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IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

 
 
In re 
 
WALKER EDISON HOLDCO LLC, et al., 
 

Debtors.1 
 

 
Chapter 11 
 
Case No. 25-11602 (TMH) 
 
(Jointly Administered) 
 
Hearing Date: To be determined 
Objection Deadline: October 1, 2025 at 4:00 pm ET 

 
KENCO LOGISTIC SERVICES LLC’S  

MOTION TO COMPEL ADEQUATE PROTECTION  
 
 Kenco Logistic Services, LLC (“Kenco”), by and through its undersigned counsel, 

respectfully moves this Court for entry of an order compelling Walker Edison Holdco LLC and 

certain of its affiliates (collectively, the “Debtors”) to provide adequate protection of Kenco’s 

interests under Section 361 of the Bankruptcy Code through the grant of a replacement lien or, 

alternatively, contemporaneous cash payments, effective as of August 28, 2025. In support of this 

Motion, Kenco states as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

1. The Debtors in these Chapter 11 cases are Walker Edison Holdco LLC and certain 

affiliates, including Walker Edison Furniture Company, LLC (“WEF”). Each Debtor is operating 

as a debtor in possession pursuant to §§ 1107 and 1108 of the Bankruptcy Code.  

2. WEF is engaged in the design and sale of furniture, including ready-to-assemble 

products marketed to college, dormitory, and apartment consumers. To support its e-commerce 

 
1 The Debtors in these cases, along with the last four digits of each Debtor’s federal EIN, are as follows: Walker 
Edison Holdco LLC (8817); Walker Edison Intermediate, LLC (3363); Walker Edison Furniture Company LLC 
(6576); and EW Furniture, LLC (6288). The Debtors’ mailing address is 1553 W 9000 S, West Jordan, UT 84088. 
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business, WEF has historically relied on third-party logistics providers, including Kenco, to 

warehouse, manage, and distribute its furniture inventory.  

3. In their Chapter 11 petition filed on August 28, 2025 (the “Petition Date”), the 

Debtors identified Kenco as their largest unsecured creditor on Official Form 204, List of Creditors 

Who Have the 30 Largest Unsecured Claims, with a liquidated trade payable claim in the amount 

of $3,337,555.69 (DE 1). This designation underscores the materiality of Kenco’s claims and the 

centrality of its relationship with the Debtors to the administration of these cases. 

4. Kenco is a nationwide logistics services provider operating over 100 facilities 

nationwide. Pursuant to a Services Agreement dated June 17, 2019 (the “Services Agreement”) 

between WEF and Kenco, Kenco has for several years provided warehousing, handling, and 

distribution services from its Perris, California facility, dedicating hundreds of thousands of square 

feet of space and associated personnel to receive, store, and ship the Debtors’ goods. The Services 

Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

5. Specifically, the Services Agreement obligated Kenco to provide over 330,000 

square feet of warehouse space, handling equipment, and associated labor for the WEF’s exclusive 

use. In return, WEF agreed to pay contractually scheduled rates for storage, labor, and handling 

services, as detailed in Appendix A to the Services Agreement. 

6. In accordance with its terms and conditions, the Services Agreement was duly 

modified prior to the Petition Date.  

7. On August 19, 2025, Kenco issued a signed letter to WEF, notifying Debtors of 

their breach for past-due invoices totaling $2,469,314.41 and modifying the billing terms pursuant 

to Section 10(A) of the Services Agreement (the “Modification”). The Modification is attached 

hereto as Exhibit B. The Modification was made in strict compliance with the Services Agreement 
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and became effective immediately upon issuance, weeks prior to the Petition Date. Notably, all 

other terms and provisions in the Services Agreement remain unchanged and are operative. 

Accordingly, the Services Agreement in these Chapter 11 cases now includes the Modification. 

8. Under the Modification, all outbound shipments of WEF’s products from Kenco-

managed facilities require a weekly prepayment of $200,000 every Friday for the following week’s 

services, with any difference applied as a credit against outstanding invoices. 

