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IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

 
 
In re: 
 
WOODBRIDGE GROUP OF COMPANIES, LLC, et 
al.,1  
 

Debtors. 
 

Chapter 11 
 
Case No. 17-12560 (KJC) 

(Jointly Administered)  
 

WOODBRIDGE GROUP OF COMPANIES, LLC, 
and WOODBRIDGE STRUCTURED FUNDING, 
LLC,2 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v.  
 
KAILA ALANA LOYOLA, 
 

Defendant. 
 

Adv. Proc. No. 18-50716 
 
 
Hrg. Date: October 24, 2018, at 10:00 a.m.  (ET)
Obj. Deadline: October 9, 2018, at 4:00 p.m. 
(ET) 

 
DEBTORS’ MOTION FOR ENTRY OF AN ORDER, PURSUANT TO SECTION 105(a) 

OF THE BANKRUPTCY CODE AND BANKRUPTCY RULE 9019, AUTHORIZING 
AND APPROVING ENTRY INTO A SETTLEMENT WITH KAILA ALANA LOYOLA 

Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC and its affiliated debtors and debtors in 

possession (collectively, the “Debtors”) in the above-captioned cases (the “Chapter 11 Cases”) 

hereby move the Court (this “Motion”) for the entry of an order, substantially in the form attached 

hereto as Exhibit A (the “Proposed Order”), pursuant to section 105(a) of title 11 of the United 

                                                 
1  The last four digits of Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC’s federal tax identification number are 3603. The 

mailing address for Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC is 14140 Ventura Boulevard #302, Sherman Oaks, 
California 91423.  Due to the large number of debtors in these cases, which are being jointly administered for 
procedural purposes only, a complete list of the Debtors, the last four digits of their federal tax identification 
numbers, and their addresses are not provided herein.  A complete list of this information may be obtained on 
the website of the Debtors’ noticing and claims agent at www.gardencitygroup.com/cases/WGC, or by 
contacting the undersigned counsel for the Debtors. 

2  Claimant (defined below) filed her Claim (also defined below) solely against Woodbridge Group of Companies, 
LLC.  However, a prepetition state court complaint she filed in California named both Woodbridge Group of 
Companies, LLC, and Woodbridge Structured Funding, LLC.  Out of an abundance of caution both debtors are 
therefore named as plaintiffs in this complaint. 
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States Code, 11 U.S.C. §§ 101–1532 (the “Bankruptcy Code”) and Rule 9019 of the Federal 

Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure (the “Bankruptcy Rules”), authorizing and approving the Debtors 

to enter into that certain Settlement Agreement dated as of September 21, 2018 (the “Settlement 

Agreement”), in the form attached as Exhibit 1 to the Proposed Order, with Kaila Alana Loyola 

(“Claimant” and, together with the Debtors, the “Parties”), and granting related relief.  In support 

of this Motion, the Debtors respectfully state as follows: 

JURISDICTION 

1. The Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1334(b) and 

157 and the Amended Standing Order of Reference from the United States District Court for the 

District of Delaware dated as of February 29, 2012.  This is a core proceeding pursuant to 

28 U.S.C. § 157(b) and, pursuant to Rule 9013-1(f) of the Local Rules of Bankruptcy Practice 

and Procedure of the United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Delaware (the “Local 

Rules”), the Debtors consent to the entry of a final order by the Court in connection with this 

Motion to the extent that it is later determined that the Court, absent consent of the parties, 

cannot enter final orders or judgments in connection herewith consistent with Article III of the 

United States Constitution.  Venue is proper before the Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 

1409.  The statutory and legal predicates for the relief requested herein are Bankruptcy Code 

section 105(a) and Bankruptcy Rule 9019. 

GENERAL BACKGROUND 

2. On December 4, 2017, a total of 279 Debtors commenced voluntary cases under 

chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code.  Thereafter, on February 9, 2018, March 9, 2018, March 23, 

2018, and March 27, 2018, additional affiliated Debtors (27 in total) commenced voluntary cases 

under chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code (collectively, the “Petition Dates”).  Pursuant to 
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sections 1107(a) and 1108 of the Bankruptcy Code, the Debtors are continuing to manage their 

financial affairs as debtors in possession. 

