LexisNexis® A.S. Pratt®

NOVEMBER/DECEMBER 2018

Editor’s Note: In the Courts
Victoria Prussen Spears
Creditors Typically May Not Offset Section 303(i) Judgments Against Claims Against Debtors
Stuart I. Gordon and Matthew V. Spero
A Lease by Any Other Name Would Not Smell as Sweet: Fifth Circuit Denies “True Lease”
Status to a “Sale” of Software
James Heiser, James P. Sullivan, Stephen R. Tetro II, and Franklin H. Top III

In re Franchise Services of North America, Inc.: The Fifth Circuit Explores Restrictions on
Bankruptcy Filing
Mark A. Speiser and Harold A. Olsen
Seventh Circuit Holds That the Illinois Department of Revenue Must Present Evidence to
Support the Value of Its Claim for Adequate Protection in a Section 363 Sale
Michael T. Benz, Bryan E. Jacobson, and James P. Sullivan
Ya Gotta Have [Good] Faith: Ninth Circuit Holds That in the Context of Plan Voting, a Bad Faith
Showing Requires More Than a Negative Impact on Creditors
Fredric Sosnick, Joel Moss, Solomon J. Noh, and Ned S. Schodek
Eleventh Circuit Issues Opinion on New Value Defense to a Preference Claim
Edward M. Fitzgerald and Alan M. Weiss
Bankruptcy Court Enforces Non-Consensual Third-Party Releases in Chapter 15 Case
Shantel Watters-Rogers
A Check Is Transferred When It Is Honored, Not Delivered
Matt Barr and Lauren Tauro
Tenth Circuit B.A.P. on Novinda’s Classification: No Gerrymandering, No(n)-Creditor Interest,
No Problem
Andriana Georgallas
Delaware Bankruptcy Court Declines to Bind Credit Bidders to the Mast
Matthew Goren and Kevin Bostel
Getting Off on the Right Foot: Bankruptcy Court Rejects U.S. Trustee’s Unconventional
Position That Management Consultant Must Be Retained Under Section 327 of the Bankruptcy
Code
Debora Hoehne and Gaby Smith
More Cautionary Tales in Puerto Rico’s Restructuring
Laura E. Appleby, James Heiser, and Aaron M. Krieger
In the Matter of CW Advanced Technologies Limited—An Intriguing Decision in Hong Kong
Concerning Cross-Border Insolvencies and Restructurings and the New Singaporean
Restructuring Regime
Naomi Moore and Daniel Cohen

Pratt’s Journal of Bankruptcy
Law
VOLUME 14

NUMBER 8

NOV./DEC. 2018

Editor’s Note: In the Courts . . .
Victoria Prussen Spears

359

Creditors Typically May Not Offset Section 303(i) Judgments
Against Claims Against Debtors
Stuart I. Gordon and Matthew V. Spero

363

A Lease by Any Other Name Would Not Smell as Sweet: Fifth
Circuit Denies “True Lease” Status to a “Sale” of Software
James Heiser, James P. Sullivan, Stephen R. Tetro II, and
Franklin H. Top III

369

In re Franchise Services of North America, Inc.: The Fifth
Circuit Explores Restrictions on Bankruptcy Filing
Mark A. Speiser and Harold A. Olsen

374

Seventh Circuit Holds That the Illinois Department of Revenue
Must Present Evidence to Support the Value of Its Claim for
Adequate Protection in a Section 363 Sale
Michael T. Benz, Bryan E. Jacobson, and James P. Sullivan

378

Ya Gotta Have [Good] Faith: Ninth Circuit Holds That in the
Context of Plan Voting, a Bad Faith Showing Requires More
Than a Negative Impact on Creditors
Fredric Sosnick, Joel Moss, Solomon J. Noh, and Ned S. Schodek

382

Eleventh Circuit Issues Opinion on New Value Defense to a
Preference Claim
Edward M. Fitzgerald and Alan M. Weiss

385

Bankruptcy Court Enforces Non-Consensual Third-Party
Releases in Chapter 15 Case
Shantel Watters-Rogers

