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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS  
FRANKLIN COUNTY, OHIO  

GENERAL DIVISION  
  
The Dispatch Printing Co., et al,    : 
  
 Plaintiffs,    : Case No. 05-CV-4220 
  
Vs.      : Judge Pat Sheeran 
  
Recovery Limited Partnership, et al., :   
 Defendants.    : 
  

     
  
The Dispatch Printing Co., et al.,  : 
  
 Plaintiffs,    : Case No. 05-CV-11795 
  
Vs.      : Judge Pat Sheeran 
  
Gilman D. Kirk, et al.,   :  
  
 Defendants.    : 
  
                        
  
Michael H. Williamson, et al.,  : 
  
 Plaintiffs,    : Case No. 06-CV-4469 
  
Vs.      : Judge Pat Sheeran 
  
Recovery Limited Partnership, et al., :  
  
 Defendants.    : 
 
DECISION SUSTAINING PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR THE APPO INTMENT 

OF A RECEIVER 
 

Rendered this 23rd day of May, 2013 
 

Sheeran, J. 
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 This case is before the Court on the Motion of Plaintiffs Dispatch Printing 

Company and Donald Fanta for the appointment of a receiver.  This Court has listened to 

the presentation of a great deal of evidence, both testimonial and through a great number 

of exhibits, and has reviewed the written post-hearing presentations of counsel.  For the 

reasons that follow, the Court SUSTAINS the Motion for the Appointment of a Receiver, 

and appoints Ira Kane as that Receiver. 

1. The Facts of this Case 

 The Court initially notes that it has never before seen a case with so much 

memorable history behind it.  That Thomas Thompson, a one-time Battelle researcher, 

was able to assemble a group of people with very different areas of expertise, and take 

that group and recover vast amounts of treasure and artifacts from the S.S. Central 

America, a ship that lay at the bottom of the Atlantic Ocean, 8,500 feet below the surface, 

is the stuff of fictional works by authors such as Clive Cussler.  But the stuff of fiction 

became fact.  Moreover, the recovery was done in such a manner that the most 

scrupulous archeological experts could find no fault in the manner and the methods by 

which so much of the treasure was recovered.  If ever a person deserved hero status for 

leading and achieving an unprecedented scientific accomplishment, that person is 

Thomas Thompson. 

 However, so much has changed from the late 1980s.  There have been no further 

explorations or recoveries.  And, at present, Mr. Thompson is the subject of a federal 

arrest warrant and, as of this writing, has remained at large for many months.  There now 

are billboards in Florida and Franklin County, Ohio advertising the glaring fact that he 

and his secretary are fugitives from justice.  Mr. Thompson’s inability to effectively deal 
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with the present situation—not only his own personal situation, but the events that have 

brought the parties to this Court,  as well as the businesses he helped create1—is well 

noted, and his situation deteriorates with each passing day, to the point that it is now 

effectively gone.  He has, at this time, presumptively defied at least one federal court 

order, and, despite the obvious value of his presence and his testimony in the hearings 

held in this case, he has likewise failed to appear here.  In fairness, he was not required to 

be here.  In justice, he should have. At this time, this Court concludes, with perhaps a 

touch of regret, that Mr. Thompson’s legal status effectively precludes his meaningful 

participation in the matters that most concern the parties and this Court.   

 This Court has listened to the testimony of many witnesses, has examined and 

noted hundreds of exhibits, and has received the arguments and proposed findings of fact 

from the parties.  During the course of the hearing, each side had complaints and a fair 

degree of bitterness and animosity towards the other side.  Each viewed the evidence 

from the prism of those beliefs.   

 This Court does not believe it is necessary to catalogue each of the disagreements 

or to assess fault with regard to them.  Some must be mentioned.   In 1998, disagreements 

concerning the operation of RLP brought about an attempt to change the management 

structure of RLP.  A group of investors led by Plaintiff Donald Fanta attempted to do this.  

Fred Dauterman, who was respected by all concerned persons, sent Thomas Thompson a 

memo regarding possible changes.  This plan was not entirely adopted, as the suggestion 

for a second general partner was disapproved; however, Thompson did sign off on an 

                                                 
1 Mr. Thompson has a 34% voting interest in RLP and a 35.2% voting interest in CX.  (Def. Ex. DDD, Pl. 
Ex. 5). 
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agreement2 whereby RLP was reorganized to the extent that Columbus Exploration, a 

limited partnership, would become Columbus Exploration, a limited liability company 

(LLC).  RLP’s members became members of CX.  CX had the responsibility of taking 

over the management of the operations of RLP.   

