UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT

DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO

In re:

ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH OF Case no. 18-13027-t11
THE ARCHDIOCESE OF SANTA FE,

Debtor.
OPINION

A claimant in this bankruptcy case, whose identity is confidential, alleges that Father
Patrick Hough molested him when he was a teenager. Fr. Hough vehemently denies the allegation
and wants to clear his name; he cannot pursue his vocation until the allegations against him are
withdrawn or proven false. To achieve the latter, Fr. Hough has moved for leave to object to
Claimant’s proof of claim, with the goal of disproving the allegations at a final hearing on the
claim objection. Claimant and the Debtor object, arguing that Fr. Hough lacks standing to object
and hat allowing him to do so is not in the best interests of the estate. The parties have asked the
Court to rule without a final, evidentiary hearing. Being sufficiently advised, the Court concludes
that Fr. Hough’s motion is not well taken and should be denied.

A. Facts.

For the limited purpose of ruling on Fr. Hough’s motion, the Court assumes that the
following facts, taken from his motion or the Court’s docket, are true:'

Fr. Hough is a Catholic priest, ordained in 2011. Since 2002, when he became associated

with the Society of Jesus religious order, he has devoted his career to teaching. Fr. Hough has dealt

! The Court takes judicial notice of its docket and of the docket in the state court action involving
the Archdiocese and Blea, No. D-101-CV-2018-00893. See St. Louis Baptist Temple, Inc. v. Fed.
Deposit Ins. Corp., 605 F.2d 1169, 1172 (10th Cir. 1979) (a court may sua sponte take judicial
notice of its docket and of facts that are part of public records).
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with thousands of students. He has also been actively involved in Catholic high school
administration. In 2018 Fr. Hough was working as a development associate for Regis High School
in New York City.

On May 31, 2019, Claimant filed a proof of claim in this bankruptcy case (the “Claim”).
In the Claim, Claimant asserts that he was sexually abused by Fr. Hough in 2011, when Claimant
was 17 years old.

Apart from Claimant, no one has ever accused Fr. Hough of any kind of behavioral
impropriety, sexual or otherwise.

On November 15, 2019, about a year after Debtor filed this case, Claimant filed suit in the
Second Judicial District Court for Bernalillo County, New Mexico against U.S. Central and
Southern Province, Society of Jesus (“UCS Province”) and Immaculate Conception Parish, the
Albuquerque, New Mexico parish where Fr. Hough served in his first assignment after his
ordination. The suit is captioned John Doe 124 v. U.S. Central and Southern Province, Society of
Jesus and Immaculate Conception Albuquerque, No. D-202-cv-201908893 (the “State Court
Action”). Fr. Hough is not a defendant in the State Court Action, even though the action is based
entirely on Claimant’s allegations against Fr. Hough.

On December 3, 2020, the Court entered a stipulated order, submitted by Debtor’s counsel
and approved by Claimant’s counsel, staying the State Court Action. The purpose of the stipulated
order was to preserve Debtor’s assets, particularly the insurance coverage provided by the Catholic
Mutual Relief Society of America, which would have been depleted by the litigation costs and any
adverse judgment or settlement.

On the petition date, Fr. Hough was working at Regis High School and serving as an

ordained Catholic priest. When the school learned of Claimant’s allegations, it first suspended Fr.

-
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Hough and then fired him. At the same time, Fr. Hough’s religious superior took away his right to
function as a priest until the allegations were either withdrawn or proved false. The UCS Province
then assigned Fr. Hough to internal activities where he would not teach or minister to minors.

As evidenced by Regis’s firing of Fr. Hough, he is de facto precluded from working in any
Catholic school as a teacher or administrator until a determination is made by a competent
authority that Claimant’s allegations are false. Until then, Fr. Hough will be required to disclose
Claimant’s allegations as part of any employment process. If the Claim is settled, Fr. Hough would
have to disclose that fact. A settlement payment could make it impossible for Fr. Hough to obtain
a teaching position or function as a Catholic priest.> Objecting to the Claim is one way Fr. Hough
could attempt to clear his name of Claimant’s accusations.

B. Claim Objections.

Section 502(a) provides:
A claim or interest, proof of which is filed under section 501 of this title, is deemed
allowed, unless a party in interest, including a creditor of a general partner in a
partnership that is a debtor in a case under chapter 7 of this title, objects.
(Italics added). Debtor has not objected to the Claim and may never do so. Fr. Hough wants to
object so he can litigate the claim and, he hopes, get a ruling that he did not abuse Claimant.
Claimant and Debtor oppose Fr. Hough’s motion, arguing that he is not a party in interest and

therefore cannot object to the Claim.

