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l.
Administrative Issues

A. Amendments that Affect Non-Residential Real Property L eases

1. Extension of Assumption/Rejection Period

H.R. 333 and S. 420 (collectively, the "Bills") significantly amend Bankruptcy
Code section 365(d)(4), making it impossible to extend the time within which a debtor in
possession may assume, assume and assign, or reject an unexpired lease of non-
residential real property beyond seven months after the commencement of a voluntary
chapter 11 case, unless the lessor consents in writing. In short, the debtor-lessee has the
earlier of (1) 120 days (about 4 months) after the order for relief is entered or (2) the date
the confirmation order is entered, to assume, assume and assign or reject its leases of
nonresidential real property. For cause, the court can extend that period by 90 days
(about 3 months). After the court grants that first 90-day extension, it cannot further
extend the assumption/rejection period without the consent of the lessor.

These amendments will change the course of many chapter 11 cases, where a
debtor often seeks to postpone the decision on what to do with its leases until the very
end of the case or at least until it determines the size of the reorganized entity. Those
debtors will be forced to prematurely assume or reject their leases of nonresidential real
property, which could prove disastrous, even taking into account some amendments to
Bankruptcy Code section 503(b).

! Revised section 365(d)(4) provides:
4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), in any case under any chapter of this title, an unexpired lease of
nonresidential real property under which the debtor is the lessee shall be deemed rejected, and the trustee
shall immediately surrender that nonresidential real property to the lessor, if the trustee does not assume or
reject the unexpired lease by the earlier of—

(i) the date that is 120 days after the date of the order for relief; or

(ii) the date of the entry of an order confirming a plan.

(B)(i) The court may extend the period determined under subparagraph (A), prior to the expiration of the 120-
day period, for 90 days upon motion of the trustee or lessor for cause.

(ii) If the court grants an extension under clause (i), the court may grant a subsequent extension only upon
prior written consent of the lessor in each instance.

Bills, 8 404 (emphasis added).
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2. Administrative Claim Upon Rejection of Lease Previously Assumed
by the Debtor

In Nostas Assoc. v. Costich (In re Klein Sleep Products, Inc.), 78 F.3d 18 (2d Cir.
1996), the debtor in possession assumed a lease of nonresidential real property. A
chapter 11 trustee was appointed when the debtor's reorganization efforts failed. The
chapter 11 trustee promptly rejected the lease and the lessor sought recovery of future
rent under the lease. The trustee argued that the rejection of a previously-assumed lease
should be treated as a breach entitling the lessor to a general unsecured claim. The
Second Circuit disagreed and held that the lessor's claim for future rent gave rise to an
administrative expense claim entitled to priority under Bankruptcy Code section 503(Db).
Id. at 30. The Second Circuit further held that the section 502(b)(6) cap did not apply to
the lessor's claim. Id. at 33.

The Bills overrule that portion of Klein that held that the lessor was entitled to an
unlimited administrative expense claim. Under the revised law, a lessor with respect to a
lease that was previously assumed and then rejected will have an administrative expense
claim for future rent "[f]or the period of 2 years following the later of the rejection date or
the date of actual turnover of the premises . . . ." Damages for "going dark™ and penalties
are expressly excluded from the administrative claim under revised Bankruptcy Code
8 503(b)(7). Bills, § 445. Mitigation principles will apply only to the extent that the
lessor actually receives rent from a nondebtor.

The Bills also overrule that portion of Klein that held that the 502(b)(6) cap does
not apply to these claims, although the cap will apply on a more limited basis. The cap
will apply to the lessor's claim for future rent after the first 2 years: "[t]he claim for
remaining sums due for the balance of the term of the lease shall be a claim under section
502(b)(6)." Bills, § 445.

These amendments will affect most seriously chapter 11 debtors that operate retail
chains. In those cases, a debtor often has many leases that it may want to assume or
reject, depending on how the retail stores operate during heavy shopping seasons. Under
the new law, many of those debtors will not have the benefit of waiting to decide. Either
the debtor assumes its leases and takes the chance that it ultimately will have to reject the
leases and be subject to the lessor's administrative claim under revised section 503(b)(7)
or the debtor immediately rejects the leases possibly to the detriment of its future
business operations.

B. Amendments that Affect Executory Contracts and Unexpired Leases

1. Cure of Nonmonetary Defaults

In Worthington v. General Motors Corp. (In re Claremont Acquisition Corp.,
Inc.), 113 F.3d 1029 (9™ Cir. 1997), the Ninth Circuit would not allow a chapter 11
debtor to assume and assign its franchise agreements due to its inability to cure certain
nonmonetary defaults arising from its failure to operate the franchise in accordance with
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the agreement's "going dark™ clause. Id. at 1035. The Ninth Circuit began with the
proposition that Bankruptcy Code section 365(b)(1) requires the debtor to cure all
monetary and nonmonetary defaults before it can assume or assign an executory contract
or unexpired lease. The Ninth Circuit noted that although section 365(b)(2) contains a
list of items that need not be cured before assumption and assignment, a nonmonetary
default was not one of those items. Id. at 1033. The dispute in that case was over the
construction of the language of section 365(b)(2)(D):

Paragraph (1) of this section [365(b)] does not apply to a default that is a
breach of a provision relating to — . . . (D) the satisfaction of any penalty
rate or provision relating to a default arising from any failure by the debtor
to perform nonmonetary obligations under the executory contract or
unexpired lease.

11 U.S.C. § 365(b)(2)(D) (emphasis added).

The debtors and proposed assignees took the position that the phrase "penalty rate
or provision" meant "penalty rate or other provision™ relating to a default arising from
any failure by the debtor to perform nonmonetary obligations under the executory
contract or unexpired lease. In re Claremont Acquisition Corp., Inc., 113 F.3d at 1033.
The franchisor took the position that the phrase meant "penalty rate or penalty provision™
relating to a default arising from any failure by the debtor to perform nonmonetary
obligations under the executory contract or unexpired lease. Id. The Ninth Circuit
agreed with the franchisor. 1d. at 1034. Taking the position that the nonmonetary default
was a "historical fact" which could not be cured, the Ninth Circuit would not allow the
debtor to assign the franchise agreement. Id. at 1033-34.

Under revised section 365(b)(2), the trustee need not cure defaults that relate to a
breach of a nonmonetary obligation if it is impossible to do so. However, with respect to
real property leases, the trustee must begin performing all nonmonetary obligations under
the lease at or after the time of assumption. Moreover, if a lessor of nonresidential real
property suffers and pecuniary losses as a result of the debtor's failure to perform its
nonmonetary obligations under the lease, those losses must be compensated as part of the
cure. H.R. 333, 8 328; S. 420, § 327. Revised section 365(b)(1)(A) provides:

(b) (1) If there has been a default in an executory contract or unexpired lease of
the debtor, the trustee may not assume such contract or lease unless, at the time of
assumption of such contract or lease, the trustee -

(A) cures, or provides adequate assurance that the trustee will
promptly cure, such default; other than a default that is a breach of
a provision relating to the satisfaction of any provision (other than
a penalty rate or penalty provision) relating to a default arising
from any failure to perform nonmonetary obligations under an
unexpired lease of real property, if it is impossible for the trustee
to cure such default by performing nonmonetary acts at and after
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the time of assumption, except that if such default arises from a
failure to operate in accordance with a nonresidential real
property lease, then such default shall be cured by performance at
and after the time of assumption in accordance with such lease,
and pecuniary losses resulting from such default shall be
compensated in accordance with the provisions of paragraph

(b)(1); and
H.R. 333, §328; S. 420, § 327.

