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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FERNANDO VALLEY DIVISION 

 
In re: 
 
 
 

BRETT LIVINGSTONE STRONG, 
 
 
 

Discharged Debtor. 
 
 
Matteo Patisso,  
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
Brett Livingstone Strong, Stason Strong, 
Monique Strong, Jackson Strong Alliance LLC, 
Carol [sic] King, Kings Auctions Inc. [sic], 
Vinson Investments [LLC], Alain Vinson,  
David Lasco, Larry Hershfield, and John/Jane 
Does 1–20, 
 
 Defendants. 
 

Case No.: 1:05-bk-10137-MB 
 
Chapter 7 
 
Adv. No. 1:26-ap-01016-MB 
 
MEMORANDUM OF DECISION RE: 
MOTIONS TO DISMISS FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT 
 
Relates to Adv. Dkts. 45, 46, 47 and 48 
 

Hearing Held 
 
Date: June 16, 2026 
Time: 1:30 p.m. Pacific Time 
Place: Courtroom 303 
 21041 Burbank Blvd., 
 Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
 and via ZoomGov video and audio 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

FILED & ENTERED

JUN 17 2026

CLERK U.S. BANKRUPTCY COURT
Central District of California
BY                  DEPUTY CLERKPgarcia
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The matters before the Court are motions to dismiss the first amended complaint (the “FAC”) 

[Adv. Dkt. 42] of Matteo Pattiso (“Plaintiff”).  The motions to dismiss (the “Motions”) were filed by the 

following defendants: BRG Enterprises dba Kings Auction and Capital Auction Productions, and 

Catherine King [Adv. Dkt. 45]; David Lasco, Alain Vinson, and Vinson Investments LLC [Adv. Dkt. 

46]; Larry Hershfield [Adv. Dkt. 47]; and Jackson Strong Alliance, LLC, Brett Livingstone Strong, and 

Stason Strong [Adv. Dkt. 48] (collectively, “Defendants”).  Having reviewed the Motions, Plaintiff’s 

various documents filed in response to the motions [Adv. Dkts. 71, 75, 76, 77, 78, 84, 86, 87, 88],1 

Defendants’ replies [Adv. Dkts. 94, 85, 96, 97], the record in this adversary proceeding and the related 

bankruptcy case, and the arguments of the parties and their counsels at the hearing, for the reasons stated 

on the record at the hearing and herein, the Court will GRANT the Motions and will DISMISS the FAC 

in its entirety without leave to amend. 

II. APPEARANCES 

On June 16, 2026 at 1:30 p.m., the Court held hearings in the adversary proceeding set forth in 

the caption.  Plaintiff Matteo Pattiso appeared on his own behalf.  Jeffrey Krause appeared on behalf of 

defendant Lawrence Hershfield.  Bradley Patterson appeared on behalf of defendants Jackson Strong 

Alliance, LLC, Brett Livingstone Strong (the “Debtor”), and Stason Strong.  Gregory Hagen appeared 

on behalf of defendants David Lasco, Alain Vinson, and Vinson Investments LLC.  Robert Goe appeared 

on behalf of defendants BRG Enterprises dba Kings Auction and Capital Auction Productions, and 

Catherine King. 

III. JURISDICTION, ADJUDICATIVE AUTHORITY & VENUE 

The Court has jurisdiction over the Motions and this adversary proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1334(b), because they arise under the Court’s order in the bankruptcy case approving the chapter 7 

trustee’s sale of certain property pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 363.  See Dkt. 288 (the “Sale Order,” providing 

that the Court retains jurisdiction to, among other things, “interpret, implement, and enforce the 

provisions of this Order.”) (Thompson-Lax, J.).  Because the FAC and the Motions concern the Sale 

 
1 As stated on the record at the hearing, the Court will deny Plaintiff’s ex parte applications for leave to file sur-replies, Adv. 

Dkts. 99 and 102, and will STRIKE Plaintiff’s unauthorized sur-reply, Adv. Dkt. 100.  See Local Bankr. R. 9013-1(g)(3). 
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Order, this is a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b)(2)(N).  The Court has the adjudicative 

authority to enter final orders on these matters.  See Wellness Int’l Network, Ltd. v. Sharif, 575 U.S. 665 

(2015).  The Court also finds that venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1409(a) because the Motions were 

filed in the district and division where this adversary proceeding is pending. 

IV. DISCUSSION 

In the FAC, Plaintiff alleges that his purported predecessor in interest, Liquid Brick, Inc., 

purchased from the chapter 7 trustee of the Debtor’s bankruptcy estate original artworks by the late pop-

star musician, Michael Jackson.  Plaintiff’s FAC seeks; (1) turnover of this alleged estate property under 

11 U.S.C. § 542(a), (2) declaratory relief that the property belongs to him, and (3) injunctive relief 

against any further actions with respect to the property. 

A complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, if accepted as true, to state a claim for relief 

that is plausible on its face.  Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6); see also Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7012 (providing that Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 12 applies in an adversary proceeding).  A pleading that offers only labels, conclusions, or a 

formulaic recitation of the elements of a cause of action is insufficient.  Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 

U.S. 544, 555–57 (2007).  In assessing the sufficiency of a complaint, the court “may also consider [1] 

materials that are submitted with and attached to the complaint; [2] judicial notice of matters of public 

record; and [3] unattached evidence on which the complaint necessarily relies if: [a] the complaint refers 

to the document; [b] the document is central to the plaintiff's claim; and [c] no party questions the 

authenticity of the document.”  Beverly Oaks Physicians Surgical Ctr., LLC v. Blue Cross & Blue Shield 

of Ill., 983 F.3d 435, 439 (9th Cir. 2020) (quoting United States v. Corinthian Colls., 655 F.3d 984, 998–

99 (9th Cir. 2011) (internal quotation marks omitted).  For the reasons stated herein, the Court finds that 

the FAC fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.   

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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As an initial matter, Plaintiff does not have standing to seek any of the relief requested, as it all 

depends on the purported sale of works of art by Michael Jackson under the “Coagreement of Purchase 

and Sale” approved by this Court in 2007.  Case Dkt. 222-1 at 2–12 (the “Sale Agreement”).  The Sale 

Agreement states: 

This Agreement and all rights of Buyer [Liquid Brick, Inc.] arising hereunder shall not be 
assigned, sold, pledged or otherwise transferred by Buyer in whole or in part, and any 
attempted assignment, sale, pledge or transfer by Buyer shall be null and void and be 
deemed a default hereunder. 

Case Dkt. 222-1 at 9 (§ 15 of Sale Agreement).   

Plaintiff is not Liquid Brick, Inc., and as a purported assignee of Liquid Brick, Inc., he cannot 

enforce any rights under the Sale Agreement by the plain, unambiguous terms of that contract.  

Accordingly, Plaintiff’s claims in the FAC are not plausible and must be dismissed.  

As for his claim for turnover under 11 U.S.C. § 542(a), Plaintiff does not have statutory standing 

to seek that relief.  That section of the Bankruptcy Code empowers “the trustee” to seek turnover.”  See 

Collect Access LLC v. Hernandez (In re Hernandez), 483 B.R. 713, 725 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2012) (“Section 

542(a) enables the bankruptcy trustee, or the debtor-in-possession in a reorganization case to seek 

turnover of the debtors’ assets”).  Plaintiff is not a trustee.  See 11 U.S.C. § 321.   

Moreover, turnover under section 542(a) of the Bankruptcy Code is limited to “property of the 

estate.”  Thus, to the extent any works of art were purchased by Plaintiff under the Sale Agreement but 

remain in the possession of others, turnover still would not apply.  When a bankruptcy trustee 

administers property of the estate, that property ceases to be property of the estate.  Cf. 11 U.S.C. 

§ 554(d) (“property of the estate that is not abandoned under this section and that is not administered in 

the case remains property of the estate.”); see also Mwangi v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. (In re Mwangi), 

764 F.3d 1168, 1176 n.4 (9th Cir. 2014) (“property … remains part of the estate until it is administered 

in bankruptcy….”).  A bankruptcy trustee administers an assert by “collect[ing] and reduc[ing] to money 

the property of the estate.”  See 11 U.S.C. § 704(a)(1).  Under the Court-approved Sale Agreement, the 

chapter 7 trustee of the Debtor’s bankruptcy estate sold certain works of art to Plaintiff, thereby 

administering those assets such that they are no longer property of the estate.  Therefore, turnover is 

inapplicable to property Plaintiff purchased. 
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Standing aside, none of Plaintiff’s claims are ones upon which the Court could plausibly grant 

the requested relief because they are contradicted by the unambiguous language of the sale documents 

on which he relies.  Despite Plaintiff's contentions in the FAC, the sale documents did not provide “an 

illustrative, non-exhaustive list” of the property sold to his purported predecessor in interest.  Adv. Dkt. 

42 at 8 (¶ 36).  The sale documents expressly identified the works of art that comprised the property sold 

to Liquid Brick, Inc.  That list does not include any works of art by Michael Jackson.  Further, nothing in 

the sale documents indicates the list is illustrative and not exhaustive of the assets sold.  See Case Dkt. 

222 at 14-22 (complete list of works of art and lithographic prints that comprised the Property).  The 

Court need not accept Plaintiff’s conclusory allegations, unwarranted deductions or unreasonable 

inferences to the contrary.  See Sprewell v. Golden State Warriors, 266 F.3d 979, 988 (9th Cir. 2001), 

amended on other grounds, 275 F.3d 1187 (9th Cir. 2001).   