C. Standing Principles.

Debtor’s and Claimant’s arguments is premised on § 1109(b), which provides:

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

2 There is no allegation or evidence that Claimant’s allegation caused Fr. Hough financial harm.
Rather, the harm appears to be nonmonetary, i.e., the inability to pursue his priestly and
pedagogical vocations.
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indenture trustee, may raise and may appear and be heard on any issue in a case
under this chapter.

Whether someone is a “party in interest” in a chapter 11 case is a question of standing:

Standing is composed of ‘three distinct doctrines limiting which parties may can
bring a claim in federal court.” 33 Charles Allen Wright, Charles H. Koch, Jr., &
Richard Murphy, Federal Practice and Procedure, § 8332 at 87 (2018). They are
constitutional standing, statutory standing, and prudential standing. Article III
constitutional standing reflects the restriction of the jurisdiction of federal courts to
actual cases or controversies by requiring that a plaintiff show an injury in fact,
causation, and redressability. Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560-61,
112 S. Ct. 2130, 119 L.Ed.2d 351 (1992). Statutory standing refers to circumstances
when the right to bring an action is conferred by statute. Lexmark Int’l, Inc. v. Static
Control Components, Inc., 572 U.S. 118, 128, 134 S. Ct. 1377, 188 L. Ed. 2d 392
(2014). Prudential standing includes the “general prohibition of a litigant’s raising
another person’s legal rights ... and the requirement that a plaintiff’s complaint fall
within the zone of interests protected by the law invoked.” Id. at 126, 134 S. Ct.
1377.

In re Fencepost Prods., Inc., 629 B.R. 289, 296 (Bankr. D. Kan. 2021). Thus, coming within
§ 1109(b) is not enough to establish standing. This point was discussed in In re James Wilson
Assocs., 965 F.2d 160, 169 (7th Cir. 1992):

[Slection [1109(b)] was [not] intended to waive other limitations on standing, such
as that the claimant be within the class of intended beneficiaries of the statute that
he is relying on for his claim, although a literal reading of section 1109(b) would
support such an interpretation. We think all the section means is that 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, thus
making explicit what is implicit in an in rem proceeding—that everyone with a
claim to the res has a right to be heard before the res is disposed of since that
disposition will extinguish all such claims. Cf. 5 Collier on Bankruptcy g 1109.02,
at pp. 1109-16 to 1109-32 (Lawrence P. King ed., 15th ed. 1991); United States v.
Tit’s Cocktail Lounge, 873 F.2d 141, 143 (7th Cir.1989) (per curiam).

See also In re Thorpe Insulation Co., 677 F.3d 869, 884 (9th Cir. 2012) (“To have standing in
bankruptcy court, Appellants must meet three requirements: (1) they must meet statutory ‘party in

interest’ requirements under § 1109(b) of the bankruptcy code; (2) they must satisfy Article III
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constitutional requirements; and (3) they must meet federal court prudential standing
requirements.”).

1. Statutory Standing. In chapter 11 bankruptcy cases, statutory standing is granted by

§ 1109(b). Whether a person is a “party in interest” under § 1109(b) is determined on a case by
case basis. In re Kaiser Steel Corp., 998 F.2d 783, 788 (10th Cir. 1993), citing In re Amatex Corp.,
755 F.2d 1034, 1042 (3d Cir. 1985). The term “is not confined to the list of examples provided in
section 1109(b).” Kaiser Steel, 998 F.2d at 788. It is “broadly interpreted, but not infinitely
expansive.” In re Martin Paint Stores, 207 B.R. 57, 61 (S.D.N.Y. 1989). “Its meaning in a
particular case depends upon the purposes of the Code provision in question.” Martin Paint Stores,
207 B.R. at 61, citing Roslyn Sav. Bank v. Comcoach Corp. (In re Comcoach Corp.), 698 F.2d
571, 573 (2d Cir. 1983).