388

A Check Is Transferred When It Is Honored, Not Delivered
Matt Barr and Lauren Tauro

393

Tenth Circuit B.A.P. on Novinda’s Classification:
No Gerrymandering, No(n)-Creditor Interest, No Problem
Andriana Georgallas

396

Delaware Bankruptcy Court Declines to Bind Credit
Bidders to the Mast
Matthew Goren and Kevin Bostel

400

Getting Off on the Right Foot: Bankruptcy Court Rejects U.S.
Trustee’s Unconventional Position That Management Consultant
Must Be Retained Under Section 327 of the Bankruptcy Code
Debora Hoehne and Gaby Smith

404

More Cautionary Tales in Puerto Rico’s Restructuring
Laura E. Appleby, James Heiser, and Aaron M. Krieger

408

In the Matter of CW Advanced Technologies Limited—An
Intriguing Decision in Hong Kong Concerning Cross-Border
Insolvencies and Restructurings and the New Singaporean
Restructuring Regime
Naomi Moore and Daniel Cohen

412

ii

QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS PUBLICATION?
For questions about the Editorial Content appearing in these volumes or reprint permission,
please call:
Kent K. B. Hanson, J.D., at ........................................................................... 415-908-3207
Email: ........................................................................................... kent.hanson@lexisnexis.com
Outside the United States and Canada, please call . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (973) 820-2000
For assistance with replacement pages, shipments, billing or other customer service matters,
please call:
Customer Services Department at . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (800) 833-9844
Outside the United States and Canada, please call . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (518) 487-3385
Fax Number . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (800) 828-8341
Customer Service Website . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . http://www.lexisnexis.com/custserv/
For information on other Matthew Bender publications, please call
Your account manager or . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Outside the United States and Canada, please call . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

(800) 223-1940
(937) 247-0293

Library of Congress Card Number: 80-68780
ISBN: 978-0-7698-7846-1 (print)
ISBN: 978-0-7698-7988-8 (eBook)
ISSN: 1931-6992

Cite this publication as:
[author name], [article title], [vol. no.] PRATT’S JOURNAL OF BANKRUPTCY LAW [page number]
([year])
Example: Patrick E. Mears, The Winds of Change Intensify over Europe: Recent European Union
Actions Firmly Embrace the “Rescue and Recovery” Culture for Business Recovery, 10 PRATT’S JOURNAL
OF BANKRUPTCY LAW 349 (2014)
This publication is designed to provide authoritative information in regard to the subject matter covered. It
is sold with the understanding that the publisher is not engaged in rendering legal, accounting, or other
professional services. If legal advice or other expert assistance is required, the services of a competent
professional should be sought.
LexisNexis and the Knowledge Burst logo are registered trademarks of RELX Inc. Matthew Bender, the
Matthew Bender Flame Design and A.S. Pratt are registered trademarks of Matthew Bender & Company,
Inc.
Copyright © 2018 Matthew Bender & Company, Inc., a member of LexisNexis. All Rights Reserved.
No copyright is claimed by LexisNexis or Matthew Bender & Company, Inc., in the text of statutes,
regulations, and excerpts from court opinions quoted within this work. Permission to copy material may be
licensed for a fee from the Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood Drive, Danvers, Mass. 01923,
telephone (978) 750-8400.

Editorial Office
230 Park Ave., 7th Floor, New York, NY 10169 (800) 543-6862
www.lexisnexis.com

(2018–Pub.4789)

Editor-in-Chief, Editor & Board of
Editors
EDITOR-IN-CHIEF
STEVEN A. MEYEROWITZ
President, Meyerowitz Communications Inc.

EDITOR
VICTORIA PRUSSEN SPEARS
Senior Vice President, Meyerowitz Communications Inc.