Plaintiff argues that the Debtor did not disclose to the chapter 7 trustee his purported interest in 

the works of art by Michael Jackson and, therefore, they remain unadministered assets of the estate.  But 

even if that were true, Plaintiff would not be entitled to the Michael Jackson artwork.  The chapter 7 

trustee would.  See 11 U.S.C. § 521(a)(4) (“The debtor shall … surrender to the trustee all property of 

the estate”); 11 U.S.C. § 554(d) (“property of the estate that is not abandoned [by the trustee] under this 

section and that is not administered in the case remains property of the estate.”).  Again, Plaintiff’s 

purported predecessor in interest bought from the chapter 7 trustee only the works of art specified in the 

Sale Agreement.  Whether works of art by Michael Jackson were part of the Debtor’s bankruptcy estate 

or not, the record of the sale contradicts the assertion that any of such works were transferred to Plaintiff 

or his purported predecessor in interest. 

Accordingly, the FAC does not state a plausible claim under any legal theory that Plaintiff is 

entitled to any works of art by Michael Jackson.  Additionally, the Court finds that further amendment 

would be futile.  Plaintiff already has amended his complaint once and continues to rely on the same 

fundamentally flawed premise that he purchased works of art by Michael Jackson from the Debtor’s 

bankruptcy estate—notwithstanding the plain language of the Sale Agreement and related documents, 

and the prior decisions of state and federal courts. 

Case 1:26-ap-01016-MB    Doc 108    Filed 06/17/26    Entered 06/17/26 17:19:52    Desc
Main Document    Page 5 of 7



 

6 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

V. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, the Court will GRANT the Motions and DISMISS the FAC in its 

entirety without leave to amend.  Counsel for Defendants shall separately lodge proposed orders 

granting each of the Motions.  In light of the dismissal of this adversary proceeding, the Court will deny 

as moot Plaintiff’s motion for a temporary restraining order.  Counsel for Defendants shall lodge a 

proposed order denying that motion. 

###  

Date: June 17, 2026
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NOTICE OF ENTERED ORDER OR JUDGMENT 
 
Notice is given by the Court that a judgment or order entitled “Memorandum of Decision re: First 
Amended Complaint” was entered on the date indicated as “Entered” on the first page of this order and 
will be served in the manner indicated below: 
 
I.  SERVED BY THE COURT VIA NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING (NEF): Pursuant to 
controlling General Orders and Local Bankruptcy Rules, the foregoing document was served on the 
following persons by the court via NEF and hyperlink to the judgment or order. As of June 17, 2026, the 
following persons are currently on the Electronic Mail Notice List for this bankruptcy case or adversary 
proceeding to receive NEF transmission at the email addresses indicated below: 
 

• Counsel for defendants BRG Enterprises dba Kings Auction and Catherine King: Robert P 
Goe     rgoe@goeforlaw.com, 
kmurphy@goeforlaw.com;goeforecf@gmail.com;Goe.RobertP.R@notify.bestcase.com;ajohnsto
n@goeforlaw.com 

• Counsel for defendants David Lasco, Alain Vinson, Vinson Investments LLC: Gregory D 
Hagen     gregory@ghagenlaw.com 

• Counsel for defendant Larry Hershfield: Jeffrey C Krause     jkrause@gibsondunn.com, 
dtrujillo@gibsondunn.com;jstern@gibsondunn.com;jeffrey-c-krause-5408@ecf.pacerpro.com 

• Counsel for defendants Jackson Strong Alliance, LLC, Brett Livingstone Strong, Stason 
Strong: Bradley A Patterson     bapatterson@lgilaw.com 

• Former chapter 7 trustee: David Seror (TR)     dseror@bg.law, 
csalazar@bg.law;C133@ecfcbis.com;mgalvan@bg.law 

• United States Trustee (SV)     ustpregion16.wh.ecf@usdoj.gov 
 
 
II.  SERVED BY THE COURT VIA U.S. MAIL: On June 17, 2026, a copy of this notice and a true 
copy of this judgment or order was sent by United States Mail, first class, postage prepaid, to the 
following persons and/or entities at the addresses indicated below:  
 

Plaintiff: 
Matteo Patisso 
155 Chardonnay Drive 
East Quogue, NY 11942 

 
 
II. SERVED BY THE COURT VIA EMAIL: On June 17, 2026, a copy of this notice and a true copy 
of this judgment or order was sent by electronic mail to the following persons and/or entities at the email 
addresses indicated below: 

 
Plaintiff: 
Matteo Patisso 
MatteoPatissoNY@gmail.com  

 
 
 
 
 
Dated: June 17, 2026 /s/Julie Cetulio  
 Deputy Clerk 
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