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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT Presentment Date and Time 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK March 1, 2011 
---------------------------------------------------------------x at 9:45 A.M. 
In re 
Bankruptcy of Motors Liquidation Company Chapter 11 
(flk/a General Motors Corporation) ("MLC") 

Case No. 09 - 50026 (REG) 
Debtor. 

---------------------------------------------------------------x 

RESPONSE TO DEBTOR'S 165th OMNffiUS OBJECTION TO CLAIMS AND 
MOTION REQUESTING ENFORCEMENT OF BAR DATE ORDERS 

Stanley R. Stasko respectfully states: 

I) that Stanley R. Stasko received Debtor's 165th Omnibus Objection to Claims and 

Motion requesting enforcement of Bar Date Orders - (See Exhibit #I) 

2) the Debtor's I65th Omnibus Objection to Claims and Motion requesting enforcement 

included Claim #70285 by Stanley R. Stasko (Creditor) against General Motors 

Corporation (Debtor) - (See Exhibit #2) 

3) Claim #70285 by Stanley R. Stasko against General Motors Corporation should be 

removed from the Debtor's 165th Omnibus Objection to Claims and Motion 

requesting enforcement of Bar Date Orders because: 

4) on April 8,2010, the U.S. Bankruptcy Court- S.D. ofNew York (Bankruptcy Court) 

considered Motion of Stanley R. Stasko for Relief from the Automatic Stay - (See 

Court Transcript of April 8, 2010; Docket #5509) 

5) also on April 21, 2010, the U. S. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. of New York Denied the 

Motion of Stanley R. Stasko for Relieffrom the Automatic Stay - (See Exhibit #3) 

6) further General Motors Corporation has been notified that Stanley R. Stasko is 

Appealing the Entire Order Denying Motion of Stanley R. Stasko for Relief from the 

Automatic Stay - (See Exhibit #3) 
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7) still further U. S. District Court - S.D. ofNew York has decided to Hear the Appeal 

by Stanley R. Stasko and has assigned the Appeal with Case # 1: 1O-CV-04322-JGK 

(Honorable John G. Koeltl) 

8) still further Stanley R. Stasko (Appellant) has already filed the Appellant's Legal 

Brief (See Exhibit #4) and served a copy to General Motors Corporation (Appellee) 

9) still further Appellant has already filed the Appellant's Response to Appellee's Legal 

Brief (See Exhibit #5) and served a copy to General Motors Corporation 

10) therefore Claim #70285 by Stanley R. Stasko against General Motors Corporation 

should be removed from the Debtor's 165th Omnibus Objection to Claims and Motion 

requesting enforcement ofBar Date Orders because the U.S. District Court -. S.D. of 

New York is Hearing the Appeal by Stanley R. Stasko 

PROOF of CLAIM and STANLEY R. STASKO CLAIM FILED AFTER BAR 

DATE ALREADY DISCUSSED in BANKRUPTCY COURT on APRIL 8,2010 

11) the Proof of Claim issue was discussed by Judge Robert E Gerber of the U. S. 

Bankruptcy Court- S. D. of New York (the Bankruptcy Judge) when he stated "Mr. 

Stasko, I'm going to have to deny your motion for relief from the stay, both by reason 

of your failure to show that you're entitled to that relief under the Second Circuit 

Sonnax factors and because you didn't file a proof of claim" (Court Transcript of 

April 8, 2010; Page 31, Lines 18 - 22; Docket # 5509) 

12) also Stanley R. Stasko Claim Filed after Bar Date was implied on page 40, lines 2 - 8, 

and 18 - 24 of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court- S.D. ofNew York Transcript ofApril 8, 

20 I0, when Bankruptcy Judge Gerber purposefully publicly harasses the Stanley R. 

Stasko by stating "uniquely in my ten years as a judge, as a bankruptcy judge, and 
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forty years as a lawyer, this is the first time that rye had a fellow or an entity who 

actually filed litigation after the bankruptcy case was filed and then asked for relief 

from the stay to continue in the filing of- or prosecution of a litigation that should 

never have been filed in the first place ... now, I'll asswne for the sake of discussion 

that you didn't know about the bankruptcy when you filed the action in the Eastern 

District ofMichigan, but once you heard about it, proceeding to try to get a default 

against the debtor was just dead wrong. And because you're not a lawyer, I'm not 

going to use one ofthe stronger words that I would use, but that's real bad, okay?" 

(See Docket #5509) 

13) further even though General Motors Corporation knows the civil suit has its genesis 

in CY2005 the legal counsel for General Motors Corporation purposefully makes a 

disingenuous statement on page 35, lines 19,20,21, and 22 ofthe U.S. Bankruptcy 

Court - S.D. ofNew York Transcript ofApril 8, 2010, when he states "this motion is 

based on a post-petition action that was filed in the District Court for the Eastern 

District ofMichigan on December 11,2009, significantly after the filing of our 

bankruptcy petition on June 1st
, 2009." (See Docket #5509) 

14) still further the details of the genesis of civil suit Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation in the U. S. District Court - E.D. of Michigan in CY2005 was repeated 

in Appellant's Legal Brief- See Exhibit #4; Section "Civil Suit has its Genesis in 

CY2005"; Paragraphs 23 - 34 

15) still further the delay between the genesis of civil suit Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation in CY 2005 and the filing of the Complaint of civil suit Stasko v General 

Motors Corporation on December 11, 2009, was also repeated in the Appellant's 

Legal Brief: 
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a. Exhibit #4; Section "Mental Disability"; Paragraphs 35 -48 

b.	 Exhibit #4; Section "Pre-Civil Suit Meeting"; Paragraphs 49 - 55 

c.	 Exhibit #4; Section "Discovery Delays"; Paragraphs 56 - 64 

d.	 Exhibit #4; Section "Fraudulent Concealment"; Paragraphs 65 - 82 

16) still further civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation being filed in the U. S. 

District Court - E. D. ofMichigan on December 11, 2009, seems insignificant when 

considering Stanley R. Stasko is a Pro Se Litigant 

a.	 See Exhibit #4; Section "Pro Se Litigant - Less Stringent Standard; 

Paragraphs 83 - 88 

17) still further Stanley R. Stasko's Proof of Claim being filed in the U S. Bankruptcy 

Court - S D. of New York via U S. Mail on April 28, 2010, seems insignificant 

when considering Stanley R. Stasko is a Pro Se Litigant 

a.	 See Exhibit #4; Section "Pro Se Litigant- Less Stringent Standard; 

Paragraphs 83 - 88 

18) therefore Claim #70285 by Stanley R. Stasko against General Motors Corporation 

should be removed from the Debtor's 165th Omnibus Objection to Claims and Motion 

requesting enforcement of Bar Date Orders since the Proof of Claim and Stanley R. 

Stasko's Claim filed after the Bar Date have already been discussed in the 

Bankruptcy Court on April 8, 2010, and the Appeal is actively being heard in the US 

District Court - S.D. of New York 
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ISSUES FROM DEBTOR'S OBJECTION TO CLAIMS AND MOTION
 

ACTUAL NOTICE OF BAR DATES
 

19) in the Debtor's Objection to Claims and Motion the Debtor state "the Debtors timely 

published notice of the Bar Dates in each of the newspapers specified in the Bar Date 

Order." - (See Exhibit #1; Page #5) 

20) a partial list from Debtors' Footnote #4 list publications like "The Financial Times, 

The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, USA Today, Detroit Free Press, ... "­

(See Exhibit #1; Page #5; Footnote #4) 

2l)the U. S. Bankruptcy Court- S.D. of New York should be informed that Stanley R. 

Stasko does not subscribe to publications like "The Financial Times, The Wall Street 

Journal, The New York Times, USA Today, Detroit Free Press 

22) also the U. S. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. of New York should be informed that Stanley 

R. Stasko does not even own what is commonly known as a television nor has he for 

years 

23) therefore the publications listed would not be a typical avenue for Stanley R. Stasko 

to be informed regarding Bar Dates associated with General Motors Corporation 

Bankruptcy 

EXCUSABLE NEGLECT 

24) in the Debtor's Objection to Claims and Motion the Debtor state "whether excusable 

neglect exists in any particular case hinges on five factors: (1) the degree of prejudice 

to the debtors; (2) the length of the delay and its potential impact on judicial 

proceedings; (3) the reason for the delay, including whether it was within the 

reasonable control of the claimant; (4) whether the claimant acted in good faith; and 



(5) if a claimant had counsel, whether a claimant should be penalized for their 

counsel's mistake or neglect - (See Exhibit #1; Page #8) 

THE DEGREE OF PREJUDICE TO THE DEBTORS 

25) this factor is similar to the argument made by General Motors Corporation in the 

Appellee's Legal Brief filed in U. S. District Court - S.D. ofNew York 

26) the Appellee stated"... the burden imposed on the Debtors in terms of the time, 

financial resources, and attention necessary to defend against the Michigan Action far 

outweighs any potential gain to Appellant in proceeding with the Michigan Action 

against the Debtors given that Appellant did not file a timely proof of claim against 

the Debtors and is therefore barred from seeking any recovery from the Debtors."(See 

Exhibit 5; Paragraph #21) 

27) the U. S. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. of New York can find Stanley R. Stasko Response 

to the Appellee's statement in Exhibit #5; Section "Fraudulent Concealment"; 

Paragraphs #22-36 

28) therefore the time, financial resources, and attention necessary to defend against the 

Michigan Action was self inflicted by General Motors Corporation when General 

Motors Corporation Fraudulently Concealed Stanley R. Stasko's accomplishments 

THE LENGTH OF THE DELAY 

29) civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation was filed in the U. S. District Court­

E.D. of Michigan on December 11, 2009, approximately (11) days after the Bar Date 

ofNovember 30, 2009 (this seems insignifant when considering Stanley R. Stasko is 
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a Pro Se Litigant; See Exhibit #4; Section "Pro Se Litigant - Less Stringent 

Standard"; Paragraphs 83-88) 

30) also Stanley R Stasko's Proof of Claim filed in the US. Bankruptcy Court- S. D. of 

New York via U S. Mail on April 28, 2010, (5) months after the Bar Date of 

November 30, 2009 (this also seems insignificant when considering Stanley R Stasko 

is a Pro Se Litigant; See Exhibit #4; Section "Pro Se Litigant - Less Stringent 

Standard"; Paragraphs 83-88) 

31) further the U.S. District Court - S.D. of New York may ask the question - why the 

delay between the genesis of civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation in 

CY2005 and the filing of the complaint of civil suit Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation on December 11, 2009? 