9. As of the Petition Date, Kenco held approximately 143,317 units of WEF’s 

furniture products in its possession. The estimated total wholesale value of this inventory exceeds 

$20 million (at $140 per unit).  

10. The Services Agreement expressly contemplates Kenco’s role as a warehouseman: 

WEF delivers goods to Kenco, who receives, stores, and ships those goods to and from its 

warehouse facilities.  

11. The Services Agreement further provides that goods are delivered against shipping 

documents, remain in Kenco’s care and possession, and are released only upon written 

authorization by WEF.  

12. Since the commencement of these Chapter 11 cases, the Debtors have sought to 

continue operations by moving goods from Kenco’s warehouse to its customers. Every release of 

goods, however, diminishes the collateral base securing Kenco’s lien.  

13. Without the Court’s intervention, Kenco’s secured position will erode daily, 

leaving it unfairly exposed and inadequately protected as the Debtors monetize the very goods that 

secure Kenco’s claims. 

14. Accordingly, as set forth more fully below, Kenco respectfully requests that this 

Court compel the Debtors to provide adequate protection under 11 U.S.C. § 361, either in the form 
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of a replacement lien on remaining inventory or contemporaneous cash payments, to ensure that 

Kenco’s interests are not eroded as the Debtors continue to utilize and release the goods in Kenco’s 

custody. 

ARGUMENT 

I. Kenco Holds a Valid Statutory Warehouse Lien Under UCC § 7-209. 

15. Delaware law expressly grants Kenco a statutory warehouse lien. Section 7-209(a) 

provides that “[a] warehouse has a lien against the bailor on the goods covered by a warehouse 

receipt or storage agreement or on the proceeds thereof in its possession for charges for storage 

or transportation, including demurrage and terminal charges, insurance, labor, or other charges, 

present or future, in relation to the goods.” 6 Del. C. § 7-209(a) (emphasis added). The statute is 

written in the disjunctive—“warehouse receipt or storage agreement”—and thus expressly 

recognizes liens that arise from a storage agreement even if no warehouse receipts are issued2. Id. 

16. The Services Agreement between WEF and Kenco is such a storage agreement. It 

obligates Kenco to “receive, store, and ship OWNER’S goods” (Ex. A, § 4) (defining Kenco’s 

core obligations) and dedicate hundreds of thousands of square feet of warehouse space for WEF’s 

exclusive use. Id. § 3. It also provides that WEF will pay Kenco for storage, labor, handling, and 

 
2 Even if the Court were to require the issuance of “receipts” to support Kenco’s lien rights, Kenco has met that 
standard through its Warehouse Management System (“WMS”), which generates inbound and outbound records for 
each shipment received and released. Illustrative records reflecting such inbound and outbound shipments are attached 
as Exhibit C. These warehouse records include the location of the warehouse facility, the date of entry, unique 
identifying numbers (order, shipment, and receipt numbers), product descriptions, lot numbers, quantities received or 
shipped, and the status of the goods—all elements identified in 6. Del. C. § 7-202(b) as characteristic of warehouse 
receipts. See 6 Del. C. § 1-201(b)(42) (defining “warehouse receipt” as a “document of title issued by a person engaged 
in the business of storing goods for hire”); id. § 7-202(a) (stating that a “warehouse receipt need not be in any particular 
form”)). Courts construing similar provisions have held that documents functionally evidencing storage and charges 
may qualify as warehouse receipts even if they do not use that label. See Northfleet Corp. v. Consol. Rail Corp., 617 
F. Supp. 1007, 1009–10 (E.D. Pa. 1985) (concluding that a letter assessing storage charges “could, arguably, be viewed 
as a warehouseman’s receipt” within the meaning of the Bankruptcy Code and thus sufficient to create a lien); see 
also In re Aerospace Techs., Inc., 199 B.R. 331, 337 (Bankr. M.D.N.C. 1996) (holding that invoices lacking key 
statutory elements, such as description of goods or delivery terms, fell short of qualifying as receipts). The WMS 
records here, unlike the inadequate invoices in Aerospace Techs., contain the precise data points contemplated by § 
7-202.  
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related services (id. § 10), charges that align precisely with the categories listed in § 7-209(a). 