 The creation of CX, LLC led to the adoption of an operating agreement for that 

company.3  Pursuant to that agreement, directors were appointed to serve specific terms, 

as set forth in Article IV.  The initial directors were Thompson, Gilman Kirk, James 

Turner, Michael Ford, Jr., and W. Arthur Cullman.  The terms of office were staggered, 

with Thompson holding office for three years, Kirk and Turner for two years, and 

Cullman and Ford for one year.   

 The evidence presented, however, shows that none of these directors ever 

considered their terms to have expired.  The reason for this is the language that appears in 

Article IV, Section 4.01(c):   

At each annual meeting, a class of Directors shall be elected to serve a 
term of three years to succeed the class of Directors whose term expired in 
that year so that the term of office of only one class of Directors shall 
expire in each such year; provided, however, that each Director elected at 
any time shall hold office until his successor is duly elected and 
qualified or until his earlier resignation, removal from office, or death. 

 
Id. (Emphasis added). 
 
 How did this occur?  Simply put, there were no annual meetings held after the 

election of these directors.   Therefore, there were no “duly elected” successors to take 

the place of the original directors.   

 Defendants explain that the lack of meetings was based on the stated breach of 

confidentiality obligations on the part of Plaintiffs.  Specifically, they allege that 

                                                 
2 See Pl. Ex. 13. 
3 See Pl. Ex. 5. 
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Plaintiffs “leaked various information outside [of] the members…”4  This information 

included alleged trade secrets.  Defendants further stated that some of the material was 

published in the press, specifically Numismatic News and The Columbus Dispatch.   

 The Operating Agreement for CX LLC, in Article X, Section 10.02 (a), requires 

annual meetings:  “The annual meeting of the Members for the election of 

Directors…shall be held on such day and at such hour as may be fixed from time  to time 

by the Directors.”  (Emphasis added).  Although the day and time may be fixed by the 

Directors, it is clear that there is a requirement of an annual meeting. 

 Behind the decision not to hold annual meetings is, this Court believes, what one 

defense witness described as a strong degree of “paranoia” possessed by Mr. Thompson.  

Certainly, a degree of paranoia is not unwarranted:  Mr. Thompson and his group of 

experts put together an historical feat for the ages.  One would expect security concerning 

trade secrets to be correspondingly high.   

 However, an examination of the claimed violations where “trade secrets” were 

allegedly passed on was made by this Court.  Of course, it must be noted that this Court’s 

examination occurs with the benefit of hindsight, and without the pressures that Mr. 

Thompson and others felt.  Granting all of that, the claimed exposure of trade secrets here 

is analogous to the claimed exposure of national security items in the famous “Pentagon 

Papers” case:  in fact, so much of what was complained of was actually already in the 

public domain.  So it is here.  With one possible exception, this Court finds that nothing 

presented by the Defendants as violated “trade secrets” that were “disclosed” by any 

                                                 
4 Defendants’ Response to Plaintiff’s Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, at p. 13. 
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Plaintiff (or anyone “allied” with the “Fanta Group”) even came close to being a trade 

secret. 5   

The only possible exception regarding disclosure of trade secrets, in this Court’s 

opinion, which is claimed by Defendants in the list provided by them, is from the June 6, 

1999 article which spoke of using an airplane to resume the treasure search.  While it is 

indeed, as Plaintiffs argue, a general concept, it is such a radical and, at least to this 

Court, counterintuitive departure from current methods as to shine new light on hitherto 

unconsidered means of searching.6    

This Court must also note that a number of the published articles from Plaintiffs 

concerning Mr. Thompson and the members of the board were written in considerably 

less than a flattering light.  While there were no trade secrets disclosed (other than the 

possible one alluded to above), it would be reasonable to expect that such articles would 

not engender business harmony, and would do nothing to decrease any ill-feeling, much 

less paranoia, on the part of Mr. Thompson, et al.   

 Defendants also argue that a majority of members waived the annual meeting.7  

However, this Court does not find credible evidence in the record to support this.  

Obtaining alleged consent via meeting with members in small groups, without a formal 

recorded vote, is not sufficient to overcome the express requirement of an annual meeting 

as set forth in Article X.   

Another facet of the disagreements that plagued CX involves financial records.  

