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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

MIAMI DIVISION 
www.flsb.uscourts.gov 

 
____________________________________x 
In re:      :  Case No.: 21-15459-LMI  
      :  (Jointly Administered) 
SOS FURNITURE COMPANY, INC., and : 
MATTRESS ONE, INC.,   :   

:  Chapter 7 
Debtors.    : 

____________________________________x 
      : 
ROSS R. HARTOG, Chapter 7 Trustee :  Adversary Case No.:  22-01167-LMI 
for the estates of the Debtors SOS  : 
Furniture Company, Inc. and Mattress : 
One, Inc.,     : 
      : 

Plaintiff,    : 
     : 

v.      : 
      : 
UNITED CORPORATION, a United : 
States Virgin Islands Corporation, and : 
FATHI YUSUF MOHAMAD YUSUF, : 
an individual,     : 
      : 

Defendants.    : 
____________________________________x 
 

MOTION TO DISMISS 
 

Pursuant to consultation with counsel for the Trustee, the Defendants 
have agreed to request that the Court set a briefing schedule on this Motion 
that allows for the Trustee to file his response, and the Defendants to 
thereafter file a reply, in advance of a hearing.  

 
Defendants, UNITED CORPORATION (“United”) and FATHI YUSUF MOHAMAD 

YUSUF (“Yusuf” and together with United, the “Defendants”), by and through undersigned 
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counsel, move to dismiss Count 1 of the Plaintiff’s Complaint (Doc. # 1) pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. 

P. 7012 and Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6).  In support thereof the Defendants state as follows. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

 The Defendants are residents of the Virgin Islands, thus not subject to the state laws of 

Florida. As residents of the Virgin Islands, they are also not subject to avoidance actions by the 

Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code – and because the IRS 

could not have filed a complaint to avoid the transfers at issue against these Defendants, neither can 

the Plaintiff. Without being able to utilize the IRS as a triggering creditor and take advantage of its 

10-year collection period, and without the benefit of the 4-year statute of limitations under Florida 

law, the transfers at issue are outside the applicable 2-year statute of limitations under the Bankruptcy 

Code. For these reasons, Count I of the Complaint must be dismissed for failure to state a cause of 

action.  

RELEVANT FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY IN THE COMPLAINT 

 Yusuf is a resident of the United States Virgin Islands and United is a Virgin Islands 

corporation. See Doc. # 1 at ¶¶ 3, 4. On December 17, 2016, United sold its interest in Mattress 

PAL, LLC to Debtor SOS FURNITURE COMPANY for $17M via a written agreement (the 

“Purchase Agreement”).  See Doc. # 1 at ¶ 29.  The Purchase Agreement expressly provided for 

periodic interest payments.  See id.  Pursuant to the Purchase Agreement, on December 17, 2017, 

SOS issued both Defendants two checks in the cumulative amount of $1,020,000.00 for the first 

year’s interest payment (the “December 2017 interest payments”).1  See id. at ¶ 30.  The Defendants 

deposited the December 2017 interest payments into the Banco Popular bank account of United 

 
1 $17,000,000.00 x 6% = $1,020,000.00. 
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on St. Croix, United States Virgin Islands.  See id. at ¶ 38. The Debtors filed Chapter 7 petitions on 

June 2, 2021.  See Doc. # 1 at ¶ 1. 

 In Count I of the adversary complaint, the Plaintiff, invoking 11 U.S.C. § 544, seeks to (A) 

avoid/claw back the December 2017 interest payments using the four (4) year look back period 

under the Florida Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act (“FUFTA”), Fla. Stat. §§ 726.101-726.201, 

and/or the ten (10) year look back period as the IRS is a “triggering” creditor under 26 U.S.C. §§ 

6502(a)(1) & 6901; and (B) avoid the Purchase Agreement under the aforementioned ten (10) year 

look back period.  See Doc. # 1 at ¶¶ 41-50.   

APPLICABLE LAW 

I. RULE 12(b)(6) 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 12 applies to adversary proceedings by operation of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7012.  

Motions under Rule 12(b)(6) are designed to test the legal sufficiency of the complaint. See GSW, 

Inc. v. Long Cty., 999 F.2d 1508, 1510 (11th Cir. 1993). When deciding a motion under Rule 

12(b)(6), the Court must treat all well-pleaded facts as true and interpret all facts in the light most 

favorable to the plaintiff. See Ortiz v. Deutsche Bank AG (In re Estrategias en Valores, S.A.), 628 B.R. 