3. The Chapter 11 Cases are being jointly administered pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 

1015(b) and Local Rule 1015-1.  No trustee has been appointed in the Chapter 11 Cases.  An 

official committee of unsecured creditors (the “Committee”) was appointed on December 14, 

2017 [Docket No. 79].  On January 23, 2018, the Court approved a settlement providing for the 

formation of an ad hoc noteholder group (the “Noteholder Group”) and an ad hoc unitholder 

group (the “Unitholder Group”) [Docket No. 357]. 

4. On August 22, 2018, the Debtors filed the First Amended Joint Chapter 11 Plan 

of Liquidation of Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC and its Affiliated Debtors [Docket No. 

2397] (as it may be amended, supplemented, or modified from time to time pursuant to the terms 

thereof, the “Plan”) and the Disclosure Statement for the First Amended Joint Chapter 11 Plan of 

Liquidation of Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC and its Affiliated Debtors [Docket No. 

2398] (as it may be amended, supplemented, or modified from time to time, the “Disclosure 

Statement”).  On August 22, 2018, the Court entered an order approving the Disclosure 

Statement [Docket No. 2396]. 

THE PARTIES’ RELATIONSHIP AND DISPUTES 

5. From on or about May 4, 2015 through on or about August 5, 2015, Claimant was 

employed by one of the Debtors, Woodbridge Structured Funding, LLC.  Claimant was 

discharged from employment by that Debtor on or about August 5, 2015.   

6. On November 13, 2015, Claimant filed a complaint in the Superior Court of the 

State of California for the County of Los Angeles (the “California Superior Court”) entitled 

Kaila Alana Loyola v. Woodbridge Structured Funding, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 

company; Robert Shapiro, an individual; Liana Balayan, an individual; Diana Balayan, an 

Case 17-12560-KJC    Doc 2660    Filed 09/25/18    Page 3 of 12



 

 4 
 

01:23670889.2 

individual; and Does 1-25, inclusive, Case No. BC 601193 (the “California Action”).  Claimant 

is a transgender woman who claims that (i) she was wrongfully terminated by the Debtors and, 

while employed, subjected to abuse by two of her former colleagues, and (ii) the Debtors’ 

managerial employees, including Robert Shapiro, did not make reasonable efforts to prevent or 

end the harassment, and instead wrongfully terminated Claimant from employment.  Claimant 

asserts causes of action against two of the Debtors for various alleged violations of section 12940 

of the California Government Code (prohibiting discrimination in employment based, inter alia, 

on gender and gender identity), intentional infliction of emotional distress, and wrongful 

termination.  Claimant also seeks punitive damages.  A copy of the operative First Amended 

Complaint filed in the California Action is attached to the Claim (as defined below).  The 

California Action remains pending, although it was automatically stayed following the filing of 

the Chapter 11 Cases. 

7. On June 18, 2018, Claimant filed a Proof of Claim in the Chapter 11 Cases, which 

was assigned Claim No. 8811 (the “Claim”).  The Claim seeks $14,000,000 (Fourteen Million 

Dollars) and was filed as a general unsecured claim against two of the Debtors, Woodbridge 

Group of Companies, LLC, and Woodbridge Structured Funding, LLC.  The Claim is based on 

the causes of action asserted in the California Action. 

8. On August 30, 2018, two of the Debtors filed a complaint in the Bankruptcy Court 

entitled Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC, and Woodbridge Structured Funding, LLC v. 

Kaila Alana Loyola, Adversary Proceeding No. 18-50716 (KJC) (the “Adversary Proceeding”).  

