
PC / Ivory Vellum Carnival 35x23 / 80 

LEXISNEXIS® A.S. PRATT®� NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 2022

EDITOR’S NOTE: FOLLOW THE MONEY 

Victoria Prussen Spears

JUST UNDER THE WIRE: LOAN AGENT ENTITLED TO RECLAIM $500 MILLION MISTAKEN  

REVLON PAYMENT 

George H. Singer

NEW BORROWER DEFENSE RULE EXPANDS STUDENT LOAN DISCHARGES ON MULTIPLE 

FRONTS 

Kristina Gill, Edward M. Cramp, Anthony J. Guida Jr., and Jonathan Helwink

THIRD CIRCUIT ADOPTS STANDARD FOR APPOINTMENT OF FUTURE CLAIMANTS 

REPRESENTATIVES 

Jeff Bjork, Roman Martinez, Kimberly A. Posin, Helena Tseregounis and Deniz A. Irgi

THE ONGOING SOLVENT DEBTOR DEBATE: DIVIDED NINTH CIRCUIT PANEL HOLDS THAT 

PG&E CREDITORS ARE ENTITLED TO CONTRACT RATE OF INTEREST  

Ingrid Bagby, Michele Maman, Thomas Curtin and Marc Veilleux

SECTION 523(a) DISCHARGE EXCEPTIONS ARE APPLICABLE IN ALL SUBCHAPTER V 

CASES, INCLUDING THOSE OF CORPORATE DEBTORS, FOURTH CIRCUIT RULES 

James V. Drew

A TALE OF TWO CITIES: DISCHARGE OF U.S.-DENOMINATED DEBT IN CHAPTER 15 

Lynn P. Harrison III, Richard Keady and David Kwok

ITALY’S NEW (AND AMENDED) INSOLVENCY AND RESTRUCTURING CODE ENTERS INTO 

FORCE  

Carlo de Vito Piscicelli, Giuseppe Scassellati-Sforzolini, Francesco Iodice and Mattia Paglierini

N
O

V
E

M
B

E
R

-D
E

C
E

M
B

E
R

 2022
V

O
LU

M
E

 18 N
U

M
B

E
R

 8
P

R
A

T
T

’S
 J

O
U

R
N

A
L

 O
F

 B
A

N
K

R
U

P
T

C
Y

 L
A

W

Date: 10/5/2022 • Page Count: TBA • PPI: 340 • Spine width: TBA’’



Pratt’s Journal of Bankruptcy
Law

VOLUME 18 NUMBER 8 November-December 2022

Editor’s Note: Follow the Money
Victoria Prussen Spears 351

Just Under the Wire: Loan Agent Entitled to Reclaim $500 Million Mistaken
Revlon Payment
George H. Singer 354

New Borrower Defense Rule Expands Student Loan Discharges on Multiple
Fronts
Kristina Gill, Edward M. Cramp, Anthony J. Guida Jr., and Jonathan Helwink 360

Third Circuit Adopts Standard for Appointment of Future Claimants
Representatives
Jeff Bjork, Roman Martinez, Kimberly A. Posin, Helena Tseregounis
and Deniz A. Irgi 367

The Ongoing Solvent Debtor Debate: Divided Ninth Circuit Panel Holds that
PG&E Creditors Are Entitled to Contract Rate of Interest
Ingrid Bagby, Michele Maman, Thomas Curtin and Marc Veilleux 371

Section 523(a) Discharge Exceptions Are Applicable in All Subchapter V Cases,
Including Those of Corporate Debtors, Fourth Circuit Rules
James V. Drew 379

A Tale of Two Cities: Discharge of U.S.-Denominated Debt in Chapter 15
Lynn P. Harrison III, Richard Keady and David Kwok 388

Italy’s New (and Amended) Insolvency and Restructuring Code Enters into Force
Carlo de Vito Piscicelli, Giuseppe Scassellati-Sforzolini, Francesco Iodice
and Mattia Paglierini 391



QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS PUBLICATION?

For questions about the Editorial Content appearing in these volumes or reprint permission,
please call:
Ryan D. Kearns, J.D., at ................................................................................. 513.257.9021
Email: ............................................................................................ ryan.kearns@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 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (800) 223-1940
Outside the United States and Canada, please call . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (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 (2022)

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 Properties Inc.