In re Claremont Acquisition is no longer good law with respect to leases of real
property. However, to fix the ambiguity under current section 365(b)(2)(D), as pointed
out by the Ninth Circuit, the Bills revise section 365(b)(2)(D) to provide that the cure
requirement does not apply to the satisfaction of any "penalty rate or penalty provision."
H.R. 333, 8 328; S. 420, § 327. As a result, Claremont is codified for personal property
leases and executory contracts other than unexpired leases of real property. This may
create problems for debtors that have defaulted on going dark obligations under franchise
agreements. Under revised section 365(b)(2)(D), those debtors may not be permitted to
assume and assign their agreements.

2. Impairment of Claims or Interests Related to Nonmonetary Defaults

The Bills amend section 1124(2) to correspond with the amendments to section
365(b)(1) & (2). Revised section 1124(2)(A) & (D) provide:

Except as provided in section 1123(a)(4) of this title, a class of claims or
interests is impaired under a plan unless, with respect to each claim or
interest of such class, the plan - . ..

(2) notwithstanding any contractual provision or applicable law
that entitles the holder of such claim or interest to demand or
receive accelerated payment of such claim or interest after the
occurrence of a default -

(A) cures any such default that occurred before or after the
commencement of the case under this title, other than a
default of a kind specified in section 365(b)(2) of this title
or of a Kind that section 365(b)(2) of this title expressly
does not require to be cured. ..

(D) _if such claim or such interest arises from any
failure to perform a nonmonetary obligation, other than
a default arising from failure to operate a non-
residential real property lease subject to section
365(b)(1)(A), compensates the holder of such claim or
such interest (other than the debtor or an insider) for
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any actual pecuniary loss incurred by such holder as a
result of such failure . . ..

H.R. 333, 8 328; S. 420, § 327.

This section appears to prevent "going dark™ clauses in loan agreements from
preventing reinstatement of the loan as unimpaired. A technical error in the cross
reference to section 365(b) however suggests that penalty clauses associated with
monetary defaults may be subject to cure as a condition of treating a claim as unimpaired.
Compare revised § 1124(2) with In re Southeast Co., 868 F.2d 335 (9" Cir. 1989); In re
Entz-White Lumber & Supply, 850 F.2d 1338 (9" Cir. 1988).

3. Provisions Affecting Air Carriers

Current Bankruptcy Code section 365(c)(4) and (d) includes expired provisions
that specifically protect and relate to air carriers and lessors of aircraft terminals. The
Bills delete all of those provisions.

C. Utilities

The Bills practically rewrite Bankruptcy Code section 366. These amendments
give a significant amount of power to the utilities, making it possible for a utility to alter,
refuse or discontinue utility service without relief from the automatic stay and without
court approval.

To begin with, section 366 will include a definition of the term "assurance of
payment:"

(A) For purposes of this subsection, the term “assurance of payment’ means --

Q) a cash deposit;

(i) aletter of credit;

(iii)  a certificate of deposit;

(iv)  asurety bond;

(v) a prepayment of utility consumption; or

(vi)  another form of security that is mutually agreed on
between the utility and the debtor or the trustee.

Bills, § 417.
Note that the above list does not include administrative expense priority as an
acceptable form of adequate assurance. In fact, revised section 366 provides that

administrative expense priority does not constitute adequate assurance. This resolves an
ambiguity in the legislative history and conflicting case law.
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Turning to a utility's ability to terminate service without court approval and
without relief from the automatic stay, it appears that a utility can do so if the form and
amount of adequate assurance payment is not "satisfactory" to the utility. Specifically,
revised section 366 allows a utility to:

[a]lter, refuse, or discontinue utility service, if during the 30-day
period beginning on the date of filing of the petition, the utility
does not receive from the debtor or the trustee adequate assurance
of payment for utility service that is satisfactory to the utility.

Bills, § 417.

Revised section 366 contains no requirement that the utility seek court approval
before terminating service in accordance with the new provision. Although revised
section 366 authorizes the court to modify the amount of the proposed adequate
assurance payment, there simply is no requirement that the utility seek court approval
before terminating service in accordance with the new provision. Moreover, although it
might be suggested that a utility would need to seek relief from the automatic stay before
terminating service, the provisions of this section that specifically authorize the utility to
terminate service probably will control.

Given the utilities' ability to terminate service, debtors that cannot reach
agreements with utilities will have to attempt to preempt termination by seeking relief
from the bankruptcy court within the first 30 days of the case. It may not be easy for
debtors that successfully preempt termination to have the court modify proposed
adequate assurance payments, however. The section sets forth certain facts that the court
cannot consider when determining whether to modify an adequate assurance payment:

In making a determination . . . whether an assurance of payment is
adequate, the court may not consider . . . (i) the absence of security before
the date of filing of the petition; (ii) the payment by the debtor of charges
for utilities service in a timely manner before the date of filing of the
petition; or (iii) the availability of an administrative expense priority.

Bills, § 417.

In addition to the revisions discussed above, the utility will be permitted to
"[r]ecover or set off against a security deposit provided to the utility by the debtor before
the date of filing the petition without notice or order of the court." Bills, § 417.

D. Preferences

1. The Deprizio Fix

The Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1994 (the 1994 Reform Act") amended
Bankruptcy Code section 550 to overrule Levit v. Ingersoll Rand Fin. Corp. (In re
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Deprizio), 874 F.2d 1186, 1187 (7" Cir. 1989). Deprizio addressed the issue of the
appropriate preference period for payments to third party lenders on account of debts
guaranteed by insiders.

Deprizio extended the preference avoidance period from 90 days to 1 year for
non-insider creditors that received payments that benefited an insider. Specifically,
Deprizio allowed a trustee to recover loan payments that the debtor made to its non-
insider lender within 1 year preceding the bankruptcy filing because those payments
benefited the debtor's controlling shareholders who guaranteed the loan. The Court in
Deprizio reasoned that the payments were made for the benefit of a insider creditors
because: (1) the insider guarantors benefited from the payments because their obligations
under the guarantees were reduced and (2) the insider guarantors were creditors of the
debtor because they had contingent claims against the debtor's estate.

The 1994 Reform Act added subsection (c) to section 550. Subsection (c)
provides:

(c) If a transfer made between 90 days and one year before the filing of the
petition -

(1) is avoided under section 547(b) of this title; and

(2) was made for the benefit of a creditor that at the time of
such transfer was an insider; the trustee may not recover under subsection
(a) from a transferee that is not an insider.

After the 1994 amendment, several decisions held that section 550(c) did not
overrule Deprizio in some circumstances. One of the decisions that highlighted the
loophole was Roost v. Associates Home Equity Servs., Inc. (In re Williams), 234 B.R.
801 (Bankr. D. Or. 1999). In In re Williams, a chapter 7 debtor and his wife signed a
note to finance the purchase of their mobile home. The note was secured by the mobile
home and the real property upon which the mobile home was situated. The lender
perfected its security interest more than 90 days but less than 1 year before the
commencement of the debtor's chapter 7 case. Under the Deprizio rationale, the trustee
sought to avoid the security interest, based upon the fact that the transfer benefited the
Debtor's wife, who was an insider.

The Debtor did not dispute that the transfer benefited his wife. Rather, the Debtor
argued that Bankruptcy Code section 550(c) prohibited any recovery by the trustee. In
response, the trustee argued that it was not attempting to "recover” any property because
the Debtor's interest in the mobile home became property of the Debtor's estate upon the
commencement of the bankruptcy case. The trustee was not seeking to "recover” any
property under Bankruptcy Code section 550(a). Rather, the trustee merely sought to
avoid the lender's security interest under Bankruptcy Code section 547(b).