32) when Stanley R Stasko motioned the US. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. ofNew York for 

Relief from the Automatic Stay he submitted to the Bankruptcy Court a copy on CD 

ofthe (500) plus pages of the original complaint in Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation in U. S. District Court - ED. ofMichigan explaining in detail the unique 

situation of the civil suit (including his Mental Disability, the Discovery Delays, and 

the Fraudulent Concealment by General Motors Corporation) 

33 ) therefore the U. S. Bankruptcy Court- SD. of New York was informed of the 

reasons for the length of the delay 

REASON FOR DELAY 

34) the delay between the genesis ofcivil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation in 

CY 2005 and the filing of the Complaint of civil suit Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation on December 11,2009, is repeated in the Appellant's Legal Brief: 
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a. See Exhibit #4; Section "Mental Disability"; Paragraphs 35 -48 

b. See Exhibit #4; Section "Pre-Civil Suit Meeting"; Paragraphs 49 - 55 

c. See Exhibit #4; Section "Discovery Delays"; Paragraphs 56 - 64 

d. See Exhibit #4; Section "Fraudulent Concealment"; Paragraphs 65 - 82 

35) also as mentioned above when Stanley R. Stasko motioned the U.S. Bankruptcy 

Court - S.D. ofNew York for Relief from the Automatic Stay he submitted to the 

Bankruptcy Court a copy on CD of the (500) plus pages of the original complaint in 

Stasko v General Motors Corporation in U.S. District Court - ED. of Michigan 

explaining in detail the unique situation of the civil suit (including his Mental 

Disability, the Discovery Delays, and the Fraudulent Concealment by General Motors 

Corporation) 

WHETHER A CLAIMENT ACTED IN GOOD FAITH 

36) Stanley R. Stasko fully plead the facts and circumstances surrounding his belated 

discovery and the delay in the original complaint in Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation in U.S. District Court ~ B.D. of Michigan; and, Stanley R. Stasko 

submitted the (70) plus page explanation of the facts and circumstances from Exhibit 

#7 from Case #2:09-CV-14827 to the U.S. Bankruptcy Court- S. D. of New York 

37) also Stanley R. Stasko submitted to the U.S. Bankruptcy Court- S.D. ofNew York 

the approximate (89) page resume ofExhibit 16 in Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation in U.S. District Court - B.D. of Michigan when the Appellant motioned 

for Relieffrom the Automatic Stay in order to help the Bankruptcy Court understand 

the magnitude ofthe Fraudulent Concealment by General Motors Corporation) 
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38) further the U. S. Bankruptcy Court - S. D. ofNew York needs to understand when 

the Stanley R. Stasko motioned for Relieffrom the Automatic Stay the majority of 

the (500) plus pages of the original complaint in Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation in U.S. District Court - E.D. ofMichigan was written and / or compiled 

in CY2009 when Stanley R. Stasko memory cleared enough to defend his himself in 

the civil suit against General Motors Corporation 

39) therefore Stanley R. Stasko acted in Good Faith by filing civil suit Stasko v General 

Motors Corporation on December 11, 2009, since his memory just cleared enough 

to defend himself in CY2009 (emphasis added) 

IF A CLAIMENT HAD COUNSEL 

40) Stanley R. Stasko is a Pro Se Litigant in civil suit Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation Case #2:09-CV- 14827 

41) also Stanley R. Stasko is a Pro Se Litigant in U. S. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. ofNew 

York Case #09-50026 (REG) 

42) further Stanley R. Stasko is a Pro Se Litigant in U. S. District Court - S.D. ofNew 

York Case #I:10-CV-04322-JGK 

CONCLUSION 

43) Stanley R. Stasko respectfully requests that Claim #70285 by Stanley R. Stasko 

against General Motors Corporation be removed from the Debtor's 165th Omnibus 

Objection to Claims and Motion requesting enforcement of Bar Date Orders for the 

reasons given above 

,----- ­
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44) also if the U. S. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. ofNew York decision is against Stanley R. 

Stasko, then Stanley R. Stasko automatically Appeals the decision to U. S. District 

Court - S.D. ofNew York Case #1:1O-CV-04322-JGK 

45) further Stanley R. Stasko requests another Bankruptcy Judge hear the Motion and 

Stanley R. Stasko Response because Judge Robert E. Gerber purposefully publicly 

harasses Stanley R. Stasko by stating "uniquely in my ten years as a judge, as a 

bankruptcy judge, and forty years as a lawyer, this is the first time that I've had a 

fellow or an entity who actually filed litigation after the bankruptcy case was filed 

and then asked for relief from the stay to continue in the filing of- or prosecution of a 

litigation that should never have been filed in the first place ... now, I'll assume for 

the sake of discussion that you didn't know about the bankruptcy when you filed the 

action in the Eastern District ofMichigan, but once you heard about it, proceeding to 

try to get a default against the debtor was just dead wrong. And because you're not a 

lawyer, I'm not going to use one of the stronger words that 1 would use, but that's real 

bad, okay?" (Bankruptcy Court Transcript ofApril 8, 2010; Page 40, Lines 2-8 and 

18-24; Docket # 5509) 

Dated: February 9, 2011 
Stallfey R. Stasko 
27653 Lexington Pkwy 
Southfield, Michigan 48076 
Telephone # 313-670-6917 
Pro Se Litigant 
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HEARING DATE AND TIME: March 1,2011 at 9:45 a.m. (Eastern Time) 
RESPONSE DE'ADLlNE: February 22, 2011 at 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) 

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

Attorneys for Debtors and 
Debtors in Possession 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

---------------------------------------------------------------x 

In re Chapter 11 Case No. 

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

Debtors. (Jointly Administered) 

---------------------------------------------------------------x 

DEBTORS' 165TH OMNIBUS OBJECTION TO CLAIMS
 
AND MOTION REQUESTING ENFORCEMENT OF BAR DATE ORDERS
 

(Late-Filed Claims)
 

THIS OBJECTION SEEKS TO DISALLOW AND EXPUNGE CERTAIN FILED PROOFS OF CLAIM.
 
CLAIMANTS RECEIVING THIS OBJECTION SHOULD LOCATE THEIR NAMES AND CLAIMS ON THE
 

EXHIBIT ANNEXED TO THIS OBJECTION.
 

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

Motors Liquidation Company (f/k/a General Motors Corporation) ("MLC") and 

its affiliated debtors, as debtors in possession (collectively, the "Debtors"), respectfully 

represent: 
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Relief Requested 

1. The Debtors file this 165th omnibus objection to certain claims and 

motion requesting enforcement of the Bar Date Orders (as defined below) (the "165th Omnibus 

Objection to Claims") pursuant to section 502(b) of title II of the United States Code (the 

"Bankruptcy Code"), Rule 3007(d) of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure (the 

"Bankruptcy Rules"), this Court's order approving procedures for the filing of omnibus 

objections to proofs of claim filed against the Initial Debtors (as defined below) (the 

"Procedures Order") (ECF No. 4180), this Court's order deeming the Procedures Order 

applicable to the REALM/ENCORE Debtors (as defined below) (the "REALM/ENCORE 

Order") (ECF No. 4841), this Court's order approving the procedures relating to the filing of 

proofs of claim against the Initial Debtors (the "Initial Debtors Bar Date Order") (ECF No. 

4079), this Court's order approving the procedures relating to the filing of proofs of claim 

against the REALM/ENCORE Debtors (the "REALMIENCORE Bar Date Order") (ECF No. 

4586), and this Court's supplemental order to the Initial Debtors Bar Date Order approving the 

procedures relating to the filing of proofs of claim with respect to certain properties of the 

Debtors (ECF No. 4681) (the "Property Bar Date Order," and collectively with the Initial 

Debtors Bar Date Order and the REALM/ENCORE Bar Date Order, the "Bar Date Orders") 

seeking entry of an order disallowing and expunging the claims listed on Exhibit "A" annexed 

hereto. l 

Creditors can obtain copies of the cover page of any proof of claim tiled against the Debtors' bankruptcy estates 
on the Debtors' claims register on the website maintained by the Debtors' claims agent, 
www.motorsliquidation.cOIn.Alink to the claims register is located under the "Claims Infonnation" tab. Creditors 
without access to the Internet may request a copy of the cover page of any proof of claim by mail to The Garden 
City Group, Inc., Motors Liquidation Company Claims Agent, P.O. Box 9386, Dublin, Ohio 43017-4286 or by 
calling The Garden City Group, Inc. at 1-703-286-6401. 
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2. The Debtors have examined the proofs of claim identified on Exhibit "A" 

and have determined that the proofs of claim listed under the heading "Claims to be Disallowed 

and Expunged' (collectively, the "Late-Filed Claims") were received after the Bar Date (as 

defined below) from claimants who, despite not having received actual notice of the Bar Date 

Orders, received adequate and sufficient notice of the Bar Date Orders by publication 

(collectively, the "Unknown Creditors"). As the Late-Filed Claims fail to comply with the Bar 

Date Orders, the Debtors request that, consistent with the express terms of the Bar Date Orders, 

the Late-Filed Claims be disallowed and expunged in their entirety. Furthermore, the Debtors 

reserve all of their rights to object on any other basis to any Late-Filed Claims as to which the 

Court does not grant the relief requested herein. 

Jurisdiction 

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

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

Background 

4. On June 1,2009, four of the Debtors (the "Initial Debtors"l commenced 

with this Court voluntary cases under chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code, and on October 9, 

2009, two additional Debtors (the "REALMIENCORE Debtors,,)3 commenced with this Court 

voluntary cases under chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code, which cases are jointly administered 

with those of the Initial Debtors under Case Number 09-50026. On September 15,2009, the 

Initial Debtors filed their schedules of assets and liabilities and statements of financial affairs, 

2 The Initial Debtors are MLC, MLCS, LLC (£'kJa Saturn, LLC), MLCS Distribution Corporation (f/lda Saturn 
Distribution Corporation), and MLC of Harlem, Inc. (fllda Chevrolet-Satum of Harlem, Inc.). 