“Although . . . § 1109(b) broadly defines a ‘party in interest,” the phrase invites
interpretation and ‘is generally understood to include all persons whose pecuniary interests are]
directly affected by the bankruptcy proceedings.”” In re Alpex Comput. Corp., 71 F.3d 353, 356
(10th Cir. 1995), quoting Yadkin Valley Bank & Trust Co. v. McGee (In re Hutchinson), 5 F.3d
750, 756 (4th Cir. 1993). In other words, to be a party in interest one must have a financial stake
in the reorganization of the debtor. See, e.g., In re lonosphere Clubs, Inc., 101 B.R. 844, 849
(Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1989) (“the party requesting standing must either be a creditor of the debtor to
invoke the court’s jurisdiction or be able to assert an equitable claim against the estate”); In re
Teligent, Inc., 640 F.3d 53, 60 (2d Cir. 2011) (“parties in interest typically have a financial stake
in the outcome”); Kaiser Steel, 998 F.2d at 788 (entities that lacked a financial stake in the outcome

of an adversary proceeding were not parties in interest).
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2. Constitutional standing. “Article III constitutional standing reflects the restriction

of the jurisdiction of federal courts to actual cases or controversies by requiring that a plaintiff
show an injury in fact, causation, and redressability.” Fencepost Prods., 629 B.R. at 296, citing
Lujan, 504 U.S. 560-61; see also Flast v. Cohen, 392 U.S. 83, 101 (1968) (“the question of
standing is related only to whether the dispute sought to be adjudicated will be presented in an
adversary context and in a form historically viewed as capable of judicial resolution™). If a party
lacks Article III standing, it may not participate even if it is a “party in interest” under § 1109(b):

if the outcome of a proceeding can have no possible impact on the stake of a party

in interest in the proceeding or in the case, then that person may lack Article III

standing with respect to the proceeding. Like all statutes, section 1109(b) is subject

to this relevant constitutional restriction.
7 Collier on Bankruptcy q 1109.04[4][a] (16th ed.). “However, the situations in which the
participation of any ‘party in interest’ in any particular proceeding might fail to satisfy [Article I1I
standing requirements] are relatively limited.” /d. Indeed, some courts have gone so far as to hold
that constitutional standing is co-extensive with statutory standing under § 1109(b). See, e.g., In
re Global Indus. Techs., Inc., 645 F.3d 201, 211 (3d Cir. 2011) (“Persuasive authority indicates
that Article III standing and standing under the Bankruptcy Code are effectively coextensive.”); In
re SRC Liquidation LLC,2019 WL 4386373, *3 (Bankr. D. Del.) (citing and quoting Global Indus.

Techs.)

3. Prudential Standing. “Prudential standing includes the ‘general prohibition of a

litigant’s raising another person’s legal rights[.]”” Fencepost Prods., 629 B.R. at 296, quoting
Lexmark, 572 U.S. at 126. Another formulation of prudential standing is that the “party seeking to
participate [must] lie within the ‘zone of interests’ protected by the particular statute or legal rule
implicated in the given proceeding.” See In re Fin. Oversight and Mgmt. Bd. for P.R., 872 F.3d

57, 64, n.7 (1st Cir. 2017) (citing 7 Collier 4 1109.04[4]); Fencepost Prods., 629 B.R. at 296; see

-6-
Case 18-13027-t11 Doc 859 Filed 10/22/21 Entered 10/22/21 14:15:36 Page 6 of 11



also James Wilson, 965 F.2d at 169 (claimant must “be within the class of intended beneficiaries
of the statute he is relying on for his claim™).

D. Fr. Hough Lacks Standing to Object to the Claim.

Fr. Hough does not pass any of the three standing tests outlined above. He does not have
statutory standing because he is not a party in interest. Fr. Hough is not a creditor, debtor, trustee,
or equity interest holder. He has no financial stake whatever in Debtor’s reorganization. If the
Court disallowed the Claim and found that Fr. Hough did not abuse Claimant, then Fr. Hough
would be an incidental, nonfinancial beneficiary of the finding. That is not enough to make Fr.
Hough a party in interest in this case.