Relying upon canons of statutory construction and those decisions that have
recognized that the Bankruptcy Code separates the concepts of avoidance and recovery,
see Congress Credit Corp. v. AJC Int'l (In re Congress), 186 B.R. 555, 558 (D.P.R.
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1995), the Court held that the security interest was avoidable under the Deprizio doctrine
even though recovery of a payment would be precluded by section 550(c). The Court
suggested that had Congress intended to add an exception or defense to section 547 it
would have done so.

Congress has done so by adding subsection (i) to Bankruptcy Code section 547:

If the trustee avoids under subsection (b) a transfer made between 90 days
and 1 year before the date of filing of the petition, by the debtor to an
entity that is not an insider for the benefit of a creditor that is an insider,
such transfer shall be considered to be avoided under this section only
with respect to the creditor that is an insider.

Bills, § 1213.

Note that this "Deprizio Amendment" applies to any case that is pending or
commenced on or after the date of enactment of the 2001 Reform Act. It is unclear
whether the fix will apply to adversary proceedings pending on the date of enactment.

2. Modification of Ordinary Course Defense Under Section 547(c)(2)

The Bills modify the ordinary course defense under Bankruptcy Code section
547(c)(2), creating a less rigorous standard for establishing the defense. Bills, § 409.
Current law provides that a transfer may not be avoided:

(2) to the extent that such transfer was -

(A) in payment of a debt incurred by the debtor in the
ordinary course of business or financial affairs of the debtor
and the transferee;

(B) made in the ordinary course of business or financial
affairs of the debtor and the transferee; and

(C) made according to ordinary business termsJ.]
11 U.S.C. § 547(c)(2) (emphasis added).

As the law currently stands, the requirements of subparagraphs (A),(B), and (C)
must be satisfied in order to establish an ordinary course defense. The new law changes
that standard by making (2)(B) and (2)(C) disjunctive, as opposed to conjunctive,
requirements. Thus, a preference defendant need only establish (2)(A) and either (2)(B)
or (2)(C). In general, this will allow defendants to protect payments that though were not
made in accordance with ordinary business terms were nevertheless ordinary as between
the parties. This largely follows the construction placed on the existing statute by Judge
Posner in In re Tolona Pizza Products Corp., 3 F.3d 1029 (7" Cir. 1993).
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3. Monetary Limitation for Corporate Debtors

Under current law, there is no monetary limit on a business debtor's ability to
pursue a preference. Under the new law, a business debtor will not be permitted to avoid
transfers of less than $5,000. Oddly, this "jurisdictional minimum™ is made an
affirmative defense rather than an element of the trustee’s case in chief. Paragraph (9)
will be added to subsection 547(c):

(c) The trustee may not avoid under this section a transfer —
(9) if, in a case filed by a debtor whose debts are not primarily consumer
debts, the aggregate value of all property that constitutes or is affected by
such transfer is less than $5,000.

Bills, § 409.

4. Venue in Preference Proceedings

The Bills amend 28 U.S.C. 8 1409(b) to provide that a preference action for a
non-consumer debt of less than $10,000 can only be commenced in the district in which
the non-insider creditor resides. Bills, 8 410. Note that business defendants are given
more home court protection than consumer defendants.

5. Expansion of Time to Perfect a Transfer

Bankruptcy Code section 547(e)(2) governs when a transfer is made for purposes
of Bankruptcy Code section 547(b). Current law provides that a transfer is made at the
time the transfer takes effect between the parties, provided the transferee properly
perfects its interest within 10 days. If the transferee does not perfect within the 10-day
"grace period,” the transfer is deemed to have occurred on the date of perfection. Late
perfection may make a transfer otherwise outside the preference period, within the period
and deny the defendant protection under the contemporaneous exchange for value
defense.

The Bills change the 10-day grace period to a 30-day grace period. Bills, § 403.
This makes it unlikely that administrative delays in recording financing statements or in
obtaining certificates of title will cause preference problems.

6. Expansion of Time to Perfect a Purchase Money Security Interest

The Bills expand the time period within which a creditor can perfect a purchase
money security interest. Under current law, a trustee may not avoid a transfer that creates
a security interest in property acquired by the debtor "[t]hat is perfected on or before 20
days after the debtor receives possession of such property.” 11 U.S.C. § 547(c)(3)(B).
The Bills change the 20-day to a 30-day period. A trustee will not be permitted to avoid
a transfer that creates a security interest in property acquired by the debtor that is
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perfected on or before 30 days after the debtor receives possession of such property.
S. 420, 8 1222; H.R. 333, § 1223.

E. Postpetition Transfers

Bankruptcy Code section 549 empowers the trustee, with certain limitations, to
avoid unauthorized postpetition transfers of estate property. Section 549(c) provides one
of those limitations. Section 549(c) limits the trustee's ability to avoid postpetition
transfers of real property to good faith purchasers for present fair equivalent value and
without knowledge of the bankruptcy filing, unless a copy or notice of the petition was
properly recorded before the transferee perfects its interest in the property. 11 U.S.C. §
549(c).

The Bills amend Bankruptcy Code section 549(c), overruling Thompson v.
Margen (In re McConville), 110 F.3d 47 (9" Cir. 1997). Bills, § 1214. In McConville,
lenders that did not have any knowledge of the commencement of the debtor's bankruptcy
case made a postpetition mortgage loan to the debtor without obtaining a court order. In
addition to holding that the lenders violated Bankruptcy Code section 364(c)(2) by
making a secured loan without prior bankruptcy court approval, the Ninth Circuit held
that Bankruptcy Code section 549(c) was inapplicable because the postpetition creation
of the lien on the debtor's real property was not a "transfer of property" within the
meaning of section 549(c).

The Bills correct the problem created by In re McConville by replacing the phrase
"transfer of real property" with "transfer of an interest in real property." Under the
revised law, the creation of a lien will fall under the 549(c) exception.

To accompany the amendments to section 549(c), the Bills amend the definition
of the word "transfer"” to include the "creation of a lien:"

(54) The term "transfer" means--

(A) the creation of a lien;

(B) the retention of title as a security interest;

(C) the foreclosure of a debtor's equity of redemption; or

(D) each mode, direct or indirect, absolute or conditional,

voluntary or involuntary, of disposing of or parting with--

(i) property; or
(i) an interest in property

Bills, § 1201.

In addition to the above-amendments, the House Bill amends section 362(b),
precluding the stay "[0]f any transfer that is not avoidable under section 544 and that is
not avoidable under section 549." H.R. 333, § 311. The Senate Bill deletes this
language.
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F. Reclamation

Bankruptcy Code section 546(c) protects a seller of goods' right to reclamation
under state law. Under current law, a seller of goods can seek to reclaim goods that the
debtor received while it was insolvent, provided that the seller makes a written
reclamation demand "[b]efore 10 days after receipt of such goods by the debtor; or . . . if
such 10 day period expires after the commencement of the case, before 20 days after
receipt of such goods by the debtor . ... " 11 U.S.C. § 546(c)(1).

The Bills revise section 546(c) to provide that a seller can seek to reclaim goods

(1) the debtor received the goods while it was insolvent and not later than
45 days before the bankruptcy filing and

(2) the seller makes a written reclamation demand on the debtor:

a. not later than 45 days after the date the debtor received the
goods or

b. not later than 20 days after the commencement of the case if
the 45 day period expires after the commencement of the case.