Finally, the parties expressly agreed: “For the mutual convenience of the parties involved, it is 

agreed that physical warehouse receipts will not be issued by KENCO and KENCO shall not 

suffer any liability for such failure. Id. § 25 (emphasis added). This clause confirms that the 

Services Agreement itself governs storage, thereby qualifying as a “storage agreement” under 

Delaware law. 

17. Accordingly, the Services Agreement independently qualifies as a “storage 

agreement” under § 7-209(a) and, even assuming Kenco’s detailed WMS inbound and outbound 

records do not rise to the level of formal “warehouse receipts,” the Agreement expressly provides 

that “physical warehouse receipts will not be issued by Kenco and Kenco shall not suffer any 

liability for such failure.” Ex. A, § 25. Thus, under the disjunctive framework of § 7-209, Kenco’s 

lien rights are valid and enforceable on either basis: the Services Agreement as a qualifying storage 

agreement, or the WMS-generated records as functional warehouse receipts. On either ground, the 

statute affords Kenco a possessory lien securing all charges and expenses related to the goods in 

its custody. 

18. Importantly, Kenco does not lose its lien upon delivery of goods. Section 7-209(e) 

makes clear that “[a] warehouse loses its lien on any goods that it voluntarily delivers or 

unjustifiably refuses to deliver.” 6 Del. C. § 7-209(e). A warehouse does not forfeit all lien rights 

the moment it performs deliveries in the ordinary course; rather, Section 7-209(e) provides only 

that the lien cannot survive on specific goods once they leave the warehouse’s possession. The 

statute does not erase the lien on goods that remain in Kenco’s possession, nor does it prevent a 

court from conditioning further use or release of Kenco’s collateral on adequate protection to 

preserve the warehouse’s secured position as goods are released.  
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19. Here, Kenco is not unjustifiably refusing delivery; it is seeking judicial protection 

precisely to continue fulfilling shipments in a manner that protects, rather than forfeits, its lien 

rights, ensuring that Kenco’s secured position is not eroded. By pursuing relief under §§ 361 and 

363(e) of the Bankruptcy Code, Kenco is following the statutory mechanism Congress designed 

to reconcile a debtor’s need for continued use of property with the secured creditor’s right not to 

suffer diminution of its collateral. See In re Swedeland Dev. Grp., Inc., 16 F.3d 552, 567 (3d Cir. 

1994) (“Congress did not contemplate that a creditor could find its priority position eroded and, as 

compensation for the erosion, be offered an opportunity to recoup dependent upon the success of 

a business with inherently risky prospects.”).  

II. The Bankruptcy Code Authorizes Adequate Protection of Kenco’s Lien Interest. 

20. The Bankruptcy Code reinforces this protection. Section 363(e) provides that “on 

request of an entity that has an interest in property used, sold, or leased, or proposed to be used, 

sold, or leased. . . the court, with or without a hearing, shall prohibit or condition such use, sale, or 

lease as is necessary to provide adequate protection of such interest.” 11 U.S.C. § 363(e) 

(emphasis added). Section 361 of the Bankruptcy Code then defines “adequate protection” to 

include (1) cash payment or periodic cash payments, (2) the grant of a replacement lien, or (3) 

other relief giving the creditor the “indubitable equivalent” of its interest. 11 U.S.C. § 361(1)-(3). 

“The concept of adequate protection is derived from the fifth amendment protection of property 

interests as enunciated by the Supreme Court.” In re Paradise Boat Leasing Corp., 2 B.R. 482, 

483–84 (Bankr. D.V.I. 1979); see also Wright v. Union Central Life Ins. Co., (311) 331 U.S. 273 

(61 S.Ct. 196, 85 L.Ed. 184) (1940); Louisville Joint Stock Land Bank v. Radford, 295 U.S. 555 

(55 S.Ct. 854, 79 L.Ed. 1593) (1935)). The In re Paradise court explained that “[t]his section and 

the concept of adequate protection are based as much on policy grounds as on constitutional 
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grounds.” Id. (emphasis in the original). While “[s]ecured creditors should not be deprived of the 

benefit of their bargain,” courts reason that “[t]here may be situations in bankruptcy where giving 

a secured creditor an absolute right to his bargain may be impossible or seriously detrimental to 

the policy of the bankruptcy laws.” Id.   