The Adversary Proceeding objects to the Claim and seeks to equitably subordinate any portion of 

the Claim that might be allowed.   
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9. The Debtors deny all of Claimant’s allegations set forth in the California Action 

and deny that they have any legal or equitable responsibility for the damages alleged by 

Claimant, and further deny that they have engaged in any alleged unlawful, unfair or improper 

conduct.  As set forth in the complaint filed in the Adversary Proceeding, the Debtors assert that 

Claimant’s damages, if any, are not remotely close to $14,000,000 and, in any event, the Claim 

should be equitably subordinated because Claimant was or should have been aware that the 

Debtors were engaged in fraud and that her services would advance that fraud.  Claimant denies 

all of the Debtors’ allegations set forth in the Adversary Proceeding and further denies that she 

has engaged in any inequitable conduct. 

10. The Parties’ counsel have engaged in extensive negotiations, including an in-

person meeting attended by counsel for the Committee, with Claimant’s counsel regarding the 

Claim, the Adversary Proceeding, and a potential consensual resolution thereof.  On September 

21, 2018, the Parties entered into the Settlement Agreement. 

SUMMARY OF THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT3 

11. The Settlement Agreement provides that the Claim shall be bifurcated into an 

allowed compensatory damage claim (the “Compensatory Claim”) and an allowed punitive 

damage claim (the “Punitive Claim”) as follows: 

a. The Compensatory Claim shall be allowed as a single claim in the amount of 
$2,495,000 (Two Million Four Hundred Ninety Five Thousand Dollars).  The 
Compensatory Claim shall be a non-priority General Unsecured Claim (as that 
term is defined in the Plan) for all purposes against the estate of Woodbridge 
Group of Companies, LLC.  The official claims agent may so note the treatment 
of the Compensatory Claim on the claims register it maintains.  Under the Plan, 
the Compensatory Claim will be placed in Class 4. 

b. The Punitive Damage Claim shall be allowed as a single claim in the amount of 
$10,000,000 (Ten Million Dollars).  The Punitive Damage Claim shall be an 

                                                 
3  In the event of a conflict between any term addressed in this summary with any term in the Settlement 

Agreement, the Settlement Agreement will govern in all respects. 
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unsecured claim against the estate of Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC, and 
shall be subordinate to all non-subordinated Claims (as that term is defined in the 
Plan) of any kind (whether for principal or interest) that are allowed in the 
Bankruptcy Cases, including General Unsecured Claims (as that term is defined in 
the Plan), Note Claims (as that term is defined in the Plan), and Unit Claims (as 
that term is defined in the Plan).  The official claims agent may so note the 
treatment of the Punitive Damage Claim on the claims register it maintains.  
Under the Plan, the Punitive Damage Claim will be placed in Class 7. 

Settlement Agreement ¶ 3. 

12. The Compensatory Claim and the Punitive Claim shall constitute the entire 

monetary consideration to which Claimant is entitled under the Settlement Agreement, and 

Claimant shall not seek any further compensation or consideration from the Debtors.  Id. ¶ 4.4 

13. Claimant has agreed to complete a Class 4 ballot voting the Compensatory Claim 

in favor of the Plan.  Id. ¶ 15.5 

14. Promptly following the Effective Date (as defined in the Settlement Agreement), 

(i) Claimant will cause the California Action to be dismissed with prejudice as to all parties 

except Robert Shapiro, id. ¶ 7; and (ii) the Debtors shall cause the Adversary Proceeding to be 

dismissed with prejudice, id. ¶ 8. 

15. The parties have exchanged mutual releases, subject to the occurrence of the 

Effective Date, excluding only any claims to enforce the parties’ respective rights under the 

Settlement Agreement.  Id. ¶¶ 9-11. 

16. The Settlement Agreement will not be effective until it has been approved by the 

Court and certain other standard conditions to its effectiveness have occurred.  See id. ¶ 6. 

                                                 
4  The Claimant, through her attorney, has been advised that the Punitive Damage Claim is almost certainly not 

going to receive a distribution. 
5  The Debtors and Claimant have concurrently entered into the Stipulation Regarding Claim of Kaila Alana 

Loyola and Plan Voting to facilitate this part of the Settlement Agreement forthwith. 