This case is similar to In re C.P. Hall Co., 750 F.3d 659 (7th Cir. 2014), where an excess
insurer of the debtor (Columbia) objected to a settlement reached by the debtor and one of its other
insurers (Integrity). The debtor argued that Columbia lacked standing to object. Columbia
responded that it had standing because the settlement affected its potential liability to Debtor under
its excess policy. The Seventh Circuit sided with the debtor:

[T]o become a party to the bankruptcy proceeding Columbia had to show not
merely standing but that ‘a legislatively conferred cause of action encompasses’ its
claim. Lexmark Int’l, Inc. v. Static Control Components, Inc., supra, 134 S.Ct. at
1387. Specifically, it had to show that the Bankruptcy Code conferred the right that
it sought—the right to butt into a settlement negotiation between other parties. Its
desire to butt in is understandable. Agreements settling lawsuits often have third-
party effects. A company might pay so much in settlement of a suit that it could no
longer afford to honor its contract to buy some input from a third party; the third
party would be harmed. The logic of Columbia’s claim to be entitled to object to
Hall’s settlement with Integrity is that Hall received so little in the settlement that
it is bound to come after Columbia for the difference. The claim is weak.
Columbia’s lawyer would have to agree that by this logic an employee whom the
lawyer’s client had laid off because it foresaw having to make a big payout to Hall
could challenge the settlement. That way madness lies—settlements made
impossible by crowds of objectors.

-7-
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Id. at 661. The court went on to say that “[a] number of decisions support our conclusion that the
interest of an entity in Columbia’s position is too remote to entitle the entity to intervene in a
bankruptcy case,” citing Teligent, In re Refco, Inc., 505 F.3d 109, 117-19 (2d Cir. 2007), Alpex
Comput. Corp., 71 F.3d at 356-57, and Kaiser Steel. This case is easier than C.P. Hall because
here, Fr. Haugh’s interest is both remote and nonfinancial.

Similarly, Fr. Hough lacks Article III standing because the allowance or disallowance of
the Claim would have no effect on him. If the claim were denied, Fr. Hough would get no benefit;
if it were allowed, he would suffer no harm. He is concerned only with what facts the Court might
find when considering the Claim. Such a tangential interest is not enough for Article III standing
in a bankruptcy case claim objection.

Finally, Fr. Hough lacks prudential standing. He is not within the “zone of interest” or
“class of intended beneficiaries” of § 502, which is intended to benefit the estate and creditors by
providing a way to dispose of meritless claims. As discussed above, a successful objection to the
Claim might benefit Fr. Hough incidentally, but such an incidental, nonfinancial benefit does not
put Fr. Hough among the class of § 502’s intended beneficiaries.>

E. Permissive Intervention Under Bankruptcy Rule 2018.

Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2018(a) provides:

In a case under the Code, after hearing on such notice as the court directs and for
cause shown, the court may permit any interested entity to intervene generally or
with respect to any specified matter.

3 Prudential standing has also been described as preventing litigants from asserting other peoples’
legal rights. Fencepost Prods., 629 B.R. at 296. This version of the doctrine does not apply to
§ 502, which expressly allows creditors to object to claims, thereby asserting the debtor’s rights
and defenses.

_8-
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“[CJause may be an economic or similar interest in the case or one of its aspects.” 9 Collier
on Bankruptcy §2018.02[4], n.21 and accompanying text (16th ed.); In re New Era, Inc., 135 F.3d
1206, 1209-10 (7th Cir. 1998). “Permissive intervention is warranted if the entity demonstrates
that no other entity exists to adequately protect its position and that intervention would not result
in undue delay or prejudice.” Collier, § 2018.02[04], n.24 and accompanying text. “The court may
exercise its discretion when granting permissive intervention to the moving party.” In re First
Interregional Equity Corp., 218 B.R. 731, 736 (Bankr. D.N.J. 1997).

If Debtor objected to the Claim, the Court would seriously consider a motion to intervene,
should Fr. Hough choose to file one, despite the fact that he is not a party in interest. Currently the
point is moot, however, as no claim objection is pending.

F. Apart From Lack of Standing, Fr. Hough Should Not be Permitted to Object to the Claim.

Even if Fr. Hough had standing to object to the Claim, the Court likely would stay an
objection proceeding for the same reasons it stayed the State Court Action. Debtor and its creditors
are trying to preserve estate assets, including insurance coverage of claims like Claimant’s. It is
very unlikely Debtor and Catholic Mutual would allow Fr. Hough to litigate the claim objection
without their active participation. Thus, the effect of allowing an objection to proceed would be an
“end run” around the stay ordered in the State Court Action. It is not in the estate’s best interests
to allow that, so Fr. Hough’s motion should be denied for this reason as well.

