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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
TAMPA DIVISION

In re:
Bankruptcy Case No: 8:19-bk-792PM
BRUNO ONE, INC,

Debtor

BRUNO ONE, INC,

Appellant,
V. Civil Case No. 8:1%v-3006-T-24
UNITED STATES TRUSTEE

Appellee.

ORDER
This cause comes before the Couraomappeal of the bankruptcy court’s orders
converting the bankruptcy case from a Chapter 11 to a Chapter 7. (Doc. No. 57, 58, 82).
Appellant-Debtor has filed a brief arguing for reversal (Doc. No. 19), and Appétited States
Trustee has filed a brief in opposition (Doc. No. 20)isTourt has reviewed the record and
finds that the bankruptcy court’s orders should be affdtm

|. Background

Debtor-Appellant Bruno One, Inc. owns and leases residential real esédtarfed
for bankruptcy under Chapter 11 on August 22, 2019. On August 23, 2019, the bankruptcy court
issued an order directing Debtordorrect certain deficiencies in its petiti¢a) a fully
completed Summary of Your Assets and Liabilities, Schedul& B, E, F, G, H and

Declaration Under Penalty of Perjury were not filed;tf®) Statement of Financial Affairs was
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not filed; (3) a Corporate Ownership Statement was not filed; (4) the ChapterdfiTigenty
Largest Unsecured Creditors was not filed; and (5) the Case Managementrguvasaot
filed. (Doc. No. 12-9). The due dates for fixing these deficiencies ranged fronmdtioegteen
days. An August 26, 2019, the bankruptcy court reminded Debtor of its obligation to file
monthly operating reports. (Doc. No. 18). The bankruptcy court warned Debtor that the
failure to maintain proper insurance and to file its monthly operating reports would constitute
cause for dismissal or conversion of the case. (Doc. No. 12-8).

On September 12, 2019, Appelldeited States Trustee (“Trustee”) filed a motion to
dismiss or convethe case to Chapter gursuant tdl1 U.S.C. § 1112(j¢1), due to Debtor’s
failure to file the required documents. (Doc. No. 12-11). Pursuant to § ){)2(be
bankruptcy “court shall convert a case under [Chapter 11] to a casgQittsgoter 7 or dismiss
a case under [Chapter 1%hichever is in the best interests of creditors and the estate, for
cause’! Section 1112(b)(4) sets forth the types of actions that constitute cause, which include:
(2) failure to maintan appropriate insurance, whigloses a risk to the estafg) failure to
comply with an order of the bankruptcy court; and (3) unexcused failure to satisfy timely any
filing or reporting requirement established by Title 11 or any rule applicable toeCldptases
11 U.S.C. § 1112{4)(C), (E), (F).

On September 20, 2019, well after their due date, Debtor made the following four filings

First, Debtor filed its Case Management Summary indicating that it had real egtifite wo

1 A bankruptcy court is not required to convert or dismiss the ca#igeitburt determines that

the appointment under section 1104(a) of a trustee or an examiner is in the best ofterests
creditors and the estateIl U.S.C. § 1112(b)(1). No one has argued that a Chapter 11 trustee or
examiner should have been appointed, and the bankruptcy court specifically statedahabt
appropriate to appoint a Chapter 11 trustee, as such would be more expensive than a Chapter 7
trustee. (Doc. N. 11-1, depo. p. 41; Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 22).
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approximately $8.3 million and claims from secured creditors totaling approximately $3.2
million. (Doc. No. 12-13). Second, Debtor filed its SchedaleB, D, E, F, G, and H as well
as itsDeclaration Under Penalty of PerjurgDoc. No. 12-14 through 12-18). The Schedules
indicated that Debtor’s real estate consisted of 28 properties with $3.2 million iassebtated
with them, as well as claims ahsecured creditors totaling approximately $1.9 million. (Doc.
No. 12-14). The Schedules also indicated that Debtor had no leases, despite the fabtdhat D
did have leases on at least somésproperties. (Doc. No. 12-14). Third, Debtor filedligs of
Twenty Largest Unsecured Creditolbsit Debtor failed to fill out the amounts of their claims.
(Doc. No. 12-19). Fourth, Debtor filed atement of Financial Affair®oc. No. 12-20),
which the bankruptcy court found to be deficient and gave Debtor fourteen days to fix (Doc. No.
12-21). Debtor filed an amendegtatement of Financial Affairsn October 9, 2019-after the
bankruptcy court’s deadline. (Doc. No. 12-29).