BOARD OF EDITORS
SCOTT L. BAENA
Bilzin Sumberg Baena Price & Axelrod LLP
LESLIE A. BERKOFF
Moritt Hock & Hamroff LLP
TED A. BERKOWITZ
Farrell Fritz, P.C.
ANDREW P. BROZMAN
Clifford Chance US LLP
MICHAEL L. COOK
Schulte Roth & Zabel LLP
MARK G. DOUGLAS
Jones Day
MARK J. FRIEDMAN
DLA Piper
STUART I. GORDON
Rivkin Radler LLP
PATRICK E. MEARS
Barnes & Thornburg LLP

v

PRATT’S JOURNAL OF BANKRUPTCY LAW is published eight times a year by Matthew
Bender & Company, Inc. Copyright 2018 Reed Elsevier Properties SA., used under license by
Matthew Bender & Company, Inc. All rights reserved. No part of this journal may be reproduced
in any form—by microfilm, xerography, or otherwise—or incorporated into any information
retrieval system without the written permission of the copyright owner. For permission to
photocopy or use material electronically from Pratt’s Journal of Bankruptcy Law, please access
www.copyright.com or contact the Copyright Clearance Center, Inc. (CCC), 222 Rosewood
Drive, Danvers, MA 01923, 978-750-8400. CCC is a not-for-profit organization that provides
licenses and registration for a variety of users. For subscription information and customer service,
call 1-800-833-9844.
Direct any editorial inquires and send any material for publication to Steven A. Meyerowitz,
Editor-in-Chief, Meyerowitz Communications Inc., 26910 Grand Central Parkway, No. 18R,
Floral Park, NY 11005, smeyerowitz@meyerowitzcommunications.com, 646.539.8300. Material
for publication is welcomed—articles, decisions, or other items of interest to bankers, officers of
financial institutions, and their attorneys. This publication is designed to be accurate and
authoritative, but neither the publisher nor the authors are rendering legal, accounting, or other
professional services in this publication. If legal or other expert advice is desired, retain the
services of an appropriate professional. The articles and columns reflect only the present
considerations and views of the authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the firms or
organizations with which they are affiliated, any of the former or present clients of the authors
or their firms or organizations, or the editors or publisher. POSTMASTER: Send address changes
to Pratt’s Journal of Bankruptcy Law, LexisNexis Matthew Bender, Attn: Customer Service, 9443
Springboro Pike, Miamisburg, OH 45342-9907.

vi

A Lease by Any Other Name Would Not
Smell as Sweet: Fifth Circuit Denies “True
Lease” Status to a “Sale” of Software
By James Heiser, James P. Sullivan, Stephen R. Tetro II, and
Franklin H. Top III*
The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit recently affirmed decisions
of a bankruptcy court and district court recharacterizing an alleged lease to
a disguised financing arrangement. The authors of this article discuss the
case, which is interesting in that the court determined that the transaction
was “per se” a financing, and therefore did not need to go on to analyze the
economic realities of the transaction in detail.
In a case styled In The Matter of Pioneer Health Services, Incorporated
(“Pioneer”)1 the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit recently affirmed
decisions of a bankruptcy court and district court recharacterizing an alleged
lease to a disguised financing arrangement. Although an unreported decision,
the case is interesting in that the court determined that the transaction was “per
se” a financing, and therefore did not need to go on to analyze the economic
realities of the transaction in detail. Analyzing the transaction under the
Uniform Commercial Code (the “UCC”) as adopted by Utah, the Fifth Circuit
concluded that the transaction created a security interest and did not constitute
a true lease.
WHAT CONSTITUTES A “TRUE LEASE”?
Whether an arrangement constitutes a “true lease” or a secured financing
*