G. Preclusion Concerns.

Fr. Hough raises the spectre that he could be precluded from litigating with Claimant if the
Claim is allowed. In support of this concern Fr. Hough cites EDP Med. Comput. Sys., Inc. v. U.S.,
480 F.3d 621, 627 (2d Cir. 2007), and Siegel v. Fed. Home Loan Mort. Corp., 143 F.3d 525, 530

(9th Cir. 1998). These cases, using claim preclusion principles, held that a debtor may not take a
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position against a creditor post-bankruptcy that is contrary to the creditor’s allowed claim. This
matter is readily distinguishable because in EDP and Seigel the precluded parties were parties in
interest under § 1109(b) who could have, but elected not to, object to the creditor’s claim. That
fact was key to the ruling in both cases. Here, on the other hand, Fr. Hough is not a party in interest
and cannot object to the Claim. His inability to do so, even after asking for permission, means that
preclusive principles could not be used against him, for they apply only to parties and their privies.
See Richards v. Jefferson Cty. Ala., 517 U.S. 793, 797-98 (1996); and In re Teltronics Servs., Inc.,
762 F.2d 185, 190 (2d Cir. 1985). Fr. Hough is neither.

H. Alternatives to Claim Objection.

Although he is not a party in interest and permissive intervention may never be an option,
Fr. Hough is not without a remedy. One option is an action against Claimant for defamation. No
stay prevents Fr. Hough from filing a defamation action immediately if he wishes. Were he to
prevail, Fr. Hough would certainly have cleared his name.

Fr. Hough argued at the preliminary hearing on his motion that he cannot pursue a
defamation action because he does not know the Claimant’s name. If true, and if Fr. Hough wants
to sue Claimant for defamation, the Court would work with Claimant’s and Fr. Hough’s counsel
to make Claimant’s identity known to Fr. Hough (while remaining confidential generally).
Presumably a defamation action could be filed with the name of the defendant kept confidential
for as long as the state court judge deemed it advisable.

Alternatively, Claimant has stated that he intends to pursue his State Court Action once the
automatic stay is lifted. In such an event, Fr. Hough could seek to intervene in that action. A motion

to intervene likely would be granted.

-10-
Case 18-13027-t11 Doc 859 Filed 10/22/21 Entered 10/22/21 14:15:36 Page 10 of 11



Conclusion
Fr. Hough is not a party in interest in this bankruptcy and lacks standing to object to the
Claim. Were Debtor to object to the Claim, the Court would consider allowing Fr. Hough to
intervene in the contested matter. Failing that, Fr. Hough is free to file a defamation claim against
Claimant in state court or intervene in the State Court Action once the stay has been lifted.

Fr. Hough’s motion will be denied by separate order.

Gk,

Hon. David T. Thuma
United States Bankruptcy Judge

Entered: October 22, 2021
Copies to: counsel of record
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District/Off: 1084—-1 User: admin Date Created: 10/22/2021
Case: 18-13027-t11 Form ID: pdforl Total: 128

Recipients submitted to the BNC (Bankruptcy Noticing Center) without an address:

