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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Eastern District of California

Honorable Michael S. McManus
Bankruptcy Judge

Sacramento, California

January 5, 2009 at 9:00 a.m.

THIS CALENDAR IS DIVIDED INTO TWO PARTS.  THEREFORE, TO FIND ALL MOTIONS AND
OBJECTIONS SET FOR HEARING IN A PARTICULAR CASE, YOU MAY HAVE TO LOOK IN BOTH PARTS
OF THE CALENDAR.  WITHIN EACH PART, CASES ARE ARRANGED BY THE LAST TWO DIGITS OF THE
CASE NUMBER.

THE COURT FIRST WILL HEAR ITEMS 1 THROUGH 18.  A TENTATIVE RULING FOLLOWS EACH OF
THESE ITEMS.  THE COURT MAY AMEND OR CHANGE A TENTATIVE RULING BASED ON THE PARTIES’
ORAL ARGUMENT.  IF ALL PARTIES AGREE TO A TENTATIVE RULING, THERE IS NO NEED TO
APPEAR FOR ARGUMENT.  HOWEVER, IT IS INCUMBENT ON EACH PARTY TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER
ALL OTHER PARTIES WILL ACCEPT A RULING AND FOREGO ORAL ARGUMENT.  IF A PARTY
APPEARS, THE HEARING WILL PROCEED WHETHER OR NOT ALL PARTIES ARE PRESENT.  AT THE
CONCLUSION OF THE HEARING, THE COURT WILL ANNOUNCE ITS DISPOSITION OF THE ITEM AND
IT MAY DIRECT THAT THE TENTATIVE RULING, AS ORIGINALLY WRITTEN OR AS AMENDED BY THE
COURT, BE APPENDED TO THE MINUTES OF THE HEARING AS THE COURT’S FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

IF A MOTION OR AN OBJECTION IS SET FOR HEARING PURSUANT TO GENERAL ORDER 05-03, ¶
3(c), LOCAL BANKRUPTCY RULE 3007-1(c)(2), OR LOCAL BANKRUPTCY RULE 9014-1(f)(2),
RESPONDENTS WERE NOT REQUIRED TO FILE WRITTEN OPPOSITION TO THE RELIEF REQUESTED. 
RESPONDENTS MAY APPEAR AT THE HEARING AND RAISE OPPOSITION ORALLY.  IF THAT
OPPOSITION RAISES A POTENTIALLY MERITORIOUS DEFENSE OR ISSUE, THE COURT WILL GIVE
THE RESPONDENT AN OPPORTUNITY TO FILE WRITTEN OPPOSITION AND SET A FINAL HEARING
UNLESS THERE IS NO NEED TO DEVELOP THE WRITTEN RECORD FURTHER.  IF THE COURT SETS A
FINAL HEARING, UNLESS THE PARTIES REQUEST A DIFFERENT SCHEDULE THAT IS APPROVED BY
THE COURT, THE FINAL HEARING WILL TAKE PLACE ON FEBRUARY 2, 2009 AT 9:00 A.M. 
OPPOSITION MUST BE FILED AND SERVED BY JANUARY 20, 2009, AND ANY REPLY MUST BE FILED
AND SERVED BY JANUARY 27, 2009.  THE MOVING/OBJECTING PARTY IS TO GIVE NOTICE OF THE
DATE AND TIME OF THE CONTINUED HEARING DATE AND OF THESE DEADLINES.

THERE WILL BE NO HEARING ON THE ITEMS IN THE SECOND PART OF THE CALENDER, ITEMS 19
THROUGH 39.  INSTEAD, EACH OF THESE ITEMS HAS BEEN DISPOSED OF AS INDICATED IN THE
FINAL RULING BELOW.  THAT RULING WILL BE APPENDED TO THE MINUTES.  THIS FINAL RULING
MAY OR MAY NOT BE A FINAL ADJUDICATION ON THE MERITS; IF IT IS, IT INCLUDES THE
COURT’S FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS.  IF ALL PARTIES HAVE AGREED TO A CONTINUANCE OR
HAVE RESOLVED THE MATTER BY STIPULATION, THEY MUST ADVISE THE COURTROOM DEPUTY CLERK
PRIOR TO HEARING IN ORDER TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE COURT VACATE THE FINAL RULING IN
FAVOR OF THE CONTINUANCE OR THE STIPULATED DISPOSITION.