21. Like in Paradise, this is not a situation where giving Kenco the right to its 

bargain—to enforce the terms of the Services Agreement—is “impossible” or “seriously 

detrimental” to the policy of the bankruptcy laws. Id. Each shipment leaving Kenco’s facility 

diminishes the collateral base securing its lien. Without adequate protection, Kenco’s secured 

interest shrinks daily as the Debtors monetize inventory no longer in Kenco’s possession. Courts 

in this Circuit have stressed that adequate protection must preserve the present value of the 

creditor’s interest, and that speculative assurances of future value are insufficient. See In re 

Swedeland Dev. Grp., Inc., 16 F.3d at 564–67 (ruling that “the bankruptcy court erred in 

authorizing the post-petition financing on a superpriority basis,” while explaining that “the whole 

purpose of adequate protection for a creditor is to insure that the creditor receives the value for 

which he bargained prebankruptcy”) (internal brackets omitted). 

22. Moreover, the Debtors themselves have already acknowledged the force of Article 

7 lien rights in these very cases. In their Motion for Entry of Interim and Final Orders (I) 

Authorizing Payment of Prepetition Claims to (A) Certain Possessory Claimants and (B) Critical 

Vendors and (II) Granting Related Relief (the “Critical Vendor Mot.,” DE 13), the Debtors warned 

that “failure to pay in full for the underlying prepetition goods, equipment, and services may result 

in such Other Potential Lien Claimant asserting and perfecting Other Statutory Liens against the 

Debtors’ property, notwithstanding the automatic stay under section 362 of the Bankruptcy Code.” 

(Critical Vendor Mot., ¶ 15) (emphasis added).  
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23. Debtors further conceded that, absent payment, such warehouse lienholders could 

refuse to ship inventory or otherwise perform services critical to the Debtors’ operations, id. at ¶ 

13, underscoring Debtors’ acknowledgment of the statutory leverage granted to warehouses by § 

7-209.  

24. Likewise, in the Declaration of Nate Brown in Support of Debtors’ Chapter 11 

Petitions and First Day Motions (the “First Day Decl.,” DE 2), the Debtors’ CFO emphasized that 

the relief requested in the First Day Motions—including payment of possessory lienholders—was 

“necessary and essential to ensuring that the Debtors (and other constituencies) will not suffer any 

immediate and irreparable harm.” First Day Decl., ¶ 42.  

25. Accordingly, the Debtors’ own filings confirm that they recognize the existence 

and binding effect of warehouseman liens under Delaware law, and that they are subject to those 

liens notwithstanding the chapter 11 bankruptcy filings. The Debtors’ admissions only underscore 

the need for this Court to compel Kenco’s adequate statutory protections here. 

III. A Replacement Lien or Contemporaneous Cash Payments Are Appropriate and 
Necessary Remedies.  

 
26. Adequate protection under the Bankruptcy Code is not a one-size-fits-all concept; 

it must be tailored to the nature of the creditor’s interest and the specific risk of diminution 

presented by the debtor’s use of property. Here, Kenco’s interest is a statutory possessory lien that 

erodes with every shipment of inventory released from its warehouse. Unless the Court imposes 

conditions on the Debtors’ continued use of that inventory, Kenco’s secured position will be 

reduced day by day, contrary to the protections guaranteed by §§ 361 and 363(e) of the Code. 

27. Indeed, § 361 makes clear that adequate protection may include “granting such 

other relief … as will result in the realization by such entity of the indubitable equivalent of such 

entity’s interest in such property.” 11 U.S.C. § 361(3) (emphasis added). The phrase “indubitable 
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equivalent” is not mere surplusage; it is the statutory benchmark that the debtor must satisfy before 

it can compel the use of secured property over a creditor’s objection. Courts have consistently 

recognized that this language embodies the principle that the secured creditor must not be left in 

doubt as to whether it will receive the full value of its bargain. 