sp Pamela D Kennedy
sp Tessa Davidson
br Edwards Commercial Realty, LLC
cr Jane Doe
TOTAL: 4
Recipients of Notice of Electronic Filing:
ust United States Trustee ustpregion20.aq.ecf@usdoj.gov
aty Aaron J. Boland aaron@aaronbolandlaw.com
aty Alicia C. Lopez alopez@rothsteinlaw.com
aty Andrew Berne Indahl andy@alturalawfirm.com
aty Angela Swenson ASwenson@nmag.gov
aty Annie Coogan annie@cooganlawnm.com
aty Benjamin Feuchter bfeuchter@hinklelawfirm.com
aty Britton C Lewis bcl@crlaw.com
aty Bruce Anderson baafiling@eaidaho.com
aty Bruce D. Celebrezze bruce.celebrezze@clydeco.us
aty Bryan G. Smith bsmith@tamakilaw.com
aty Carlos Sedillo csedillo@fchclaw.com
aty Caroline Manierre cmanierre@rothsteinlaw.com
aty Carolyn M Nichols cmnichols@rothsteinlaw.com
aty Catalina Sugayan catalina.sugayan@clydeco.us
aty Charles S Glidewell charles.glidewell@usdoj.gov
aty Charles V Henry, IV charlie@walcottlaw.com
aty Chris W Pierce cpierce@walkerlawpc.com
aty Christopher P. Winters cwinters@fchclaw.com
aty Christopher Robert Carroll Erika.Letteri@kennedyslaw.com
aty Clifford C Gramer, Jr cliffordgramerlaw@gmail.com
aty Daniel Fasy dan@fasylaw.com
aty Daniel A. White dwhite@askewwhite.com
aty Daniel J. Schufreider dschufreider@schiffhardin.com
aty David M. Spector dspector@schiffhardin.com
aty Daymon Brandeis Ely daymon@daymonely.com
aty Dean Joseph McElroy dean.mcelroy@clydeco.us
aty Dennis A Banning nmfl@nmfinanciallaw.com
aty Derek T Braslow derek@thebraslowfirm.com
aty Don F Harris nmfl@nmfinanciallaw.com
aty Douglas R Vadnais drv@modrall.com
aty Eric Nieuwenhuis Kniffin ekniffin@Irrc.com
aty Everett J. Cygal ecygal@schiffhardin.com
aty Ford Elsaesser ford@eaidaho.com
aty Geoffrey M. Miller geoffrey.miller@dentons.com
aty Hannah Dolski hdolski@Irrc.com
aty lain AW Nasatir inasatir@pszjlaw.com
aty Jack Hardwick jhardwick@SommerUdall.com
aty Jaime A. Pena jaime.a.pena@usdoj.gov
aty James Jurgens jri@j-wlaw.com
aty James Moffitt james.moffitt@clydeco.us
aty James |. Stang jstang@pszjlaw.com
aty Jamison Barkley jamison@jamisonbarkley.com
aty Jillian Dennehy jillian.dennehy@kennedyslaw.com
aty John D. Sloan, Jr. pfoster@sloanfirm.com
aty John F. Mclntyre jmcintyre@montand.com
aty Jonathan B. Alter jalter@travelers.com
aty Joseph A. Blumel, IlI joseph@blumellaw.com
aty Joseph Mark Fisher mfisher@schiffhardin.com
aty Joshua D Weinberg jweinberg@goodwin.com
aty Kenneth Harris Brown kbrown@pszjlaw.com
aty Laura R Callanan laura@curtislawfirm.org
aty Leslie D. Maxwell Imaxwell@maxwellgilchrist.com
aty Levi A Monagle levi@hallmonagle.com
aty Lisa Entress Pullen pullenl@civerolo.com
aty Lisa K. Curtis lisa@curtislawfirm.org
aty Manuel Hernandez mhernandez@fchclaw.com
aty Merit Bennett tblgexternalmail@gmail.com
aty Michele Backus Konigsberg mbackus@goodwin.com
aty Nancy S Cusack ncusack@hinklelawfirm.com
aty Patrick Maxcy patrick.maxcy@dentons.com
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aty Paul M Fish pmfish@modrall.com

aty Paul M Linnenburger paul@attorneyslane.com

aty Paul Russell Harris pharris@ulmer.com

aty Pierre Levy pierre@ofrielandlevy.com

aty Robert M. Charles, Jr. rcharles@lewisroca.com

aty Ronald Barliant ronald.barliant@goldbergkohn.com

aty Sam L. Fadduol sfadduol@fchclaw.com

aty Samuel I. Roybal sroybal@walkerlawpc.com

aty Sara Hunkler shunkler@goodwin.com

aty Sharon T. Shaheen sshaheen@montand.com

aty Spencer Lewis Edelman sle@modrall.com

aty Steven A Levy steven.levy@goldbergkohn.com

aty Thomas D Walker twalker@walkerlawpc.com
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TOTAL: 77
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db Roman Catholic Church of the Archdiocese of Santa Fe 4000 St. Josephs Place NW Albuquerque, NM
87120
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sp Luis Stelzner Stelzner, Winter, Warburton, Flores, San 302 8th St. NW Ste 200 Albuquerque, NM
87102
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87103

sp Jaime Dawes Stelzner, Winter, Warburton, Flores, San PO Box 528 Albuquerque, NM 87103

cr Bank of America, N.A. c/o Robert J. Miller and Khaled Tarazi Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner
LLP Two North Central Avenue, Suite 2100 Phoenix, AZ 85004-4406
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crem Brad D. Hall 320 Osuna Rd NE Suite G-3 Albuquerque, NM 87107

crcm Mark H Donatelli Carolyn M. "Cammie" Nichols Rothstein 500 4th Street, NW Suite
400 Albuquerque, NM 87102

