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Harvey R. Miller 
Stephen Karotkin 
Joseph H. Smolinsky 
WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

Attorneys for Motors Liquidation 
Company GUC Trust 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

: 
In re       :  Chapter 11 Case No. 

:  
MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY, et al.,  :  09-50026 (REG) 
          f/k/a General Motors Corp., et al. : 

: 
Debtors.  : (Jointly Administered) 

: 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 
 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON MOTORS LIQUIDATION 
COMPANY GUC TRUST’S OBJECTION TO CLAIM NOS.  

39218, 39219, 39220, 39221, AND 39222 FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY 
WITH AMENDED ORDER PURSUANT TO 11 U.S.C. § 105(A)  

AND GENERAL ORDER M-390 AUTHORIZING IMPLEMENTATION OF 
ALTERNATE DISPUTE PROCEDURES, INCLUDING MANDATORY MEDIATION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that upon the annexed Objection, dated May 10, 2011, 

of Motors Liquidation Company GUC Trust (the “GUC Trust”), to the allowance of Proof of 

Claim Nos. 39218, 39219, 39220, 39221, and 39222 (the “Objection”), as more fully set forth in 

the Objection, a hearing (the “Hearing”) to consider the Objection will be held before the 

Honorable Robert E. Gerber, United States Bankruptcy Judge, in Room 621 of the United States 

Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of New York, One Bowling Green, New York, New 

York 10004, on June 22, 2011 at 9:45 a.m. (Eastern Time), or as soon thereafter as counsel 

may be heard. 
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PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that any responses to the Objection must be 

in writing, shall conform to the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure and the Local Rules of 

the Bankruptcy Court, and shall be filed with the Bankruptcy Court (a) electronically in 

accordance with General Order M-399 (which can be found at www.nysb.uscourts.gov) by 

registered users of the Bankruptcy Court’s filing system, and (b) by all other parties in interest, 

on a CD-ROM or 3.5 inch disk, in text-searchable portable document format (PDF) (with a hard 

copy delivered directly to Chambers), in accordance with the customary practices of the 

Bankruptcy Court and General Order M-399, to the extent applicable, and served in accordance 

with General Order M-399 and on (i) Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP, attorneys for the GUC 

Trust, 767 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York 10153 (Attn: Harvey R. Miller, Esq., Stephen 

Karotkin, Esq., and Joseph H. Smolinsky, Esq.); (ii) the Debtors, c/o Motors Liquidation 

Company, 401 South Old Woodward Avenue, Suite 370, Birmingham, Michigan 48009 (Attn: 

Thomas Morrow); (iii) General Motors, LLC, 400 Renaissance Center, Detroit, Michigan 48265 

(Attn: Lawrence S. Buonomo, Esq.); (iv) Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft LLP, attorneys for the 

United States Department of the Treasury, One World Financial Center, New York, New York 

10281 (Attn: John J. Rapisardi, Esq.); (v) the United States Department of the Treasury, 1500 

Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Room 2312, Washington, D.C. 20220 (Attn: Joseph Samarias, Esq.); 

(vi) Vedder Price, P.C., attorneys for Export Development Canada, 1633 Broadway, 47th Floor, 

New York, New York 10019 (Attn: Michael J. Edelman, Esq. and Michael L. Schein, Esq.); 

(vii) Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP, attorneys for the statutory committee of unsecured 

creditors, 1177 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York 10036 (Attn:  Thomas Moers 

Mayer, Esq., Robert Schmidt, Esq., Lauren Macksoud, Esq., and Jennifer Sharret, Esq.); 

(viii) the Office of the United States Trustee for the Southern District of New York, 33 Whitehall 
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Street, 21st Floor, New York, New York 10004 (Attn: Tracy Hope Davis, Esq.); (ix) the U.S. 