722, 726 n.1 (Bankr. S.D. Fla. 2021) (citing Resnick v. AvMed, Inc., 693 F.3d 1317, 1321–22 (11th 

Cir. 2012)). 

A cause of action should be dismissed under Rule 12(b)(6) on statute of limitations grounds 

“if it is apparent from the face of the complaint that the claim is time-barred.” Brotherhood of 

Locomotive Eng’rs & Trainmen Gen. Comm. of Adjustment CSX Transp. N. Lines v. CSX Transp., Inc., 522 

F.3d 1190, 1193–94 (11th Cir. 2008).  And dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) is the appropriate 

procedural vehicle on the grounds that a statute does not apply extraterritorially.  See Sorota v. Sosa, 
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842 F. Supp. 2d 1345, 1347 (S.D. Fla. 2012) (dismissing under 12(b)(6) a RICO claim on the 

grounds that it does not apply extraterritorially). 

II. APPLICABLE CODE SECTIONS 

This case presents the intersection of a few sections of the United States Code, specifically, Titles 

11 and 26.  

Section 544(b) of the Bankruptcy Code states that: 

the trustee may avoid any transfer of an interest of the debtor in property or any 
obligation incurred by the debtor that is voidable under applicable law by a creditor 
holding an unsecured claim that is allowable under section 502 of this title or that is 
not allowable only under section 502(e) of this title. 
 

11 U.S.C. § 544(b).   

 Section 6502 of the Internal Revenue Code provides: 

Where the assessment of any tax imposed by this title has been made within the 
period of limitation properly applicable thereto, such tax may be collected by levy or 
by a proceeding in court, but only if the levy is made or the proceeding begun— (1) 
within 10 years after the assessment of the tax.... 
 

26 U.S.C. § 6502(a)(1).   

Section 6901 of the Internal Revenue Code provides the authority for the IRS to pursue 

avoidance actions against transferees of the taxpayers’ property (commonly referred to as “transferee 

liability” in tax parlance).  26 U.S.C. § 6901.  Section 6901 provides the specific authority for 

avoiding transfers by a taxpayer who has income tax liability.  The applicable statutory provision 

states: 

(a) Method of collection.--The amounts of the following liabilities shall, except as 
hereinafter in this section provided, be assessed, paid, and collected in the same 
manner and subject to the same provisions and limitations as in the case of the taxes 
with respect to which the liabilities were incurred: 
 

(1) Income, estate, and gift taxes.— 
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(A) Transferees.--The liability, at law or in equity, of a transferee of 
property-- 

(i) of a taxpayer in the case of a tax imposed by subtitle A 
(relating to income taxes), 

(ii) of a decedent in the case of a tax imposed by chapter 11 
(relating to estate taxes), or 

(iii) of a donor in the case of a tax imposed by chapter 12 
(relating to gift taxes), 

 
in respect of the tax imposed by subtitle A or B.  
 

26 U.S.C. § 6901(a)(1)(A). 

  “Importantly, § 6901 does not independently impose tax liability on a transferee; instead, it 

provides only a procedure by which the IRS may collect unpaid taxes owed by a transferor of assets 

from the transferee who received those assets.”  Shockley v. Comm’r of Internal Revenue, 872 F.3d 1235, 

1247 (11th Cir. 2017).  But the procedure requires the IRS “to file a notice of transferee liability, 

which it must do before it can move against the [transferee’s] assets if they have already been 

transferred[.]”  L.V. Castle Inv. Grp., Inc. v. Comm’r, 465 F.3d 1243, 1247 (11th Cir. 2006) (citing to, 

inter alia, 26 U.S.C. § 6901(a) & (g)). 

Section 7701(a)(9) of the Internal Revenue Code provides that the Virgin Islands is foreign 

vis-à-vis the United States and is “treated as a foreign country for Federal income tax purposes.”  Huff 

v. Comm’r, 135 T.C. 222, 224 (2010) (“Huff I”). 

