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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

In re: Chapter 11

Adelphia Communications Corp., Case No. 02-41729 (SHL)

Debtor.

N N N N N N N

OMNIBUS REPLY IN SUPPORT OF PLAN
ADMINISTRATOR’S MOTION FOR (I) FINAL
DECREE CLOSING THE DEBTOR’S CHAPTER 11 CASE
PURSUANT TO SECTION 350(a) OF THE BANKRUPTCY
CODE AND BANKRUPTCY RULE 3022, (II) TERMINATING
CLAIMS AND NOTICING AGENT, AND (I1II) GRANTING RELATED RELIEF

Development Specialists, Inc., in its capacity as Plan Administrator (the ‘“Plan
Administrator”) for Adelphia Communications Corporation, as debtor in the above-captioned case
(the “Debtor”) hereby files this omnibus reply (the “Reply”) in support of Plan Administrator’s
Motion for (I) Final Decree Closing the Debtor’s Chapter 11 Case Pursuant to Section 350(a) of
the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 3022, (II) Terminating Claims and Noticing Agent, and

(111) Granting Related Relief [Docket No. 14994] (the “Motion”)! and in response to the objections

' Capitalized terms used but not defined in this Reply have the meanings given them in the Motion.
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filed by Mr. Mapin Desai [Docket No. 14887] and Mr. Patrick Foote [Docket No. 14886] (each,
an “Objection” and together “Objections”). In support of the Motion, the Plan Administrator
respectfully submits the Declaration of Thomas P. Jeremiassen in Support of the Plan
Administrator’s Motion for (I) Final Decree Closing the Debtor’s Chapter 11 Case Pursuant to
Section 350(a) of the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 3022, (II) Terminating Claims and
Noticing Agent, and (I1l) Granting Related Relief, attached hereto as Exhibit A (the “Jeremiassen
Declaration™), and respectfully states as follows:

REPLY

1. The Objections attempt to forestall the conclusion of this case, but neither objecting
party has standing or any real basis to do so. To the extent the objecting parties held stock in the
Debtors prior to the Effective Date, such interests were either cancelled pursuant to the Plan
(Plan § 8.6) and were not entitled to any distribution (Plan § 2.4), or are not entitled to a recovery
ahead of senior creditors.

2. Additionally, on their merits, each of the arguments made in the Objections is
unfounded. At base, Mr. Desai continues to raise arguments about missing assets, circumventing
distribution priority, and “ignoring” prior rulings and established laws that the Court has
considered and overruled on multiple occasions in the past. And, Mr. Foote asserts a similar
argument regarding “hidden assets” that this Court has addressed and overruled.

3. As this Court may recall, Mr. Desai is a serial objector. Since 2013, Mr. Desai and
certain family members have filed approximately sixty (60) objections or letters on the docket. To
date, the Court has overruled each of Mr. Desai’s objections to the various motions filed in this
case, including: (i) in 2013, when the Court overruled Mr. Desai’s objection to the Debtors’ motion
seeking clarification of certain ambiguities in their confirmed chapter 11 plan [Docket No. 14592];

(i1) in 2015, when the Court approved the Trust’s motion seeking to further extend the term of the
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Trust and approving certain wind-down steps [Docket No. 14631]; (iii) in 2017, when the Court
entered an order regarding numerous letters filed by Mr. Desai regarding the lack of distributions
to shareholders and finding that there was “no basis for it to take action” [Docket No. 14670]; (iv)
in 2019, when the Court so-ordered the stipulation and order approving a successor plan
administrator [Docket No. 14762]; and (v) in 2020, when the Court entered an order authorizing
the Debtors to pay off the Tow Note [Docket No. 14803]. Annexed hereto as Exhibit B through
Exhibit F are transcripts from the relevant hearings relating to the above, if applicable (sub-clauses
(1), (i1) and (iv) above), a related letter to the Court addressing certain of these matters (sub-clause
(ii1) above), and this Court’s order addressing a related matter (sub-clause (v) above).