Attorney’s Office, S.D.N.Y., 86 Chambers Street, Third Floor, New York, New York 10007 

(Attn: David S. Jones, Esq. and Natalie Kuehler, Esq.); (x) Caplin & Drysdale, Chartered, 

attorneys for the official committee of unsecured creditors holding asbestos-related claims, 375 

Park Avenue, 35th Floor, New York, New York 10152-3500 (Attn:  Elihu Inselbuch, Esq. and 

Rita C. Tobin, Esq.) and One Thomas Circle, N.W., Suite 1100, Washington, DC 20005 (Attn:  

Trevor W. Swett III, Esq. and Kevin C. Maclay, Esq.); (xi) Stutzman, Bromberg, Esserman & 

Plifka, A Professional Corporation, attorneys for Dean M. Trafelet in his capacity as the legal 

representative for future asbestos personal injury claimants, 2323 Bryan Street, Suite 2200, 

Dallas, Texas 75201 (Attn:  Sander L. Esserman, Esq. and Robert T. Brousseau, Esq.); (xii) 

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP, attorneys for Wilmington Trust Company as GUC Trust 

Administrator and for Wilmington Trust Company as Avoidance Action Trust Administrator, 

200 Park Avenue, 47th Floor, New York, New York 10166 (Attn:  Keith Martorana, Esq.); (xiii) 

FTI Consulting, as the GUC Trust Monitor and as the Avoidance Action Trust Monitor, One 

Atlantic Center, 1201 West Peachtree Street, Suite 500, Atlanta, Georgia 30309 (Attn:  Anna 

Phillips); (xiv) Crowell & Moring LLP, attorneys for the Revitalizing Auto Communities 

Environmental Response Trust, 590 Madison Avenue, 19th Floor, New York, New York 10022-

2524 (Attn:  Michael V. Blumenthal, Esq.); (xv) Kirk P. Watson, Esq., as the Asbestos Trust 

Administrator, 2301 Woodlawn Boulevard, Austin, Texas 78703; and (xvi) Gary, Williams, 

Finney, Lewis, Watson & Sperando, P.L., attorneys for Karla Scott, Ryan Hawkins, and the 

Estate of Barbara Hawkins, 221 East Osceola Street, Stuart, Florida 34994 (Attn:  Donald N. 

Watson, Esq. and Tanisha Gary, Esq.), so as to be received no later than June 15, 2011 at 4:00 

p.m. (Eastern Time) (the “Response Deadline”).  
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PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that if no responses are timely filed and 

served with respect to the Objection, the GUC Trust may, on or after the Response Deadline, 

submit to the Bankruptcy Court an order substantially in the form of the proposed order annexed 

to the Objection, which order may be entered with no further notice or opportunity to be heard 

offered to any party. 

Dated: New York, New York 
 May 10, 2011 

/s/ Joseph H. Smolinsky    
      Harvey R. Miller 
      Stephen Karotkin 
      Joseph H. Smolinsky 

      WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

Attorneys for Motors Liquidation 
Company GUC Trust



HEARING DATE AND TIME:  June 22, 2011 at 9:45 a.m. (Eastern Time) 
RESPONSE DEADLINE:  June 15, 2011 at 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) 
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Harvey R. Miller 
Stephen Karotkin 
Joseph H. Smolinsky 
WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

Attorneys for Motors Liquidation 
Company GUC Trust 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

: 
In re       :  Chapter 11 Case No. 

:  
MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY, et al.,  :  09-50026 (REG) 
          f/k/a General Motors Corp., et al. : 

: 
Debtors.  : (Jointly Administered) 

: 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 
 

MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY  
GUC TRUST’S OBJECTION TO CLAIM NOS. 39218,  

39219, 39220, 39221, AND 39222 FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY  
WITH AMENDED ORDER PURSUANT TO 11 U.S.C. § 105(A)  

AND GENERAL ORDER M-390 AUTHORIZING IMPLEMENTATION OF 
ALTERNATE DISPUTE PROCEDURES, INCLUDING MANDATORY MEDIATION 

 
TO THE HONORABLE ROBERT E. GERBER, 
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE: 
 

Motors Liquidation Company GUC Trust (the “GUC Trust”), respectfully 

represents: 

Relief Requested 

1. Through this Objection (the “Objection”), the GUC Trust seeks entry of an 

order disallowing and expunging Proof of Claim Nos. 39218, 39219, 39220, 39221, and 39222 
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(the “Claims,”1 annexed hereto as Exhibit “A”) because the Claimants have wholly failed to 

comply with the ADR Order and ADR Procedures (defined below).2   

2. The GUC Trust files this Objection pursuant to section 502(b) of title 11 

of the United States Code (the “Bankruptcy Code”), Rule 3007(d) of the Federal Rules of 

Bankruptcy Procedure, and this Court’s order approving the procedures relating to the filing of 

proofs of claim (the “Bar Date Order”) (ECF No. 4079), establishing November 30, 2009, as 

the bar date (the “Bar Date”).  