op James R. Murray Blank Rome LLP 1825 Eye Street NW Washington, DC 20006

op Jim Carter Blank Rome LLP 1825 Eye Street NW Washington, DC 20006

cr Christine Romero c/o Pierre Levy, Esq. 644 Don Gaspar Avenue Santa Fe, NM 87505

intp Elizabeth Hardin—Burrola P.O.Box 178 Gallup, NM 87305

cr Thomas Paickattu C/o Altura Law Firm 500 Marquette Ave NW Suite 1200 Albuquerque,
NM 87102 UNITED STATES

sp Debra J. Moulton Kennedy, Moulton & Wells, P.C. 2201 San Pedro Dr. NE Albuquerque, NM
87110

op Jesse Hall Plugajawea Productions, LLC

op Cynthia S. Gilbert Perfectly Legal, Inc.

craty Edgar C Johnson, Jr. 7532 Glen Albens Circle Dallas, TX 75225

br David V Walters Coldwell Banker Legacy 6767 Academy Road NE Albuquerque, NM 87109

br Kelly Sullivan Coldwell Banker Legacy 10400 Academy Road NE, #100 Albuquerque, NM 87111

br Liz McGuire Coldwell Banker Legacy 12042 Highway 14 N Cedar Crest, NM 87008

sp Juan L. Flores Stelzner, Winter Law Firm P.O. Box 528 Albuquerque, NM 87103

app Brooks Pearsall Zantow, LLC 7000 Prospect Pl. NE Suite B Albuquerque, NM 87110

intp Jennifer Day 1240 Camino Cruz Blanca Santa Fe, NM 87505

intp Jimmy Day 1240 Camino Cruz Blanca Santa Fe, NM 87505

br Philip Gudwin Santa Fe Properties 1000 Paseo de Peralta Santa Fe, NM 87501

br Rusty Wafer Santa Fe Properties 1000 Paseo de Peralta Santa Fe, NM 87501

acc Jennifer Cantrell Jennifer Cantrell CPA PC 5024 4th Street NW Suite A Albuquerque, NM
87107

intp William R Keeler Keeler & Keeler, LLP 235 West Historic Highway 66 Gallup, NM 87301

misc Associated Case in BAP BAP No. 20-052 See 10thCir Case 21-702 BAP No. 20-053 See 10thCir Case
21-702 BAP No. 20-061- dismissed 7/14/21

br Wendy Mileta Realty One of Santa Fe 1400 S. 2nd St. Raton, NM 87740

br Mike Gregory Michael Gregory, Jr. Re P.O. Box 634 Rociada, NM 87742

auc SVN Auction Services, LLC Attn: Louis B. Fisher IlI 100 Island Cottage Way Suite
200E Saint Augustine, FL 32060

misc Associated Case in 10th Circuit Court of Appeals 10th Cir 21-702 - Pending

consult James W Siebert James W. Siebert & Associates, Inc. 915 Mercert Street Santa Fe, NM 87505

surv Rich A. Chatroop N.M.P.L.S. 110 Wagon Trail Rd. Cerrillos, NM 87010

surv Del Rio Surveys, Inc. PO Box 22773 Santa Fe, NM 87502

misc Associated Case in US District Court 21-cv-00975-KG-GJF -Mtn Wd Reference

cr John Doe (JS) - Claim No. 419-1 230 Sugartown Road #20 Wayne, PA 19087

intp Manuel Gutierrez c/o Walcott, Henry & Winston, P.C. 150 Washington Ave., Suite 207 Santa Fe,
NM 87501

intp Karen Arellano C/O Walcott, Henry & Winston, P.C. 150 Washington Ave., Suite 207 Santa Fe,
NM 87501

aty Alex C. Myers Rothgerber Johnson & Lyons LLP 1200 17th St Ste 3000 Denver, CO 80202

aty Brad D Hall Hall & Monagle, LLC 320 Gold Ave., SW #1218 Albuquerque, NM 87102

aty James C Jacobsen 201 Third Street Suite 300 Albuquerque, NM 87102
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aty Martha G Brown Modrall Sperling Law Firm P.O. Box 2168 Albuquerque, NM 87103-2168
aty Stephanie Schaeffer IDEA Law Group LLC 2501 San Pedro Dr. NE Bldg. A Suite

102 Albuquerque, NM 87100
aty Victor Ortega PO Box 2307 Santa Fe, NM 87504-2307

TOTAL: 47
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