4. These prior objections overlap with many of Mr. Desai’s current objections and
primarily relate to his arguments that: (i) the relief sought was in circumvention of a June 17, 2008
decision by Judge Lawrence McKenna and a May 26, 2010 decision by the Second Circuit Court
of Appeals; (ii) the relief sought was in violation of the so-called New York and Pennsylvania out
of pocket rules; (iii) the relief sought disregarded the distribution waterfall provided for under the
Plan; and (iv) there are billions of dollars of hidden assets.

5. As the Court noted at past hearings with respect to Mr. Desai’s prior objections:

[M]uch of what you have here is a repeat of objections [Mr. Desai] filed in this case

numerous times, that Judge Gerber has dealt with before and that I dealt with, as
well, in 2017 (See June 13, 2019 Hr’g Tr. 16:2-5); and

As to the objection, the primary objections that been provided by Mr. Desai is a
repeat of objections he’s made stretching back for some time, including 2013, 2017,
with his argument that it’s clear that all creditors of Adelphia have been paid what
they are due. That was rejected by Judge Gerber, who had the case from its
inception, and it was also rejected by me in 2017, when it was brought before me.
There was no appeal of my order in 2017. That’s all law of the case, res judicata,
collateral estoppel; whatever legal label you would like to put on it (See id. at 20:9-
18).

For the same reasons these objections were rejected then, they should be rejected now.
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Further, as if the Court’s prior rulings are not justification enough to overrule Mr. Desai’s repeated
arguments, Mr. Desai’s current Objection lacks evidentiary support. Along these lines, Mr. Desai
continues to ignore each of the post-confirmation status reports signed under penalty of perjury,
which provide information about the steps taken to execute the Plan and existing balances of assets
and liabilities. As this Court is aware, in 2025, Adelphia entered into the Tow settlement, which
brought several millions of dollars into the estate. See Docket No. 14803. This money was
distributed in accordance with the approved waterfall and as of March 31, 2026, just under
$900,000 remained to make a final distribution and winddown the estate. See Docket No. 14881.

6. Similar to Mr. Desai, Mr. Foote also argues that there are “hidden assets.” No
evidence supports this claim. To the contrary, the Debtor has demonstrated that it has less than
$900,000 in remaining assets as of March 31, 2026. See Jeremiassen Declaration. Additionally,
this Court has explicitly addressed this assertion in the past and found it has no merit. See June
13,2019 Hr’g Tr. 21:18-21 (“[T]he trial made very clear what’s left in the case and the particular
issues that need to be pursued, those were all explained very clear by all parties.”).

7. For the reasons set forth above, the Plan Administrator respectfully submits that the
Objections should be overruled.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank]
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CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, the Plan Administrator respectfully requests that the Court overrule the
Objections and approve the Motion.

Dated: May 27, 2026 WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER LLP
New York, New York

By: _ /s/Matthew A. Feldman
Matthew A. Feldman
Betsy L. Feldman
Alex M. Bisogno
787 Seventh Avenue
New York, New York 10019
Telephone: (212) 728-8000
Facsimile: (212) 728-8111
mfeldman@willkie.com
bfeldman@willkie.com
abisogno@willkie.com

Counsel to the Plan Administrator
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

In re: Chapter 11

Adelphia Communications Corp., Case No. 02-41729 (SHL)

Debtor.

N N N N N N N

DECLARATION OF THOMAS P. JEREMIASSEN IN SUPPORT
OF THE PLAN ADMINISTRATOR’S MOTION FOR (I) FINAL
DECREE CLOSING THE DEBTOR’S CHAPTER 11 CASE
PURSUANT TO SECTION 350(a) OF THE BANKRUPTCY
CODE AND BANKRUPTCY RULE 3022, (II) TERMINATING
CLAIMS AND NOTICING AGENT, AND (III) GRANTING RELATED RELIEF

I, Thomas P. Jeremiassen, hereby declare, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, as follows:
1. Following the “Effective Date” of the First Modified Fifth Amended Joint Chapter
11 Plan for Adelphia Communications Corporation and Certain of its Affiliated Debtors (the

“Plan”), a Plan Administrator (the “Plan Administrator”) was appointed as the presiding officer

and the sole governor for each debtor that was jointly administered under the above-captioned
case, including Adelphia Communications Corporation (the “Debtor”). On August 14, 2019,
Development Specialists, Inc. (“DSI”) was appointed to serve as the successor Plan Administrator
for the Debtor.