Case 17-12560-KJC    Doc 2660    Filed 09/25/18    Page 6 of 12



 

 7 
 

01:23670889.2 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

17. By this Motion, the Debtors request the entry of an order, pursuant to section 

105(a) of the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 9019(a), authorizing and approving the 

Settlement Agreement, and granting related relief. 

BASIS FOR RELIEF 

18. Section 105(a) of the Bankruptcy Code provides that “[t]he court may issue any 

order, process, or judgment that is necessary or appropriate to carry out the provisions of this 

title.”  11 U.S.C. § 105(a).  Bankruptcy Rule 9019 provides, in pertinent part, that “on motion by 

the trustee and after notice and a hearing, the court may approve a compromise or settlement.”  

FED. R. BANK. P. 9019(a). 

19. “The federal courts have a well-established policy of encouraging settlement to 

promote judicial economy and limit the waste of judicial resources.”  Russian Standard Vodka 

(USA), Inc. v. Allied Domecq Spirits & Wine USA, Inc., 523 F. Supp. 2d 376, 384 (S.D.N.Y. 

2007); see also, e.g., U.S. Bancorp Mortg. Co. v. Bonner Mall P’ship, 513 U.S. 18, 27–28 (1994) 

(discussing the general utility of settlement vis-à-vis judicial economy).  The force of this 

established federal policy is particularly acute in the bankruptcy context, where compromises and 

settlements are “a normal part of the process of reorganization.”  Protective Comm. for Indep. 

Stockholders of TMT Trailer Ferry, Inc. v. Anderson, 390 U.S. 414, 424 (1968).  Indeed, in order 

to “minimize litigation and expedite the administration of a bankruptcy estate, ‘compromises are 

favored in bankruptcy.’”  Myers v. Martin (In re Martin), 91 F.3d 389, 393 (3d Cir. 1996) 

(quoting 9 Alan N. Resnick & Henry J. Sommer, COLLIER ON BANKRUPTCY ¶ 9019.03[1] (15th 

ed. rev. 1993)); see also In re Penn. Cent. Transp. Co., 596 F.2d 1102 (3d Cir. 1979); In re 

World Health Alts., Inc., 344 B.R. 291, 296 (Bankr. D. Del. 2006); In re Culmtech, Ltd., 118 

B.R. 237, 238 (Bankr. M.D. Pa. 1990). 
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20. The decision whether to approve a proposed settlement is committed to the 

discretion of the bankruptcy court, “which must determine if the compromise is fair, reasonable, 

and in the interest of the estate.”  In re Louise’s, Inc., 211 B.R. 798, 801 (D. Del. 1997).  In 

exercising that discretion, the Third Circuit Court of Appeals has stated that courts should 

consider “(1) the probability of success in litigation; (2) the likely difficulties in collection; (3) 

the complexity of the litigation involved and the expense, inconvenience and delay necessarily 

attending it; and (4) the paramount interest of the creditors.”  In re Martin, 91 F.3d at 393; see 

also Will v. Nw. Univ. (In re Nutraquest, Inc.), 434 F.3d 639, 644 (3d Cir. 2006); In re Marvel 

Entm’t Grp., Inc., 222 B.R. 243, 249 (D. Del. 1998).  The proponent of a settlement is not 

required to demonstrate “that the settlement is the best possible compromise.  Rather, the court 

must conclude that the settlement is ‘within the reasonable range of litigation possibilities.’”  In 

re World Health, 344 B.R. at 296 (internal citations and quotation marks omitted); see also, e.g., 

Nellis v. Shugrue, 165 B.R. 115, 123 (S.D.N.Y. 1994) (Sotomayor, J.) (“[I]n assessing the 

fairness of the settlement, a judge does not have to be convinced that the settlement is the best 

possible compromise or that the parties have maximized their recovery.”); In re Coram 

Healthcare Corp., 315 B.R. 321, 330 (Bankr. D. Del. 2004) (“[T]he court does not have to be 

convinced that the settlement is the best possible compromise.”).   

21. The Debtors have determined, in an exercise of the Debtors’ sound business 

judgment, that the terms of the Settlement Agreement are fair and reasonable and that the best 

interests of the Debtors’ estates and creditors will be served by the entry of the Proposed Order.  