III. PRESUMPTION AGAINST EXTRATERRITORIAL APPLICATION 

Federal laws do not have extraterritorial reach unless Congress provides a “clear indication” 

that such is intended.  Morrison v. Nat’l Austl. Bank Ltd., 561 U.S. 247, 255 (2010).  Accordingly, the 

“presumption [is] that United States law governs domestically but does not rule the world[.]”  Kiobel 

v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co., 569 U.S. 108, 115 (2013) (cleaned up).  
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Regarding state law, “[a] general presumption exists against the extraterritorial application of 

a state’s statutes.”  Longaker v. Boston Sci. Corp., 872 F. Supp. 2d 816, 819 (D. Minn. 2012) aff’d, 715 

F.3d 658 (8th Cir. 2013).  See also Blackman v. Lincoln Nat’l Corp., 2012 WL 6151732, at *4 (E.D. Pa. 

2012) (applying federal presumption to Pennsylvania employment discrimination statute); Judkins v. 

Saint Joseph’s Coll. of Me., 483 F. Supp. 2d 60, 65 (D. Me. 2007) (applying federal presumption to 

determine geographic scope of Maine employment discrimination statute). 

 Florida law likewise is clear that the “[e]xtraterritorial effect of an enactment is not to be 

found by implication.”  Burns v. Rozen, 201 So. 2d 629, 631 (Fla. 1st DCA 1967).  See also Southeastern 

Fisheries Ass’n, Inc. v. Dep’t of Natural Res., 453 So.2d 1351, 1355 (Fla. 1984) (declining to extend law 

extraterritorially absent express intent of the legislature to do so).  As one district court observed, 

“Florida’s strong presumption against extraterritorial application of its law prohibits its application 

in this case. Florida courts have consistently declined to apply Florida law outside territorial 

boundaries unless a statute contains an ‘express intention that its provisions are to be given 

extraterritorial effect.’”  Boehner v. McDermott, 332 F. Supp. 2d 149, 155 (D.D.C. 2004) (quoting 

Burns, supra).   

Indeed, a little over a month ago the Florida Supreme Court approvingly cited to the U.S. 

Supreme Court’s Morrison decision for the proposition that, “[w]hen a statute gives no clear 

indication of an extraterritorial application, it has none.”  Shim v. Buechel, __ So. 3d __, 2022 WL 

1679402, at *2 (Fla. May 26, 2022) (quoting Morrison, 561 U.S. at 255). 
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IV. THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

“The Virgin Islands are an insular area of the United States; they are a part of neither one 

of the 50 States nor the District of Columbia. They are generally treated as a foreign country for 

Federal income tax purposes.”  Huff I, 135 T.C. at (citing to 26 U.S.C. § 7701(a)(9)). 

With the Naval Service Appropriation Act of 1922, 48 U.S.C. § 1397, Congress passed 

legislation applying the Internal Revenue Code of the United States to the Virgin Islands.  Chase 

Manhattan Bank, NA. v. Gov’t of the Virgin Islands, 300 F.3d 320, 322 (3d Cir. 2002).  “This statutory 

scheme has come to be known as the ‘mirror code’ because Congress designed Virgin Islands tax 

law to mirror the tax laws in effect on the mainland. As a result of this legislation, the words ‘Virgin 

Islands’ are substituted for the words ‘United States’ throughout the Internal Revenue Code.”  

Cooper v. Comm’r, 718 F.3d 216, 219 (3d Cir. 2013) (cleaned up). 

Under the rules governing United States and Virgin Islands taxation, bona fide 
Virgin Islands residents satisfy both their United States and Virgin Islands tax 
obligations by filing a return with the Virgin Islands Bureau of Internal Revenue 
(“BIR”) and paying taxes on their worldwide income to the Virgin Islands.  By doing 
so, the Virgin Islands residents are relieved of any obligation to file a return with the 
Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) or pay taxes to the United States.   
 

Huff v. Comm’r of IRS, 743 F.3d 790, 793 (11th Cir. 2014) (“Huff II”) (cleaned up).  See also Vento v. 

Dir. of Virgin Islands Bureau of Internal Revenue, 715 F.3d 455, 465 (3d Cir. 2013) (“bona fide Virgin 

Islands residents who fully report their income and satisfy their obligations to the []BIR do not pay 

taxes to the IRS.”). 