2. I am a Senior Managing Director at DSI, located at 333 S. Grand Avenue Suite
4100, Los Angeles, California 90071. I am duly authorized to make this declaration (the
“Declaration”) on behalf of the Plan Administrator. Since DSI’s appointment as successor Plan
Administrator, I have been consistently involved in or am familiar with the Debtor’s wind-down
activities following the Effective Date of the Plan. In such capacity, I became familiar with the

financial affairs of the Debtor.
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3. I submit this declaration in support of the accompanying reply (the “Reply”)? of the
Plan Administrator. Unless otherwise stated in this Declaration, I have personal knowledge of the
facts hereinafter set forth.

4. The Debtor has filed seventy-seven post-confirmation status reports to keep this
Court, creditors, and parties in interest, apprised of the Debtor’s assets and liabilities, as well as
ongoing efforts in connection with consummation of the Plan.

5. As seen in the seventy-seventh post-confirmation status report (the “77" PCSR”),
the remaining balance of cash held by the Debtor is less than $900,000.

6. The Debtor does not have access to any other assets besides those described in the
77" PCSR.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the

United States that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: May 27, 2026 Respectfully submitted,
Coudersport, Pennsylvania
Adelphia Communications Corporation
By: Development Specialists, Inc.
Title: Plan Administrator

By: _ /s/ Thomas P. Jeremiassen
Name: Thomas P. Jeremiassen
Title: Senior Managing Director

2 Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the Reply.
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Exhibit B
10/21/2013 Hearing Transcript filed at Docket No. 14587
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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

IN RE: . Chapter 11

ADELPHIA COMMUNICATIONS
CORPORATION, et al,

Case No. 02-41729-REG
(Jointly Administered)
New York, New York

Monday, October 21, 2013
9:57 a.m.

Reorganized Debtors.

TRANSCRIPT OF MOTION TO APPROVE/MOTION FOR AN ORDER AUTHORIZING
THE DESTRUCTION OF BUSINESS RECORDS
BEFORE THE HONORABLE ROBERT E. GERBER
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE

APPEARANCES:

For the Reorganized
Debtors: Paul V. Shalhoub, Esqg.

Andrew D. Sorkin, Esqg.
WILLKIE, FARR & GALLAGHER, LLP
787 Seventh Avenue

New York, New York 10019

Also Appearing: Mapin Desai, Pro Se
Hina Desai, Pro Se
Jaimini Desai, Pro Se
Audio Operator: Electronically Recorded
by Matthew, ECRO

Reliable

1007 N. Orange Street

Wilmington, Delaware 19801

(302) 654-8080

Email: gmatthews@reliable-co.com

Transcription Company:

Proceedings recorded by electronic sound recording, transcript
produced by transcription service.
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(Proceedings commence at 9:57 a.m.)

THE COURT: Adelphia. Mr. Shalhoub, I thought I saw
you there. Good morning.

MR. SHALHOUB: Good morning, Your Honor. For the
record, Paul Shalhoub of Willkie, Farr & Gallagher, on behalf
of Adelphia and its affiliated debtors. It's been a while,
Your Honor, so it's a pleasure to be back in the courtroom.

THE COURT: It has been a long time.

MR. SHALHOUB: Your Honor, we —-

THE COURT: Especially from the debtor itself.

MR. SHALHOUB: I know that to be the case.