The terms of the Settlement Agreement are the product of good faith, arm’s-length negotiations 

among the Debtors and Claimant, and fall well within the reasonable range of litigation 

possibilities.  
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22. The Settlement Agreement resolves the Claim asserted in the amount of 

$14,000,000 in exchange for an Allowed Class 4 General Unsecured Claim of $2,495,000 and an 

Allowed Class 7 Subordinated Claim of $10,000,000.  This resolution eliminates the need for the 

Debtors to litigate the Adversary Proceeding to object to and subordinate the Claim.  Although 

the Debtors believe they may prevail in such litigation, they acknowledge that all litigation is 

inherently uncertain and there is no guarantee of success.  Moreover, litigating the dispute with 

Claimant would consume significant estate resources, including potentially millions of dollars in 

attorneys’ fees if the matter were to go to trial.  In addition, the Claim raises unique issues of 

California state law, and thus conceivably could best be litigated outside of the Bankruptcy 

Court, which would delay the matter’s resolution and create additional uncertainties.  Even if 

everything were litigated in the Bankruptcy Court, the Bankruptcy Court would likewise need to 

consider the specific facts of this unique dispute and the consequences of those facts under both 

California state law and Bankruptcy Code section 510(c).  Litigating these fact-intensive matters 

to conclusion in any forum would be time-consuming and risky for both sides. 

23. Further, the Settlement Agreement fixes the amount of Claimant’s Allowed Class 

4 Claim, which both facilitates timely distributions of value to Claimant and eliminates the need 

to establish a disputed claim reserve that would reduce (at least temporarily) distributions to 

other creditors.  Such an outcome not only is highly favorable for the Debtors’ estates and 

creditors, but also advances the longstanding federal policy that bankruptcy cases should be 

promptly administered for the benefit of creditors who will get only partial recoveries on their 

claims.6   

                                                 
6  See, e.g., Bullard v. Blue Hills Bank, 135 S. Ct. 1686, 1694 (2015) (“[E]xpedition is always an important 

consideration in bankruptcy.”); Katchen v. Landy, 382 U.S. 323, 328-29 (1966) (describing longstanding 
recognition “that a chief purpose of the bankruptcy laws is ‘to secure a prompt and effectual administration and 
settlement of the estate of all bankrupts within a limited period’” (quoting Ex parte Christy, 44 U.S. (3 How.) 
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24. In sum, all of the Martin factors7 support approval of the proposed settlement.  

The Settlement Agreement reflects the Debtors’ likely ability to succeed on the merits in 

litigation while acknowledging the risks and uncertainties that are inherent in any legal dispute.  

The Settlement Agreement fixes the amount of an Allowed General Unsecured Claim and 

Allowed Subordinated Claim, with Claimant accepting the uncertainty regarding the precise 

distributions that Claimant will ultimately collect on such claims.  The Settlement Agreement 

eliminates the significant expense, inconvenience, and delay necessarily attendant to prosecuting 

the Adversary Proceeding.  The Settlement Agreement also advances the paramount interests of 

the creditors by timely resolving disputed claims and working to fix the amount of the Allowed 

General Unsecured Claims pool in a fashion that will enhance the speed and amount of 

distributions that can be paid to the holders of allowed claims. 

25. For all these reasons, the Debtors respectfully submit that the Settlement 

Agreement is fair, reasonable, and in the best interests of the estates and should therefore be 

approved under Bankruptcy Rule 9019 and Bankruptcy Code section 105(a). 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF STAY 

26. The Debtors seek a waiver of any stay of the effectiveness of the order approving 

this Motion.  Pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 6004(h), any “order authorizing the use, sale, or lease 

of property other than cash collateral is stayed until the expiration of 14 days after entry of the 