3 The REALMIENCORE Debtors are Remediation and Liability Management Company, Inc., and Environmental 
Corporate Remediation Company, Inc. 
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which were amended on October 4, 2009. On October 15, 2009, the REALM/ENCORE Debtors 

filed their schedules of assets and liabilities and statements of financial affairs. 

5. On September 16, 2009, this Court entered the Initial Debtors Bar Date 

Order establishing November 30, 2009 as the deadline for each person or entity to file a proof of 

claim in the Initial Debtors' cases, including governmental units (the "Initial Debtors Bar 

Date"). On December 2, 2009, this Court entered the REALM/ENCORE Bar Date Order 

establishing February 1,2010 (the "REALM/ENCORE Bar Date") as the deadline for each 

person or entity to file a proof of claim in the REALM/ENCORE Debtors' cases (except 

governmental units, as deffied in section 101(27) of the Bankruptcy Code, for which the Court 

established April 16, 2010, the "REALM/ENCORE Governmental Bar Date"). On December 

18,2009, this Court entered the Property Bar Date Order establishing February 10,2010 as the 

deadline for entities residing adjacent to or in the proximity of certain material manufacturing 

properties of the Debtors (the "Properties") to file a proof of claim with respect to the Properties 

(the "Property Bar Date," and collectively with the Initial Debtors Bar Date, the 

REALM/ENCORE Bar Date, and the REALM/ENCORE Governmental Bar Date, the "Bar 

Dates"). 

6. Each of the Bar Date Orders specifically provides that, in order to be 

timely-filed, proofs of claim must be "actually received" by the Debtors' claims agent or the 

Court, on or before the applicable Bar Date. (Initial Debtors Bar Date Order at 3 (emphasis in 

original); REALM/ENCORE Bar Date Order at 3 (emphasis in original); Property Bar Date 

Order at 2 (emphasis in original).) The Bar Date Orders also expressly provide that any holder 

of a claim against the Debtors who is required, but fails, to file a proof of such claim on or before 

the applicable Bar Date shall forever be barred, estopped, and enjoined from asserting such claim 
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a!Sainst any of the Debtors and their respective estates. (Initial Debtors Bar Date Order at 5; 

REALM/ENCORE Bar Date Order at 5; Property Bar Date Order at 4.) 

7. In addition to requiring the Debtors to provide actual notice of the Bar 

Date.to all parties known to have claims against the Debtors, each of the Bar Date Orders 

authorized the Debtors to provide notice of the Bar Date by publication, which, as provided for 

in the Bar Date Orders, "shall be deemed good, adequate and sufficient publication notice of [the 

Bar Date] and the procedures for filing Proofs of Claim in these cases[.]" (Initial Debtors Bar 

Date Order at 7; REALM/ENCORE Bar Date Order at 7; Property Bar Date Order at 5.) The 

Debtors timely published notice of the Bar Dates in each of the newspapers specified in the Bar 

Date Orders.4 (See Affidavits of Publication, ECF Nos. 3522,4290,4724 and 4877.) 

8. After the applicable Bar Date, the Late-Filed Claims were periodically 

received from the Unknown Creditors who did not receive actual notice ofthe Bar Date Orders 

because they were unknown to the Debtors as having potential claims and, furthermore, the 

Debtors could not have known of the potential claims of the Unknown Creditors, and/or their 

identity, through an inspection of their books and records or other reasonable investigation. 

The Relief Requested Should Be Approved by the Court 

9. Section 502(b)(9) ofthe Bankruptcy Code provides that, upon the 

objection of a party in interest, a claim shall be disallowed to the extent that "proof of such claim 

The Initial Debtors Bar Date Order authorized tbe Debtors to provide notice by publication in the Financial 
Times, The Wall Street Journal (Global Edition-North America, Europe, and Asia), The New York Times 
(National), USA Today (Monday through Thursday, National), Detroit Free Press/Detroit News, Le Journal de 
Montreal (French), Montreal Gazelle (English), The Globe and Mail (National), and The National Post. The 
REALMJENCORE Bar Date Order authorized the Debtors to provide notice by publication in USA Today (National 
Edition) The New York Times (National Edition), Detroit Free Pres, Bay City Times, Commercial News, Flint 
Journal, Saginaw News, The Chronicle-Telegram, Observer & Eccentric, The Toledo Blade, Kansas City Business 
Journal, Syracuse New Times, Dayton Dai(v News, Ypsilanti Courier, Tonawanda News, and The News-Herald. 
The Property Bar Date Order authorized the Debtors to provide notice by publication in Flint Journal, The Oakland 
Press, Free Lance Star, ObsenJer & Eccentric, Parma Sun Post, Ypsilanti Courier, Dayton Daily News. Delaware 
Business Ledger, Saginaw Neh's, Shreveport Times, The Grand Rapids Press, The Indianapolis Star, Mansfield 
News Journal, and Pittsburgh Post Gazette. 
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is not timely filed." 1'1 U.S.C. § 502(b)(9). Pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 3003(c)(3), a proof of 

claim is not timely filed unless it is done so "prior to a bar date established by order of a 

bankruptcy court." In re XO Commc'n, Inc., 301 B.R. 782, 791 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2003); Fed. R. 

Bankr. P. 3003(c)(3)5 Such a bar date is meant to "function as a statute of limitations and 

effectively [disallows] late claims in order to provide the Debtor and its creditors with finality to 

the claims process and permits the Debtor to make swift distributions under the Plan." XO 

Commc'n, 301 B.R. at 797. 

10. One of the very few occasions when a late-filed claim will not be 

disallowed is where a claimant can establish that notice afforded to the claimant of a bar date 

order failed to comply with constitutional principles of due process. Such principles, however, 

do not require that a claimant receive actual notice in all instances. Rather, the standard 

applicable in bankruptcy and nonbankruptcy proceedings alike is whether there was notice 

"reasonably calculated, under all the circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency 

of the action." !d. at 792 (quoting Mullane v. Cent. Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306, 

314 (1950)). In applying that standard, the Supreme Court has stated: 

This Court has not hesitated to approve of resort to publication as a 
customary substitute in another class of cases where it is not 
reasonably possible or practicable to give more adequate warning. 
Thus, it has been recognized that, in the case of persons missing or 
unknown, employment of an indirect, and even a probably futile, 
means of notification is all that the situation permits, and creates 
no constitutional bar to a final decree foreclosing their rights. 

Mullane, 339 U.S. at 317 (citations omitted). As applied to bar date orders in the bankruptcy 

context, the Supreme Court's interpretation regarding the sufficiency of notice compels the result 

that, while actual notice of a bar date must be provided to "a creditor 'known' to a debtor," XO 

Moreover, Bankruptcy Rule 3007(d)(4) provides that an omnibus objection may be made with respect to claims 
that were "not timely filed[.]" Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007(d)(4). 
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Commc 'n, 301 B.R. at 792, "[f]or obvious reasons debtors need not provide actual notice to 

unknown creditors ... [who are] entitled to no more than constructive notice (i.e., notice by 

publication) of the bar date." In re Drexel Burnham Lambert Group Inc., 151 B.R. 674, 681 

(Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1993) (parenthetical in original). 

11. In differentiating between a "known" creditor and an "unknown" creditor, 

the guiding principle is that the latter is one whose identity and/or claim is not "reasonably 

ascertainable" or is merely conceivable, conjectural or speculative." XO Commc'n, 301 B.R. at 

793 (citation omitted). In tum, a creditor's identity or claim is not "reasonably ascertainable" if 

it cannot be uncovered by a debtor through "reasonably diligent efforts." Id. (citing Mennonite 

Bd. ofMissions v. Adams, 462 U.S. 791, 798 n.4 (1983)). However, a debtor need not engage in 

extended searches where the effectiveness of such a search is outweighed by its practical 

difficulties or high cost. Mullane, 339 U.S. at 317 (notice not required to those who could be 

discovered upon investigation but do not, in "due course of business[,] come to knowledge"). 

Rather, the requisite search "focuses on the debtor's own books and records. Efforts beyond a 

careful examination of these documents are generally not required." XO Commc'n, 301 B.R. at 

793 (quoting Chemetron Corp. v. Jones, 72 F.3d 341,347 (3d Cir. 1995)). 

12. A review of the Late-Filed Claims reveals that each of the Unknown 

Creditors was "unknown" to the Debtors. Whether based on the Debtors' books and records or 

otherwise, the Debtors did not know of the identity ofthe Unknown Creditors and/or that such 

Unknown Creditors had a potential claim. As such, with respect to the Unknown Creditors, 

actual notice was neither required nor practicable, and notice by publication was sufficient. 

13. A subsequent question may arise as to whether there were extraordinary 

circumstances sufficient to constitute "excusable neglect" to justifY extending the time for the 
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Late-Filed Claims to be filed. XO Commc'n, Inc., 301 B.R. at 791. However, pursuant to 

Bankruptcy Rule 9006(b)(1), such relief can only be granted "on motion" by the Unknown 

Creditors. Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9006(b)(1). Moreover, the burden would then be "on the claimants 

to prove that he or she did not timely file the proofs of claim because of excusable neglect." XO 

Commc'n., 30 I B.R. at 795; Drexel, lSI B.R. at 680 (when a party moves for an extension after 

the bar date, "that party must show" excusable neglect). 

14. None of the Unknown Creditors have moved for an extension under 

Bankruptcy Rule 9006(b)(I). Even if they did, it is unlikely that any of the Unknown Creditors 

could make a showing that rises to the level of "excusable neglect." As set forth by the United 

States Supreme Court in Pioneer Inv. Servs. Co. v. Brunswick Assocs., whether excusable neglect 

exists in any particular case hinges on five factors: (1) the degree of prejudice to the debtors; (2) 

the length of the delay and its potential impact on judicial proceedings; (3) the reason for the 

delay, including whether it was within the reasonable control of the claimant; (4) whether the 

claimant acted in good faith; and (5) if a claimant had counsel, whether a claimant should be 

penalized for their counsel's mistake or neglect. 507 U.S. 380, 385-87 (1993). In other words, 

simple inadvertence is not sufficient grounds. In applying Pioneer, the Second Circuit has 

adopted what can be characterized as a hard line test for determining whether a party's neglect is 

excusable. In re Enron Corp., 419 F.3d liS, 122-23 (2d Cir. 2005). The Second Circuit 

cautions that rarely will the equities favor a claimant who fails to follow a clear court rule. Id at 

123. 