Jurisdiction 

3. This Court has jurisdiction to consider this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 157 and 1334.  This is a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b).   

Background 

A. The Bar Date Order 

4. On September 16, 2009, this Court entered the Bar Date Order which, 

among other things, established November 30, 2009, as the Bar Date and set forth procedures for 

filing proofs of claims.   

B. The Claims 

5. On November 23, 2009, Claimants filed the Claims.  (See Ex. A.)  The 

Claims each seek $25 million based on wrongful death claims asserted by Claimants in the 

lawsuit styled Ryan Hawkins, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Barbara Hawkins, 

deceased, and on behalf of the Estate and the Survivors of Barbara Hawkins, to wit:  Ryan 

                                                 
1  Proof of Claim No. 39218 was filed by Karla Scott; Proof of Claim No. 39220 was filed by Ryan Hawkins; 
and Proofs of Claim Nos. 39219, 39221, and 39222 were filed by Barbara Hawkins (collectively, “Claimants”). 

2   The GUC Trust reserves its right to object to the Claims on any other basis as to which the Court does not 
grant the relief requested herein. 
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Hawkins and Karla Scott v. General Motors Corporation, et al., pending in the Circuit Court of 

the 15th Judicial Circuit in Palm Beach County, Florida, Case No. 9:01-cv-08939-WJZ.  (See id.)   

C. The ADR Order and ADR Procedures 

6. On February 23, 2010, the Bankruptcy Court entered the Order Pursuant 

to 11 U.S.C. § 105(a) and General Order M-390 Authorizing Implementation of Alternate 

Dispute Procedures, Including Mandatory Mediation (ECF No. 5037).  On October 25, 2010, the 

Bankruptcy Court entered the Amended Order (the “ADR Order”) Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. 

§ 105(a) and General Order M-390 Authorizing Implementation of Alternate Dispute 

Procedures, Including Mandatory Mediation (the “ADR Procedures”) (ECF No. 7558), attached 

hereto as Exhibit “B,” which amended the previous order with respect to the list of available 

mediators and approved mediation locations.   

7. The ADR Order and the ADR Procedures have resulted in the amicable 

resolution of hundreds of claims, to the benefit of the Debtors’ estates and stakeholders and to 

the claimants participating in the ADR Procedures.  The success of the ADR Order and ADR 

Procedures, however, requires the full participation of claimants.  Accordingly, Section II.F of 

the ADR Procedures provides that failure by a claimant to comply with the ADR Procedures is 

sanctionable: 

F.  Failure to Comply with the ADR Procedures 

If a Designated Claimant or the Debtors fail to comply with the ADR 
Procedures, negotiate in good faith, or cooperate as may be necessary to 
effectuate the ADR Procedures, the Bankruptcy Court may, after notice 
and a hearing, find such conduct to be in violation of the ADR Order or, 
with respect to a Designated Claimant, an abandonment of or failure to 
prosecute the Designated Claim, or both.  Upon such findings, the 
Bankruptcy Court may, among other things, disallow and expunge the 
Designated Claim, in whole or part, or grant such other or further 
remedy deemed just and appropriate under the circumstances, 
including, without limitation, awarding attorneys’ fees, other fees, and 
costs to the other party.  
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(ADR Procedures § II.F (emphasis added) (Ex. B).)   

8. In addition, the ADR Order provides that the Bankruptcy Court retains 

jurisdiction to hear and determine all matters arising from or related to the ADR Order and the 

ADR Procedures.  (See ADR Order at 7 (Ex. B).)   