Copyright © 2022 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

(2022–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

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

iii



Pratt’s Journal of Bankruptcy Law is published eight times a year by Matthew Bender &
Company, Inc. Copyright © 2022 Matthew Bender & Company, Inc., a member of LexisNexis.
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 customer support, please contact LexisNexis
Matthew Bender, 9443 Springboro Pike, Miamisburg, OH 45342 or call Customer Support at
1-800-833-9844. Direct any editorial inquiries and send any material for publication to Steven
A. Meyerowitz, Editor-in-Chief, Meyerowitz Communications Inc., 26910 Grand Central
Parkway Suite 18R, Floral Park, New York 11005,
smeyerowitz@meyerowitzcommunications.com, 631.291.5541. Material for publication is
welcomed—articles, decisions, or other items of interest to lawyers and law firms, in-house
counsel, government lawyers, senior business executives, and anyone interested in privacy and
cybersecurity related issues and legal developments. 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, 230 Park Ave. 7th Floor, New York NY 10169.

iv



In this article, the authors analyze a federal circuit court decision that underscores the
disagreement among courts as to the survival of the solvent debtor exception.

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit recently held, in Ad Hoc
Comm. of Holders of Trade Claims vs. Pacific Gas and Elec. Co. (In re PG&E
Corp.),1 that when a debtor is solvent, a creditor may be entitled to receive
interest at the contract rate (subject to equitable considerations), rather than at
the federal judgment rate.

The Ninth Circuit’s decision underscores the disagreement among courts as
to the survival of the solvent debtor exception, including Bankruptcy Judge
Walrath’s recent decision in In re The Hertz Corp, in which the bankruptcy court
held that a plan can provide unimpaired creditors with interest accruing at the
federal judgment rate.

BACKGROUND

PG&E Corporation and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (the “Debtors”)
entered Chapter 11 in January 2019 with approximately $50 billion of known
liabilities, including those arising from a series of wildfires that occurred in
Northern California. On the Chapter 11 petition date, the Debtors’ total assets
exceeded their total amount of liabilities, and thus, the Debtors were “solvent
at the time of filing” the bankruptcy petitions.

The Debtors’ plan of reorganization (the “Plan”) provided that unimpaired
unsecured creditors would receive interest on their claims at the federal

* Ingrid Bagby, a partner in Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft LLP, focuses her practice on
bankruptcy, restructuring and related litigation. Michele Maman, a partner in the firm,
concentrates her practice in the area of bankruptcy and financial restructuring and related
litigation. Thomas Curtin, a special counsel to the firm, focuses his practice in financial
restructuring and bankruptcy. Marc Veilleux is an associate in the firm’s Financial Restructuring
Group. Resident in the firm’s office in New York, the authors may be contacted at
ingrid.bagby@cwt.com, michele.maman@cwt.com, thomas.curtin@cwt.com and marc.veilleux@cwt.com,
respectively.

1 Ad Hoc Comm. of Holders of Trade Claims vs. Pacific Gas and Elec. Co. (In re PG&E Corp.)
(9th Cir. Aug. 29, 2022).
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judgment rate of 2.59 percent. This interest rate was significantly lower than
what unsecured creditors would have received under California law or under
their contract rates of interest, which could accrue at a rate of 10 percent. In
light of the Debtors’ solvency, the Ad Hoc Committee of Holders of Trade
Claims and certain other plan objectors (the “Objectors”) argued that to render
their claims unimpaired for purposes of Section 1124,2 the Debtors were
required to pay them interest at the rates required under their contracts or
applicable nonbankruptcy law, not at the significantly lower federal judgment
rate.

The U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of California held in
favor of the Debtors, reasoning that existing Ninth Circuit precedent required
that all unsecured creditors of a solvent debtor were only entitled to the federal
judgment rate under the Bankruptcy Code.3 The bankruptcy court further held
that even in the absence of any controlling precedent in the Ninth Circuit, the
imposition of the federal judgment rate on the Objectors’ claims did not render
them impaired, because the Bankruptcy Code—not the Plan—imposes that
rate.

The district court affirmed the bankruptcy court’s decision.4

The Objectors appealed to the Ninth Circuit.

THE NINTH CIRCUIT’S MAJORITY DECISION

On appeal, a majority on the Ninth Circuit panel reversed the lower courts’
decisions, and held that, subject to equitable considerations, solvent debtors
may be required to pay unsecured creditors at the rates of interest under their
contracts to render such creditors unimpaired for purposes of Section 1124 of
the Bankruptcy Code. Whether a creditor is impaired has significant conse-
quences under the Bankruptcy Code, because, for example, only impaired
creditors are entitled to vote on the debtor’s proposed plan of reorganization,
and may raise fair and equitable challenges to the plan under Section 1129(b).
Unimpaired creditors do not have these rights.