We're here, Your Honor, for the record, on the
debtors' motion dated September 23rd, seeking an order of the
Court clarifying or interpreting the plan with respect to how
the plan -- the, quote/unquote, "plan consideration," which is
cash and new common stock, Time Warner new common stock on the
plan, and remaining assets, which is everything else, other
than what was contributed to the -- what was first called the
"contingent value vehicle," the CVV, and later became the
Adelphia Recovery Trust, which were -- which were the causes of
action that were dropped into the litigation trust; how plan --
we're not talking about the CVV right now. What we're talking
about is plan consideration and remaining assets, and how that
is to be distributed under the plan, to whom, and in what

quantum. And I'll get to all that.
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We gave very broad notice of today's hearing; we gave
it to all equity holders and all allowed claim holders. We
received four objections; each was docketed twice, I believe,
but -- and I believe them to be identical except for the
claimant. And I think the objecting parties are in the
courtroom today.

But essentially, at bottom, Your Honor, what we're
seeking -- and I can -- I know it's Your Honor's practice to
review the motion. I can go through whatever level of detail
the Court requires.

THE COURT: You don't need to do it for me. I do want
you to say enough, so that the objectors know where you're
coming from, in case they might not have read your papers. So
hit the high points of what you said, not particularly for my
benefit, to tell you the truth, but so they understand where
you're coming from.

MR. SHALHOUB: Okay. I will, Your Honor. And I did
try to have a brief conversation with them before the
commencement of the hearing, but we didn't resolve anything.

But at a high level, Your Honor, the way the plan
works and 1is operated, it was structured as two separate pools
of distributable assets. The plan --

THE COURT: Keep that mic. close to you, please.

MR. SHALHOUB: I'm sorry. Sometimes I'm taller than I

remember, until I see --
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THE COURT: Not a problem that I have, but I

understand.
(Laughter.)

MR. SHALHOUB: Well, until I see my sixteen-year-old,
and look up to him, so

But essentially, we're dealing with two distributable
pools of assets: Plan consideration and remaining asset; and
again, "plan consideration" being cash from the sale and Time
Warner stock; and then "remaining assets" being everything
else, other than the litigation that was contributed to the
CVV.

And the plan, if you remember, had a -- embodied a
global compromise that said the subsidiary debtors -- all
creditors of the subsidiary debtors are going to be paid in
full, except for certain settlement give-ups, which were given
to the ACC debtors --

THE COURT: "ACC" being the parent.

MR. SHALHOUB: ACC being the holding company, the
parent debtor.

And the plan said the parent debtor would distribute
the give-ups, as well as the cash and the common stock and
everything else, other than the litigation, to the holders of
allowed claims, which were the ACC senior notes, the ACC trade,
the ACC other claims, and the ACC subdebt, with the ACC subdebt