D. Designation of the Claims for ADR Procedures, Including Mandatory Mediation 

9. On August 3, 2010, Motors Liquidation Company (“MLC”), the 

predecessor of the GUC Trust, sent a notice to Claimants, through their attorney of record, 

submitting the Claims to alternate dispute resolution pursuant to the ADR Order (the “ADR 

Notice”).  (See ADR Notice, attached hereto as Exhibit “C.”)  The ADR Notice further 

contained a settlement offer.  According to the ADR Procedures, the deadline to respond to the 

ADR Notice was August 24, 2010.  (See ADR Notice at 1 (Ex. C.).)    

10. Claimants did not accept MLC’s settlement offer and did not make a 

counteroffer of settlement.  Accordingly, on November 12, 2010, MLC designated the claims for 

nonbinding mediation.  (See “Mediation Notice,” attached hereto as Exhibit “D.”)   

E. Claimants’ Failure to Comply with the ADR Procedures  

11. Pursuant to the ADR Procedures, mandatory mediation was scheduled for 

February 23, 2011, at the New York offices of Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP (“Weil”), counsel 

for the GUC Trust.   

12. Under the terms of the ADR Procedures, Claimants’ position statement 

was due on February 11, 2011.  Claimants failed to submit a position statement, however, and 

did not provide an explanation for missing the deadline.  Counsel for the GUC Trust attempted to 

contact Claimants’ counsel several times regarding their position statement, but to no avail.   

13. On February 15, 2011, counsel for the GUC Trust learned that Claimants 

were refusing to participate in good faith in the mediation process and did not wish to attend the 
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mediation scheduled to occur just eight days later.3  (See Feb. 15, 2011 Emails from L. Allston, 

attached hereto as Exhibit “E.”)  Accordingly, counsel for the GUC Trust wrote to Claimants’ 

counsel, advising them that failure to comply with the ADR Procedures is sanctionable by, 

among other things, the disallowance and expunction of the Claims, fees associated with 

canceling the mediation, and attorneys’ fees.  (See Feb. 17, 2011 Ltr. from V. Beagles to T. 

Gary, attached hereto as “Exhibit F.”)  Counsel for the GUC Trust further advised Claimants’ 

counsel that they would seek such sanctions unless the Claims were withdrawn by February 22, 

2011.  (See id.)   

14. Claimants did not respond to counsel for the GUC Trusts’ letter, did not 

withdraw the Claims by the February 22, 2011 deadline, and did not appear at the mandatory 

mediation scheduled for February 23, 2011.  As a result, the estate incurred fees relating to the 

cancellation of travel plans for the GUC Trusts’ representative and counsel as well as attorneys’ 

fees in preparation for the mediation and in an attempt to enforce the ADR Procedures.   

15. On March 2, 2011, counsel for the GUC Trust again wrote to Claimants’ 

counsel, offering Claimants another chance to comply with the ADR Procedures and participate 

in mandatory mediation of the Claims.  (See Mar. 2, 2011 Ltr. from V. Beagles to T. Gary, 

attached hereto as Exhibit “G.”)  In response, Claimants indicated that they were willing to 

participate in the mediation process and proposed possible dates for mediation.  (See Mar. 7, 

2011 Email from M. Wrice to V. Beagles, attached hereto as Exhibit “H.”)  Based on 

                                                 
3  On February 15, 2011, Claimants’ counsel informed Larry Allston of the American Arbitration Association 
that they had left several messages with their clients and sent multiple certified letters, but they had received no 
response and would need to cancel the mediation.  (See id. (Ex. E).)  Later that same day, Claimants’ counsel 
informed Mr. Allston that they were able to reach Claimants and that Claimants did not wish to mediate.  (See id. 
(Ex. E).)  
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Claimants’ response, the mediation was rescheduled for April 21, 2011, and the location was 

changed to Weil’s Dallas office. 

16. On April 15, 2011, Claimants unilaterally cancelled the mediation for a 

second time.  Claimants’ counsel again stated that they were unable to produce their client for 

mediation.  (See Apr. 15, 2011 Ltr. from D. Watson to V. Beagles, attached hereto as “Exhibit 

I.”)  As a result of the second cancellation, the estate incurred additional fees to cancel travel 

plans for the GUC Trusts’ representative and counsel and additional attorneys’ fees to prepare 

for the mediation. 