Article IX, Section 9.02 of the Operating Agreement requires the keeping of complete 

                                                 
5 This is not to say that there are no legitimate trade secrets here.  Nothing could be farther from the truth.  
However, this discussion is over alleged trade secrets that were disclosed by Plaintiff(s).   
6  It must be noted that this disclosure is now almost 14 years old.   
7 Defendants’ Response, at 13. 
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and accurate books and records which “shall be available at the Company’s principal 

office for examination by any Member…during normal business hours.”  In addition, 

Article IX, Section 9.04 requires annual financial reports to be sent to each Member 

within ninety days of the end of each taxable year.   

Plaintiffs contend that they did not receive these annual reports.  Defendants do 

not dispute that such annual reports were not provided.  However, they counter that the 

accountant maintained such records, and that no member “who desired to meet with 

the…accountant…and to review the…records…was denied the opportunity to do so.”8  

Defendants also note that they had a higher contractual obligation to preserve the 

“confidentiality of the company’s information and trade secrets.” 9   

To the first point, this Court finds that merely making the records available to 

anyone who asks is not the same as providing an annual report.  To the second point, this 

Court notes that given that no trade secrets were actually revealed by Plaintiffs, the 

“higher contractual obligation” appears to be beside the point.  There was no reasonable 

basis to believe that trade secrets were actually disclosed, even if there were other 

unpleasant or uncomfortable disclosures. 

Compounding RLP’s problems at the time was a bank swindle engineered by 

Bruce McNall, who forged Thompson’s name on a document that indicated that McNall 

held the entire SS Central America treasure as collateral.  McNall ultimately went to 

prison, but in the end, RLP was out $3 million.  Other issues also compounded the 

problems.  In 1999, Thompson put together an agreement with the California Gold 

Marketing Group (“California Gold”), giving the latter the rights to market and sell the 

                                                 
8 Id., at p. 14. 
9 Id., at pp.13-14. 
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recovered gold from the “Up Treasure,” along with the marketing rights to the “Down 

Treasure.”    The problem is that the Defendants informed the Members in a December 

23, 1999 memorandum that the annual meeting would be “deferred” until the California 

Gold transaction was finalized.  Despite the finalization of the agreement, the annual 

meeting was never held. 

There are a number of other issues that were raised in the hearing that are in the 

record that further demonstrate the disagreements between the parties.  Without 

reviewing each one, suffice it to say that there continued to be a culture of secrecy 

maintained by the Defendants, which led to a considerable amount of misunderstanding 

and, in its own right, increased suspicion of the Defendants by the Plaintiffs.  

By 2001, the companies clearly had considerable financial problems.10  These 

problems, which have persisted, were sufficient to prevent another recovery effort, and, 

apparently, to prevent the funding of any other recovery efforts11.  And then, in May 

2005, this litigation commenced.  The long and, at times, tortuous path of this case is well 

documented and need not be repeated here. 

To summarize the foregoing, Plaintiffs have proven by clear and convincing 

evidence that the current state of the Defendant companies is one of great disarray.  They 

are insolvent, and, at this time, are without functional management.   The next issue 

concerns the remedies this Court is legally able to either undertake or require to be 

undertaken. 

                                                 
10 See Plaintiffs’ Ex. 36 (“The board discussed ways of entering into a payout discussion with…California 
Gold…without making it apparent that the Company is low on money”)  and Plaintiff’s Ex.38 (“It was 
noted, so far, that the Company had barely been bouncing along the bottom.”) 
11 Defendants claim that CX and RLP have significant assets, which they list on p. 36 of their “Defendants’ 
Response” memorandum.  However, these assets, for a significant period of time, have yielded no return 
whatsoever.  The Down Treasure remains “down,” with no significant attempts at all to recover it.  Placing 
a value on it would be speculative at best.  The trade secrets remain secret (even assuming no loss in 
valuation by any duplication by anyone else), and no valuation has been placed on them, etc. 
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2. The Necessity and Legal Basis of Appointing a Receiver 

 Precedent shows that this Court’s power in fashioning a remedy in cases such as 

this one has significant limitations.  The recent case of Franks v. Rankin (10th App. 

Dist.), 2012 Ohio 1920, illustrates this well.  Briefly, one of Franklin County’s most 

esteemed trial judges attempted to set in place a remedy in a case alleging a breach of 

fiduciary duty where there had been a request for the appointment of a receiver.  There 

are a number of parallels between that case and this one.12 

 The trial judge in Franks noted the necessity of “sensible financial regulation.”13  

To effectuate the changes necessary, the trial court dissolved the existing board of 

directors and appointed an interim one, and insisted that Rankin remain president of the 

company.  The court also imposed a constructive trust.   