On October 10, 2019, the bankruptcy court held a hearing drrilseee’smotion. (Doc.
No. 11-2. At the hearing, the Trustee explained to the bankruptcy court that Debtor did not
obtain proper insurance for its real properties that would protect the bankruptey astl
Debtor’s counsel acknowledged that fact. (Doc No. 11-2, depo. p. 7, 13424 )rustee also
argued that Debtor failed to file all of the required documents, including the August monthly
operating report, prior tax returns, and evidence that any unsecured creditors recéieanf not
the bankruptcy. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 7-9, 22, 24). Debtor acknowledged its failure to file
the August monthly operating report. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 24).

At the hearing, the bankruptcy costated that it wouldrant the Trustee’s motion to
convert the case. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 31). The bankruptcy court found that there was cause

to convert the case, because Debtor had not obtained sufficient insurance on its pamertie



Debtor was not complying with the rules of Chapter 11 and the court’s orders. (Doc. No. 11-2,
depo. p. 18, 29-30, 43-44). Debtor’s filings showed no income coming in, and the bankruptcy
court noted that without income, a confirmed Chapter 11 plan was not likely. (Doc. No. 11-2,
depo. p. 18). The bankruptcy court found that conversion was preferable to didreissase,
according to Debtor’s filings, there was significant equity in Debtor’s reakedsiatt could be

used to pay the unsecured creditors. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 28, XDfB@ktober 21, 2019,

the bankruptcy court issued its orders converting the case to Chapter 7. (Doc. No. 12-2; Doc.
No. 123).

Debtor moved for reconsideration, arguing that it had cured its deficient filings, procured
insurance, and unusual circumstances had existed that made conversion of the caaend@ Cha
not in the lest interest of the creditors and the bankruptcy est@tec. No. 12-36). fie
bankruptcy court held a hearing Debtor'smotionon November 19, 2019. (Doc. No. 11-1).

At the hearing, the bankruptcy court stated that it could not grant Debtor’s motion for
reconsideration, as there was no basis for reconsideration under Rules 59 or 60. (Doc. No. 11-1,
depo. p. 42-43). The bankruptcy costdted that Debtor did not fix all of the deficiencies in its
schedles. (Doc. No. 11-1, depo. p. 42). For example, the bankruptcy court notddsheeé
the fact that Debtor was a leasing enterpisshtor failed to disclose any i leases of its
properties on Schedule G. (Doc. No. 11-1, depo. p. 34-38). The bankruptcy court expressed that
it did not “have confidence . . . that [Debtor] gets it, what's necessary for a Chaptardlitiat
the court did not have “confidence that [Debtor] can meet the fiduciary requirem@&uc. No.

11-1, depo. p. 37). On November 21, 2019, the bankruptcy court issued an order denying

Debtor’'s motion for reconsideration. (Doc. No.3)R-



Debtor appealed the bankruptcy court’s order granting the Trustee’s motion to convert
the case to Chapter 7, as well as the order denying Debtor’'s motion for recormsideDetibtor
then filed a motion with the bankruptcy court to stay the bankruptcy proceedings pending the
appeal in this Court. (Doc. No. 12-50).