F. The Confirmation Order 

17. On March 28, 2011, the Court entered its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 

Law, and Order Pursuant to Sections 1129(b) and (b) of the Bankruptcy Code and Rule 3020 of 

the Federal Rules of  Bankruptcy Procedure Confirming Debtors’ Second Amended Joint 

Chapter 11 Plan (ECF No. 9941) (the “Confirmation Order”).  Among other things, the 

Confirmation Order (i) confirmed the Debtors’ Second Amended Joint Chapter 11 Plan (the 

“Plan”), (ii) established the GUC Trust pursuant to that certain Motors Liquidation Company 

GUC Trust Agreement, (iii) transferred certain claims pending against MLC to the GUC Trust, 

and (iv) authorized the GUC Trust to resolve such claims on behalf of the Debtors’ estates.  The 

Claims were among the claims transferred to the GUC Trust.   

Argument 

18. The Claims should be disallowed because Claimants have wholly failed to 

comply with the ADR Procedures.  The ADR Procedures provide that a claimant may be 

sanctioned for failure to comply with the ADR Procedures, failure to negotiate in good faith, or 

failure to cooperate as may be necessary to effectuate the ADR Procedures.   (See ADR 

Procedures § II.F (Ex. B).)  The ADR Procedures further provide that the Bankruptcy Court may 
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find such conduct to be “in violation of the ADR Order or abandonment of or failure to prosecute 

the Designated Claim, or both.”  (Id. (Ex. B).)  In the event of such findings, the ADR 

Procedures authorize the Bankruptcy Court to disallow and expunge the claim, or grant such 

other or further remedy deemed just and appropriate under the circumstances, including, without 

limitation, awarding attorneys’ fees, other fees, and costs.  (Id. (Ex. B).) 

19. Pursuant to section 105(a) of the Bankruptcy Code, a bankruptcy court is 

expressly authorized “to tak[e] any action or mak[e] any determination necessary or appropriate 

to enforce or implement court orders or rules, or to prevent an abuse of process.” 11 U.S.C. 

§ 105(a).  The Second Circuit has held that section 105(a) should be “construed liberally to 

enjoin actions that might impede the reorganization process.”  In re Momentum Mfg. Corp., 

25 F.3d 1132, 1136 (2d Cir. 1994) (internal quotations omitted).   

20. Further, courts have broad equitable authority to enforce their orders.  See 

Knight v. Kelly, No. 93-CV-0712E(H), 1996 WL 549305, at *1 (W.D.N.Y. Sept. 19, 1996) (“It 

has long been recognized that courts are vested with broad implied powers that are necessary to 

the exercise of others, including the power to enforce the observance of orders.”) (citing 

Chambers v. Nasco, Inc., 501 U.S. 32, 43 (1991)).  Such powers necessarily include a court’s 

power to manage its “own affairs so as to achieve the orderly and expeditious disposition of 

cases,” which includes the power to sanction a party for failure to comply with its orders or to 

dismiss a party’s claims.  See Link v. Wabash R.R. Co., 370 U.S. 626, 630-631 (1962) (holding 

that courts may, in their discretion, dismiss complaints for failure to prosecute even without 

affording notice of their intention to do so or providing an adversary hearing before acting).   

21. Here, Claimants failed to participate in mandatory mediation as required 

by the ADR Procedures.  Claimants also unilaterally cancelled two previously scheduled 
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mediations, causing the estate to incur fees relating to the cancellation of travel plans and 

attorneys’ fees in preparation for the mediations and in multiple attempts to enforce the ADR 

Procedures.  Claimants’ actions constitute failure to comply with the ADR Procedures, failure to 

negotiate in good faith, and failure to cooperate as may be necessary to effectuate the ADR 

Procedures.  (See ADR Procedures § II.F (Ex. B).)  This Court should not permit claimants to 

violate this Court’s ADR Order and the ADR Procedures by failing to participate in the 

alternative dispute resolution process.  Such violations threaten the goals of the ADR Order and 

ADR Procedures and waste this Court’s, MLC’s, and the GUC Trust’s resources, to the 

detriment of all other creditors.  Accordingly, the GUC Trust respectfully requests that the 

Bankruptcy Court disallow and expunge the Claims. 