having to turn over their distributions to the ACC senior notes
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1 as a result of the subordination provisions in their indenture.
2 THE COURT: Until the holders of the senior notes were
3 paid in full.
4 MR. SHALHOUB: Until the holders of the senior notes
5 were paid in full, that's exactly right.
6 Now the plan also said, with respect to the junior
7 classes and -- the ACC junior classes; and by that, I mean the
8 existing securities law claims at the ACC parent company,
9 preferred stock interests and common stock interests. The plan
10 || said, you're not entitled to any distribution, but if you vote
11 || in sufficient number and amount to accept the plan, then you
12 || can receive CVV interests, and you can receive a -- can receive
13 ||a recovery on account of distributions by the contingent value
14 || vehicle, assuming all senior classes and entitlements under the
15 [|CVV or the ART are also paid in full. And the ART said payment
16 || in full constitutes --
17 THE COURT: And you used an acronym. "ART" stands for
18 || Adelphia Recovery Trust?
19 MR. SHALHOUB: Yes, Your Honor. I apologize. "ART"
20 | and "CvV," and I can stick with one or the other, if you
21 [|prefer, but they're one in the same.
22 THE COURT: The underlying concept being that this is
23 ||a trust that was set up to carry the ball in litigation, to
24 || recover whatever could be recovered on behalf of Adelphia
25 || stakeholders, in order of their priorities.
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1 MR. SHALHOUB: That's correct, Your Honor.
2 THE COURT: All right. Continue, please.
3 MR. SHALHOUB: So in one section of the plan, section
4 -- Article 5, but Section 5.1, dealing with distributions to
5 ESLs, preferred, and equity, it speaks to not making any
6 distribution with -- of cash, stock or other, except for
7 distributions and recoveries under the contingent value
8 vehicle. 1In other sections of the plan, it -- and it's all
9 laid out in detail in the motion -- it speaks to making
10 || distributions to equity.
11 Adelphia has very significant NOLs available that it's
12 || possible --
13 THE COURT: Net operating losses. Remember, you're
14 || speaking to people in the courtroom --
15 MR. SHALHOUB: Okay.
16 THE COURT: -- who don't have forty-odd years of
17 || training in the law like I do.
18 MR. SHALHOUB: Thank you, Your Honor.
19 Adelphia has available to it net operating losses that
20 [[may be available to be offset against future income, reducing
21 || tax liability. But under the tax rules and regulations that
22 [ exist, in order to be able to utilize the net operating losses,
23 ||or NOLs, it is necessary for the plan to be interpreted in such
24 |2 manner that equity is entitled to retain its economic
25 || entitlements that existed prior to the bankruptcy filing.
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So even though, as we read the tax law -- and we're
not asking the Court to interpret any tax law. As we read the
tax law, even though the actual instruments were canceled, as
long as equity has an economic entitlement consistent with its
pre-filing entitlements, then we believe there's an opportunity
to use the NOLs in a value-maximizing transaction.

Now, as I said, in one section of the plan, it says
ACC senior stakeholders, other than recoveries under the
contingent value vehicle, or ART, get everything. Other
sections of the plan say, well, equity holders can get
something. And I could detail it for the Court, if you'd like,
but it's set forth in detail; there's four or five provisions
in the motion that allow for a recovery to equity.

For example, one is, after amounts are released from
disputed claims reserves, it provides for a distribution to
allowed claims and allowed equity, in accordance with the
priority provisions of the plan.

But I think it's important to emphasize, we are trying
to go from a place that says equity in one section, equity
doesn't get anything under the plan, other than the CVV, to,
no, there's other places of the plan that are inconsistent with
that; equity can get some level of recovery, assuming the
senior classes are paid in full, plus interest. So don't read
the plan and one section of the plan as limiting or eliminating

distributions to equity. We're saying, actually, to the
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objectors' point, we're not trying to siphon value from equity;
we're trying to broaden it to allow for -- and we think -- we
don't think it's likely that you ever get there, but it's
theoretically possible -- allow for a recovery to equity, if
there is sufficient value available with respect to this
transaction that the company hopes to be able to pursue.

THE COURT: Is your point being that equity should
welcome this motion, instead of objecting?

MR. SHALHOUB: That's exactly right, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. Let me give the members of the
equity community a chance to be heard. Any objectors? Come on
up, please, sir. Come to where Mr. Shalhoub was, at the main
lectern. State your name slowly, so that the record will get
it down, and then let me hear what you have to say.

MR. MAPIN DESAI: I am Mapin Desai. I'm an individual

THE COURT: That was Desai --

MR. MAPIN DESAI: Yes.

THE COURT: -- D-e-s-a-i.

MR. MAPIN DESAI: Yes, that's correct.

THE COURT: Yes, I have your objection. Thank you.
MR. MAPIN DESAT: I'm an --

THE COURT:

Keep the microphone close to you, please,

MR. MAPIN DESAI: I'm an individual investor in




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Adelphia, preferred and common stock. And the reason I
objected to this motion is, for six years, you know, this plan
is under execution. And now, all of a sudden, there is a
radical new interpretation.

And the reason -- the motion says there is ambiguities
in the plan. When I hear the word "ambiguities," I think there

is two possibilities, you know. But the -- I don't see two
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