On January 9, 2020, the bankruptcy court held a hearing on Debtor’'s motion to stay
pending appeal. (Doc. No. B)- The bankruptcy court evaluated Defgdikelihood of
success on the mermdstated the following:

| recall, this case came in, sort of as a mess. | mean, there was
inadequate disclosure. The creditors didn't know about the meeting
of creditors. There was a period of time | gave the Debtor to do what
the Debtor needed to do. The Debtor apparently responded that they
couldn't possibly prepare schedules because they had no access to
their own information, because some other person had it and
wouldn't give it to them. And yet, there weren't schedules prepared
that were even rougbstimates that would disclose those as being a
rough estimates. The Debtor should have had access on its own to
who are the creditors in the case. . . . No money. No cash flow. Late
filings.

(Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 21-22). Debtor respondedabeduse thirgharties possessed some of
the information, Debtor did not want to file estimates or anything that could be migjeadi
(Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 22). The bankruptcy court then stated the following:

So you asterisk it. It's done all the timdnknown at present,
because. And you file an immediate motion for turnover.
Immediately under 542 or 543. That wasn't done. If you were to have
filed that, on you know, day two or three, after your realized you
can't put together complete schedules, you could have put together
partials. Then that would have shown that you're doing something
to address that there's some wild person out there that's got
something that you need. That wasn't done. ... The schedules were
not prepared even with the known dtecs.

(Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 23, 28).



The bankruptcy court pointed out that it had entered an order setting out the deadlines
and which told Debtor what to do if it could not meet a deadline. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 57-
59). Yet, Debtor failed to meet deadlines and filed deficient documents. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo.
p. 45-47). As a result, the bankruptcy court denied Debtor’s motion to stay pending appeal, in
part because the court believed that Debtor was not likely to succeed on the nitsrgspefal

Il. Debtor’'s Appeal

Debtor appeals the bankruptcy court’s decision to convert the case to Chapter 7 and the
decision to deny reconsideration. This Court reviews the bankruptcy court’'s decision to convert
Debtor’s bankruptcy case to Chapter 7, pursuant to 8§ 1112(b), for abuse of disdreteon.

Pegasus Wireless Cor@91 Fed. Appx. 802, 802 n.2 (11th Cir. 2010)(citation omitted).

Likewise, this Court reviews the bankruptcy court’s denial of Debtor's motion for

reconsideration for abuse of discretid®eeln re: Dimaria Properties, LL3G54 Fed. AppxX.

1018, 1020 (11th Cir. 2016). A bankruptcy cabtisests discretion if itfails to apply the

correct legal standard ds factual findings are clearly erroneouSeeln re Celotex Corp., 227

F.3d 1336, 1338 (11th Cir. 2000).
“A finding of fact is clearly erroneous when, although there is evidence to siippioet
reviewing court omeviewof the entire evidence left with the definite and firm conviction that

a mistake has been committedijhtner v. Lohn274 B.R. 545, 548 (M.[Fla.2002) “The

burden of showinglearerrorfalls on the party seeking to overturn the Bankruptcy Court's

findings.” In re Mirabilis Ventures, InG.2010 WL 1644915, at *2 (M.kla. April 21, 2010).

“This Court reviews the Bankruptcy Court's conclusions of law under a de novo

standard. 1d. “Under de novo review, this Court independently examines the law and draws its



own conclusions after applying the law to the facts of the case, without regard tordeciade
by the Bankruptcy Court.’ld.