H.R. 333 § 1228(a); S. 420, § 1227(a) (emphasis added).

As drafted, revised section 546(c) will not accomplish its intended goal.
As set forth above, revised section 546(c) provides that in order for the seller to be
able to reclaim the goods, the debtor must have received the goods "not later than
45 days" prior to the commencement of the case. Thus, reclamation is not
possible if the debtor received the goods between the 44" day before the
bankruptcy and the petition date. Moreover, since the goods subject to
reclamation must be received by the debtor at least 45 days before the bankruptcy,
proposed section 546(c)(2)(B) appears to be a nullity since the 45 day period can
never expire postpetition.

With respect to a seller's reclamation rights, note the revision to Bankruptcy Code
section 503(b). Section 503(b)(10) allows sellers to recover "[t]he value of any goods
received by the debtor not later than 20 days prior to the date of commencement of a case
under this title in which the goods have been sold to the debtor in the ordinary course of
such debtor's business."” H.R. 333, § 1229(b); S. 420, § 1227(b). This section may be
unworkable for the same reasons discussed above. However, the subparagraph is
intended to allow sellers that do not properly seek reclamation in accordance with section
546(c) to have an administrative expense claim for the value of such goods. This is good
for sellers if the estate is not administratively insolvent and especially bad for other
administrative claimants if it is.
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Revised section 546(c) provides that a seller's reclamation rights are limited by
Bankruptcy Code section 507(c)? and the prior rights of holders of security interests in
the goods or the proceeds thereof.

G. Statutory Liens

1. Purchasers for Adequate and Full Value

The Bills section 711 add a somewhat obscure "except” clause to section 545(2),
the section authorizing the trustee to strong-arm certain statutory liens. Under existing
law unrecorded tax liens may be avoided, of course, but even recorded federal tax liens
may under some court decisions lose to a trustee because section 6323 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, allows (with respect to certain kinds of property listed in 26
U.S.C. 8§ 6323(b)) "[a] person who for adequate and full consideration in money or
money's worth, acquires an interest (other than a lien or security interest) in property
which is valid under local law against subsequent purchasers without actual notice” 26
U.S.C. § 6323(h)(6), to defeat a recorded tax lien if he is without actual notice of the lien.
The intent of the amendment appears to be to prevent the bankruptcy trustee from
"stepping into the shoes™ of this kind of purchaser under his statutory lien strong-arm
power.

It is unclear whether the amendment will accomplish this assumed objective.
Revised section 545(2) provides:

The trustee may avoid the fixing of a statutory lien on property of the debtor
to the extent that such lien -

(2) is not perfected or enforceable at the time of the

commencement of the case against a bona fide purchaser that
purchases such property at the time of the commencement of the
case, whether or not such a purchaser exists, except in any case in
which a purchaser is a purchaser described in section 6323 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or in any other similar provision
of State or local law;

Bills, 8 711 (emphasis added).

2 The Bills probably should say section 507(b) instead of 507(c). Section 507(b) provides: (b) If the trustee, under
section 362, 363, or 364 of this title, provides adequate protection of the interest of a holder of a claim secured by
a lien on property of the debtor and if, notwithstanding such protection, such creditor has a claim allowable under
subsection (a)(1) of this section arising from the stay of action against such property under section 362 of this title,
from the use, sale, or lease of such property under section 363 of this title, or from the granting of a lien under
section 364(d) of this title, then such creditor's claim under such subsection shall have priority over every other
claim allowable under such subsection. (Bankruptcy Code section 507(c) provides that "[a] claim of a
governmental unit arising from an erroneous refund or credit of a tax has the same priority as a claim for the tax to
which such refund or credit relates” 11 U.S.C. § 507(c)).
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It is very difficult to parse revised section 545(2). The new "except" clause
appears to be referring to an actual purchaser and may be interpreted as creating a kind of
safe harbor for such persons. Of course, actual purchasers of property subject to properly
recorded federal tax liens and of the type described are few and far between, and would
in any event unquestionably defeat both the government and the bankruptcy trustee under
current law. On the other hand, certainly there are much clearer ways for the Congress to
state that a properly recorded tax lien can not be defeated by a bankruptcy trustee, if
indeed that is what is intended.

The amendment would not appear to change current law with respect to a tax lien
properly recorded against accounts receivable, inventory and other types of property
protected by 26 U.S.C. 8 6323(c) (dealing with certain types of commercial financing
agreements).

Note that most courts draw a strong distinction between "bona fide purchaser" as
the term is understood in the context of current section 545(2) and "purchaser” as it is
defined and understood under Internal Revenue Code section 6323. Those courts
generally point out that the distinction lies between the meaning of "value” and "adequate
and full consideration.” See e.g., Battley v. United States (In re Berg), 121 F.3d 535 (9"
Cir. 1997); United States v. Hunter (In re Walter), 45 F.3d 1023, 1030 (6" Cir. 1995).

2. Warehouseman's Liens

Under current law, a trustee's power to avoid statutory liens includes the power to
avoid certain warehouseman's liens. 11 U.S.C. § 545(2) and (3). The Bills limit the
trustee's ability to avoid a warehouseman's lien for storage, transportation, or other costs
incidental to the storage and handling of goods, notwithstanding the provisions of section
545. Bills, 8 406. These amendments are contained in section 546, the Bankruptcy Code
provision that limits the trustee's avoidance powers.
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1.
Small Business Provisions

A. Definitions Relating to Small Business Debtors

Under current law, "small business™ is defined in Bankruptcy Code section
101(51)(C). The Bills delete the definition of small business, replacing it with definitions
of "small business case™ and "small business debtor:"

(51C) small business case means a case filed under chapter 11 of this title
in which the debtor is a small business debtor;

(51D) small business debtor—

(A) subject to subparagraph (B), means a person engaged in
commercial or business activities (including any affiliate of such
person that is also a debtor under this title and excluding a person
whose primary activity is the business of owning or operating real
property or activities incidental thereto) that has aggregate
noncontingent, liquidated secured and unsecured debts as of the
date of the petition or the order for relief in an amount not more
than $3,000,000 (excluding debts owed to 1 or more affiliates or
insiders) for a case in which the United States trustee has not
appointed under section 1102(a)(1) a committee of unsecured
creditors or where the court has determined that the committee of
unsecured creditors is not sufficiently active and representative to
provide effective oversight of the debtor; and

(B) does not include any member of a group of affiliated debtors
that has aggregate noncontingent liquidated secured and unsecured
debts in an amount greater than $3,000,000 (excluding debt owed
to 1 or more affiliates or insiders).

Bills, § 432 (emphasis added).

B. Issues Affecting Plan Confirmation

1. New Exclusivity Period in Small Business Cases

Under current law, a small business debtor (of which there are at present virtually
none, since the current small businesses provisions are both unattractive and elective) has
the exclusive right to file a plan until 100 days after the date of the order for relief. 11
U.S.C. 8§ 1121(e)(1). In small business cases, a plan must be filed in any event, be it by
the debtor or another party in interest, within 160 days after the date of the order for
relief. 11 U.S.C. 8 1121(e)(2). Only the exclusivity deadline can be extended for cause
under Bankruptcy Code section 1121(e)(3)(B) if it is demonstrated that "[t]he need for an
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increase is caused by circumstances for which the debtor should not be held
accountable." 11 U.S.C. § 1121(e)(3)(B).

Under the Bills, the small business provisions are no longer optional. All
business debtors with less than $3 million in debt (other than single asset real estate
debtors who are treated separately) must comply with the special small business
provision.