James Heiser (heiser@chapman.com) is a partner in Chapman and Cutler LLP’s Bankruptcy
and Restructuring Group, helping clients find cost-effective solutions to bankruptcy, restructuring, and litigation disputes. James P. Sullivan (jsulliva@chapman.com), a partner in the firm’s
Banking and Financial Services Department and a member of the Bankruptcy and Restructuring
and Litigation Groups, is involved in commercial banking restructurings and workouts, in- and
out-of-court. Stephen R. Tetro II (stetro@chapman.com) is a partner in the firm’s Bankruptcy
and Restructuring Group and a member of the Banking and Financial Services Department
representing secured and unsecured creditors, equipment lenders and lessors and other parties in
workouts and restructurings and bankruptcy and insolvency matters. Franklin H. Top III
(top@chapman.com), a partner in the firm’s Banking and Financial Services Department and the
co-practice group leader of the Bankruptcy and Restructuring Group, focuses his practice on
bankruptcy, creditor rights, restructuring, and litigation.
1
First Guar. Bank v. Pioneer Health Servs. (In re Pioneer Health Servs.), 2018 U.S. App.
LEXIS 21958 (5th Cir. Aug. 7, 2018). On appeal from the U.S. District Court for the Southern
District of Mississippi, Case No. 3:17-CV-561.
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arrangement is one of the more heavily litigated issues under § 365 of 11
U.S.C. § 101 et. seq. (the “Bankruptcy Code”). The distinction is critically
important, as true leases and secured financings have very different treatments
under both tax and bankruptcy law. In addition, merely challenging a “close
call” transaction as a secured transaction as opposed to a lease may be a way for
debtor lessees to gain leverage over a lessor.
Generally speaking, a “true lease” is commonly understood to be an
arrangement in which the risks and rewards of ownership are retained by the
lessor of the relevant asset or property, while the lessee is entitled only to retain
possession and use of such asset or property for a defined period. Courts
generally look past the labels in the lease and the intent of the parties and apply
two tests focused on the economic substance of the transaction: a “per se” (or
bright line) test and an “economic realities” test. Both inquiries are fact specific.
Under the per se test in Utah, a transaction is a secured financing if the
obligation to pay rent cannot be cancelled by the lessee and the lessee is bound
to become the owner of the goods. While most litigation over the “true lease”
issue revolves around the “economic realities” test, the Pioneer case was unusual
in that the court determined that the transaction was “per se” a financing.
PIONEER BACKGROUND
In Pioneer, the debtor entered into several contracts for a “limited,
nonexclusive, nontransferable, non-sublicensable, perpetual license” to an
“electronic health record system used for billing, scheduling, and record
retention and organization.” The transaction involved three parties, a manufacturer (the “Manufacturer”), a funding entity (the “Funder”) and the debtor.
The transaction documents included three contracts, which contained
certain provisions identifying the transaction as a sale, and others designating it
as a lease. Two of the agreements were labelled “Conditional Sales Agreements.”
Among other things, these agreements provided that the Funder was selling the
described equipment to the customer, and that the sale was “non-cancelable”
and “may not be terminated for any reason.” The agreements also provided that
upon completion of the installment payment plan the equipment would
transfer to the debtor, and that until then the Funder “shall retain title to the
equipment for legal and security purposes.” A third agreement also characterized the transaction as a sale, containing an acknowledgment by the debtor that
the debtor entered into a financing arrangement with the Funder, and that
while bills for the equipment from the Manufacturer were to go to the Funder,
the debtor retained ultimate responsibility for ensuring payment to the
Manufacturer.
However, certain provisions of the Conditional Sale Agreements designated
370
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the transaction as a lease, stating that the Funder “is leasing (and not financing)
the software to the Customer,” that if the debtor failed to make payments, it
must delete the software, and that the Funder had the right to declare any
license terminated and access the debtor’s systems to disable the software.
During the bankruptcy case, the Funder filed a motion seeking administrative expense treatment for the use of the software, seeking, inter alia, to have the
transaction characterized as an unexpired lease under § 365(d)(5) of the
Bankruptcy Code, which would require that the debtor “timely perform all of
the obligations of the debtor first arising from or after 60 days of the petition
. . . until the lease is assumed or rejected.” The bankruptcy court determined
that the agreements were not “true leases” and the district court summarily
affirmed the ruling.
THE FIFTH CIRCUIT OPINION
The Fifth Circuit affirmed the decisions. Referencing case law from multiple
jurisdictions, the Fifth Circuit ruled that the question of how a transaction is
characterized is determined under state law. Therefore, the Fifth Circuit looked
to Utah2 law to make the determination.
Like all other states, Utah has adopted the Uniform Commercial Code (the
“UCC”), and looks behind the form of the agreement in determining whether
an arrangement is in fact a true lease or whether it is a disguised financing
arrangement. The Fifth Circuit noted that UCC § 1-203 identifies specific
instances in which a security interest (as opposed to a lease) is always created
(i.e., the “per se” test). These include where the transaction is “in the form of
a lease,” the agreement “is not subject to cancellation by the lessee,” and “the
lessee . . . is bound to become the owner of the goods.”
Here, the Funder’s arguments focused on the special provisions in the
agreements designating a software lease as a “lease,” noting that the debtor (i)
agreed that the arrangement is a lease and (ii) granted the Funder the right to
terminate the use of the software in the event the debtor failed to pay. The Fifth
Circuit, however, rejected those arguments, reasoning that the substance of the
agreement is more important that the form. It noted that the purported lease
was non-cancellable and could not be terminated for any reason and that at the
completion of payments thereunder the debtor became the owner of the
equipment. In short, the arrangement triggered the “per se” test of the UCC in
2