As grounds for this appeal, Debtor argues the following: (1) unusual circumstances
existed that made converting the cas€hapter 7 not in the best interest of the creditotseor
estate; 2) the bankruptcy court should have dismissed, rather thanrtedyvine casend (3)

Debtor eventually obtained sufficient insurance, so reconsideration was warrastexplained
below, this Court rejects Debtor’'s arguments and finds that the bankruptcy court did notsabuse
discretion

A. Unusual Circumstan@s

Debtor argues that the bankruptcy court erred in converting this case to Chapter 7
pursuant to 8 1112(b), because unusual circumstances existed that made convertieghtite cas
in the best interest of the creditorstioe estate. Sectidll12(h(1) provides that the bankruptcy
“court shall convert a case und&hapter 11] to a case und&jhapter 7 or dismiss a case under
[Chapter 11], whichever is in the best interests of creditors and the estateider Section
1112(b)(4) sets forth ehtypes of actions that constitute cause, which includefailure to
maintain appropriate insuranaghichposes a risk to the esta(®) failure to comply with an
order of the bankruptcy court; and (3) unexcused failure to satisfy timely any filing ctimgpor
requirement established by Title 11 or any rule applicable to Chapter 11 cases. 11 U.S.C. §
1112(B(4)(C), (E), (F). The bankruptcy court found that cause existed for conversion due to
insufficient insurance on Debtor’s properties and Debtor’s failure to comgtycairt orders
and Chapter 11 rules. This Court finds that there was no error in the bankruptcy court’s findings

that cause existed for conversion.



Debtor argues that the exception set forth in § 1112(b)(2) applies, which made conversion
anabuse of discretion. Section 1112(b)(2) provitesthe bankruptcy court may not convert a
Chapter 1Xkaseto Chapter 7 itwo elements are met. Firghe bakruptcy courtimustfind and
specifically identiy unusual circumstances establishing that converting the case is not in the best
interests othe creditors and the estat8econd, the debtanust establish thafl) there is a
reasonable likelihood that a plan will be confirmed within a reasonable period p{2irtiee
grounds for converting the case do not include a substantial or continuing loss to or diminution
of the estate; and (3) there exists a reasonable justification for the adssioororeating the
grounds for converting the case that can be cured within a reasonable period éfgime.
explained below, this Court agrees with the bankruptcy court that Debtor didawethat it
meets the requirements for the exception.

For the exception to applthe bankruptcycourtmustfind and specifically identify
unusual circumstances establishing that converting the case is not in the bess iotdres
creditors and thestate Debtor contends that unusual circumstances exidigidd-parties
controlled the financial information necessary to fill out the schedules ane& actiat order
barred Debtor from contacting tenants in some of its properties, which was neaessder to
arrange for property inspectiotisat wererequired in ordeto obtain insurance. The bankruptcy
court found that these circumstances were neither unusual nor a sufficientfea3ebtor’s
deficient filings and insufficient insurancand this Court agrees with the bankruptcy court’s
findings.

The bankruptcy court specifically stated at the first hedhagDebtor’s reason for
failing to obtain sufficient insurance was not unusual, and instézted thait was “bad

business management,” which “happens all the time.” (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. phg7).



bankruptcy court pointed out that the reason why irgpecwere necessary was because Debtor
had let its insurance lapse, which the bankruptcy court stated was not good business
management. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 15).

The bankruptcy court also rejected Debtor’'s argument that a state court-egpoint
receiver controlled the information that Debtor needed in order to timely and properly fill out the
bankruptcy schedules. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 24). The bankruptcy court pointed out that the
receiver had only been appointed for five of the twenty-eight piegeyet Debtor failed to
timely and properly fill out the bankruptcy schedules as to all tweigtyt properties (Doc. No.

11-2, depo. p. 5, 24, 27, 32). Likewise, the bankruptcy court rejected the argument that because
the law firm of Ghidotti Bergecollected and maintained the rents for one of the properties in
receivership, Debtor did not have sufficient information to fill out its schedotksther

required documents for the remaining twesgyen properties(Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 12).
Additionally, the bankruptcy court noted that Debtor did not file the appropriate motions to get
the necessampformation from the third parties. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 29-30).