Thus, “[t]he United States and Virgin Islands operate separate but interrelated tax systems—

both based on the rules in the Internal Revenue Code[.]”  Huff II, 743 F.3d at 793.  See also Cooper, 

718 F.3d at 222 (“The IRS and []BIR are therefore separate, distinct, and independent taxing 

authorities.”). 
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DISCUSSION 

I. THE FLORIDA UNIFORM FRAUDULENT TRANSFER ACT DOES NOT APPLY 

EXTRATERRITORIALLY 
 
 A cursory review of the FUFTA reveals that none of the operative sections of Chapter 726 

have any reference whatsoever to extraterritorial application.  Thus, because the FUFTA “gives no 

clear indication of an extraterritorial application, it has none.”  Shim, 2022 WL 1679402, at *2 

(cleaned up); see also Burns, 201 So. 2d at 631; Boehner, 332 F. Supp. 2d at 155.  Accordingly, insofar 

as Count I of the adversary complaint (see Doc. # 1 at ¶¶ 43, 44, 46, 48, & 50) seeks to apply the 

FUFTA to the Defendants’ actions, it must be dismissed under Rule 12(b)(6).  See Sorota, supra. 

 The Defendants present two cases for this Court’s consideration. 

 In Boehner, the defendant made disclosures “to members of the press concerning an illegal 

intercept of a conference call between Plaintiff John Boehner and several House Republican 

leaders.”  332 F. Supp. 2d at 151.  Boehner sued, “alleging that Defendant knowingly disclosed an 

unlawfully intercepted communication in violation of … [the] Florida wiretapping statute[.]”  Id. at 

152.  The Boehner court concluded that the defendant was entitled to summary judgment regarding 

the Florida wiretap statue “because Defendant did not avail himself of the protection of Florida law 

and because the Florida statute does not apply extraterritorially.”  Id. at 155. 

In Allen v. Oakbrook Sec. Corp., 763 So. 2d 1099, 1100 (Fla. 4th DCA 1999), that court 

addressed whether the Florida Blue Sky law applied extraterritorially.  The Allen court concluded 

that “because it is undisputed that the securities sales occurred entirely in other states, and because 

plaintiffs seek only to allege blue sky violations under Chapter 517, Florida Statutes, those claims 

should have been dismissed for failure to state a cause of action.”  Id. at 1101. 
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 The logic of Boehner and Allen apply with equal force here.  The FUFTA does not apply 

outside of Florida because the statutory language has no indication of extraterritorial application 

and because it is undisputed that the checks at issue (the December 2017 interest payments) were 

received by the Defendants in the Virgin Islands and deposited into a bank account at a financial 

institution in the Virgin Islands.  Thus, just as the Boehner court concluded that the Florida wiretap 

statue did not apply extraterritorially, and the Allen court concluded that the Florida Blude Sky law 

also did not apply extraterritorially, so too must this Court conclude that the FUFTA does not apply 

extraterritorially.  Accordingly, the Plaintiff’s claim in Count I under FUFTA must be dismissed 

under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim.  See Sorota, supra. 

II. THE VIRGIN ISLANDS IS “FOREIGN” FOR PURPOSES OF FEDERAL INCOME TAX PURPOSES, 
AND SECTION 6901 OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE DOES NOT APPLY 

EXTRATERRITORIALLY 
 

A. The Virgin Islands is Foreign for Federal Income Tax Purposes 

The Internal Revenue Code is clear, the Virgin Islands is not part of the United States, 26 

U.S.C. § 7701(a)(9); rather, the Virgin Islands is “treated as a foreign country for Federal income 

tax purposes.”  Huff I, 135 T.C. at 224; see also 48 U.S.C. § 1397 (establishing two independent 

taxing jurisdictions); Huff II, supra; Cooper, supra. Accordingly, because the Virgin Islands is foreign 

for federal income tax purposes, the Supreme Court’s extraterritoriality jurisprudence comes to bear 

with full force.   

B. Section 6901 of Internal Revenue Code Does Not Apply Extraterritorially 

Unlike a host of other federal statutes, Section 6901 does not have any statement (let alone 

clear statement) that it is to be applied extraterritorially.  Compare 26 U.S.C. § 6901 (no mention of 

extraterritorial application) with 18 U.S.C. § 351(i) (“[t]here is extraterritorial jurisdiction over the 
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conduct prohibited by this section.”).  Additionally, Section 6901’s Treasury Regulation also lacks 

any mention of extraterritorial application.  See 26 C.F.R. § 301.6901-1.  This should end the Court’s 

analysis because in interpreting the statute, this Court must “[s]tart, as we always do, with the 

statutory language[.]” Advoc. Health Care Network v. Stapleton, 137 S. Ct. 1652, 1658 (2017).   Thus, 

absent the clear indication that Section 6901 applies abroad, it does not.  See Morrision, 561 U.S. at 

255.2 

However, should the Plaintiff argue that either Section 6901 or 26 C.F.R. § 301.6901-1 is 

ambiguous, canons of statutory construction (including the “strict construction” canon) require the 

conclusion that Section 6901 does not apply extraterritorially.    