The Bills extend the small business debtor's exclusivity period to 180 days and the
absolute plan-filing deadline to 300 days after the date of the order for relief. The court
will not be permitted to extend those periods unless: (1) it is demonstrated by
preponderance of the evidence that it is more likely than not that the court will confirm
the plan within a reasonable period of time; (2) a new deadline is imposed at the time the
extension is granted; and (3) an order is signed before the existing deadline expires.

Bills, § 437.

The new law changes the standard and may make it more difficult for the debtor
to successfully extend the exclusivity period. The preponderance of the evidence
standard places the burden on the movant (usually the debtor in these instances) to show
that it will propose a confirmable plan. The current standard only requires the debtor to
establish that it should not be held accountable for its failure to file a plan. Moreover,
small business debtors will need to ensure that they move quickly to seek to extensions
before the expiration of the statutory periods.

2. Deadline for Confirmation of a Plan

The Bills add a new subsection to 11 U.S.C. § 1129, which specifies a time period
within which a small business debtor's plan must be confirmed. The House version
requires a small business debtor to confirm a plan within 175 days after the order for
relief, unless the period is extended pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1121(e)(3). H.R. 333 § 438.
This provision appears to be inconsistent with the House Bill's exclusivity provision for
small business debtors.

The Senate version, on the other hand, requires a small business debtor to confirm
a plan no later than 45 days after it is filed with the court. S. 420, § 438. The Senate
version provides for an extension of that period if the debtor can demonstrate that it is
more likely than not that the court will confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time.
If the period is to be extended, a new deadline must be imposed at the time the period is
extended and the order must be signed before the statutory period expires. S. 420, § 438.

3. Standard Form of Disclosure Statement and Plan

The Bills direct the Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy Rules of the Judicial
Conference of the United States and to propose a standard form disclosure statement and
plan of reorganization for small business debtors. These forms are supposed to strike a
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balance between the needs of the courts, creditors, and other parties in interest to receive
complete information, and economy and simplicity for debtors. Bills, § 433.

4, More Flexible Rules for Plan and Disclosure Statement

Under current law, a court can conditionally approve a disclosure statement in a
small business case. 11 U.S.C. § 1125(f)(1). Thereafter, the debtor can solicit
acceptances or rejections to the plan, provided that holders of claims and interests are
mailed a copy of the conditionally approved disclosure statement within 10 days before
the confirmation hearing. 11 U.S.C. § 1125(f)(2). Moreover, the court can hold a
combined hearing on the disclosure statement and plan. 11 U.S.C. 8 1125(f)(3).

The Bills amend section 1125(f) to authorize a court to determine that the plan
itself provides adequate information, making it unnecessary to file a separate disclosure
statement. Moreover, the section will authorize the court to approve a form disclosure
statement. The Bills preserve the court's ability to (1) conditionally approve a disclosure
statement and (2) combine the plan and disclosure statement hearing. The small business
debtor still can solicit acceptances to a conditionally approved disclosure statement,
provided that the disclosure statement is mailed to holders of claims and interests within
20 days before the confirmation hearing. Bills, § 431.

C. Duties of Trustee or Debtor in Possession in Small Business Cases

1. Duties of Debtor in Small Business Cases

The Bills add a new section to chapter 11. New section 1116 sets forth the duties
of a trustee or debtor in possession in small business cases. Bills, § 436. Section 1116
requires a small business debtor to attach additional information to its voluntary petition
and requires management to attend meetings and hearings. Section 1116 provides:

In a small business case, a trustee or the debtor in possession, in addition to the
duties provided in this title and as otherwise required by law, shall—

(1) append to the voluntary petition or, in an involuntary case, file not later
than 7 days after the date of the order for relief--

(A) its most recent balance sheet, statement of operations, cash-
flow statement, Federal income tax return; or

(B) a statement made under penalty of perjury that no balance
sheet, statement of operations, or cash-flow statement has been
prepared and no Federal tax return has been filed,;

(2) attend, through its senior management personnel and counsel, meetings
scheduled by the court or the United States trustee, including initial debtor
interviews, scheduling conferences, and meetings of creditors convened
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under section 341 unless the court waives that requirement after notice and
hearing, upon a finding of extraordinary and compelling circumstances;

(3) timely file all schedules and statements of financial affairs, unless the
court, after notice and a hearing, grants an extension, which shall not
extend such time period to a date later than 30 days after the date of the
order for relief, absent extraordinary and compelling circumstances;

(4) file all postpetition financial and other reports required by the Federal
Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure or by local rule of the district court;

(5) subject to section 363(c)(2), maintain insurance customary and
appropriate to the industry;

(6) (A) timely file tax returns and other required government filings;
and

(B) subject to section 363(c)(2), timely pay all administrative
expense tax claims, except those being contested by appropriate
proceedings being diligently prosecuted; and

(7) allow the United States trustee, or a designated representative of the
United States trustee, to inspect the debtor's business premises, books, and
records at reasonable times, after reasonable prior written notice, unless
notice is waived by the debtor.

2. Increased Debtor Reporting Requirements

The Bills add a new section to chapter 3 (section 308) which requires a small
business debtor to file periodic financial and other reports containing information with
respect to debtor's profitability and the debtor's projected cash receipts and
disbursements. In addition to that information, the small business debtor must report
whether it is in compliance with the requirements of the Bankruptcy Code and the
Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure and whether it has paid its taxes and filed its tax
returns. Bills, § 434.

It is unclear whether these periodic reports will take the place of the monthly
operating reports that currently are required to be filed and served upon the Office of the
United States Trustee.

The effective date of the amendments with respect to the increased debtor
reporting requirements is 60 days after the date on which "[r]ules are prescribed under
section 2075 of title 28, United States Code, to establish forms to be used to comply with
section 308 of title 11, United States Code . ... "
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The Bills also direct the Advisory Committee on Bankruptcy Rules of the Judicial
Conference of the United States to propose a corresponding Federal Rule of Bankruptcy
Procedure to implement new section 308.

3. Increased Supervision by Office of the United States Trustee

The United States Trustee ("UST") will have increased monitoring
responsibilities in small business cases. Bankruptcy Code section 586(a) will set forth
the UST's increased monitoring functions in small business cases. In small business
cases, the UST will be required to conduct an initial debtor interview "as soon as
practicable" after the entry of the order for relief, but before the first meeting of creditors
under Bankruptcy Code section 341(a). During the initial debtor interview, the UST will
(1) begin to investigate the debtor's viability; (ii) inquire about the debtor's business plan;
(iii) explain the debtor's obligations to file monthly operating reports and other required
reports; (iv) attempt to develop an agreed scheduling order; and (v) inform the debtor of
other obligations. Bills, § 439.

In addition to investigating the debtor's viability during the initial debtor interview
and making other inquiries, the UST may visit the debtor's business to "[a]scertain the
state of the debtor's books and records and verify that the debtor has filed its tax
returns...." Bills, 8 439. Moreover, the UST will monitor the debtor's activities to
determine "[w]hether the debtor will be unable to confirma plan...." Bills, 8439
(emphasis added). This represents a potentially important shift toward involving the UST
in business operations as well as case administration.

It is difficult to determine how the UST's increased monitoring function in small
business cases will affect a small business debtor's ability to conduct its normal business
operations. However, many contend that requiring the UST to have that much
involvement in a small business debtor's business affairs will only hinder the small
business debtor's reorganization efforts.