IF THE COURT CONCLUDES THAT FED. R. BANKR. P. 9014(d) REQUIRES AN EVIDENTIARY
HEARING, UNLESS OTHERWISE ORDERED, IT WILL BE SET ON JANUARY 20, 2009, AT 9:30 A.M.
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Matters called beginning at 9:00 a.m.

1. 08-35610-A-13G ANDREA CAPORICCI HEARING - OBJECTION TO
RDG #1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY TRUSTEE

12-17-08  [22]

9  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because this hearing on an objection to the confirmation of
the proposed chapter 13 plan was set pursuant to the procedure authorized by
General Order 05-03, ¶ 3(c), the debtor was not required to file a written
response.  If the debtor appears at the hearing and offers opposition to the
objection, the court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless
there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at
the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the objection.  Below is the
court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

The objection will be sustained.

First, the debtor has failed to cooperate with the trustee and provide
documentation for certain income, expenses, and adjustments to income and
expenses as reported on Form 22C.  This failure is a breach of the duties
imposed by 11 U.S.C. § 521(a)(3) & (a)(4) and the attempt to confirm a plan
while in breach of these duties is bad faith.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(3).

Second, on Form 22C the debtor has over-deducted for taxes incurred by herself
and by a non-filing spouse.  Form 22C assumes a 29% marginal tax rate for the
debtor and a 31% marginal tax rate for the spouse even though the debtor’s and
spouse’s income tax returns for 2007 show a marginal tax rate of 7% federal and
2% state.  As a result, Form 22C does not correctly project future disposable
income.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1325(b).

2. 08-29413-A-13G JESSIE/EDUVIJES FLORES HEARING - MOTION TO
ADR #1 CONFIRM AMENDED CHAPTER 13 PLAN

11-10-08  [32]

9  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be denied and the objection will be
sustained.

First, the plan fails to provide for payment of an administrative expense, the
debtor’s own attorney’s fees.  This violates 11 U.S.C. § 1322(a)(2).

Second, the plan includes a provision that purports to void a deed of trust. 
To void a deed of trust, the debtor must file and serve an adversary
proceeding.  See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The purpose of a plan is to
specify what treatment will be given to a claim; confirmation of a plan does
not allow or disallow a claim.  Here, the debtor has impermissibly confused the
claims allowance process with the plan confirmation process.  See In re Hobdy,
130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991) (concurring opinion).th
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3. 04-31829-A-13G JEANNE FURTH HEARING - MOTION TO
JCK #3 MODIFY CONFIRMED CHAPTER 13 PLAN

11-25-08  [33]

9  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be granted and the objection will be
overruled on the condition that the plan is amended in two respects.  First,
the debtor must make a final plan payment of $375 in December 2008.  Second,
the dividend paid to nonpriority creditors must be 12.20%.  As further amended,
the plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322(a) and 1325(a).

4. 08-35445-A-13G RONALD GALLARDO, SR. HEARING - MOTION TO
MOT #1 CONFIRM CHAPTER 13 PLAN

11-24-08  [18]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be denied and the objection will be
sustained.

First, the plan is not confirmable because it fails to specify a dividend,
whether it might be 0%, 100%, or something between those poles, and fails to
provide for an administrative expense (the debtor’s attorney’s fees).  See 11
U.S.C. §§ 1322(a)(2), 1325(a)(4), (a)(6).

Second, A review of the proposed plan reveals that America’s Servicing Company
holds a secured, long term claim that is provided for in Class 1 of the plan. 
There are pre-petition arrears on this claim that must be cured through the
plan.  The plan provides for this cure as well as the maintenance of post-
petition contract installment payments by the trustee as permitted by 11 U.S.C.
§ 1322(b)(5).

General Order 05-03 provides at paragraph 3(a): “The chapter 13 plan shall be
completed and filed within 15 calendar days of the filing of the petition as
required by FRBP 3015(b) and Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(a).  The debtor or
the debtor’s attorney shall serve the chapter 13 plan, all motions to value
collateral, and all motions to avoid liens, as well as the statement of
financial affairs and the schedules on the Trustee.  These documents, together
with the Domestic Support Obligation Checklist, Exhibit 3, and the Class 1
Claim Checklist and Authorization to Release Information required by
subparagraph 5(c)(2) below, must be received by the Trustee no later than 15
calendar days after the filing of the petition.”