2 Section 1124 of the Bankruptcy Code provides that a class of claims or interests is
unimpaired under a plan if the plan “leaves unaltered the legal, equitable, and contractual rights
to which such claim or interest entitles the holder of such claim or interest.” 11 U.S.C.
§ 1124(1).

3 In re PG&E Corp., 610 B.R. 308 (Bankr. N.D. Cal. 2019).
4 Off. Comm. of Unsecured Creditors v. PG&E Corp., Case No. 20-CV-04570-HSG (N.D.

Cal. May 20, 2021).
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The Solvent Debtor Exception

At the heart of the PG&E dispute is the common law “solvent debtor
exception,” a doctrine that has been recently litigated in other bankruptcy cases.
One important default rule in bankruptcy is that interest ceases to accrue on
most claims once a bankruptcy petition is filed.5 This rule is deemed necessary
where debtors do not have sufficient resources to pay all of the claims asserted
against them, and avoids scenarios in which debtors may be forced to provide
disparate treatment to their creditors.

The Ninth Circuit majority observed, however, that these concerns do not
exist when a debtor has “sufficient funds to pay all outstanding debts.” Thus,
a “solvent debtor” exception was created by eighteenth century English courts
to require debtors to pay post-bankruptcy interest before the debtor could
retain any residual value. American courts subsequently adopted this common
law doctrine and applied it under the Bankruptcy Act of 1898 (the predecessor
to the Bankruptcy Code). Although the solvent debtor exception was never
codified in the Bankruptcy Act, courts nevertheless applied the doctrine to
prevent solvent debtors from reaping a “windfall at their creditors’ expense,
pocketing money which the debtor had promised to pay promptly to the
creditor.”6

Prior Ninth Circuit Precedent Did Not Apply to Unimpaired Creditors

The PG&E court first addressed whether prior Ninth Circuit precedent
abrogated the solvent debtor exception for unimpaired creditors. The lower
courts relied on the Ninth Circuit’s decision in In re Cardelucci, where the court
held that unsecured debtors in a solvent debtor case are entitled to receive
interest at the federal judgment rate.7 The lower courts interpreted the
Cardelucci decision as establishing “a broad rule that all unsecured claims in a
solvent-debtor bankruptcy are entitled only to post-petition interest at the
federal judgment rate, regardless of impairment status.”

The Ninth Circuit disagreed, finding that its decision in Cardelucci “merely”
stood for the proposition that “the phrase ‘interest at the legal rate’ in [Section]
726(a)(5) refers to the federal judgment rate as defined by 28 U.S.C.
§ 1961(a).” The Ninth Circuit observed that no Bankruptcy Code section
applies Section 726 of the Bankruptcy Code8 to unimpaired claims in Chapter

5 11 U.S.C. § 502(b)(2).
6 In re PG&E Corp., supra n.1 (citing Debentureholders Protective Comm. of Cont’l Inv. Corp.

v. Cont’l Inv. Corp., 679 F.2d 264 (1st Cir. 1982).
7 In re Cardelucci, 285 F.3d 1231 (9th Cir. 2002).
8 11 U.S.C. § 726(a)(5) (providing payment of post-petition interest at “the legal rate” to
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11 cases. Instead, only the best interests test of Section 1129(a)(7) incorporates
Section 726(a)(5) by reference by requiring that each impaired creditor who
votes against a plan must receive value “not less than . . . such holder would
so receive or retain if the debtor were liquidated under chapter 7” of the Code.9

The Ninth Circuit held that the lower courts erred in applying Cardelucci to
the dispute in PG&E because that decision analyzed Section 726(a)(5), which
applies only to impaired creditors via the Chapter 11 “best interests” test.10

Thus, the Ninth Circuit found that Cardelucci provides no textual basis for
applying Section 726(a)(5) to unimpaired creditors; instead, Cardelucci merely
stands for the proposition that the phrase “interest at the legal rate” in Section
726(a)(5) refers to the federal judgment rate.11

The Bankruptcy Code Does Not Abrogate the Solvent Debtor Exception

The Ninth Circuit next addressed whether the “solvent-debtor exception”
had been abrogated by the enactment of the Bankruptcy Code in 1978. In
arguing that the solvent debtor exception did not survive the enactment of the
Bankruptcy Code, the Debtors relied on some recent precedent. Indeed, recent
courts have found, for example, that the solvent debtor exception only survived
the enactment of the Bankruptcy Code in two limited aspects: first, under
Section 506(b) for oversecured creditors and second, for impaired unsecured
creditors under Section 726(a)(5).12 These courts found that because the
Bankruptcy Code lacks any provision codifying the solvent debtor exception for
unimpaired creditors, “[a] bankruptcy court cannot use equitable principles to
modify express language of the Code,” such as Section 502(b)(2), which
“expressly disallows claims of unsecured creditors for unmatured interest.”
These courts have held that a debtor’s solvency does not waive application of
Section 502(b)(2), and thus there is no entitlement to interest for unimpaired
creditors beyond the federal judgment rate.