28. As the Paradise court explained: 

The statutory test of “indubitable equivalent” that now must be met 
before there can be a use of secured property by a debtor, derive 
from words used by Judge Learned Hand in Matter of Murel 
Holding Corp., 75 F.2d 941 (2 Cir. 1935). “Indubitable equivalent” 
stresses the protection of the secured creditor. The need of a debtor 
to use a creditor's property seemed to be the determining factor in 
many of the cases under the Bankruptcy Act. Under this language of 
the Code, even if the Debtor needs the secured property for 
reorganization he may not use it unless there is no doubt that what 
the secured creditor is to get, is equal in all particulars to rights the 
creditor may have to surrender. Paradise has not come near meeting 
this test. 

 
In re Paradise Boat Leasing Corp., 2 B.R. at 484.  

29. So too here, the Debtors cannot compel Kenco to release collateral unless this Court 

ensures that Kenco receives, without question, the indubitable equivalent of its valid statutory 

warehouse lien. Here, two remedies are legally recognized and appropriate to meet this test.  

30. First, the Court should grant Kenco a replacement lien under § 361(2) on all 

remaining inventory in its possession, to the extent that goods are released, subject to the express 

terms of the Services Agreement. This ensures that Kenco’s secured position is preserved as 

inventory turns over.  

31. Alternatively, the Court may require the Debtors to make contemporaneous cash 

payments under § 361(1) equal to the storage and handling charges attributable to each shipment. 

Both forms of relief are explicitly contemplated by the Bankruptcy Code and provide Kenco with 

the indubitable equivalent of its interest. 
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32. Finally, the absence of issued warehouse receipts does not render Kenco’s lien 

deficient or invalid. As discussed, the statute clearly recognizes liens arising under a storage 

agreement, which exists here, and the parties expressly agreed “for mutual convenience” (Ex. A 

at § 25) not to issue receipts and to shield Kenco from liability for not doing so. Far from refusing 

delivery, Kenco seeks this Court’s protection precisely to ensure that its deliveries are consistent 

with both the Bankruptcy Code, Article 7 of the UCC, and Delaware law. By conditioning further 

releases on adequate protection, the Court will preserve the Debtors’ ability to operate while 

ensuring that Kenco’s statutory lien rights are not stripped away by the very inventory movements 

the Debtors’ operations demand. 

33. Accordingly, the only way to reconcile Kenco’s possessory lien rights with the 

Debtors’ operational needs is for the Court to intervene and compel adequate protection. That 

protection may take the form of a replacement lien on all remaining inventory in Kenco’s 

possession to the extent goods are released and goods that are in fact released, or, alternatively, 

contemporaneous cash payments equal to the storage and handling charges associated with each 

shipment of goods. See In re Swedeland Dev. Grp., Inc., 16 F.3d at 566 (“This principle is 

demonstrated plainly by the recognition in section 361 that a secured lender may be adequately 

protected by a replacement lien.”) Both remedies fall squarely within § 361 and ensure that Kenco 

continues to realize the indubitable equivalent of its lien interest, while permitting the Debtors to 

move inventory to sustain their business operations. 

CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Kenco Logistic Services, LLC respectfully 

requests that the Court enter an order, substantially in the form attached hereto, compelling the 

Debtors to provide adequate protection of Kenco’s valid statutory lien interest under 11 U.S.C. §§ 
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361 and 363(e) in the form of either a replacement lien (and associated unpaid fees and services 

charges) or contemporaneous cash payments equal to the unpaid fees and services charges for each 

shipment of goods, effective as of August 28, 2025, together with such other relief as the Court 

deems just and proper. 