IS. Here, certain of the Pioneer factors weigh heavily against a finding of 

excusable neglect. As to the first factor (degree of prejudice to a debtor), it must be noted that 

the Debtors have already filed, and even amended, their joint chapter II plan (the "Plan") and 
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the hearing to coI1sider confirmation of the Plan is scheduled for March 3, 2011. It would be 

severely prejudicial to other claimants and these judicial proceedings to now have to reserve 

distributions while the standards of excusable neglect and the allowance of the Late-Filed Claims 

are adjudicated. As t9 the second factor under Pioneer (the length of delay), a court may 

consider not only when a claim was filed in relation to a bar date, but also how long a claimant 

waited after the bar date to finally request an extension for its late-filed claim under Bankruptcy 

Rule 9006(b). In re Kmart Corp., 381 F.3d 709,714 (7th Cir. 2004). Here, considering that 

none of the Unknown Creditors have requested an extension, the delay attributable to each of 

them at this point ranges from 11 to 13 months.6 

16. Ultimately, "[bjar dates are 'critically important to the administration of a 

successful chapter 11 case. '" In re Lehman Bros. Holdings, Inc., No. 08-13555, 2010 WL 

2000326, at *2 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. May 20, 2010) (quoting In re Musicland Holding Corp., 356 

B.R. 603, 607 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2006». A bar date enables debtors to determine with reasonable 

promptness, efficiency, and finality what claims will be made against their estates so that 

distributions to holders of allowed claims can be made as soon as possible. See In re Keene 

Corp., 188 B.R. 903, 907 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1995). Because the Late-Filed Claims fail to comply 

with the Bar Date Orders and are thus untimely, the Debtors request that the Court enforce its 

prior Bar Date Orders and disallow and expunge in their entirety the Late-Filed Claims listed on 

Exhibit "A." 

Notice 

17. Notice of this l65th Omnibus Objection to Claims has been provided to 

each claimant listed on Exhibit "A" and parties in interest in accordance with the Fifth Amended 

The Bar Dates range from November 30, 2009 (Initial Debtors Bar Date) to FebrualY 10,2010 (Property Bar 
Date). 
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Order Pursuant to 11 U.S.c. § 105(a) and Fed. R. Ban1<r. P. 1015(c) and 9007 Establishing 

Notice and Case Management Procedures, dated January 3, 2011 (ECF No. 8360). The Debtors 

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

18. No previous request for the relief sought herein has been made by the 

Debtors to this or any other Court. 

WHEREFORE the Debtors respectfully request entry of an order granting the 

relief requested herein and such other and further relief as is just. 

Dated: New York, New York 
January 26, 2011 

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

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

Attorneys for Debtors 
and Debtors in Possession 
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Motors Liquidation Company, et al.165lh Omnibus Objection Exhibit A 
Case No. 09-50026 (REG), Jointly Administered 

Name and Address 01 Claimant Claim # Debtor Claim Amount and Grounds Fot" Objection Page 
Priority (1) Objection Reference 

STANLEY R STASKO 

27653 LEXINGTONPKWY 

SOUTHFIELD, MI 48076 

70285 Motors 
Liquidation 

Cornpauy 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

(8) 

(A) 

(P) 

Late-Filed Claim Pgs.I-5 

$2,775,266.00 

$2,775,266.00 

(U) 

(T) 

Additional Claim Information 

Applicable Bar Date: 11/30/2009 

Postmark Date. NlA 

Official Claim Date: 5/12/2010 

STATE AUTO INSURANCE 

CLAIM# SMlT-0290621 
1300 WOODLAND AVE 

WEST DES MOINES, LA 50265 

70112 Motors 
Liquidation 

Company 

50.00 

SO.OO 

SO.OO 

$26,27L.52 

$26,27L.52 

(8J 

(A) 

(PI 

(U) 

en 

Late-Filed Claim Pgs.1-5 

Additional Claim Information 

Applicable Bar Date: 11/30/2009 

Postmark Date: N/A 

Official Oaim Date: 3/11/20 I 0 

(I) In thc "Claim Amount and Priority" column, (S):=: sceured claim, (A) = administrative expense claim, (P) = priority claim, (U) = 
Page 44 unsccurcd claim and (T) = total claim. The amounts listcd are taken directly from the proofs of claim, and thus replicate any 

mathematieal errors on thc proofs ofclaim. Whcre the claim amount is zero, unliquidated, unidentified, or otherwise eannot be 
determined, the amount listed is "0.00". 
(2) Claims on the exhibit are sorted in alphabetical order based on the creditor name as listed on proof of claim form. 

,­
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

STANLEY R. STASKO
27653 Lexington Pkwy Southfield, Michigan 48076
#313-670-6917
Appellant
Creditor - U.S. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. of N.Y.; Case # 09-50026 (REG)
Plaintiff - U.S. District Court - E.D. of Mich.; Case # 2:09-CV-14827
Pro Se Litigant

v Case No. -----------------------
Honorable -----------------------

MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY
(f/kla GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION)
WeiJ, Gotshal & Manges LLP
767 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York 10153
#212-310-8000
Appellee
Debtor - U.S. Bankruptcy Court - S.D. of N.Y.; Case # 09-50026 (REG)
Defendant - U.S. District Court - E.D. of Mich.; Case # 2:09-CV-14827

Attorney for Debtors
And Debtors in Possession

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Stanley R. Stasko, the Appellant and Creditor, appeals the entire Order

Denying Motion of Stanley R. Stasko for Relief from the Automatic Stay signed by

Honorable Robert E. Gerber, United States Bankruptcy Judge of the Southern District of

New York on April 21, 2010 (Docket #5532).

The names, addresses, and telephone numbers of the parties to be served

are listed below.

Dated: April 30, 2010
Stanley R. Stasko
27653 Lexington Pkwy Southfield, Michigan 48076
#313-670-6917
Appellant - Pro Se Litigant



List of parties to be served:

Stanley R. Stasko
27653 Lexington Pkwy
Southfield, Michigan 48076
Telephone: (313) 670-6917
Appellant and Creditor
Pro Se Litigant

Motors Liquidation Company
(f/k/a General Motors Corporation)
Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP
767 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York 10153
Telephone: (212) 310-8000
Appellee and Debtor

Attorney for Debtors
and Debtors in Possession

2
Document prepared by Stanley R. Stasko 27653 Lexington Pkwy
Southfield Michisan 4R070 Telenhone # :31:3-070-0917



UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
---------------------------------------------------------------x
In re • Chapter 11 Case No.

MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY, et at:
flkla General Motors Corp., et ale

09-50026 (REG)

Debtors. (Jointly Administered)

_..----d----~_--- ..-------------~--------~---------~-~-~-~_--~__~
ORDER DENYING MOTION OF STANLEY R. STASKO FOR RELIEF FROM

THE AUTOMATIC STAY

Upon the motion, dated February 19,2010 of Stanley R. Stasko [Docket

No. 5151] (the "Motion"), requesting relief from the automatic stay to proceed with case

number 09-14827 (the "Michigan Case"), currently pending in the United States District

Court for the Eastern District of Michigan (the "Michignn Court"), all as more fully

described in the Motion; and the Court having jurisdiction to consider the Motion and the

requested reliefin accordance with 28 V.S.C. §§ 157 and 1334 and the Standing Order

M-61 Referring to Bankruptcy Judges for the Southern District of New York Any and All

Proceedings Under Title 11, dated July 10, 1984 (Ward, Acting C.J.); and consideration

ofthe Motion being a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b); and venue being

proper before this Court pursuant to 28 US.C. §§ 1408 and 1409; and Motors

Liquidation Company and its affiliated debtors having filed their opposition to the

Motion [Docket No. 5390] (the "Opposition"); and the Court having held a hearing to
•

consider the requested relief on April 8, 2010 (the "Hearing"); and based upon the



Motion, the Opposition, and the record of the Hearing, and all of the proceedings before

the Court, it is

ORDERED that for the reasons set forth on the record of the Hearing, the

Motion is DENIED; and it is further

ORDERED that Mr. Stasko shall give notice of this ruling to the Michigan

Court; and it is further

ORDERED that Mr. Stasko shall withdraw the Michigan Case; and it is

further

ORDERED this Court shall retain jurisdiction to hear and determine all

matters arising from or related to the implementation, interpretation andlor enforcement

of this Order.

Dated: New York, New York
April 21, 2010

s/Jlohertl? (Terher
THE HONORABLE ROBERT E. GERBER
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
 
STANLEY R. STASKO 
27653 Lexington Pkwy Southfield, Michigan 48076 
#313-670-6917 
Appellant 
Creditor – U.S. Bankruptcy Court – S.D. of N.Y.; Case # 09-50026 (REG) 
Plaintiff – U.S. District Court – E.D. of Mich.; Case # 2:09-CV-14827 
Pro Se Litigant 
 
V     Case No. 1:10-CV-04322-JGK 
     Honorable John G. Koeltl 
 
MOTORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY 
(f/k/a GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION) 
Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP 
767 Fifth Avenue New York, New York 10153-0119 
#212-310-8000 
Appellee / Attorney for Debtors and Debtors in Possession 
Debtor – U.S. Bankruptcy Court – S.D. of N.Y.; Case # 09-50026 (REG) 
Defendant – U.S. District Court – E.D. of Mich.; Case # 2:09-CV-14827 
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RESPONSE TO GENERAL MOTOR’S LEGAL BRIEF 
 

Stanley R. Stasko (Appellant) respectfully states: 

BURDEN OF PROOF 

1) in the Appellee’s Legal Brief the Appellee states “… in denying the Motion, the 

Bankruptcy Court concluded that Appellant could not and did not satisfy his considerable 

burden of establishing cause sufficient to truncate the statutorily imposed breathing spell 

to which the Debtors are entitled.” (Appeals Court Document 11, Page 5 of 29) 

2) this is in reference to Judge Gerber of the U.S. Bankruptcy Court – S. D. of New 

York (the Bankruptcy Judge) statement “Mr. Stasko, I’m going to have to deny your 

motion for relief from the stay, both by reason of your failure to show that you’re entitled 

to that relief under the Second Circuit Sonnax factors” (Bankruptcy Court Transcript of 

April 8, 2010; Page 31, Lines 18 - 21; Docket # 5509) 

3) Judge Gerber failed to realize that the United States Bankruptcy Code places the 

burden of proof on the Debtor and the United States Bankruptcy Code 11 U.S.C.A. 