Notice 

22. Notice of this Objection has been provided to Claimants, by and through 

their counsel of record, and parties in interest in accordance with the Sixth Amended Order 

Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 105(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P. 1015(c) and 9007 Establishing Notice and 

Case Management Procedures, dated May 5, 2011 (ECF No. 10183).  The GUC Trust submits 

that such notice is sufficient and no other or further notice need be provided. 

23. No previous request for the relief sought herein has been made by MLC or 

the GUC Trust to this or any other Court. 

Conclusion and Requested Relief 

WHEREFORE the GUC Trust respectfully requests entry of an order disallowing 

and expunging the Claims, as well as any such other and further relief as is just.   
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Dated: New York, New York 
 May 10, 2011 

 

/s/ Joseph H. Smolinsky    
      Harvey R. Miller 
      Stephen Karotkin 
      Joseph H. Smolinsky 

      WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGES LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10153 
Telephone: (212) 310-8000 
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007 

Attorneys for Motors Liquidation 
Company GUC Trust 
 





















































































































































































HEARING DATE AND TIME:  June 22, 2011 at 9:45 a.m. (Eastern Time) 
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 

: 
In re       :  Chapter 11 Case No. 

:  
MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY, et al.,  :  09-50026 (REG) 
          f/k/a General Motors Corp., et al. : 

: 
Debtors.  : (Jointly Administered) 

: 
---------------------------------------------------------------x 
 

ORDER GRANTING MOTORS LIQUIDATION  
COMPANY GUC TRUST’S OBJECTION TO CLAIM  

NOS. 39218, 39219, 39220, 39221, AND 39222 FOR FAILURE TO  
COMPLY WITH AMENDED ORDER PURSUANT TO 11 U.S.C. § 105(A)  
AND GENERAL ORDER M-390 AUTHORIZING IMPLEMENTATION 

 OF ALTERNATE DISPUTE PROCEDURES, INCLUDING MANDATORY MEDIATION 
 

Upon the Objection dated May 10, 2011 (the “Objection”),1 of Motors Liquidation 

Company GUC Trust (the “GUC Trust”), pursuant to section 502(b) of title 11, United States 

Code (the “Bankruptcy Code”), Rule 3007(d) of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure, and 

this Court’s order Pursuant to Section 502(b)(9) of the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 

3003(c)(3) Establishing the Deadline for Filing Proofs of Claim (Including Claims Under 

Bankruptcy Code Section 503(b)(9)) and Procedures Relating Thereto and Approving the Form 

and Manner of Notice Thereof (the “Bar Date Order”) (ECF No. 4079), seeking entry of an order 

disallowing and expunging Proof of Claim Nos. 39218, 39219, 39220, 39221, and 39222 (the 

“Claims”) on the grounds that such Claims should be disallowed under section 502(b) of the 

Bankruptcy Code for failure to comply with the ADR Order and the ADR Procedures, all as more 

fully described in the Objection; and due and proper notice of the Objection having been provided, 
                                                 
1  Capitalized terms used herein and not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings ascribed to such terms in 
the Objection.   



 

2 

and it appearing that no other or further notice need be provided; and the Court having found and 

determined that the relief sought in the Objection is in the best interests of the GUC Trust, 

creditors, and all parties in interest and that the legal and factual bases set forth in the Objection 

establish just cause for the relief granted herein; and after due deliberation and sufficient cause 

appearing therefor, it is 

ORDERED that the relief requested in the Objection is granted as provided herein; 

and it is further 

ORDERED that, pursuant to section 502(b) of the Bankruptcy Code, the Claims 

are disallowed and expunged in their entirety; and it is further 

ORDERED that this Court shall retain jurisdiction to hear and determine all 

matters arising from or related to this Order.  

 
Dated: New York, New York 
 _________, 2011 
  

      
United States Bankruptcy Judge 

 