 On appeal, a highly-regarded and experienced three judge panel agreed with much 

of what the trial judge did.  However, the Court of Appeals noted that there is no 

statutory authority in Ohio law, and no inherent power of a court, to remove a board of 

directors, absent a showing of fraud.  There was no such factual finding of fraud by the 

trial court.   Second, the Court of Appeals found error in the imposition of a constructive 

trust as to the assets of the “Circleville businesses” and Rankin, as there was no finding 

that Rankin wrongfully received particular property or funds from CSI.  As the appeals 

court noted, 

A cardinal feature of the constructive trust is that it is not a right to recover 
on a debt owing, but the right to recover property wrongfully held.14  

 

                                                 
12 By way of example, a lack of annual financial statements, charges of mismanagement, incomplete 
financial statements, etc.   There are also considerable differences between the cases, too.  However, the 
case is cited to show certain limitations of power that a court has, consistent with the requirements of law. 
13 Franks, at P.25 
14 Id., at P. 65. 
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Finally, the Court of Appeals vacated that part of the trial court’s ruling that required 

Rankin to remain on as president of CSI.  In a very rare comment, however, the Court of 

Appeals conveyed “regret that we must reverse some of the core provisions of the 

preliminary injunction order.  The trial court obviously invested considerable time and 

thought in crafting an innovative interim solution…”15  The Court of Appeals noted that 

the trial court “may wish to revisit the issue of a receivership for CSI.”16 

 Based on the foregoing, this Court believes it is appropriate to examine the 

requirements for the appointment of a receiver.   

A receiver may be appointed pursuant to R.C. 2735.01 in a number of situations.  

For purposes of this case, subsections (E) and (F) are pertinent.  They read as follows:  A 

receiver may be appointed  

(E) When a corporation has been dissolved, or is insolvent, or in 
imminent danger of insolvency, or has forfeited its corporate rights. 

 
(F)  In all other cases in which receivers have been appointed by 

the usages of equity. 
 
 There is no legitimate question that RLP is insolvent.  This has been shown by 

clear and convincing evidence.  Mr. Alexander’s testimony comparing the Down 

Treasure to a farm; that is, that because in the Spring there is no crop to harvest, 

technically the farm is insolvent, is without merit, unless, of course, the farm is under 

8,500 feet of water,17 in which case there would of course be no reasonable expectation 

of a bumper crop of anything.  Likewise, Mr. Evans’ valuation of the Down Treasure at 

$150 million is also without merit.  At this juncture, given the history of the past several 

years, the Down Treasure is more like a person holding a lottery ticket, with PowerBall 

                                                 
15 Id., at P. 75. 
16 Id. 
17 The depth at which the Down Treasure is currently located in the Atlantic Ocean. 
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type odds against him.  While that could change, it simply cannot under the current, and 

long-standing, state of affairs. 

Given that insolvency is sufficient to justify the appointment of a receiver, this 

Court is not required to opine as to whether RLP has been dissolved; however, the 

strength of the evidence strongly suggests it has not.  Although management 

responsibilities of the partnership were given to CX, RLP essentially remains in a 

business relationship with CX, and so the claimed “lack of business operations” is not 

completely correct.  In addition, RLP holds the status of salvor in possession of the SS 

Central America.  Since this remains a potential asset for both RLP and CX, this Court 

cannot conclude that RLP has been dissolved.  For purposes of authorizing a receiver, the 

finding of insolvency is sufficient.  

 As for CX, the above analysis also holds.  It is insolvent.  Any assets are 

speculative at best and worthless at worst.  The financial statement of CX indicates, as of 

the end of 2011, a balance of $118,055.  The liabilities far exceed this amount.18   

 CX does maintain some business operations.  But they are insignificant at best.  

The company has essentially been inactive for over five years.  There have been no 

director meetings for years; no annual financial statements for years.  Again, at best, any 

physical efforts to maintain salvor in possession status have not been supported by the 

evidence, other than to have Defendants state that no intrusions or attacks have been 

made on the site.  What was there to intrude upon or attack?  CX has had no ongoing 

operations there for quite some time.   