Section 362 (g) (1) and (g) (2) states “in any hearing under subsection (d) or (e) of this 

section concerning relief from the stay of any act under subsection (a) of this section--  

(1) the party requesting such relief has the burden of proof on the issue of the 

debtor's equity in property; and   

(2) the party opposing such relief has the burden of proof on all other issues.” 

4) also Judge Gerber failed to realize that the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second 

Circuit in  Sonnax Industries, Inc. v. Tri Component Products Corp., 907 F.2d 1280 (2d 

Cir. 1990) also recognized that the United States Bankruptcy Code “places burden of 

proof on the debtor for all issues other than debtor’s equity in property” 



5) further the Bankruptcy Judge failed to realize that the U.S. Bankruptcy Court – S. 

D. of New York in Re ENRON Corp. 306 B.R. 465 stated “on a motion to modify the 

automatic stay is a shifting one. Sonnax, 907 F.2d at 1285. The initial burden rests on the 

movant to show cause to modify the stay. Bogdanovich, 292 F.3d at 110; Mazzeo, 167 

F.3d at 142; Sonnax, 907 F.2d at 1285. Only if the movant makes an initial showing of 

cause does the burden then shift to the party opposing the relief. Mazzeo, 167 F.3d at 

142.” 

SHALL GRANT RELIEF FROM STAY FOR CAUSE 

6) the term for “cause” can be found in the U.S. Bankruptcy Code 11 U.S.C.A. 

Section 362 (d)(1) which states “on request of a party in interest and after notice and a 

hearing, the court shall grant relief (emphasis added) from the stay provided under 

subsection (a) of this section, such as by terminating, annulling, modifying, or 

conditioning such stay-- 

(1) for cause, including the lack of adequate protection of an interest in property 

of such party in interest” 

7) the Bankruptcy Judge failed to realize that the U.S. Bankruptcy Court – S. D. of 

New York in Re ENRON Corp. 306 B.R. 465 stated “once a legally sufficient basis, or 

cause, is demonstrated by the movant, the party opposing the relief must prove that it is 

entitled (emphasis added) to the continuing protections of the automatic stay. In re M.J. 

& K. Co., Inc., 161 B.R. 586, 590 (Bankr.S.D.N.Y.1993)” 

8) also the Bankruptcy Judge failed to realize that the U.S. Court of Appeals – Sixth 

Circuit in In re Newpower, 233 F.3d 922 stated “the automatic stay imposed by the filing 

of a bankruptcy petition shall be lifted (emphasis added) upon motion by a party in 

interest in cases where (1) the party can show cause …” 



9) further the Appellant has shown cause in: 

a.  Sonnax Factor (2), 

b. Sonnax Factor (9),  

c. and Sonnax Factor (11) 

10) still further the Appellant has shown additional cause in non-Sonnax Factors: 

a.  including civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation having its 

Genesis in CY2005, 

b. the Appellant’s Mental Disability prior to CY2009,  

c. the Fraudulent Concealment by General Motors Corporation of Stanley R. 

Stasko’s work accomplishments, 

d. and General Motors Corporation Hostile Work Environment against 

Stanley R. Stasko 

WITHDRAW THE MICHIGAN CASE 

11) in the Appellee’s Legal Brief the Appellee states “… the Bankruptcy Court 

properly exercised its discretion and denied the Motion and ordered Appellant to 

withdraw the Michigan Action for violating the automatic stay.” (Appeals Court 

Document 11, Page 5 of 29) 

12) this is in reference to Judge Gerber’s Order for Mr. Stasko to “withdraw the 

Michigan Case” (Docket #5532) (the Michigan Case being civil suit Stasko v General 

Motors Corporation in U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan; Case #2:09-CV-14827.) 

13) Judge Gerber should have known that district courts have original and concurrent 

jurisdiction over all civil proceedings that arise under, arise in, or are related to case 

under Title 11; therefore, Judge Gerber should have also known that he did not have 

jurisdiction whereby he can Order Mr. Stasko to “withdraw the Michigan Case” 



14) the Appellant pointed out this error by Judge Gerber by directing the U.S. District 

Court – S. D. of New York to U.S. District Court – E.D. of Louisiana in Eubanks v 

Esenjay Petroleum Corp. (152 B.R. 459) which states that “if inquiry is whether federal 

district court's bankruptcy jurisdiction over a civil proceeding arises under, arises 

in, or is related to cases under Title 11, it is irrelevant whether particular 

proceeding is “core” or “noncore”; district courts have original and concurrent 

jurisdiction over all civil proceedings that arise under, arise in, or are related to case 

under Title 11. 28 U.S.C.A. § 1334(a, b).” (Appeals Court Document 9, Page 5 and 6 of 

25) 

15) also Eubanks v Esenjay Petroleum Corp. (152 B.R. 459) also states that 

“proceedings that are outside scope of statute which gives federal district court 

bankruptcy jurisdiction over all civil proceedings arising under Title 11 or arising 

in or related to cases under Title 11 cannot be referred to bankruptcy court by 

federal district court. 28 U.S.C.A. § 157.” (Appeals Court Document 9, Page 6 of 25) 

16) further the U.S. District Court – E. D. of Louisiana based its interpretation of 

Section 157 on the legislative progeny of the United States Supreme Court's decision 

in Northern Pipeline v. Marathon, 458 U.S. 50, 102 S.Ct. 2858, 73 L.Ed.2d 598 (1982) 

(Appeals Court Document 9, Page 6 of 25) 

17) still further civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation is based on Title 42 

U.S.C. Section 1983 Judge Gerber should have also known that he did not have 

jurisdiction whereby he can Order Mr. Stasko to “withdraw the Michigan Case” 

CORE and NON-CORE PROCEEDINGS 

18) Judge Gerber should have known that civil suit Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation is a non-core bankruptcy proceeding; therefore, Judge Gerber should have 



also known that he did not have jurisdiction whereby he can Order Mr. Stasko to 

“withdraw the Michigan Case” (Docket #5532) 

19) the Appellant pointed out this error by Judge Gerber by directing the U.S. District 

Court – S. D. of New York to U.S. Court of Appeals – Fifth Circuit in the Matter of 

James P. Wood M.D. (825 F.2d 90, 91; 5th Cir. 1987) states “if proceeding involves right 

created by federal bankruptcy law, or is one which would only arise in bankruptcy, 

(emphasis added) it is core proceeding, but if proceeding does not invoke substantive 

right created by federal bankruptcy law and is one that could exist outside of 

bankruptcy, it is noncore proceeding, though it may be related to bankruptcy 

because of its potential effect on debtor's estate. 28 U.S.C.A. § 157. (Appeals Court 

Document 9, Page 7 of 25) 

20) still further Stanley R. Stasko specifically asked the Honorable Judge Julian Abele 

Cook, Jr. of the U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan at the Status Conference on April 

12, 2010, “how a judge in one court can order a withdrawal in a totally different district.” 

Judge Cook replied by stating “Well, I don’t understand it either, and that’s why I did not 

make a ruling on that. I had serious doubts in my mind in the absence of any showing of 

case authority or statutory authority that a judge can order a person to withdraw the 

allegation. The judge, I believe, has the right to enforce – or not enforce the statute, but I 

don’t know that there’s any law – and there may be. Maybe it exists, but I’m not aware of 

any law that permits such a person, such a judge, to order a litigant to withdraw the 

allegations.” (See Exhibit 1, Page 11, Lines 9 – 20) 



DEBTOR’S TIME, FINANCIAL RESOURCES, AND ATTENTION NECESSARY 

TO DEFEND THEMSELVES 

21) in the Appellee’s Legal Brief the Appellee states “… the burden imposed on the 

Debtors in terms of the time, financial resources, and attention necessary to defend 

against the Michigan Action far outweighs any potential gain to Appellant in proceeding 

with the Michigan Action against the Debtors given that Appellant did not file a timely 

proof of claim against the Debtors and is therefore barred from seeking any recovery 

from the Debtors.”(Appeals Court Document 11, Page 6 of 29) 

FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT 

22) the first part of this statement is the time, financial resources, and attention 

necessary to defend against the Michigan Action. 

23) when civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation was filed in U.S. District 

Court – E. D. of Michigan the Appellant (as a Pro Se Litigant) researched Tolling of 

Limitations for Fraudulent Concealment as the Appellant uncovered the depth of General 

Motors Corporation Fraudulently Concealing the Appellant’s accomplishments 

24) M.C.L.A. 600.5855 “… if a person who is or may be liable for any claim 

fraudulently conceals the existence of the claim or the identity of any person who is liable 

for the claim from the knowledge of the person entitled to sue on the claim, the action 

may be commenced at any time within 2 years after the person who is entitled to bring 

the action discovers, or should have discovered, the existence of the claim or the identity 

of the person who is liable for the claim, although the action would otherwise be barred 

by the period of limitation.” 

25) affirmative acts by General Motors Corporation Fraudulently Concealing the 

Appellant’s accomplishments can be seen when Appellant for the first time (emphasis 



added) requested a complete copy of all employment records pertaining to his work for 

General Motors Corporation on July 20, 2005. (Appeals Court Document 9-1, Page 6 of 

24) 

26) General Motors Corporation did not respond to the letter dated July 20, 2005. 

27) the Appellant made a second request for a complete copy of all employment 

records pertaining to his work for General Motors Corporation on August 8, 2005. 

(Appeals Court Document 9-1, Page 8 of 24) 

28) General Motors Corporation did not respond to the second request letter dated 

August 8, 2005. 