D. Automatic Stay Does Not Apply to Serial Filers

Unless a small business debtor can prove by a preponderance of the evidence that
(1) its bankruptcy resulted from circumstances beyond the debtor's control that were not
foreseeable at the time the case was filed and that (2) it is more likely than not that the
court will confirm a plan of reorganization (as opposed to a liquidating plan), the
automatic stay will not apply in a case in which the debtor:

"(A) is a debtor in a small business case pending at the time the petition is filed;

(B) was a debtor in a small business case that was dismissed for any reason by an
order that became final in the 2-year period ending on the date of the order for
relief entered with respect to the petition;
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(C) was a debtor in a small business case in which a plan was confirmed in
the 2-year period ending on the date of the order for relief entered with
respect to the petition; or

(D) is an entity that has succeeded to substantially all of the assets or
business of a small business debtor described in subparagraph (A), (B), or

Bills, § 441.

At first glance, it would appear that the automatic stay does not apply in a small
business case. That is incorrect. These provisions were added to prevent serial filing.
Note that the serial filer provision will not apply to an involuntary case, provided that
there was no collusion by the debtor with creditors. Given the new limitation on the
automatic stay, the preferred course of action for a small business debtor that has
confirmed a plan or reorganization within the past 2 years and subsequently wishes to
liquidate in chapter 11 is to reopen the prior case. It is unclear why Congress appears to
prefer a failed reorganization to be followed by another attempt at reorganization than by
orderly liquidation under chapter 11.
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1.
Single Asset Real Estate

A. Definition

Single asset real estate ("SARE") cases have been of little significance so far
because the $4 million cap excluded most significant projects, at least in California. The
Bills eliminate the $4 million cap:

(51B) "single asset real estate” means real property

constituting a single property or project, other than residential

real property with fewer than 4 residential units, which

generates substantially all of the gross income of a debtor who is not a family
farmer and on which no substantial business is being conducted by a debtor
other than the business of operating the real property and

activities incidental;

Bills, § 1201.

The elimination of the cap means that for the first time the SARE rules will apply
in large cases. Note however that the definition will still exclude real estate projects upon
which the debtor operates a "real” business — hotels, farms, health care and so forth.
Also there will be significant pressure on defining exactly what is a single "project™ for
purposes of application of the SARE rules as multiple project entities remain excluded.

B. Monthly Payments

Revised section 362(d)(3) provides:

(d) On request of a party in interest and after notice and a hearing, the court
shall grant relief from the stay provided under subsection (a) of this section,
such as by terminating, annulling, modifying, or conditioning such stay —

(3) with respect to a stay of an act against single asset real

estate under subsection (a), by a creditor whose claim is secured

by an interest in such real estate, unless, not later than the

date that is 90 days after the entry of the order for relief (or

such later date as the court may determine for cause by order

entered within that 90-day period) or 30 days after the court determines
that the debtor is subject to this paragraph, whichever is later -

(A) the debtor has filed a plan of reorganization that has a
reasonable possibility of being confirmed within a reasonable
time; or

(B) the debtor has commenced monthly payments that —

(i) _may, in the debtor’s sole discretion, notwithstanding section
363(c)(2), be made from rents or other income generated before or
after the commencement of the case by or from the property to
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each creditor whose claim is secured by such real estate (other than
a claim secured by a judgment lien or by an unmatured statutory
lien); and

(ii) are in an amount equal to interest at the then applicable
nondefault contract rate of interest on the value of the creditor’s
interest in the real estate;

Bills, § 444.

To date there is little case law or experience with section 362(d)(3) because of the
cap. It remains to be seen how significant the SARE rules will be in practice in light of
this limited experience. But at least in theory, the debtor will have to pay to play, that is
stay current on monthly payments to secured creditors. Application of those monthly
payments will depend on whether the creditor is over or undersecured. If the creditor is
undersecured, under United Sav. Ass'n of Texas v. Timbers of Inwood Forest Associates,
Ltd., 484 U.S. 365 (1988), the payments should be applied to reduce principal. Bills, §
444, Alternatively, the debtor can avoid foreclosure by getting a confirmable plan on file
within 90 days.

As under existing law, revised (d)(3) will allow the debtor (or presumably any
party resisting relief from stay) to move to extend the time period for commencement of
payments within the 90 days for "cause.” The Bills further loosen up the time frame for
the commencement of monthly payments by allowing the debtor to contest the
applicability of the SARE rules and only requiring payments to commence within 30
days after a determination that SARE is applicable. Bills, 8 444. Especially in the larger
cases, debtors may well take advantage of these provisions to defer payment.

C. Monthly Payments From Pledged Rents

Current law allows a creditor whose claim is secured by single asset real estate
relief from the automatic stay unless (1) the debtor has filed a confirmable plan of
reorganization or (2) the debtor is making monthly payments "to each creditor whose
claim is secured by such real estate . . . which payments are in an amount equal to interest
at a current fair market on the value of the creditor's interest in the real estate.” 11 U.S.C.
§ 362(d)(3).

There is a split of authority under current law on whether rents may be a source of
required adequate protection payments. The Bills revise section 362(d)(3)(B), making it
possible for debtors to commence making payments to secured creditors from pledged
rents. Bills, § 444. Since rents are the only likely source of cash payments in a SARE
case, this is a major concession to debtors.
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D. Rate of Interest

Under current law, a single asset real estate debtor can commence making
monthly payments "equal to interest at a fair market value of the creditor's interest in real
estate.” 11 U.S.C. 8 362(d)(3)(B) (emphasis added). The Bills change the applicable rate
of interest to "[a]n amount equal to interest at the then applicable nondefault contract rate
of interest on the value of the creditor's interest in the real estate . . . ." Bills, § 444
(emphasis added). This should simplify administration of the statute and under current
market conditions of falling rates probably works to the advantage of lenders.

Note that the payments are measured in the amount of interest; they are not
interest payments. Whether they will be attributable to interest or principal probably
should depend on whether the property is over or undersecured.

E. Creation or Perfection of Liens for Special Taxes or Assessments on Real
Property

The Second Circuit in_Lincoln Sav. Bank, et al v. Suffolk County Treasurer (In re
Parr Meadows Racing Ass'n, Inc.), 880 F.2d 1540, 1542 (2d Cir. 1989) held that the
automatic stay prohibited "[t]he creation of a local tax lien upon real property unless the
county has a prepetition interest in the real property . . .." The 1994 amendments to the
Bankruptcy Code overruled Parr Meadows by creating an additional exception to the
automatic stay for "[t]he creation or perfection of a statutory lien for an ad valorem
property tax imposed by the District of Columbia or a political subdivision of the State, if
such tax comes due after the filing of the petition." 11 U.S.C. 8 362(b)(18).

The Bills expand the overruling of Parr Meadows by clarifying that the exception
to the stay applies to all special taxes and assessments on real estate, whether or not ad
valorem:

(18) under subsection (a) of the creation or perfection of a statutory lien
for an ad valorem property tax, or a special tax or special assessment on
real property whether or not ad valorem, imposed by a governmental unit,
if such tax or assessment comes due after the filing of the petition

H.R. 333, § 1226; S. 420, § 1225 (emphasis added).
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V.
Chapter 11 Plan Issues

A. Exclusivity

The Bills contain amendments to Bankruptcy Code section 1121(d) that will
affect the debtor's ability to seek unlimited extensions of the plan exclusivity and
solicitation periods. Current Bankruptcy Code section 1121(d) permits a party in interest
to seek to reduce or increase (1) the 120-day period within which the debtor has the
exclusive right to submit a plan of reorganization and (2) the 180-day period within
which the debtor must obtain acceptances to its proposed plan of reorganization.
Currently, section 1121(d) does not limit the debtor's ability to continue to seek extension
after extension, provided that the requisite cause is established each time.