                                                 
18 By contrast, in 1999, CX had assets of over $5.7 million.   

Franklin County Ohio Clerk of Courts of the Common Pleas- 2013 May 23 3:43 PM-05CV004220Case 13-10347-PJW    Doc 65-1    Filed 05/24/13    Page 12 of 18



 12

 At this point, and as it has been for a long time, the companies are at the bare 

bones level of existence.  Mr. Thompson, with his significant stake in both companies, is 

on the run, with federal officials searching high and low for him.  He clearly cannot help. 

 This Court is aware that the appointment of a receiver is a very significant step.  It 

is very concerned over the reaction of possible investors to such an appointment.  It 

heartily wishes that some other remedy would work, and has tried in recent months to 

bring the parties together.  As recently as January of this year, this case was referred to 

mediation, and all the attorneys reporting to this Court have strongly praised the work, 

the integrity, and the insights of that mediator, even though the mediation itself did not 

result in an agreement.19   

The Defendants (at least through prior counsel, who is now a creditor before the 

Bankruptcy Court), argue that the appointment of a receiver would “destroy RLP’s 

position of salvor in possession.” They cite Rickard v. Pringle (E.D. N.Y. 1968), 293 F. 

Supp. 981 and MDM Salvage v. the Unidentified, Wrecked and Abandoned Sailing 

Vessel (S.D. FL 1986), 631 F. Supp. 308.  This Court has reviewed both cases. The 

argument lacks merit.  In Pringle, the issue was whether the plaintiff there had 

abandoned his salvage.  As the court there noted, the second set of salvors can only 

prevail if they can show that they are  

[C]ontinuously engaged in salving the vessel in distress, were 
willing to persevere in the service which they had begun, [and]…if it is 
clearly proved that the first salvors had not any fair prospect of success.”   

 
Id., at 985. 
 

                                                 
19 The mediation deadline was met with the involuntary bankruptcy filing that also automatically stayed 
this Court’s decision. 
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 Defendants’ argument here is beset with several assumptions, not the least of 

which is whether any “fair prospect of success” has disappeared.  As will be noted below, 

this Court hopes to greatly encourage the Receiver to make every effort to retrieve the 

Down Treasure, not abandon it.  And, given the rudderless operations that for years now 

have preceded the Receiver’s appointment this day, this Court has long wondered why no 

other salvors have ever appeared.20   

 In the MDM  case, the court dismissed, as premature, the claims of different 

salvors to exclusive rights to salvage particular areas.  Neither salvor had done enough to 

claim successful recovery.  The court also noted that the right to exclusive possession and 

the avoidance of interference by rival salvors requires due diligence and the capability of 

actually saving the property.  It is hard to see, and Defendants do not explain, why the 

appointment of a receiver, per se, would interfere with those criteria.   

3. The Appointment of the Receiver.  

 The Plaintiffs and the Defendants each had nominees as to whom the appointment 

should go.21  In reviewing the testimony regarding these two persons, this Court finds that 

both have extensive business backgrounds, and that both would reasonably be expected 

to do excellent work as the receiver.  Having said that, the Court must also note that one 

of the nominees is statutorily ineligible to become the receiver in this case.  Specifically, 

Mr. Zwerner, per his testimony, is a resident of Scottsdale, Arizona.  Although his 

credentials are excellent, R.C. 2735.02 precludes the appointment of any out-of-state 

resident to be the receiver of “a railroad or other corporation within this state.”  

                                                 
20 That is another reason why Defendants’ reliance on Pringle is misplaced. 
21 This Court also had a potential nominee of its own for this position.  That person was presented to the 
parties, who did their due diligence concerning him, and, even though all counsel reported most favorably 
regarding him, the potential nominee removed himself from consideration.  He would then become the 
mediator referred to supra.   
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(Emphasis added). This Court is well aware that the Local Rule 66.04 permits the 

appointment of an out-of-state receiver; however, it does so noting that such an 

appointment must also comport with R.C. 2735.02, and that statute does not admit of an 

exception where the appointment for a receiver of a corporation is concerned.  Therefore, 

this Court concludes that Mr. Zwerner is not eligible to be a receiver in this case. 

 Ira Kane has exceptional qualifications for the position of receiver for this case.  