The bankruptcy court also rejected Debtor’'s argument that conversion was not irt the bes
interests othecreditors and the estatdhe bankruptcy court pointed out that all of theditors
thathad addressed the issue objected to Debtor remaining in Chapter 11. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo.
p. 24). The bankruptcy court found that Debtor was not complying with the rules of Chapter 11
and that if the case were converted to Chapter 7, the secured and unsecured creditors would ge
paid (based on Debtor’s filings indicating that there was $5 million in equity in the prepertie
and $1.9 million in unsecured creditors). (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. R9¥8ids Court agrees
with the bankruptcy court’s finding that conversion was in the best interest of thie s eadid

the bankruptcy estate.



Debtor arguedhat conversion to Chapter 7 jeopardizes the creditors and the estate
because Debtor no longer maintains the ability to contest Residential Mortgage usabsTr
(“RMLT") claims. Debtor contends that RMLT, Debtor’s largest secareditor, is an entity
that does not really exist, and as such, it does not have a valid claim against Debéts'S he
bankruptcy court rejected Debtor’'s argument that Debtor was in a betteoptsn a Chapter
7 trustedo pursueDebtor’'sclaims againsRMLT and to defend against the existing
foreclosures. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 26, 2D-3rhe bankruptcy court stated that the Chapter
7 trustee would pursue the claims of the bankruptcy estate, and Debtor’'s counsel cobilg possi
work with counsel for the Chapter 7 trustee. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 26, 30-32). Finally, the
bankruptcy court noted that even if RMLT was not the proper entity to assert secured clai
against Debtor’s properties, some entity had secured claims on those propédniesiithaeed
to be paid. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 11-1Zhis Court agrees with the bankruptcy court’s
rejection of Debtor’'s argument on this issue.

Additionally, Debtor did noestablisranother element for the exception to apply—
Debtor did not show thaherewas a reasonable likelihood that a plan would be confirmed
within a reasonable period of time. Paula Rush (Debtor’s Vice President) edpaihe
bankruptcy court that Debtor had not had cash flow for one to two years. (Doc. No. 11-1, depo.
p. 20-21, 38). The bankruptcy court pointed out that since Debtor did not have any money
coming in, it would not be possible to get a reorganization plan confirmed under Chapter 11.
(Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 17-18, 29-30; Doc. No. 11-1, depo. p. 21). This Court agrees with the
bankruptcy court’s finding on this issue.

Debtor argues that if the case remained in Chapter 11, it would be able to pursue its

claims against RMLT and eliminate RMLT’s claims against Debtor. As a resulipiDebuld
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have more equity to craft a reorganization plan that would get approved. However, this
argument misses the mark, as even if RM&.ot the proper entity to assert secured claims
against Debtor’s propertieis appearghat some entity had secured claiomsthose properties
that wouldstill need to be paid. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p. 11-12; Doc. No. 11-3, dep9. p. 32

This Court also rejects Debtor’s argument that by converting the case to Chapter 7 and
appointing a Chapter 7 trustee, the bankruptcyteestdl incur significant administration costs
that will reduce available funds to pay the creditors. Throughout all three hearingssitigache
conversion of the case to Chapter 7, the bankruptcy court continually pointed out Debtor’s
inability to properly manage its business in order to pay off its creditors within the oafine
Chapter 11. (Doc. No. 11-1, depo. p. 41-42). This Court agrees with the bankruptcy court’s
finding on thsissue.

Likewise,this Court agrees with the bankruptcy cdhgtDebtor did not establish the
element thathere existda reasonable justification for the act or omission creating the grounds
for converting the case that could be cured within a reasonable period of time. The bankruptcy
court did not find Debtor’s excuses for its deficient filings to be sufficient andntgubout that
Debtor had already made attempts to cure the deficiencies but failed to do so. (Doc. No. 11-1,
depo. p. 33, 42).