29) the Appellant made a third request for a complete copy of all employment records 

pertaining to his work for General Motors Corporation on August 24, 2005. (Appeals 

Court Document 9-1, Page 10 and 11 of 24) 

30) the U.S. District Court – S.D. of New York should note that in the third request 

the Appellant states “Stanley R. Stasko requests this information to: …look for possible 

discrimination by General Motors against Stanley R. Stasko (it is Stanley R. Stasko 

opinion that he can compile a reasonable argument that he should have been one or more 

levels higher than he was at the time of his departure).” (Appeals Court Document 9-1, 

Page 10 and 11 of 24) 

31) also note that Stanley R. Stasko informed General Motors Legal Staff in CY2005 

of a possible lawsuit by sending a copy of this letter to: Dan Galnat, Attorney, General 

Motors – Global Headquarters…” (Appeals Court Document 9-1, Page 10 and 11 of 24) 

32) further note that “now that the plaintiff (Stanley R. Stasko) has implied a 

possible lawsuit, (emphasis added) the defendant (General Motors Corporation) 



responded by mailing a package of information to the Appellant FedEx Trk # 8464-9619-

6310.” 

33) additional affirmative acts by General Motors Corporation can be seen when one 

considers that the Appellant was hired by General Motors on July 18, 1983 and resigned 

on August 25, 1995; therefore, it is reasonable to expect performance evaluation forms 

for CY1983, CY1984, CY1985, CY1986, CY1987, CY1988, CY1989, CY1990, 

CY1991, CY1992, CY1993, CY1994, and CY1995 

34) the information from General Motors Corporation (FedEx Trk # 8464-9619-6310) 

contained only three Advanced Engineering Staff Performance planning and 

Development Process information forms. 

35) also in order for the U. S. District Court – S. D. of New York to understand how 

much General Motors Corporation tried to Fraudulently Conceal the Appellant’s 

accomplishments Exhibit 16 of civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation in U.S. 

District Court – E. D. of Michigan represents the Appellant’s resume written 

approximately October CY2009. (Appeals Court Document 9, Page 19 of 25) 

36) therefore the time, financial resources, and attention necessary to defend against 

the Michigan Action was self inflicted by General Motors Corporation when General 

Motors Corporation Fraudulently Concealed Stanley R. Stasko’s accomplishments 

PRO SE LITIGANT – LESS STRINGENT STANDARD 

37) the second part of the Appellee statement “… given that Appellant did not file a 

timely proof of claim against the Debtors and is therefore barred from seeking any 

recovery from the Debtors.”(Appeals Court Document 11, Page 6 of 29) 

38) the Appellant filed a Proof of Claim with the U.S. Bankruptcy Court – S. D. of 

New York via U.S. Mail on April 28, 2010. (Appeals Court Document 9-1, Page 4 of 24) 



39) also civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation in U.S. District Court – E.D. 

of Michigan has its genesis in CY2005 when the Appellant first requested a complete 

copy of all employment records pertaining to his work for General Motors Corporation 

on July 20, 2005 

40) further Stanley R. Stasko is a Pro Se Litigant and Title 28 U.S.C.A. Section 1654 

states “implicit in right to self-representation is obligation on part of court to make 

reasonable allowances to protect pro se litigants from inadvertent forfeiture of important 

rights because of their lack of legal training.” 

41) still further the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit made a similar statement 

in Triestman v. Federal Bureau of Prisons, 470 F.3d 471 by stating “this policy of 

liberally construing pro se submissions is driven by the understanding that implicit in the 

right of self-representation is an obligation on the part of the court to make reasonable 

allowances to protect pro se litigants from inadvertent forfeiture of important rights 

because of their lack of legal training.” Traguth v. Zuck, 710 F.2d 90, 95 (2d Cir.1983); 

see also Ruotolo v. I.R.S., 28 F.3d 6, 8 (2d Cir.1994) (recognizing that pro se litigants 

must be accorded “special solicitude”). See generally Jonathan D. Rosenbloom, 

Exploring Methods to Improve Management and Fairness in Pro Se Cases: A Study of 

the Pro Se Docket in the Southern District of New York, 30 FORDHAM URB. L.J. 305, 

380 (2002) 

42) still further the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit also stated in  Traguth v. 

Zuck, 710 F.2d 90, 95 (2d Cir.1983) that “while the right does not exempt a party from 

compliance with relevant rules of procedural and substantive law, Birl v. Estelle, 660 

F.2d 592, 593 (5th Cir.1981), it should not be impaired by harsh application of technical 

rules” 



43) still further since there is some evidence that the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second 

Circuit is open to modifications of final injunctions after an extended period of time. 

Grand Union Equipment Co. v. Lippner, 167 F.2d 958 states “the expiration of an 

extended period of time will not prevent a reopening for justifiable reasons” 

44) therefore the Appellant filing a Proof of Claim with the U.S. Bankruptcy Court – 

S. D. of New York via U.S. Mail on April 28, 2010, seems insignificant when 

considering the Appellant is a Pro Se Litigant 

45) also civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation being filed in the District 

Court for the Eastern District of Michigan on December 11, 2009, also seems 

insignificant when considering the Appellant is a Pro Se Litigant 

SONNAX FACTOR (2) 

46) the Appellee’s Legal Brief does not discuss Sonnax Factor (2) probably because 

the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit in  Sonnax Industries, Inc. v. Tri Component 

Products Corp., 907 F.2d 1280 (2d Cir. 1990) states in Sonnax Factor (2) “lack of any 

connection with or interference with the bankruptcy case” 

47) the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit is being consistent with United States 

Code: proceedings that are outside scope of statute which gives federal district court 

bankruptcy jurisdiction over all civil proceedings arising under Title 11 or arising 

in or related to cases under Title 11 cannot be referred to bankruptcy court by 

federal district court. (emphasis added) 28 U.S.C.A. § 157 

48) since civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation is based on Title 42 USC 

Section 1983 and is not a right created by federal bankruptcy law; therefore, the proper 

venue for civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation is the U.S. District Court – E. 

D. of Michigan 



SONNAX FACTOR (11) 

49) in the Appellee’s Legal Brief the Appellee states “On January 29, 2010, it being 

evident that Appellant would not withdraw the action voluntarily, the Debtors filed a 

Suggestion of Bankruptcy in the Michigan Action.” (Appeals Court Document 11, Page 9 

of 29) 

50) also in the Appellee’s Legal Brief the Appellee states “Because the Michigan 

Action is in its nascent stages, litigating the case would require the Debtors to engage in 

factual investigation, motion practice, and potentially formal discovery and trial. This 

process could take years and would require significant attention and resources from the 

Debtors.” (Appeals Court Document 11, Page 16 of 29) 

51) these two statements seem to be referencing the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second 

Circuit in  Sonnax Industries, Inc. v. Tri Component Products Corp., 907 F.2d 1280 (2d 

Cir. 1990) Sonnax Factor (11) which states “whether the parties are ready for trial in the 

other proceeding”  

52) this statement by General Motors Corporation is misleading 

53) while the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit in  Sonnax Industries, Inc. v. 

Tri Component Products Corp., 907 F.2d 1280 (2d Cir. 1990) in Sonnax Factor (11) did 

state “whether the parties are ready for trial in the other proceeding”  

54) the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit was being consistent with United 

States Code: if inquiry is whether federal district court's bankruptcy jurisdiction 

over a civil proceeding arises under, arises in, or is related to cases under Title 11, it 

is irrelevant whether particular proceeding is “core” or “noncore”; district courts 

have original and concurrent jurisdiction over all civil proceedings that arise under, 

arise in, or are related to case under Title 11. 28 U.S.C.A. § 1334(a, b). 



55) also the Appellant did file a Complaint and Summons with the U.S. District Court 

– E. D. of Michigan on December 11, 2009, against General Motors Corporation based 

on Title 42 USC Section 1983 

56) since Title 42 USC Section 1983 is not created by federal bankruptcy law civil 

suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation is a non-core bankruptcy court proceeding; 

therefore, U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan has original and concurrent jurisdiction 

over all civil proceedings that arise under, arise in, or are related to civil suit Stasko v 

General Motors Corporation 

57) also since General Motors Corporation did not respond in a timely manner to the 

Complaint and Summons (December 11, 2009 plus twenty days equals December 31, 

2009) the Appellant did request a hearing in civil action Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation on January 5, 2010, and requested the court to find in favor of the plaintiff 

(Stanley R. Stasko). (See Exhibit #2) 

58) further the U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan responded to Request for 

Hearing by stating “a review of the official record in this action reveals that Stasko has 

failed to seek and obtain an entry of default from the Clerk of the Court.” (See Exhibit 

#3) 

59) since the Appellant is a Pro Se Litigant he did not know he had to file a Request 

for Clerk’s Entry of Default with the Clerk of the Court 

60) therefore, the Appellant responded to U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan by 

filing a Request for Clerk’s Entry of Default and filing a Default Request, Affidavit, 

Entry, and Judgment (Sum Certain) with the U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan (See 

Exhibit #4) 



61) still further the Appellee’s statement is further weakened since the civil suit 

Stasko v General Motors Corporation has its genesis in CY2005 when Stanley R. Stasko 

informed General Motors Legal Staff of a possible lawsuit by sending a copy of this letter 

to: Dan Galnat, Attorney, General Motors – Global Headquarters…” (See Appeals Court 

Document 9-1, Page 10 and 11 of 24) 

62) still further the Appellee’s statement would be further weakened if General 

Motors Corporation knew about the meeting between attorneys Paul R. Jones, David 

Chesnick, and the Appellant at 18551 W. Warren Avenue, Detroit, Michigan in October 

2009 (Appeals Court Document 9, Page 14 of 25) 

63) still further the Appellee’s statement seems insignificant when one considers that 

the Appellant filed a detail (500 plus page) Complaint and Summons with the U.S. 