Dated: September 17, 2025 
            Wilmington, Delaware 

POLSINELLI PC 
 
/s/ Shanti M. Katona 
Shanti M. Katona (Del. Bar No. 5352) 
222 Delaware Avenue, Suite 1101 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
Telephone: (302) 252-0920 
Facsimile: (302) 252-0921 
skatona@polsinelli.com 
 
-and- 
 
Steven J. Solomon (admitted pro hac vice) 
GRAYROBINSON, P.A. 
333 S.E. 2nd Avenue, Suite 3200 
Miami, FL 33131 
Telephone: (305) 416-6880 
Facsimile: (305) 416-6887 
steven.solomon@gray-robinson.com 

 
Counsel for Kenco Logistic Services, LLC 
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IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

 
 
In re 
 
WALKER EDISON HOLDCO LLC, et al., 
 

Debtors.1 
 

 
Chapter 11 
 
Case No. 25-11602 (TMH) 
 
(Jointly Administered) 
 
Hearing Date: To be determined 
Objection Deadline: October 1, 2025 at 4:00 pm 

 
NOTICE OF MOTION  

 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Kenco Logistic Services, LLC (the “Movant”) has filed 

its Motion to Compel Adequate Protection (the “Motion”) with the United States Bankruptcy 
Court for the District of Delaware (the “Bankruptcy Court”).  

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that objections, if any, to entry of an order 
approving the Motion must be filed on or before October 1, 2025 at 4:00 p.m. (ET) (the 
“Objection Deadline”) with the Clerk of the Bankruptcy Court, 824 N. Market Street, 3rd Floor, 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 and served, so to be actually received by the Objection Deadline, 
upon the undersigned counsel for the Movant. 

 
PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that a hearing to consider the Motion will be 

held before the Honorable Thomas M. Horan, United States Bankruptcy Judge, United States 
Bankruptcy Court, 824 North Market Street, 3rd Floor, Courtroom No. 7, Wilmington, Delaware 
19801, on a date and time to be determined. Only those objections made in writing and timely 
filed and served in accordance with the above procedures will be considered by the Bankruptcy 
Court at such hearing. 

 
PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE THAT IF YOU FAIL TO RESPOND IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH THIS NOTICE, THE BANKRUPTCY COURT MAY GRANT 
THE RELIEF REQUESTED IN THE MOTION WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE OR 
HEARING. 
 

[remainder of page intentionally left blank] 
 

 
 
 
 

 
1 The Debtors in these cases, along with the last four digits of each Debtor’s federal EIN, are as follows: Walker 
Edison Holdco LLC (8817); Walker Edison Intermediate, LLC (3363); Walker Edison Furniture Company LLC 
(6576); and EW Furniture, LLC (6288). The Debtors’ mailing address is 1553 W 9000 S, West Jordan, UT 84088. 
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Dated: September 17, 2025 
            Wilmington, Delaware 

POLSINELLI PC 
 
/s/ Shanti M. Katona 
Shanti M. Katona (Del. Bar No. 5352) 
222 Delaware Avenue, Suite 1101 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
Telephone: (302) 252-0920 
Facsimile: (302) 252-0921 
skatona@polsinelli.com 
 
-and- 
 
Steven J. Solomon (admitted pro hac vice) 
GRAYROBINSON, P.A. 
333 S.E. 2nd Avenue, Suite 3200 
Miami, FL 33131 
Telephone: (305) 416-6880 
Facsimile: (305) 416-6887 
steven.solomon@gray-robinson.com 

 
Counsel for Kenco Logistic Services, LLC 
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EXHIBIT A 

(Services Agreement)
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EXHIBIT B 

(Modification) 
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August 19, 2025 

Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 

and Electronic Mail to the following:   

Lionel Montoya Lionel.Montoya@walkeredison.com;  
Jeff Werner Jeff.Werner@walkeredison.com; 
Nate Brown Nate.Brown@walkeredison.com; 
Steve Lattari Steve.Lattari@walkeredison.com

Walker Edison Furniture Company, LLC 
ATTN:  Jeff Werner (CEO) 
4350 W 2100 South 
Salt Lake City, UT  84120 

RE:  NOTIFICATION OF BREACH AND AMENDED PAYMENT TERMS 

Dear Mr. Werner: 

As you are aware, Kenco Logistic Services, LLC (“Kenco”) provides certain warehousing 
and logistics services to Walker Edison Furniture Company, LLC (“Walker Edison”) 
pursuant to the Kenco Services Agreements, dated June 17, 2019, and April 16, 2021, for 
sites located in DeSoto, Texas and Perris, California (the “Agreements”).  As of the date of 
this writing Walker Edison has unpaid invoices that are past due in the amount of 
$2,469,314.41, which are more particularly described in Exhibit A to this letter 
(collectively, the “Invoices”). 