Thus, based on the above, this Court finds that Debtor did not show that the exception set
forth in § 1112(b)(2) applies, and therefore, the bankruptcy court’s decision to conveseghe ca
to Chapter 7 was nanabuse of discretion. Furthermore, the bankruptcy court’s decision to

deny reconsideration on this basis also was not an abuse of discretion.
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B. Dismissal versus Conversion

Next, Debtor argues that the bankruptcy court should have dismissed, rather than
converted, the casel'he bankruptcy court determined that conversion was in the best interest of
the creditors (as well as Debtor) becauseethias equity in the real estate that could be used to
pay off the creditors and then provide Debtor with money to start over. (Doc. No. 11-2, depo. p.
31-32). The bankruptcy court noted that if it had dismissed the case, the unsecurex credit
likely would not get paid. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 48-49). This Court agrees with the
bankruptcy court’s findings on this issue. Accordingly, this Court finds that the bankruptcy court
did not abuse its discretion in converting this case and denying the motion for reconsideration on
this issue.

C. Insurance

Next, Debtor argues that by the time of the hearing on Debtor’s motion for
reconsideration, it had obtained sufficient insurance, so reconsideration wastediAfter
reviewing the recordt is uncleatto this Court whether sufficient insurance was obtained.

Debtor contends thatlitadobtained sufficient insurance by October 21, 2019. (Doc. No.
12-33). At the reconsideration hearing, the bankruptcy court stated that thestdlwas
sufficient insirance. (Doc. No. 11-1, depo. p. 11-14, 32-33, 42). However, at the hearing on the
motion to stay pending appeal, Debtor explained that the amount of insiiraadebtained
was based on the cost to rebuild the properties and did not include the underlying value of the
land. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 19-20). It is unclear whether the bankruptcy court found this to
be sufficient. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 19-20). However, at the hearing on the motion to stay

pending appeal, the bankruptcy court also asked about the existence of flood insurance, which
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Debtor was unsure about. (Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 19). Thus, itis unclear to this Court whether
Debtor did, in fact, obtain sufficient insurance.

Even assuming that Debtbadobtained sufficient insurance by October 21, 201i%ee
months after filing its petition for bankruptcy relief—such does not render the bankrupttyg cour
initial decision to convert the case to Chapter 7 erroneous, because Debtor failethto obta
sufficient insurance at that timehich was sufficient cause for conversion. Additionally, this
Court finds thathere were still deficient filings and Debtor’s failure to comply with the
bankruptcy court’s orders and the rules of Chapter 11 that were grounds for denying
reconsideration For example, Debtor, a company whose business consists of leasing its
properties, failed to list its leases on Schedule G. (Doc. No. 12-14, pg-@@hermore,he
bankruptcy court stated that it was et the lack of sufficient insurance that caused the court
to deny reconsideratioit was the totality of the circumstances, “basing it mostly on [Debtor’s]
own deficiencies and omissions . . . and the reasons why [Delutat] sauldn’t comply”

(Doc. No. 11-3, depo. p. 51).

In its appeal brief, Debtor contends that it had cured the majority of its defesenci
implicitly acknowledging that it still had other matters to cure. (Doc. No. 19, p. 17-18)orDebt
contends that it “had a history of curing matters in a reasonable time.” (Doc. No. 19, p. 18).
However, the record in this case belies that assertion. Accordingly, this Court finelecihaf
Debtor did obtain sufficient insurance by October 21, 2019, the bankruptcy court did not abuse
its discretion in denying reconsideration of its decision to convert the case to Chapter 7.

[1l. Conclusion

Accordingly, it is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED thaiis Courtfinds that the

bankruptcy court did not abuse its discretion in converting this case to Chapter 7 and denying
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reconsideration. As such, this Court affirms the bankruptcy court’'s decisiondashsm its
orders on appeal (Doc. No. 57, 58, 82). The Clerk is directed to enter judgment for Appellee and
to close this case.

DONE AND ORDERED at @ampa, Florida, this 27th day of July, 2020.

SUSAN C. BUCKLEW
United States Distnict Judge

Copies to:
Counsel of Record
The Honorable Catherine Peek McEwen
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