IN THE CHANCERY COURT FOR LEWIS COUNTY
AT HOHENWALD, TENNESSEE

IN RE:

SENTINEL TRUST COMPANY NO. 4781

N N ' S N’

ACTING COMMISSIONER-IN-POSSESSION’S AND SENTINEL TRUST RECEIVER’S
REPLY TO OBJECTIONS BY DANNY N. BATES REGARDING MOTION SEEKING
APPROVAL OF THE SCHEDULE OF CLAIM DETERMINATIONS

On February 6, 2006, Danny N. Bates filed Objections to the Commissioner-in-
Possession’s and Receiver’s January 31, 2006 Motion Seeking Approval of the Schedule of
Claim Determinations and Approval of the Methodology Proposed to Calculate Distributions on
Accepted Claims (“Motion”). See Mr. Bates’ February 6, 2006 filing attached as Exhibit 1!

A. Mr. Bates Lacks Standing to File Objections

As an initial matter, Mr. Bates lacks standing to file an objection to the Commissioner-in
Possession’s and Receiver’s Motion. Neither Mr. Bates, nor any of the former directors of
Sentinel Trust Company, filed Proofs of Claim in the Sentinel Trust Receivership estate. The
Schedule of Claim Determinations and the methodology to be used in calculating distributions
relate to claimants and distributions to those claimants. Mr. Bates, not being a claimant, has no
credible interest in this matter.

Moreover, the bulk of Mr. Bates’ Objections center upon what funds should be placed

back into the Pooled Fiduciary Account. While Mr. Bates is not a claimant to the Sentinel Trust

' Mr. Bates presents his objections as being on behalf of “Sentinel Trust Company, and by and through Danny N.
Bates, its principal stockholder and director, and other members of the Board of Directors of Sentinel Trust
Company.” The acting Commissioner-in-Possession and Receiver object to this characterization. Pursuant to
T.C.A. § 45-2-1502(b)(2), upon taking possession of Sentinel Trust Company, the Commissioner-in-Possession is
vested with full and exclusive power of control concerning Sentinel Trust Company. Therefore, neither Mr. Bates
nor any of the former directors of Sentinel Trust Company can do any act, much less file pleadings, on behalf of
Sentinel Trust Company.



Receivership estate, he is a debtor, or potential debtor, regarding the amount of the shortfall in

the Pooled Fiduciary Account. Accordingly, under the case In re: Liquidation of United South

Bank of Nashville, 718 S.W.2d 251, 254-255 (Tenn. 1986), Mr. Bates lacks standing to lodge the

Objections which he filed on February 6, 2006.

B. Bates Has Withdrawn Various Unspecified Objections

In light of the Court’s statements at the March 10, 2006 hearing, in which the Court
warned the parties against presenting matters that have already been ruled upon (see pertinent
portions of transcript attached as Exhibit 2), Mr. Bates, on March 21, 2006, filed a Notice with
the Court wherein he withdrew all Objections which “contain matters and objections previously
raised and ruled on by the Court.” Copy of Notice attached as Exhibit 3. Mr. Bates’ Notice,
however, does not specify which Objections he is withdrawing and, basically, leaves the acting
Commissioner-in-Possession and the Receiver, as well as the Court, to guess which Objections
have been withdrawn.

In good faith, the acting Commissioner-in-Possession and the Receiver assert that
Mr. Bates’ withdrawal of Objections must include the following: Objection 1, Objection 2,
Objection 3, Objection 4, Objection 5, the second part of Objection 6 and Objection 7. The
matters raised in these Objections, as briefly discussed below, have all been previously raised by
Mr. Bates with the Court dispositively, and with finality, ruling against him.

Mr. Bates’ Objection 1 states that trust funds should not be included in Sentinel Trust
Company’s property. “Only those assets owned by Sentinel Trust Company corporately may
lawfully be seized and disposed of in the receivership action.” Bates Objections at p. 1. This
Objection simply repeats Mr. Bates’ previous contention that “trust funds” (e.g., post- May 18,

2004 accrued fees and expenses owed to Sentinel Trust on various defaulted bond issues) are