                                                                                                                                                             
292, 312 (1845))); Wiswall v. Campbell, 93 U.S. (3 Otto) 347, 350-51 (1876) (emphasizing how “[p]rompt 
action is everywhere required by law,” and that this principle requires quick resolutions of claims against a 
bankruptcy estate, as “[w]ithout it there can be no dividend”); Bailey v. Glover, 88 U.S. (21 Wall.) 342, 346-47 
(1875) (discussing how “[i]t is obviously one of the purposes of the Bankrupt law, that there should be a speedy 
disposition of the bankrupt’s assets,” which is a goal “only second in importance to securing equality of 
distribution”); Kowal v. Malkemus (In re Thompson), 965 F.2d 1136, 1145 (1st Cir. 1992) (noting “the 
important policy favoring efficient bankruptcy administration”); Century Glove, Inc. v. First Am. Bank, 860 
F.2d 94, 98 (3d Cir. 1988) (highlighting how “issues central to the progress of the bankruptcy petition, those 
likely to affect the distribution of the debtor’s assets, or the relationship among the creditors, should be resolved 
quickly” (citation and quotation marks omitted)). 

7  The second Martin factor—the likely difficulties in collection—is not applicable here, as the Debtors do not 
seek an affirmative recovery against Claimant. 
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order, unless the court orders otherwise.”  FED. R. BANKR. P. 6004(h).  The Debtors respectfully 

submit that a waiver of such stay is appropriate here because any delay in consummating the 

settlement could jeopardize the consensus reached between the parties and therefore would be 

detrimental to the Debtors, their creditors, and their estates.  

NOTICE 

27. The Debtors have provided notice of this Motion to:  (i) the Office of the United 

States Trustee for the District of Delaware; (ii) counsel for the DIP lender; (iii) counsel for the 

Committee; (iv) counsel for the Noteholder Group; (v) counsel for the Unitholder Group; 

(vi) counsel for Claimant; and (vii) all parties who have requested notice in the Chapter 11 Cases 

pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 2002.  In light of the nature of the relief requested herein, the 

Debtors submit that no other or further notice is necessary. 

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank] 
  

Case 17-12560-KJC    Doc 2660    Filed 09/25/18    Page 11 of 12



 

 12 
 

01:23670889.2 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, the Debtors respectfully request that the Court (i) enter the Proposed 

Order granting the relief requested herein and (ii) grant such other and further relief as may be just 

and proper under the circumstances. 

Dated: September 25, 2018 /s/ Betsy L. Feldman 
 Wilmington, Delaware YOUNG CONAWAY STARGATT & TAYLOR, LLP 
 Sean M. Beach (No. 4070) 
 Edmon L. Morton (No. 3856) 
 Ian J. Bambrick (No. 5455) 

Betsy L. Feldman (No. 6410) 
 Rodney Square 
 1000 North King Street 
 Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
 Tel:  (302) 571-6600 
 Fax:  (302) 571-1253 
  
 -and- 
  
 KLEE, TUCHIN, BOGDANOFF & STERN LLP 
 Kenneth N. Klee (pro hac vice) 
 Michael L. Tuchin (pro hac vice) 
 David A. Fidler (pro hac vice) 
 Jonathan M. Weiss (pro hac vice) 
 1999 Avenue of the Stars 
 39th Floor 
 Los Angeles, California 90067 
 Tel:  (310) 407-4000 
 Fax:  (310) 407-9090 
  
 Counsel for the Debtors and Debtors in Possession 

Case 17-12560-KJC    Doc 2660    Filed 09/25/18    Page 12 of 12



01:23670885.1

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

In re:

WOODBRIDGE GROUP OF COMPANIES, LLC, et
al.,1

Debtors.

Chapter 11

Case No. 17-12560 (KJC)

(Jointly Administered)

WOODBRIDGE GROUP OF COMPANIES, LLC,
and WOODBRIDGE STRUCTURED FUNDING,
LLC,2

Plaintiffs,

v.

KAILA ALANA LOYOLA,

Defendant.