The strict construction canon construes tax statutes narrowly against the Government in 

favor of taxpayers.  Royal Caribbean Cruises, Ltd. v. United States, 108 F. 3d 290, 294 (11th Cir. 1997) 

(citing, inter alia, Miller v. Standard Nut Margarine Co., 284 U.S. 498, 508 (1932); Gould v. Gould, 245 

U.S. 151, 153 (1917).  This canon of construction operates so that only the explicit, clear intent of 

Congress carries through the language of the statutes. See Mohamed v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2013-

255, 2013 WL 5988943, at *10 (T.C. 2013) (“For many years, the Supreme Court of the United 

States subjected tax laws to the same or a similar canon, holding that in the case of doubt statutes 

levying taxes are construed most strongly against the government, and in favor of the citizen.”) 

(cleaned up, citing, Gould, supra and Antonin Scalia & Bryan A. Garner, Reading Law: The 

Interpretation of Legal Texts, 299 (2012)).  Thus, if the Court determines that Section 6901 or 26 

 
2 While the Plaintiff may desire for Section 6901 to apply abroad, cf., RJR Nabisco, Inc. v. European 
Community, 136 S. Ct. 2090, 2100 (2016) (rejecting attempting to divine what Congress would have 
wanted), its plain language does not give a clear indication that it applies extraterritorially, id.  
Therefore, it does not. 
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C.F.R. § 301.6901-1 is ambiguous, the strict construction canon supports the Defendants’ 

contention that Congress did not intend for Section 6901 to apply extraterritorially. 

C. Without Being Able to Rely on Section 6901, the Plaintiff Cannot Utilize the IRS as 
the “Triggering Creditor” or Avail Himself of the 10-Year Collection Statute. 
 

At a fundamental level there is the antecedent question as to whether a private litigant, such 

as a bankruptcy trustee, can step into the shoes of a sovereign.  In the context of bankruptcy 

litigation, this question has caused “a split of authority on whether a trustee can step into the shoes 

of the IRS under § 544(b) and utilize the IRS ten-year collection window.”  In re Kipnis, 555 B.R. 

877, 881 (Bankr. S.D. Fla. 2016).  The Defendants acknowledge that the majority view is that the 

Plaintiff may do so. Id. at 883.  

The determinative question under Kipnis and similar case law is simple – is the IRS an 

unsecured creditor that can avoid the transfers that the trustee seeks to avoid? If the IRS can avoid 

the transfers, so can the trustee. See id.; see also In re Taylor, Bean & Whitaker Mortgage Corp., 3:09-BK-

07047-JAF, 2018 WL 6721987, at *4 (Bankr. M.D. Fla. Sept. 28, 2018) (internal citation omitted). 

The opposite is also true - “if the actual creditor could not succeed for any reason—whether due to 

the statute of limitations, estoppel, res judicata, waiver, or any other defense—then the trustee is 

similarly barred and cannot avoid the transfer.” In re Kaiser, 525 B.R. 697, 708 (Bankr. N.D. Ill. 

2014) (internal quotation marks and citation omitted). 

As noted above, the IRS has a ten-year collections period under 26 U.S.C. § 6502(a)(1).  

Section 6901 allows the IRS to collect against a transferee “subject to the same limitations” 

applicable to collection from the taxpayer.  26 U.S.C. § 6901(a).  However, Section 6502 does not, 

in isolation, allow the IRS to seek to collect taxes against a transferee, Section 6901 is prerequisite.  

Simply stated, Section 6901 provides the necessary procedural remedy against an alleged transferee, 
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Shockley, 872 F.3d at 1247; without Section 6901, there is no statutory authorization to allow the 

IRS to seek to avoid a transfer.   

Thus, this case presents a unique situation absent in Kipnis or other case law examining a 

trustee’s ability to step into the shoes of the IRS.  The Defendants are residents of the Virgin Islands, 

which is foreign under the Internal Revenue Code, thus Section 6901 is not a tool that can be 

utilized by the IRS to maintain actions against them.  Simply put, while the IRS may be an unsecured 

creditor in this case, because Section 6901 does not apply abroad, the IRS has no ability to avoid 

the transfers the Plaintiff seeks to avoid.  Accordingly, the Plaintiff similarly has no ability to avoid 

the transfers using the IRS as the triggering creditor under 11 U.S.C. § 544(b), and the Plaintiff 

similarly does not get the benefit of an extended 10-year statute of limitations. 

