE A&E, LLC  
 

By: /s/ Ryan Rasmussen   
Ryan Rasmussen 
Its: Sole member and Responsible Person  

Dated: November 5, 2026 
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EXHIBIT B 
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT  
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK  
---------------------------------------------------------------x  
In re:       : 

:  
:  

PROJECT ORANGE ASSOCIATES, LLC, :  Chapter 11   
: Case No. 10-12307(MG) 
:  

Debtor. :  
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO TRANSFER VENUE 
 

Syracuse University filed a motion seeking to transfer venue of this case to United 

States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of New York pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 

1412.  (See ECF # 51.)  The motion also joined two other requests for relief, stated in the 

alternative, seeking relief from the automatic stay to permit ongoing state court litigation 

pending in Syracuse to proceed or dismissing debtor’s chapter 11 case.  Niagara Mohawk 

Power Corp. joined in the portion of Syracuse University’s motion seeking a transfer of 

venue.  (ECF #63.)  The debtor, Project Orange Associates, LLC (“Debtor”), filed an 

objection to the motion (ECF # 73), and Syracuse University filed a reply.  (ECF # 79, 

80.)  The Court heard argument of the motion on June 7, 2010.  For the reasons explained 

below, the motion to transfer venue is denied.  The portions of the motion seeking relief 

from the automatic stay or dismissal of the case will be dealt with in a separate order. 

Syracuse University acknowledges that venue of this case properly lies in this 

district.  It nevertheless argues that venue should be changed “in the interest of justice or 

for the convenience of the parties.”  28 U.S.C. § 1412.  It also acknowledges that a 

change of venue for these reasons rests in the discretion of the court.  Based on the record 

before the court, the court concludes that venue should be retained in this district.   
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 2

It is undisputed that the Debtor’s executive office has been located in New York 

City for more than 180 days.  While the Debtor’s sole operating facility is located in 

Syracuse, New York, that fact alone does not support changing venue.  All of Debtor’s 

employees, as well as its books and records, are located in New York City.  The Debtor’s 

cogeneration facility in Syracuse, when in the operation, produces electricity that is sold 

to the New York Independent System Operator (“NYISO”), a non-profit organization that 

monitors New York’s wholesale electricity market, for distribution around the state.  

While Syracuse University and the City of Syracuse are creditors of the debtor, and 

would no doubt find it more convenient for this case to proceed in bankruptcy court in the 

Northern District in Syracuse, the Court notes that counsel for both Syracuse University 

and Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. both have offices in Manhattan.  Moreover, the 

convenience of creditors, while entitled to some weight, is not sufficient to overcome the 

presumption in favor of the Debtor’s choice of forum. 

Syracuse University also points to the state court litigation that has been pending 

between it and the debtor in Syracuse for the last several years.  That fact is not relevant 

to whether venue of the bankruptcy case should be retained in this district.  The Court 

will address in a separate order whether the automatic stay should be lifted to permit the 

state court litigation in Syracuse to go forward. 

In support of its argument that venue should be transferred to the Northern 

District, Syracuse University relies primarily on my prior decision in In re Dunmore 

Homes, Inc., 380 B.R. 663 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2008), transferring venue of that case from 

the Southern District of New York to the Eastern District of California.  Dunmore is 

distinguishable.  Dunmore was a California-based homebuilder.  Virtually all of its 
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business over many years was conducted in California, its officers and employees were 

all located in California, and most of its creditors were located in California.  A few 

months before the bankruptcy filing, Dunmore sold all of its assets to a new entity for 

$500 and an assumption of liabilities.  That new entity, which became the debtor in the 

case, had no office, employees, or bank accounts in New York.  Its only presence in New 

York was its recent incorporation in this state.  Id. at 667-68.  Because the debtor was a 

New York corporation, venue was proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1408.  

Id. at 670.  In granting the motion to transfer venue pursuant to section 1412, the Court 

described the applicable standards as follows: 

The decision to transfer venue is within the discretion of the court, as 
evidenced by the use of the permissive “may” in § 1412.  A court should 
base its analysis on the facts underlying each particular case.  However, 
the power to transfer a case [or proceeding] should be exercised 
cautiously.  A debtor’s selection of a proper venue is entitled to great 
weight in the consideration of change of venue motions.  As a result, a 
heavy burden of proof rests on the moving party to demonstrate that the 
balance of convenience clearly weighs in his favor.  The party moving for 
change of venue bears the burden of proof and that burden must be carried 
by a preponderance of the evidence. 
 

Id. (internal quotation marks and citations omitted). 
 

Applying the standards set forth in Dunmore to the facts of this case, the Court 

concludes that Syracuse University has failed to carry its heavy burden of proof to 

demonstrate that the balance of convenience or the interests of justice clearly weigh in its 

favor sufficient to overcome the great weight accorded to the Debtor’s choice of forum.   

/ 

/ 

/ 
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Therefore, the motion to transfer venue is DENIED. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

DATED:   June 9, 2010 
  New York, New York 

 
_____/s/Martin Glenn____________ 

MARTIN GLENN 
United States Bankruptcy Judge 
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