Adv. Proc. No. 18-50716

Hearing Date:
October 24, 2018, at 10:00 a.m. (ET)

Objection Deadline:
October 9, 2018, at 4:00 p.m. (ET)

NOTICE OF MOTION

TO: (I) THE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRUSTEE FOR THE DISTRICT OF
DELAWARE; (II) COUNSEL FOR THE DIP LENDER; (III) COUNSEL FOR THE
COMMITTEE; (IV) COUNSEL FOR THE NOTEHOLDER GROUP; (V) COUNSEL
FOR THE UNITHOLDER GROUP; (VI) COUNSEL FOR KAILA ALANA LOYOLA;
AND (VII) ALL PARTIES WHO HAVE REQUESTED NOTICE IN THE CHAPTER
11 CASES PURSUANT TO BANKRUPTCY RULE 2002

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC and its affiliated
debtors and debtors in possession in the above-captioned cases (collectively, the “Debtors”) have
filed the attached Debtors’ Motion for Entry of an Order, Pursuant to Section 105(a) of the

1  The last four digits of Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC’s federal tax identification number are 3603. The
mailing address for Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC is 14140 Ventura Boulevard #302, Sherman Oaks,
California 91423.  Due to the large number of debtors in these cases, which are being jointly administered for
procedural purposes only, a complete list of the Debtors, the last four digits of their federal tax identification
numbers, and their addresses are not provided herein.  A complete list of this information may be obtained on
the website of the Debtors’ noticing and claims agent at www.gardencitygroup.com/cases/WGC, or by
contacting the undersigned counsel for the Debtors.

2  Claimant (defined below) filed her Claim (also defined below) solely against Woodbridge Group of Companies,
LLC.  However, a prepetition state court complaint she filed in California named both Woodbridge Group of
Companies, LLC, and Woodbridge Structured Funding, LLC.  Out of an abundance of caution both debtors are
therefore named as plaintiffs in this complaint.
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Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 9019, Authorizing and Approving Entry Into a
Settlement with Kaila Alana Loyola (the “Motion”).

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that responses or objections to the Motion must
be filed on or before October 9, 2018, at 4:00 p.m. (ET) (the “Objection Deadline”) with the
United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Delaware, 3rd Floor, 824 North Market Street,
Wilmington, Delaware 19801.  At the same time, you must serve a copy of any response or
objection upon the undersigned counsel to the Debtors so as to be received on or before the
Objection Deadline.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE THAT A HEARING ON THE MOTION WILL
BE HELD ON OCTOBER 24, 2018, AT 10:00 A.M. (ET) BEFORE THE HONORABLE
KEVIN J. CAREY IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT FOR THE DISTRICT
OF DELAWARE, 824 NORTH MARKET STREET, 5TH FLOOR, COURTROOM NO. 5,
WILMINGTON, DELAWARE 19801.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE THAT, IF NO OBJECTIONS TO THE
MOTION ARE TIMELY FILED, SERVED, AND RECEIVED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THIS NOTICE, THEN THE COURT MAY GRANT THE RELIEF REQUESTED IN
THE MOTION WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE OR A HEARING.

Dated: September 25, 2018
Wilmington, Delaware

/s/ Betsy L. Feldman .
YOUNG CONAWAY STARGATT & TAYLOR, LLP
Sean M. Beach (No. 4070)
Edmon L. Morton (No. 3856)
Ian J. Bambrick (No. 5455)
Betsy L. Feldman (No. 6410)
Rodney Square, 1000 North King Street
Wilmington, Delaware 19801
Tel: (302) 571-6600
Fax: (302) 571-1253

-and-

KLEE, TUCHIN, BOGDANOFF & STERN LLP
Kenneth N. Klee (pro hac vice)
Michael L. Tuchin (pro hac vice)
David A. Fidler (pro hac vice)
Jonathan M. Weiss (pro hac vice)
1999 Avenue of the Stars, 39th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90067

Counsel to the Debtors and Debtors in Possession
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IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

In re:

WOODBRIDGE GROUP OF COMPANIES, LLC, et
al.,1

Debtors.

Chapter 11

Case No. 17-12560 (KJC)

(Jointly Administered)

WOODBRIDGE GROUP OF COMPANIES, LLC,
and WOODBRIDGE STRUCTURED FUNDING,
LLC,2

Plaintiffs,

v.