III. THE PLAINTIFF’S CAUSE OF ACTION IS BARRED BY THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 
 
 The timeline is clear, the Purchase Agreement was executed in December 2016, and the 

interest payments were made in December 2017.  SOS’s petition was filed on June 2, 2021.  See In 

re: SOS FURNITURE COMPANY, INC., case no. 21-15459-LMI (at ECF No. 1).  The Plaintiff has 

asserted, see Doc. # 1 at ¶ 43, three statutory provisions to justify why this case is timely.   

None do.   

A. Section 6901 of the Internal Revenue Code 

As discussed above, because Section 6901 does not apply extraterritorially and the Plaintiff 

cannot step into the shoes of the IRS as the triggering creditor as these Virgin Islands Defendants, 

the Plaintiff cannot avail himself of the 10-year collection window under 26 U.S.C. § 6502(a). 
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B. The FUFTA   

As discussed above, because the FUFTA does not apply extraterritorially, and as none of the 

operative events took place in Florida, the Plaintiff cannot avail himself of the four-year statute of 

limitations.  See Fla. Stat. § 726.110(1) & (2) (four-year period for transfers sought to be avoided 

under Fla. Stat. §§ 726.105(1)(a), (1)(b), & 726.106(1)). 

C. Section 548 of the Bankruptcy Code  

Section 548 provides that a  

trustee may avoid any transfer (including any transfer to or for the benefit of an 
insider under an employment contract) of an interest of the debtor in property, or 
any obligation (including any obligation to or for the benefit of an insider under an 
employment contract) incurred by the debtor, that was made or incurred on or 
within 2 years before the date of the filing of the petition ….   
 

11 U.S.C. § 548(a)(1).  Neither the Purchase Agreement (executed in December 2016) nor the 

December 2017 interest payment occurred within two years of the date the petition was filed (i.e., 

each was well before June 2, 2019).  

Because neither the Purchase Agreement (executed in December 2016) nor the December 

2017 interest payments occurred within two years of the date the petition was filed, Count I must 

be dismissed under Rule 12(b)(6) for being outside of the applicable statute of limitations period.  

See Brotherhood of Locomotive Eng’rs, supra. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the motion should be granted in full. 

Pursuant to Local Rule 9011-4(B)(2), I hereby certify that the undersigned attorney is 

appearing pro hac vice in this matter pursuant to court order dated June 6, 2022. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
_______________________       July 6, 2022 
Joseph A. DiRuzzo, III 
Fla. Bar No. 0619175 
DIRUZZO & COMPANY 
401 East Las Olas Blvd., Suite 1400 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301 
954.615.1676 (o) 
954.827.0340 (f) 
jd@diruzzolaw.com   
 
/s/ Meaghan E. Murphy 
Fla. Bar. No. 102770 
MELAND BUDWICK, P.A. 
200 S. Biscayne Blvd., Suite 3200 
Miami, FL 33131 
305.358.6363 (o) 
305.358.1221 (f) 
mmurphy@melandbudwick.com  
 
Attorneys for the Defendants 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served on July 6, 

2022, via the Court's Notice of Electronic Filing upon the below-listed Registered Users: 
 
David C. Cimo 
Marilee A. Mark 
CIMO MAZER MARK PLLC 
100 SE 2nd Street, Suite 3650 
Miami, FL 33131 
dcimo@cmmlawgroup.com 
mmark@cmmlawgroup.com  
 
Roniel Rodriguez IV 
RONIEL RODRIGUEZ IV, P.A. 
12555 Biscayne Blvd., 915 
N. Miami, FL 33181 
ron@rjrfirm.com  

 
_______________________        
Joseph A. DiRuzzo, III 

Case 22-01167-LMI    Doc 16    Filed 07/06/22    Page 14 of 14

/s/ Joseph A. DiRuzzo, III Digitally signed by /s/ Joseph A. DiRuzzo, III 
Date: 2022.07.06 18:21:54 -04'00'

/s/ Joseph A. DiRuzzo, III Digitally signed by /s/ Joseph A. DiRuzzo, III 
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