District Court – E. D. of Michigan on December 11, 2009, and General Motors 

Corporation has had over one year to review the Complaint and Summons 

SONNAX FACTOR (9) 

64) the Appellee’s Legal Brief does not discuss Sonnax Factor (9) probably because 

the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit in  Sonnax Industries, Inc. v. Tri Component 

Products Corp., 907 F.2d 1280 (2d Cir. 1990) states in Sonnax Factor (9) “whether 

movant’s success in the other proceeding would result in a judicial lien avoidable by the 

debtor” 

65) the U.S. Court of Appeals – Second Circuit is being consistent with United States 

Code: if proceeding does not invoke substantive right created by federal bankruptcy 

law and is one that could exist outside of bankruptcy, it is noncore proceeding, 

though it may be related to bankruptcy because of its potential effect on debtor's 

estate (emphasis added) 28 U.S.C.A. § 157. 



66) since civil suit Stasko v General Motors Corporation is based on Title 42 USC 

Section 1983 and is not a right created by federal bankruptcy law the civil suit is a non-

core bankruptcy court proceeding and the Appellant’s success in the other proceeding 

would result in a judicial lien avoidable by the debtor (1) of approximately $2.7 million 

dollars for the estimated loss by the Appellant, (2) and possible judicial liens of an 

unspecified amount for unique solutions accomplished by the Appellant while working 

for General Motors Corporation, and (3) and possible judicial liens of an unspecified 

amount in punitive damages for hostile work environment by General Motors 

Corporation against Stanley R. Stasko 

STATUS OF CIVIL SUIT 

67) in the Appellee’s Legal Brief the Appellee states “The Michigan Action remains 

administratively closed.”(Appeals Court Document 11, Page 12 of 29) 

68) this statement by General Motors Corporation is misleading 

69) Stanley R. Stasko specifically asked the Honorable Judge Julian Abele Cook, Jr. 

of the U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan at the Status Conference on April 12, 2010, 

“how a judge in one court can order a withdrawal in a totally different district.” Judge 

Cook replied by stating “Well, I don’t understand it either, and that’s why I did not make 

a ruling on that. I had serious doubts in my mind in the absence of any showing of case 

authority or statutory authority that a judge can order a person to withdraw the allegation. 

The judge, I believe, has the right to enforce – or not enforce the statute, but I don’t know 

that there’s any law – and there may be. Maybe it exists, but I’m not aware of any law 

that permits such a person, such a judge, to order a litigant to withdraw the allegations.” 

(See Exhibit 1, Page 11, Lines 9 – 20) 



70) also Judge Cook stated “… I will, for administrative purposes, dismiss the 

lawsuit. Let me explain what I’m saying. … I’ve used the word administrative which 

means we’re just putting this to the side (emphasis added) to await the conclusion in the 

bankruptcy proceeding involving what is now former General Motors. … without the 

word administratively, by my dismissing the case, it would mean that you could not bring 

the case back into the court. But administratively, it simply means I want to get it off the 

accounting. Basically we are asked in this court to account every case that’s been heard in 

this case. … By doing it administratively, we are putting it to the side so we won’t have 

to count it, we won’t have to keep referring to it month and month, year after year.” (See 

Exhibit 1, Page 7, Lines 22, 23, and 25; and Page 8, Lines 1-3, 10-15, and 17-19) 

JUDGE GERBER’S BIAS AGAINST STANLEY R. STASKO 

71) in the Appellee’s Legal Brief the Appellee states “After hearing arguments from 

both Appellant and the Debtors, the Bankruptcy Court delivered a comprehensive oral 

decision denying the Motion and ordering the Appellant withdraw his lawsuit entirely 

and [] not allow it to merely be stayed.” (Appeals Court Document 11, Page 10 of 29) 

72) what the Appellee fails to mention is Judge Gerber statement “My tentative, 

California style, is that, Mr. Stasko, I’m going to have to deny your motion for relief from 

the stay, both by reason of your failure to show that you’re entitled to that relief 

(emphasis added) under the Second Circuit Sonnax factors and because you didn’t file a 

proof of claim” (Bankruptcy Court Transcript of April 8, 2010; Page 31, Lines 17 - 22; 

Docket # 5509) 

73) the statement seems to indicate that Judge Gerber decided this motion prior to 

hearing oral arguments 



74) Judge Gerber should have known that the United States Bankruptcy Code places 

the burden of proof on the Debtor, the United States Bankruptcy Code 11 U.S.C.A. 

Section 362 (g) (1) and (g) (2) states “in any hearing under subsection (d) or (e) of this 

section concerning relief from the stay of any act under subsection (a) of this section--  

(1) the party requesting such relief has the burden of proof on the issue of the 

debtor's equity in property; and   

(2) the party opposing such relief has the burden of proof on all other issues.” 

75) also Judge Gerber should have known that U.S. Court of Appeals – Second 

Circuit in  Sonnax Industries, Inc. v. Tri Component Products Corp., 907 F.2d 1280 (2d 

Cir. 1990) recognized that the U.S. Bankruptcy Code “places burden of proof on Debtor 

for all issues other than debtor’s equity in property” 

76) further Judge Gerber should have known that the Appellant had cause for relief 

from the Automatic Stay by Second Circuit Sonnax Factors (2), (9), and (11) 

77) still further the Appellee also fails to mention is that Judge Gerber statement “The 

motion is denied. And consistent with the debtors’ request under the unusual facts of this 

case, I am also ordering that Mr. Stasko do two things: one, to tell the district court that I 

denied relief from the stay, and, two, that I have directed Mr. Stasko to withdraw his 

lawsuit entirely (emphasis added) and to not allow it to merely be stayed.” (Bankruptcy 

Court Transcript of April 8, 2010; Page 39, Lines 12 - 18; Docket # 5509) 

78) Judge Gerber should have known that district courts have original and concurrent 

jurisdiction over all civil proceedings that arise under, arise in, or are related to case 

under Title 11; therefore, Judge Gerber should have also known that he did not have 

jurisdiction whereby he directed Mr. Stasko to withdraw his lawsuit entirely 

(emphasis added) and to not allow it to merely be stayed. 



79) also Judge Gerber should have known that civil suit Stasko v General Motors 

Corporation is a non-core bankruptcy proceeding; therefore, Judge Gerber should have 

also known that he did not have jurisdiction whereby he directed Mr. Stasko to 

withdraw his lawsuit entirely (emphasis added) and to not allow it to merely be stayed. 

80) further Stanley R. Stasko specifically asked the Honorable Judge Julian Abele 

Cook, Jr. of the U.S. District Court – E. D. of Michigan at the Status Conference on April 

12, 2010, “how a judge in one court can order a withdrawal in a totally different district.” 

Judge Cook replied by stating “Well, I don’t understand it either, and that’s why I did not 

make a ruling on that. I had serious doubts in my mind in the absence of any showing of 

case authority or statutory authority that a judge can order a person to withdraw the 

allegation. The judge, I believe, has the right to enforce – or not enforce the statute, but I 

don’t know that there’s any law – and there may be. Maybe it exists, but I’m not aware of 

any law that permits such a person, such a judge, to order a litigant to withdraw the 

allegations.” (See Exhibit 1, Page 11, Lines 9 – 20) 

81) still further the Appellee also fails to mention is that Judge Gerber purposefully 

publicly harasses the Appellant by stating “uniquely in my ten years as a judge, as a 

bankruptcy judge, and forty years as a lawyer, this is the first time that I’ve had a fellow 

or an entity who actually filed litigation after the bankruptcy case was filed and then 

asked for relief from the stay to continue in the filing of – or prosecution of a litigation 

that should never have been filed in the first place … now, I’ll assume for the sake of 

discussion that you didn’t know about the bankruptcy when you filed the action in the 

Eastern District of Michigan, but once you heard about it, proceeding to try to get a 

default against the debtor was just dead wrong. And because you’re not a lawyer, I’m not 

going to use one of the stronger words that I would use, but that’s real bad, okay?” 



(Bankruptcy Court Transcript of April 8, 2010; Page 40, Lines 2-8 and 18-24; Docket # 

5509) 

82) Judge Gerber should have known that the Appellant filing a Proof of Claim with 

the U.S. Bankruptcy Court – S. D. of New York via U.S. Mail on April 28, 2010, is 

insignificant when considering the Appellant is a Pro Se Litigant 

CONCLUSION 

83) the Appellant’s Original Legal Brief summarized fourteen reasons why Judge 

Gerber’s Order should be voided 

a. Burden of Proof on Debtor 

b. Shall Grant Relief from Stay for Cause 

c. District Court Higher than Bankruptcy Court 

d. Civil Suit is a Non-Core Bankruptcy Proceeding 

e. Civil Suit has its Genesis in CY2005 

f. Mental Disability 

g. Genesis of Civil Action: Pre-Civil Suit Meeting 

h. Discovery Delays 

i. Fraudulent Concealment by General Motors 

j. Pro Se Litigant – Less Stringent Standard 

k. Some Evidence for Modification of Final Injunction after an Extended 

Period of Time 

l. Sonnax Factor (2) 

m. Sonnax Factor (11) 

n. Sonnax Factor (9) 



84) therefore the Bankruptcy Judge Order to withdraw civil suit Stasko v General

Motors Corporation from the U.S. District Court - E. D. of Michigan should be voided.

85) further the Appellant asks the U.S. District Court - S. D. of New York to reverse

the Order by the Bankruptcy Judge Denying Motion of Stanley R. Stasko for Relief from

the Automatic Stay

86) and grant the Appellant's Motion for Relief from the Automatic Stay.

Dated: December 28, 2010 LdLvStanley R. Stasko
27653 Lexington Pkwy Southfield, Michigan 48076
Telephone # 313-670-6917
Pro Se Litigant

This legal document was prepared by Stanley R. Stasko (Pro Se Litigant).