But the PG&E majority panel departed from this precedent. The court found
that even though the “solvent-debtor exception” was not explicitly codified in
the Bankruptcy Code or its predecessor, there was no evidence of Congressional

creditors, before any distribution to the debtor (or equity), in the event there are funds left after
paying all other claims in a Chapter 7 liquidation case).

9 See 11 U.S.C. § 1129(a)(7)(A)(ii).
10 In re PG&E Corp., supra n.1 (“Though our opinion in Cardelucci did not say so, the

creditors in that case were impaired.”).
11 Id. (citing In re Mullins, 633 B.R. 1 (Bankr. D. Mass. 2021)).
12 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. The Hertz Corp (In re The Hertz Corp.), 637 B.R. 781 (Bankr.

D. Del. 2021).
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intent to displace that common law exception. According to the court, Section
502(b)(2) of the Bankruptcy Code did not compel a different conclusion.
While that section disallows claims for unmatured interest, the court found it
significant that debtors also had the power to disallow such claims under the
Bankruptcy Act of 1898. And, under the Bankruptcy Act, courts still employed
the solvent debtor exception. Thus, the court held that the mere enactment of
Section 502(b)(2) of the Bankruptcy Code provided no evidence that Congress
intended to displace the solvent debtor exception.

The Ninth Circuit found that its conclusion did not conflict with the text of
Section 502(b)(2). Although Section 502(b)(2) prohibits the inclusion of
“unmatured interest” as part of an allowed claim, the court noted that “there is
a significant distinction between whether post-petition interest can be part of an
allowed claim” (which is covered by Section 502(b)(2)) and “whether there are
circumstances under which the debtor may be required to pay post-petition
interest on an allowed claim.”13 According to the court, payment of interest on
an allowed claim is relevant to determine whether the claim is impaired for
purposes of Section 1124 of the Bankruptcy Code, particularly when the debtor
is solvent.

The Ninth Circuit found that the statutory history of Section 1124 of the
Bankruptcy Code further supported its conclusion that the solvent debtor
exception survived the enactment of the Bankruptcy Code. Specifically,
Congress repealed Section 1124(3) of the Bankruptcy Code, which provided
that a creditor’s claim was unimpaired if it was paid “the allowed amount of [its]
claim.”14 Congress repealed this section following a bankruptcy court decision
in New Valley Corp. that strictly interpreted this provision to not require
payment of any post-petition interest to render an unsecured creditor unimpaired.15

The House Report issued in connection with the repeal of Section 1124(3)
explained that the repeal was intended to avoid this “unfair result” from
occurring again. According to the Ninth Circuit, this statutory history confirms
“that creditors of a solvent debtor who are designated as unimpaired must
receive post-petition interest on their claim—notwithstanding § 502(b)(2), or
the fact that no Code provision expressly entitles such creditors to unaccrued
interest.”

13 See In re PG&E Corp., supra n.1 (citing Mullins (emphasis added)).
14 Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1994, Pub. L. 103-394, § 213, 108 Stat. 4106, 4126.
15 See, e.g., In re New Valley Corp., 168 B.R. 73 (Bankr. D.N.J. 1994) (holding that a creditor

may be classified as unimpaired if it was paid the full principal of its claim without any
post-petition interest).
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Addressing the dissenting opinion (which is discussed below), the majority
found that the dissent’s analysis, if accepted, would yield the same exact “unfair
result” reached in New Valley Corp., which Congress sought to avoid by
repealing Section 1124(3). The majority found that the dissent’s framing of the
issue as to whether unimpaired creditors are entitled to post-petition interest in
the first instance “elides the antecedent question of what constitutes unimpair-
ment in the first place.” Rather, the majority found that “a more sensible
reading of the Code gives solvent debtors a choice: compensate creditors in full
pursuant to the solvent-debtor exception or designate them as impaired
claimants entitled to the full scope of the Code’s substantive and procedural
protections.”