While there was a dispute as to whether the law of the state of Utah (by virtue of a choice
of law provision) or Mississippi, the parties conceded that both versions of the UCC are almost
identical, as a result the appellate court adopted the same approach as the bankruptcy court.
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that the agreements are “in the form of a lease,” “are not subject to cancellation
by” the debtor, and the debtor “is bound to become the owner of the goods,”
and therefore the Fifth Circuit affirmed the rulings of the bankruptcy court and
the district court.3
The characterization of an agreement as a loan and security agreement as
opposed to a “true lease” has a number of important ramifications that can
determine whether the purported lessor potentially receives a full recovery or
pennies on the dollar on its claim. These include, but are not limited to:
•

whether the debtor may retain the property without having to comply
with the ongoing post-petition rent requirements of 365(b)(5);

•

whether the debtor needs to assume the lease to retain the property;

•

whether the debtor needs to cure pre petition arrearages or provide
adequate assurance of future performance;

•

whether the debtor may use § 506 of the Bankruptcy Code to bifurcate
the secured claim into a claim that is secured to the extent of the value
of the property and an unsecured claim for the remaining deficiency;

•

whether the lessor may lose any residual value; and

•

if the recharacterized secured party failed to perfect its security interest
in the property (e.g., by making a “protective” UCC filing), whether
the claim may be deemed to be entirely unsecured.

Essentially, if the lease is recharacterized as a disguised financing, the
purported lessor may be forced to accept the value of the leased equipment on
the day of the bankruptcy filing, which may be in a depreciated state. A
recharacterization may also require expensive litigation and expert testimony in
the bankruptcy court to ascertain the equipment’s value. Worse, if no protective
UCC filing was made, the purported lessor may only have a general unsecured
claim. In other words, recharacterization allows a debtor to retain the full value
of “leased” equipment while potentially paying little or nothing for the
privilege, which creates an incentive for a debtor to attack transactions where
there is any reasonable chance of prevailing.
CONCLUSION
While not surprising, the Pioneer case reminds drafters to be mindful of the
3

Although the Fifth Circuit relied upon the UCC “per se” test in connection with its decision,
even if the transaction passes muster under the “per se” test, many courts employ an economic
realities test that looks at the details of the transaction to determine who has the benefits and
burdens of ownership of the property.
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requirements to establish the status of a transaction as a lease. In short, lessors
wishing to receive the special protections provided to lessors under the
Bankruptcy Code should be mindful to make sure that the per se test of 1 203
of the UCC is not implicated by the transaction, and importantly, that the
economic realities of the transaction support a characterization as a lease. This
includes ensuring that the lessor retains residual risk in the equipment and
avoiding common pitfalls such as bargain purchase options. Before entering
into any lease, lessors should ask: Do the economic benefits and burdens of the
property rest with the lessor or the lessee? Does the lessor retain a meaningful
residual value on the property or a meaningful reversionary interest in the
property?
If the answers to these questions are unclear, lessors should consult with
experienced counsel to ensure that the transaction is priced properly for the
level of risk and that all possible steps to achieve “true lease” status have been
taken. If a lessor learns that a lessee is in financial distress, it should move
quickly to engage counsel and take appropriate protective measures, including
to ensure that “protective” UCC filings have been made with respect to each
piece of equipment.
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