Exhibit - 6 



B IOlom.lDl fonni0l1041l0l 

PROOF OFCLAIMUNl'nm STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT Sou1bem DiJllic:t ofNew York 

Nanm DfDeblor Coso l'lulob<:r 
MoIOrG-uaUld8llOn COmDlll\v /flkla General Mo\llnl CcllDOlllllon Q9.{;OO26 /REG) 

NOTB. ""'.PI"" ,1ImdtiNIl b."mJ OJ maR. CfoI",/'t,,':'"_/nIl_ _ ondng<jftn(Jw ~'Dfdw..... A,....IIPpaymmt.j"" 
mmlnlJ""'M ....... ..",be illod .......' /I) 11 USC S03 

N""", ofCmlo""~r",..o-_IJI OJ whomdlodoblor9Wlll_ or JIl"PIlRY) U Cla:k tluB bo.1O mdl_lhall!Da 
S18nI8VR. S ,1alm ....1>lIs. pm'IDIISIy mod
 

N""'" ord Ddohe............_ ""'uk! bI_
 clem..••v~~ 
618nley R. Slasko 

Caan Calm NuJldlen27653 LexUlglon Pl<wy (1/-)~ SaulhfieId. Michigan 48076 ~~~ \2 7.Il\Q 
TolopMna"""'" 

FIl<dDD/3131 67lHl917 \. J 
U Cla:k lIu,lm JfJOD .,........ lha1
NomemI_whm JlIlymelll ""'uk!bo _ (ifdJIf....t rlODl obovc) . IIlIJ'OIlO .r.... filooI. p-oofof .1ouDStanley R. 5_0 m.ED • 70285 . rdllUl8IO your olnD Alueb c.opy of27653 Lel<lnglbn Pkwy MO IORS LIQUIDATION COMPANY _IllYdll!_w...

Southl!ekl. Michigan 48076 J F/KIA GE~lRAL MOTORS CORP 
u Cbcdt du5 bo:< ,c )'Uu.r1l tbI! dahtor 

(3 3167()'{;917
Tele~1WIJ\ber SONY 'l)!/-<OOUi IREG) 

or trwLee' 10 duc.o 
50 _ .fClobP &lIIIod toL AmouaI ufC....... orDate Cae Piled.: S
 

Priori.,. ._11 us.c. f517(.~ If 
[f"n or pan ofyourolzuml'lCcund, compbU JIeID 4 below; bo~e"\o'fJtt IIall ofywrolaam IJ' anxoun:d, do not ClOmpick 
F~nal amount by U.S. Distr~ct. court. -!!i.u. Michigan 

Uf1 ''''...... ,,,you.daim ....101u 
..... 4 _.f .... Ilo~...........
 

_ ......... .-lIw!
 

If all or part otyour cbwn 11 cnlJl1td ID pnorny, complete lll::m' 
-~ 

U Check dWII box Ifohum IJlC1Udes mtDre5l Of <Ilber chluBtS In addalon to til:: p1DClpel mmUDl ofclaUD. Atl.Dch lteanzcd Spcc.!y Iho 1"'0"1)' .f1ho oIaom 
Blal:cmcnl of mlc1at Of l:barpJ 

U oo-llo ""A'O'I obbll>l""'" uodoT 
:t. _QwClal...~. ase IF;&:U:t-r.;V-.L'il:S.t:t;e.u. l'l~Cn~gan. II USC Im('l/I)(A) or (.)(1)(8) 

(&1ft mst:rucb0l'l '2 on mwl"Il!l ~ 
U W_...1anes. DfWlllllUlJ1DllS (up3. L.It_<IIgIIo.r~a ......."i-_r__"
 

OJ slI.ns') "'""" Wl1lwl180<bzyw 
boforel1lulll Dfdle bao):n,po:y 

Last four digits rom Case #2,09- - 4827 
M. ~r__ bo...ct......... ~'I£
 

polIbDn or""""" of1lle_-,Sec mslrUGUOIllt3a on TB\mCl SIde. 
buaneA. ~ wcarba'- II·4 Secun4 C'bIaI (~Inmuctron 114 oa ftIWrIe mda) 
U • c 1m (.)(4)C'bcok rJm GppuprlIIle box ICyour c1aan IIscounMI by • hen OD property or I nsb1 of IlCltoff and p-owla tho ~ 

"'-0_ o C~ 10 8D cmpIoyoo bcaclit 
pIcA - II USC lSOl (ol/S)_reot,rapeiV·rl!llld.r_ OIl<oIlla1a,. .J Mo1O'1' Vt!tud1S C 0Ib0r 

DclCl'lkl o Up .. ~ Dfdopoo". lOwllltl_Ia__ pun>/luo.I........-JDfplOpart)' 
or ~ for pmorNI1.. fl:QJlly, or 

Amouotof............ _ Olh...........",_... fIIod Iadudd Ia _ dalm, 

Voluo DfPra_,S ~ 

bou>cbold .... - II usc ISOl 
01)(7) 

1'..,:5 .... Irr perl:dkJa: 
U Taxesorpena1belo~to 

so",",",""ml ...llI- II usc OsolA.......'.rScatnd CJoIm; s A_'~ro&S
 
(.)00
 

6. ere_ lbolllllOllDl ofoU J'I).......... 1Ius ...1DI ba,_medltcdfotlbo _ oflllltma 1Ius pn>DfDf""'....
 
U 0lIl0t -~ ,,,,,booPl. f"Il'lP'l'h 

DIll usc lS07 (.lL)7. _ Anoobrodadod~ofaoydoc"""'IlW._Iho"""IllChU_ISOIYIlQtm.J""'bosa
 
aldero, lIIVDlllOS, "tlllIlOll ............ of__,_JUd_",1IIlII'fp&al. mI ...unl)' "8=mools
 

'-"'unl coddcd to prforfl7_You may also aRach II SUlDIllllJ) Attach ~ copIU ofdoc:umentll prl)Yldm,s8Vldoooe of~ttcUIof
 
D1eOunt)' tIJIe:reIt. You may abo attach a nmrt1JIIY (8ft """"mort 1 andtkjlrrltra" of' n:rJar:Itt/" an ~ntt 61de)
 

S,. 
OONarS~ORIOum~~S ATT~~f~YfiOE~YEQ~ ·AmDMnt, an mh~&l fD 1It/I1J~.ItI'" onSCANNING o~~ 0 o~ aint an :L s rom ).v). uit 

<IIII1J qnd .""1}' J.JoWI"'J' IhrI"Nlfln wIthCase #2: -CV-148 7 U.S. District Court - E.O. Mich~gar 
rnp«r to 0QI,6 ~OIl artfllu 

If ... documanlJoro ...I.'''"lablo....... ''''I'lam f'iled w~th Motion for Relief
 "'" _ DfodJ"'_ 
fOR COIJRTVSi ONLYDn from Automatic Star, .

04B 25/201 llIpacore, n..J""'OD filulallu....lOlmllSl"'lln" s...mlJlI1I' _ond.'Je. lf""l'.of1bo_.... 
D.............lIllmoedlA>fil.tluBoWm....__....Z~dlIIi:mlllhon""'...-' 
.ddIaa.~~ Allochcapyof_of_.,r""l' I 

APR 3 0 2010~eyle; srttf~'!f~ !exlng1on PkWy Sau1I1field. "'''''''gan 48078; #313 70 - 6 n 7 : I 

PmdJyj1>,F",mlmg!=rJul""""",,, FUlllDfupID $.100,000 ... Ulll''-''''''1t for up to Sy..... orbollL JS,u.' C U2lllld3,71If 



UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
Honorable Robert E. Gerber 

---------------------------------------------------------------x 
In re 
Bankruptcy of Motors Liquidation Company Chapter II 
(itk/a General Motors Corporation) ("MLC") 

Case No. 09 - 50026 (REG) 
Debtor. 

---------------------------------------------------------------x 

AFFIRMATION OF SERVICE 

A copy on CD of Stanley R. Stasko Response to Debtor's 165th Omnibus Objection to 

Claims and Motion Requesting Enforcement of Bar Date Orders has been served upon 

the Parties in the manner indicated below: 

Name of Parties Served: 

Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP 

Attorneys for the Debtors 

767 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York 10153 

Attn.: Harvey R. Miller, Esq. 

Debtors, c/o Motors Liquidation Company 

401 South Old Woodward Avenue, Suite 370 

Birmingham, Michigan 48009 

Attn.: Thomas Morrow 

General Motors LLC 

400 Renaissance Center 

Detroit, Michigan 48265 

Attn.: Lawrence S. Buonomo, Esq. 



Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft LLP 

Attorneys for the U. S. Dept. of the Treasury 

One World Financial Center 

New York, New York 10281 

Attn. : John 1. Rapisardi, Esq. 

The U. S. Dept. of the Treasury 

1500 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Room 2312 

Washington, D.C. 20220 

Attn. : Joseph Samarias, Esq. 

Vedder Price, P.C. 

Attorneys for export Development Canada 

1633 Broadway, 47th Floor 

New York, New York 10019 

Attn.: Michael 1. Edelman, Esq. 

Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel LLP 

Attorneys for the Statutory Comm. Of Unsecured Creditors 

1177 Avenue of the Americas 

New York, New York 10036 

Attn.: Thomas Moers Mayer, Esq. 
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The Office of the U. S. Trustee for the SD.N.Y.
 

33 Whitehall Street, 21 " Floor
 

New York, New York 10004
 

Attn.: Tracy Hope Davis, Esq.
 

The U. S. Attorney's Office S.D.N.Y.
 

86 Chambers Street, Third Floor
 

New York, New York 10007
 

Attn.: David S. Jones, Esq.
 

Caplin & Drysdale, Chartered
 

Attorneys for the Official Committee of
 

Unsecured Creditors holding Asbestos-Related Claims
 

375 Park Avenue, 35th Floor
 

New York, New York 10152-3500
 

Attn.: Elihu Inselbuch, Esq.
 

Caplin & Drysdale, Chartered
 

Attorneys for the Official Committee of
 

Unsecured Creditors holding Asbestos-Related Claims
 

One Thomas Circle, N. W., Suite 1100
 

Washington, DC 20005
 

Attn.: Trevor W. Sweett III
 

.------------------ -- ----- ­



Stutzman, Bromberg, Esserman & Plifka 

A Professional Corporation 

Attorneys for Dean M. Trafelet 

2323 Bryan Street, Suite 2200 

Dallas Texas 75201 

Attn.: Sander 1. Esserman, Esq. 

Date of Service: February II, 20 II 

Method of Service and Declaration: Stanley R. Stasko served Parties by U.S. First Class 

mail a copy of the above specified items. I declare the information contained in this 

Affirmation of Service is true and correct. 

Signature of Server: .... Ld 
Server's Address: 27653 Lexington Pkwy Southfield, Michigan 48076 #313-670-6917 
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