Having found no evidence of Congressional intent to displace the “solvent-
debtor exception,” the Ninth Circuit reversed the lower court decisions. While
Section 502(b)(2) did terminate the Objectors’ legal rights to post-petition
interest, the Objectors’ claims may include “an equitable right to receive
post-petition interest under the solvent-debtor exception.” And to remain
unimpaired for purposes of Section 1124, this equitable right may have entitled
the Objectors’ “to recovery of interest pursuant to their contracts, subject to any
countervailing equities, before . . . shareholders received surplus value.”

THE DISSENTING OPINION

Judge Ikuta of the Ninth Circuit issued a dissenting opinion, which disagreed
with the majority’s position that unimpaired, unsecured creditors are entitled to
post-petition interest on their claims at the contract rate when the debtor is
solvent. Judge Ikuta stated that the majority opinion “erroneously holds that
pre-Code practice is binding unless the text of the Code clearly abrogates it.”
Rather, Judge Ikuta found that Congress’ failure to codify the “solvent-debtor
exception” indicates that there is no basis for providing unimpaired creditors
with post-petition interest at the contract or state default rates.

Because Section 502(b)(2) disallows post-petition interest, Judge Ikuta
observed that a claim cannot be considered “impaired” if the plan does not
provide for post-petition interest at all. Judge Ikuta noted that there is “no
support for the majority’s conclusion” given the plain text of the Bankruptcy
Code, which does not contain any express provisions providing for payment of
post-petition interest on unimpaired claims. Judge Ikuta likewise found the
majority’s reliance on the statutory history of Section 1124(3) to be unavailing
because the repeal of that section “did not provide any guidance for differen-
tiating impaired from unimpaired claims.”

Judge Ikuta found that the majority’s interpretation of Section 1124(1) was
flawed. According to Judge Ikuta, Section 1124(1) applies only when a claim is
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impaired, not when a holder’s equitable rights are altered by a plan. Section
502(b)(2) eliminates post-petition interest claims and, thus, according to Judge
Ikuta, it is not plausible to read Section 1124(1) to require payment of
post-petition interest to render a creditor unimpaired.

Finally, Judge Ikuta noted that the reference to “equitable rights” in Section
1124(1) did not compel a different conclusion, because any such rights can only
refer rights to payment arising from equitable remedies. These “equitable rights”
do not authorize a court to simply waive Bankruptcy Code provisions in light
of a debtor’s solvency.

KEY TAKEAWAYS

The Ninth Circuit now has joined other circuits in concluding that the
solvent-debtor exception survived the enactment of the Bankruptcy Code,
including the First, Fifth, and Sixth Circuit Courts of Appeals.16 And given the
survival of that exception, the Ninth Circuit found that unimpaired creditors
may be entitled to receive interest at the contract rate or the rate imposed under
state law, subject to equitable considerations.

However, a split exists among courts as to whether the Bankruptcy Code’s
silence on the treatment of unimpaired creditors entitles them to better
treatment when a debtor is solvent. As the dissenting opinion in PG&E and
Judge Walrath in Hertz found, the absence of any Bankruptcy Code provisions
providing for a solvent debtor exception inhibits a bankruptcy court’s ability to
utilize equitable principles to override express provisions of the Bankruptcy
Code, such as Section 502(b)(2). By contrast, the majority opinion in PG&E
found that Congress’ failure to expressly override the common law solvent
debtor exception indicated that it did not intend to displace that doctrine.

The varying interpretations among courts reflects a difference in judicial
philosophy. Some courts focus on what the Bankruptcy Code expressly allows,
while others focus on what the Bankruptcy Code expressly prohibits. As the
split between the majority and dissent demonstrate, competing views exist with

16 See Off. Comm. of Unsecured Creditors v. Dow Corning Corp. (In re Dow Corning Corp.),
456 F.3d 668 (6th Cir. 2005) (“We conclude, like the other courts to have considered this issue,
that there is a presumption that [contract or state law] default interest should be paid to
unsecured claim holders in a solvent debtor case.”); In re Ultra Petroleum Corp., 943 F.3d 758
(5th Cir. 2019) (“As other circuits have recognized, absent compelling equitable considerations,
when a debtor is solvent, it is the role of the bankruptcy court to enforce the creditors’ contractual
rights.” (quotation omitted)); Gencarelli v. UPS Cap. Bus. Credit, 501 F.3d 1 (1st Cir. 2007)
(“This is a solvent debtor case and, as such, the equities strongly favor holding the debtor to his
contractual obligations . . .”).
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respect to this issue. Creditors should therefore be mindful that this issue is
evolving, that results may vary among districts and courts, and that this issue
remains unsettled in courts.
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