Such nonpayment of Invoices is in breach of the Agreements’ requirements in Section 
10(A) which requires Walker Edison to pay undisputed invoices within thirty days of the 
invoice date.  Under Section 21 of the Agreement, this letter serves as Kenco’s formal 
notification of Walker Edison’s breach of our Agreements.  To remedy such breach, Walker 
Edison must pay all late Invoices as soon as possible. 

Kenco understands that certain efforts have been made to support Walker Edison during a 
difficult time in your business.  Namely, Kenco has provided Walker Edison a credit in the 
amount of $356,300 in July 2025 for certain racking equipment which Kenco took title to 
at the Perris, California location.  Notwithstanding these efforts at partnership, Kenco’s 
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Invoices remain unpaid, and Kenco continues to provide services pursuant to the 
Agreements without regular payments for services rendered. 

Therefore, Kenco asserts its rights under Section 10 (A) of the Agreements to modify the 
billing terms and conditions of the Agreements.  By notice of this letter and until the late 
Invoices have been made current, Kenco amends the billing terms and conditions for the 
Agreements as follows: 

• Shipments of Walker Edison products out of the Kenco managed facilities shall 
require prepayment in the amount of $200,000 every Friday prior to the next week 
of services being rendered (the “Payment”). 

• Such prepayment shall be reserved for such next weeks’ services and any difference 
between the cost of the services rendered and the Payment shall be credited to the 
unpaid Invoices. 

• The Payment shall only apply until the Invoices have been paid and Kenco shall 
continue to invoice Walker Edison for all services in the cadence and manner which 
it has been invoiced during the term of the Agreements. 

• All other services under the Agreements shall continue to be provided by Kenco, 
subject to the requirements in the Agreements. 

Kenco reserves all rights accorded to it in the Agreements, even if not asserted in this letter 
including the ability to take any legal action to collect the unpaid Invoices.  Please confirm 
receipt of this letter and provide a communication of your intention to abide by the terms of 
the billing arrangement described herein. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Loewen 
Senior Vice-President 
Frank.Loewen@kencogroup.com

Frank Loewen (Aug 19, 2025 16:36:40 EDT)

Frank Loewen
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Exhibit A 

Unpaid Invoices & Racking Credit 

Invoice # Issue Date Location Amount Due Date Past Due Payment 

44113-47 FEB 

2025 
3/6/2025 TX $50,207.50 4/5/2025 135.00 -216.53 

44113-48 MAR 

2025 
4/7/2025 TX $44,972.65 5/7/2025 103.00 0 

22113 CA-APR 

2025 
5/6/2025 CA $739,210.61 6/5/2025 74.00 0 

44113-49 APR 

2025 
5/6/2025 TX $44,847.62 6/5/2025 74.00 0 

22113 CA-MAY 

2025 
6/9/2025 CA $719,646.52 7/9/2025 40.00 0 

44113-50 MAY 

2025 
6/10/2025 TX $57,336.94 7/10/2025 39.00 0 

22113 CA-

JUNE2025 
7/8/2025 CA $1,120,768.19 8/7/2025 11.00 0 

44113-51 JUNE 

202 
7/8/2025 TX $48,624.38 8/7/2025 11.00 0 

22113 CA JUL CM 7/31/2025 CREDIT for Stack Rack Purchase -$356,300.00 NA NA NA 
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EXHIBIT C-1 

(Outbound Records) 
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EXHIBIT C-2 

(Inbound Records) 
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105967436.3 

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

 
 
In re 
 
WALKER EDISON HOLDCO LLC, et al., 
 

Debtors.1 
 

 
Chapter 11 
 
Case No. 25-11602 (TMH) 
 