Without going into excessive detail, this Court was very impressed with his extensive 

business history, his leadership and business acumen, and the extensive experience he 

brings to this position.  He is familiar with “cutting edge” technology.  He understands 

corporate governance.  He also brings to this position training as an attorney and as an 

historian.  Both of these qualities, in addition to the foregoing, are definite pluses for this 

position.  Based upon all the information before this Court, Mr. Kane is a most worthy 

choice, and he is hereby appointed to be the Receiver for both companies in this case.  

That appointment comes with all the powers and authority set forth in R.C. 2735.04.   

The Receiver shall also comply with Local Rule 66.06, which requires that at the 

outset of the receivership, or as soon as is reasonable, (but within ninety days after 

posting the stated bond), the Receiver shall provide this Court with a written plan for the 

receivership.  That rule includes the eight essential items listed in Local Rule 66.06, as 

well as the feasibility of conducting maritime operations, whether or not they initially 

include the recovery of the Down Treasure,22 obtaining funding for future operations, and 

the like.  The Court is, of course, not asking for complete certainty, but is asking for the 

Receiver’s considered opinion in the plan for the receivership. 

                                                 
22 The corporate purposes regarding CXLLC include the recovery of other wrecks, antiquities, etc.  This 
Court has been informed as to conditions in the Atlantic Ocean and the feasibility (or lack thereof) in 
conducting operations during either hurricane season or in wintertime.   
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 In preparing the written plan, the Receiver should note the possible application of 

Local Rule 66.08:  Application to employ counsel or professionals.  This Court will, 

under these circumstances, expect to be quite accommodating in respecting the 

Receiver’s wishes.    

 Upon receipt of the plan filed by the Receiver, this Court will consider it and, per 

the Local Rule, will consider objections or comments from interested parties.  This Court 

will consider, depending on the circumstances, granting more than seven (7) days for 

objections or comments.   

 A bond is also required to be posted, and the Receiver must be sworn pursuant to 

R.C. 2735.03.  This Court, prior to journalizing this Decision, asks counsel for their input 

as to the question of bond.   

The Court does wish to comment regarding this appointment and the future of the 

companies and these cases.  This Court has long been involved in this case.  In this 

hearing alone, it has listened to weeks of testimony, has reviewed hundreds of exhibits, 

and has taken copious notes.  This Court has had more than ample reason to hold a 

number of individuals on both sides in very high regard.   

When this Court suggested mediation back in December, 2012, it stated a truth 

that no one on either side could or did dispute, then or now; namely, that any one party 

has the ability to effectively destroy the companies, to close out the aspirations of 

inventors and investors, to bring futility to all that has been done.  That remains true 

today.23  This Court does not appoint a Receiver with the intention of bringing that 

                                                 
23 The Decision to appoint a Receiver is an appealable order.  This Court does not gainsay that there might 
be honorable, not to mention legal, reasons to appeal this Decision and the Entry that will follow it.  Having 
said that, it is hoped that the parties realize that this Court has striven to make decisions that allow for 
possible growth, not merely for liquidation. 
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futility about, or to end the dreams and aspirations of so many.  Quite the contrary:  this 

Court hopes that the Receiver, with his authority, can do what could not previously be 

done:  to end or minimize the infighting; to put together a solid business structure; to 

obtain financial support, and to obtain the assistance of experts such as Robert Evans, 

who did so much to make the first voyages successful, and who, in his testimony, has 

indicated a desire to work to go to sea again; to bring about one or more recoveries of 

historical treasure.   David Mearns, who has considerable experience with the salvaging 

of shipwrecks, also testified he would offer his services. 

Nothing, of course, is guaranteed.  Perhaps Mr. Kane will ultimately conclude that 

the obstacles are simply too great to be overcome, and that the best course of action is the 

liquidation of the companies.  This is left to his best business judgment.  But the 

appointment of a Receiver, even given the limited options available to this Court, is the 

best course for the companies at present.  It presents the opportunity for genuine hope and 

growth, the opportunity for the rebirth of a once very successful enterprise, and the 

opportunity to see so many shake their heads in awe, as more treasure, both historical and 

monetary, makes its way from the depths of the seas to the eyes of an incredulous world.   

That is the vision that the parties once held.  Whether or not the parties and the 

Receiver can (or should) make that occur again remains to be seen.   

The Motion for the Appointment of a Receiver is SUSTAINED.  Counsel shall 

submit the appropriate Entry within the time provided by Local Rule. 

It is so ordered. 

             
       Patrick E. Sheeran, Judge 

Copies to:  all counsel of record 
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It Is So Ordered.

/s/ Judge Patrick E. Sheeran
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