The Bills add a new paragraph to section 1121(d), which limits the debtor to a 14-
month extension in the case of both the exclusivity and plan solicitation periods:

(2)(A) The 120-day period specified in paragraph (1) may not be extended beyond
a date that is 18 months after the date of the order for relief under this chapter.

(B) The 180-day period specified in paragraph (1) may not be extended
beyond a date that is 20 months after the date of the order for relief under
this chapter.
Bills, § 411.
These revisions will have the most serious impact on the larger and more
contentious chapter 11 cases, and may encourage creditors to file more competing plans
in such cases.

B. Revised Definition of ""Adequate Information"'

The Bills add some additional language to the definition of “Adequate
Information™ that currently is contained in Bankruptcy Code section 1125(a). The
revised definition includes the following language:

"[ITn determining whether a disclosure statement provides adequate
information, the court shall consider the complexity of the case, the
benefit of additional information to creditors and other parties in interest,
and the cost of providing additional information . . . ."

Bills, § 431.

Moreover, adequate information also will include "[a] discussion of the potential
material Federal tax consequences of the plan to the debtor, any successor to the debtor,
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and a hypothetical investor typical of the holders of claims or interest in the case . . . ."
Bills, § 717.

C. Discharge

1. Individual Chapter 11 Debtors —
Plan Payments Must be Made Before Discharge is Effective

The Bills add a new paragraph to subsection 1141(d) that requires a chapter 11
individual debtor to complete all payments under a plan before a discharge will become
effective. The amendments to section 1141(d) simply clarify that an individual must
confirm a plan and complete all of the payments under the plan before a discharge will
become effective. The amendment gives the court discretion to grant a discharge to an
individual chapter 11 debtor that has not completed all of the payments under a plan if:

(i) for each unsecured claim, the value, as of the effective date of the plan,
of property actually distributed under the plan on account of that claim is
not less than the amount that would have been paid on such claim if the
estate of the debtor had been liquidated under chapter 7 of this title on
such date; and

(if) modification of the plan under 1127 of this title is not practicable.
Bills, § 321(d) (emphasis added).
The House Bill revises section 1141(d)(2):

A discharge under this chapter does not discharge a debtor from any debt
excepted from discharge under section 523 of this title.

H.R. 333, § 321(d).

The Senate leaves § 1141(d)(2) unchanged. It is unclear whether the House
version simply removes a redundancy in the current Bankruptcy Code or whether it is
meant to have any substantive effect. It is difficult to discern what possible substantive
effect this provision of the House Bill might have since section 523(a) is expressly
limited to the debts of individuals.
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2. Corporate Chapter 11 Debtors —
Limitation on Discharge of Certain Fraud and Tax Claims

in Chapter 11

The Bills add a new paragraph (6) to section 1141(d) to circumscribe the scope of
the chapter 11 discharge. Bills, 8 708. The House Bill subjects corporate debtors to an
exception from discharge for certain false and fraudulent taxes and also probably
intended to make applicable to corporate debtors the section 523(a)(2) exception to
discharge for certain debts incurred by fraud.

H.R. 333, § 708. 1141(d)(6), as revised by the House, provides:

(6) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the confirmation of a plan does not
discharge a debtor that is a corporation from any debt described in section
523(a)(2) or for a tax or customs duty with respect to which the debtor —

(A) made a fraudulent return; or

(B) willfully attempted in any manner to evade or defeat that tax
or duty

H.R. 333, § 708.

As drafted, the House bill clearly excludes fraudulent tax or customs duty claims
from a corporate chapter 11 debtor’s discharge if the debtor made a fraudulent return or
willfully attempted in any manner to evade or defeat the claim. Less clear, however, is
whether the amendment subjects corporate debtors to the section 523(a)(2) exception to
discharge for non-tax debts. The ambiguity concerns the absence of a comma after
"523(a)(2)." As drafted, the plain language of the amendment limits the 523(a)(2) debts
excepted from discharge to those "with respect to which the debtor made a fraudulent
return or willfully attempted in any manner to evade or defeat that tax or duty.”

On the other hand, it could be argued that the drafters intended to place a comma after
"section 523(a)(2)," which would have made section 523(a)(2) applicable to corporate
debtors to allow creditors to pursue post-confirmation fraud actions against corporate
debtors. The problem with that outcome is that section 523(c) requires the bankruptcy
court to exercise exclusive jurisdiction over nondischargeability complaints under section
523(a)(2). Although the bankruptcy judge is not required to determine the amount of the
nondischargeable debt, most exercise their power to do so. It is unclear whether
bankruptcy courts will exercise exclusive jurisdiction over section 1141
nondischargeability complaints to the extent they involve debts "described” in section
523(a)(2).

Not surprisingly, the House version of new paragraph (6) raised a lot of concern
among bankruptcy practitioners by opening the door for any creditor to seek exception to
the chapter 11 discharge on grounds of fraud perhaps even after confirmation of the plan.
S. 420 fixes one potential problem created by H.R. 333 by making it clear that the
provision applies only to the claims of governmental units against corporate debtors
under certain limited circumstances:
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(6) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the confirmation of a plan does not
discharge a debtor that is a corporation from any debt described in
subparagraph (A) or (B) of section 523(a)(2) that is owed to a domestic
governmental unit or owed to a person as the result of an action filed
under subchapter 111 of chapter 37 of title 31, United States Code, or any
similar statute, or for a tax or customs duty with respect to which the
debtor —

(A) made a fraudulent return; or

(B) willfully attempted in any manner to evade or defeat that tax or
duty.

S. 420, § 708.

In this section the comma after "similar statute” removes the ambiguity about the
scope extending to non-tax fraud debts. But the Senate version creates additional
ambiguities. As drafted, the new provision might limit the government to claims under
Subchapter 111 of title 37. Subchapter 111 of chapter 37 of title 31 is entitled "Claims
Against the United States Government.” 31 U.S.C. 8§ 3721 et. seq. Claims arising under
chapter 37 can be asserted only against the United States government. The various
sections chapter 37 authorize the Attorney General of the heads of various federal
governmental agencies to settle claims that are asserted against the United States. Such
claims include but are not limited to claims of or relating to government employees,
property damage and damages cause by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

B. Tax Provisions

1. Rate of Interest on Tax Claims

A new section has been added to chapter 5 of the Bankruptcy Code. Bills, § 704.
Section 511 relates to the rate of interest on tax claims. Section 511 provides that the rate
of interest on a tax claim is determined under applicable nonbankruptcy law:

If any provision of this title requires the payment of interest on a
tax claim or on an administrative expense tax, or the payment of
interest to enable a creditor to receive the present value of the
allowed amount of a tax claim, the rate of interest shall be the rate
determined under applicable nonbankruptcy law.

Bills, § 704.

It is unclear whether "the rate determined under applicable nonbankruptcy law" is
the default rate. New section 511 further provides that if taxes are to be paid under a
plan, "[t]he rate of interest shall be determined as of the calendar month in which the plan
is confirmed.” Bills, § 704. This revision does not take into account that in some cases,
the effective date of the plan is long after confirmation.
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2. Time and Manner of Payment of Tax Claims Under a Plan.

Under current law, one of the requirements for confirmation of a plan is that the
plan provide that the allowed unsecured claims of governmental units "[r]eceive on
account of such claim deferred cash payments, over a period not exceeding six years after
the date of assessment of such claim, of a value, as of the effective date of the plan, equal
to the allowed amount of such claim."” 11 U.S.C. § 1129(a)(9)(C). The Bills significantly
revise section 1129(a)(9)(C). Bills, § 710(2).