(Jointly Administered) 
 

Re: Docket No. ___ 

 
ORDER GRANTING KENCO LOGISTIC SERVICES LLC’S  

MOTION TO COMPEL ADEQUATE PROTECTION  

Upon the motion of Kenco Logistic Services LLC, and the Court having found that it has 

jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1334(b) and 157, and the Amended Standing 

Order of Reference of the United States District Court for the District of Delaware, dated as of 

February 29, 2012; and the Court having found that venue of these cases and the Motion in this 

district is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409; and the Court having found that this 

matter is a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b); and the Court having found that notice 

of the Motion has been given as set forth in the Motion and that such notice is adequate and no 

other or further notice need be given; and the Court having found that the legal and factual bases 

set forth in the Motion establish just cause for the relief granted herein; and after due deliberation 

and sufficient cause appearing therefor, it is hereby 

FOUND, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that: 

1. The Motion shall be and is hereby GRANTED. 

 
1 The Debtors in these cases, along with the last four digits of each Debtor’s federal EIN, are as follows: Walker 
Edison Holdco LLC (8817); Walker Edison Intermediate, LLC (3363); Walker Edison Furniture Company LLC 
(6576); and EW Furniture, LLC (6288). The Debtors’ mailing address is 1553 W 9000 S, West Jordan, UT 84088. 
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2 
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2. Kenco shall be granted a first priority general warehouse lien against all of the 

Debtors’ goods in Kenco’s possession to secure all amounts due and owing Kenco for the periods 

both prior to and subsequent to the Petition Date.  

3. Notwithstanding any other Bankruptcy Rules or any other applicable rule or 

guideline, the terms and conditions of this Order are immediately effective and enforceable upon 

its entry. 

4. This Court shall, and hereby does, retain jurisdiction with respect to all matters 

arising from or related to the implementation of this Order. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on September 17, 2025, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was 
caused to be served via the Court’s CM/ECF system on all parties authorized to receive 
electronic notice in this case and upon the parties listed below via electronic mail.  
 
The Debtors  
Walker Edison Holdco LLC 
Attn: Nate Brown 
1553 W 9000 S  
West Jordan, UT 84088 
nate.brown@walkeredison.com 
 
Proposed Counsel for the Debtors 
MORRIS, NICHOLS, ARSHT & TUNNELL LLP 
Robert J. Dehney, Sr.  
Donna L. Culver  
Daniel B. Butz  
Jonathan M. Weyand  
Echo Yi Qian  
1201 N. Market Street, 16th Floor 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
rdehney@morrisnichols.com 
dculver@morrisnichols.com 
dbutz@morrisnichols.com 
jweyand@morrisnichols.com 
eqian@morrisnichols.com 
 
Proposed Counsel for the Committee 
MORRIS JAMES LLP 
Jeffrey R. Waxman, Esq. 
Eric J. Monzo, Esq. 
Christopher M. Donnelly, Esq. 
3205 Avenue North Blvd., Suite 100 
Wilmington, DE 19803 
jwaxman@morrisjames.com 
emonzo@morrisjames.com 
cdonnelly@morrisjames.com 
 
United States Trustee 
Malcolm M Bates 
Office of the United States Trustee 
844 King Street, Suite 2207 
Wilmington, DE 19801 
malcolm.m.bates@usdoj.gov 
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Counsel to the DIP Secured Parties 
WHITEFORD, TAYLOR & PRESTON LLP 
David W. Gaffey 
Brandy Rapp 
3190 Fairview Park Dr, Suite 800 
Falls Church, VA 22042 
dgaffey@whitefordlaw.com 
brapp@whitefordlaw.com 
 
Counsel to the ABL Lender 
OTTERBOURG P.C. 
Daniel F. Fiorillo 
Matthew J. Stockl 
230 Park Avenue 
New York, NY 10169 
dfiorillo@otterbourg.com 
mstockl@otterbourg.com 
 

/s/ Shanti M. Katona     
       Shanti M. Katona (Del. Bar No. 5352) 
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