KAILA ALANA LOYOLA,

Defendant.

Adv. Proc. No. 18-50716

Ref. Docket No. ____

ORDER, PURSUANT TO SECTION 105(a) OF THE BANKRUPTCY CODE AND
BANKRUPTCY RULE 9019, AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING ENTRY INTO A

SETTLEMENT WITH KAILA ALANA LOYOLA

Upon the Debtors’ Motion for Entry of an Order, Pursuant to Section 105(a) of the

Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 9019, Authorizing and Approving Entry Into a Settlement

with Kaila Alana Loyola (the “Motion”)3 filed by the above-captioned debtors and debtors in

1  The last four digits of Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC’s federal tax identification number are 3603. The
mailing address for Woodbridge Group of Companies, LLC is 14140 Ventura Boulevard #302, Sherman Oaks,
California 91423.  Due to the large number of debtors in these cases, which are being jointly administered for
procedural purposes only, a complete list of the Debtors, the last four digits of their federal tax identification
numbers, and their addresses are not provided herein.  A complete list of this information may be obtained on
the website of the Debtors’ noticing and claims agent at www.gardencitygroup.com/cases/WGC, or by
contacting the undersigned counsel for the Debtors.

2  Claimant (defined below) filed her Claim (also defined below) solely against Woodbridge Group of Companies,
LLC.  However, a prepetition state court complaint she filed in California named both Woodbridge Group of
Companies, LLC, and Woodbridge Structured Funding, LLC.  Out of an abundance of caution both debtors are
therefore named as plaintiffs in this complaint.

3  Capitalized terms used, but not otherwise defined herein, have the meaning given to them in the Motion.
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possession (collectively, the “Debtors”); and this Court having found that it has jurisdiction to

consider the Motion and the relief requested therein pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 157 and 1334 and

the Amended Standing Order of Reference from the United States District Court for the District of

Delaware, dated February 29, 2012; and this Court having found that venue of these cases and the

Motion in this district is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409; and this Court having

found that this matter is a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b); and this Court having

determined that it may enter a final order consistent with Article III of the United States

Constitution; and it appearing that notice of the Motion has been given as set forth in the Motion

and that such notice is adequate and no other or further notice need be given; and this Court

having found and determined that the relief sought in the Motion is in the best interest of the

Debtors, their estates, and their creditors; and that the legal and factual bases set forth in the

Motion and the entire record of the Chapter 11 Cases establish just cause for the relief granted

herein; and after due deliberation and sufficient cause appearing therefor,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. The Motion is GRANTED as set forth herein.

2. Pursuant to section 105(a) of the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rule 9019, the

Debtors are authorized to enter into the Settlement Agreement, in substantially the form attached

hereto as Exhibit 1, which Settlement Agreement is authorized, approved in its entirety, and

incorporated as an order of this Court.

3. Subject to the occurrence of its “Effective Date,” the Debtors and Claimant, as

applicable, are authorized and empowered to take any and all actions necessary or appropriate to

consummate, carry out, effectuate, or otherwise enforce the terms, conditions, and provisions of

the Settlement Agreement.

4. Garden City Group, Inc. is directed to modify the official claims register it
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maintains to comport with the relief granted by this Order.

5. The fourteen (14) day stay of effectiveness imposed by Bankruptcy Rule 6004(h)

is hereby waived and the relief granted herein shall take effect immediately upon the entry of this

Order.

6. The Court shall retain jurisdiction and power over any and all matters arising from

or related to the interpretation or implementation of this Order and the Settlement Agreement.

Dated: _______________________, 2018
 Wilmington, Delaware

KEVIN J. CAREY
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE
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EXHIBIT 1

Settlement Agreement
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement as of the date set
forth above (but subject to the provisions regarding effectiveness set forth herein).

WOODBRIDGE GROUP OF COMPANIES,
LLC, ET AL.

By:
Bradley D. Sharp, Chief Restructuring Officer

KAILA ALANA LOYOLA