First, governmental units holding allowed unsecured claims must receive on
account of such claim, regular installment payments in cash "[0]f a total value, as of the
effective date of the plan, equal to the allowed amount of such claim...."

Second, payments to taxing authorities can no longer be stretched out for a period
of six years from the date of the assessment. Under revised section 1129(a)(9)(C), those
claims must be paid in full within five years after the date of the entry of the order for
relief.

Third, and perhaps most significant, a taxing authority must not receive less
favorable treatment than other non-priority unsecured claims provided for in the plan.
Thus, if a class (other than a convenience class) is paid on the effective date of the plan, it
is arguable that the taxing agency must be paid on the effective date as well. On the other
hand, if trade claims are paid at a discount on the effective date, perhaps the payment in
full of the tax claim a few years later is not less favorable.

Finally, taxing authorities that hold secured claims which would otherwise meet
the description of unsecured priority claims will be entitled to cash payments in the same
manner and over the same period as described above.

3. Taxes Incurred Before the Commencement of the Case

Under current law, the unsecured property tax claims of governmental units
qualify for priority under Bankruptcy Code section 507(a)(8) if property taxes were
assessed before the commencement of the case. 11 U.S.C. § 507(a)(8)(B). The Bills
revise section 507(a)(8) to provide that property taxes that have been incurred before the
commencement of the case receive priority treatment. Bills, 8 706. Accordingly, taxes
that are incurred prepetition but assessed postpetition will qualify for priority treatment
under Bankruptcy Code section 507(a)(8).

4. Determination of Tax Liability

Under current law, a bankruptcy court may determine the debtor's tax liability
unless the matter was already contested and adjudicated before a court of competent
jurisdiction. 11 U.S.C. 8 505(a). The Bills add a new subparagraph (C) to section
505(a)(2), preventing the bankruptcy court from determining "[t]he amount or legality of
any amount arising in connection with an ad valorem tax on real or personal property of
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the estate, if the applicable period for contesting or redetermining that amount under any
law (other than a bankruptcy law) has expired." Bills, § 701.

Most states have statutes that provide a limited time period within which a party
may contest the assessment of an ad valorem tax. Under revised section 505(a), a
bankruptcy court is not authorized to adjudicate a dispute over the assessment of an ad
valorem tax after the expiration of the applicable period for contesting the assessment.

5. Provisions Affecting Subordination of Tax Liens

Bankruptcy Code section 724(b) provides for the subordination of tax liens to pay
among other things, secured claims and administrative expenses. 11 U.S.C. § 724(b).
Current section 724(b)(1) grants first priority to holders of allowed claims that are
secured by a lien on the property that also is subject to a tax lien. 11 U.S.C. § 724(b)(1).
The Bills revise section 724(b)(1) to provide that tax liens arising in connection with ad
valorem taxes will not be subordinated to the payment of secured claims. Revised
section 724(b)(1) provides:

(b) Property in which the estate has an interest and that is subject to a lien that is not
avoidable under this title and that secures an allowed claim for a tax, or proceeds of
such property, shall be distributed . . .

(1) first, to any holder of an allowed claim secured by a lien

on such property that is not avoidable under this title (other than to the
extent that there is a properly perfected unavoidable tax lien arising in
connection with an ad valorem tax on real or personal property of the
estate); and that is senior to such tax lien . . .

Bills, § 701.

Perhaps more problematic is the section that essentially re-orders the priority for
the payment of chapter 11 administrative expenses in cases that have been converted to
chapter 7. Current section 724(b)(2) grants second priority over tax liens to holders of
allowed administrative expense claims under section 507(a)(1). Such claims include
chapter 11 administrative expenses incurred during chapter 11 cases that are later
converted to chapter 7. The Bills make it clear that chapter 11 administrative expenses,
except for certain employee claims, will no longer receive second priority under section
724(b)(2). Revised section 724(b)(2) provides:

(b) Property in which the estate has an interest and that is subject to a lien that is not
avoidable under this title and that secures an allowed claim for a tax, or proceeds of
such property, shall be distributed . . .

(2) second, to any holder of a claim of a kind specified in
section 507(a)(1)_(except that such expenses, other than claims for wages,
salaries, or commissions which arise after the filing of a petition, shall be
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limited to expenses incurred under chapter 7 of this title and shall not
include expenses incurred under chapter 11 of this title), 507(a)(2), 507(a)(3),
507(a)(4), 507(a)(5), 507(a)(6), or 507(a)(7) of this title, to the extent of the
amount of such allowed tax claim that is secured by such tax

lien;

Bills, § 701.
Finally, the Bills add a new paragraph (e) to section 724 which provides:

(e) Before subordinating a tax lien on real or personal property of the estate, the
trustee shall--

(1) exhaust the unencumbered assets of the estate; and

(2) in a manner consistent with section 506(c), recover from property
securing an allowed secured claim the reasonable, necessary costs and
expenses of preserving or disposing of that property.

6. Setoff of Tax Refunds

The automatic stay will not preclude a taxing authority from setting off an income
tax refund under certain circumstances. According to the Bills, a governmental unit can
set off a tax refund with respect to a taxable period that ended before the commencement
of the case against an income tax liability for a taxable period that ended before the
commencement of the case. Bills, § 718.

However, if applicable nonbankruptcy law would not permit the setoff due to a
pending action to determine the amount of legality of tax liability, the government cannot
set off the refund, but may hold it pending resolution of the action. The taxing authority
can be compelled to release the tax refund, but only if it is granted adequate protection
(within the meaning of section 361) for its secured claim under Bankruptcy Code section
506(a).

7. Stay of Tax Proceedings Limited to Prepetition Taxes

Under current law, the automatic stay applies to "[tlhe commencement or
continuation of a proceeding before the United States Tax Court concerning the debtor."
11 U.S.C. 8 362(a)(8). The Bills revise section 362(a)(8), to make the stay applicable to
"[t]he commencement or continuation of a proceeding before the United States Tax Court
concerning a corporate debtor's tax liability for a taxable period the bankruptcy court may
determine . ..." Bills, § 709. Under the revised law, section 362(a)(8) is restricted to
corporations and excludes individuals.
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V.
Prepackaged Bankruptcies

A. Prepetition Solicitation and Acceptance

Under current law, a debtor cannot solicit acceptances or rejections to a plan
postpetition until the holders of each claim or interest have received a bankruptcy court-
approved disclosure statement. 11 U.S.C. § 1125(b). With respect to a prepackaged
plan, the debtor can solicit acceptances under section 1126(b) but apparently that
solicitation process cannot continue postpetition without the approval of a disclosure
statement. The Bills add subsection (g) to section 1125, making it clear that "an
acceptance or rejection of the plan may be solicited from a holder of a claim or interest if
such solicitation complies with applicable nonbankruptcy law and if such holder was
solicited before the commencement of the case in a manner complying with applicable
nonbankruptcy law." Bills, § 408.

B. No Meeting of Creditors Required in Pre-Packaged Bankruptcy

Under the revised law, a party in interest may request that the UST refrain from
convening a meeting of creditors under Bankruptcy Code section 341(a) if the debtor has
solicited acceptances to a prepackaged plan. After notice and a hearing, and if there is
cause, the court may direct the UST to refrain from convening a 341(a) meeting. Bills, §
402.
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VI.
Creditors' Committees

A. Reimbursement of Attorneys' Fees

The Third Circuit held that the 1994 amendment to Bankruptcy Code section
503(b)(3)(F), which authorized reimbursement of expenses inc