At paragraph 5(c)(2), the General Order provides: “To assist the Trustee in
making post-petition contract installment payments to Class 1 claim holders,
the debtor shall complete the Class 1 Checklist and Authorization to Release
Information, Exhibit 5, and deliver it to the Trustee within 15 calendar days
of filing the petition.  This document shall not be filed with the court.”

The debtor in this case has not given the trustee a checklist for the Class 1
secured claim held by America’s Servicing Company.  By failing to provide this
checklist, the debtor has deprived the trustee of the means necessary to
implement the plan.  The plan, then, is not feasible.  See 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(6).
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5. 08-30152-A-13G DOLORES DORSEY HEARING - OBJECTION TO
RDG #2 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY TRUSTEE

12-17-08  [54]

9  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because this hearing on an objection to the confirmation of
the proposed chapter 13 plan was set pursuant to the procedure authorized by
General Order 05-03, ¶ 3(c), the debtor was not required to file a written
response.  If the debtor appears at the hearing and offers opposition to the
objection, the court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless
there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at
the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the objection.  Below is the
court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

The objection will be sustained.

The debtor failed to appear at the meeting of creditors.  Appearance is
mandatory.  See 11 U.S.C. § 343.  To attempt to confirm a plan while failing to
appear and be questioned by the trustee and any creditors who appear, the
debtor is also failing to cooperate with the trustee.  See 11 U.S.C. §
521(a)(3).  Under these circumstances, attempting to confirm a plan is the
epitome of bad faith.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(3).

6. 04-34562-A-13G KENNETH/JANINE DAVIS CONT. HEARING - MOTION FOR
MDE #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
LITTON LOAN SERVICING, VS. 10-31-08  [68]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be denied.

The movant is secured by a deed of trust encumbering the debtor’s real
property.  The plan requires that the post-petition note installments be paid
directly to the movant by the debtor.  The motion asserts that the debtor
failed to pay one monthly post-petition installment to the movant.  However,
the opposition establishes that this installment was paid timely by the debtor. 
No reply disputing the cure has been filed by the movant.

In order to establish cause pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) for relief from
the automatic stay, it must be shown that the debtor has failed to abide by the
terms of the confirmed plan.  That is, the debtor must have defaulted under the
terms of the plan to the detriment of the movant.  See Anaheim Sav. & Loan
Ass’n v. Evans, 30 B.R. 530, 531 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1983).th

Confirmation of the debtor’s plan necessarily entailed a determination that it
adequately protected the movant’s security interest.  It is bound by that
determination and it may not collaterally attack the confirmation order by
bringing a motion for relief from the automatic stay arguing that the plan does
not protect its security interests.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1327(a).  The sole basis
for granting relief must be a breach of the plan.  The breach alleged does not
exist.  There is no cause to terminate the stay.
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7. 07-28067-A-13G GEORGE/GERALDINE REBEIRO HEARING - MOTION FOR
WGM #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK, VS. 12-9-08  [62]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by the creditor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy
Rule 9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the other creditors, the debtor, the trustee,
the U.S. Trustee, and any other parties in interest were not required to file a
written response or opposition to the motion.  If any of these potential
respondents appear at the hearing and offers opposition to the motion, the
court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need
to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the
court will take up the merits of the motion.  Below is the court’s tentative
ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no opposition to the
motion.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

The motion will be dismissed as moot.

The court confirmed a plan on December 10, 2007.  That plan provides for the
movant’s claim in Class 4.  Class 4 secured claims are not long-term claims
that are not modified by the plan and that were not in default prior to the
filing of the petition.  They are paid directly by the debtor or by a third
party.  The plan includes the following provision at section 3.15:

“Class 4 claims mature after the completion of this plan, are not in default,
and are not modified by this plan.  These claims shall be paid by Debtor or a
third person whether or not the plan is confirmed.  Entry of the confirmation
order shall constitute an order modifying the automatic stay to allow the
holder of a Class 4 secured claim to exercise its rights against its collateral
in the event of a default under the terms of its loan or security documentation
provided this case is then pending under chapter 13.”

Because the plan has been confirmed and because the case remains pending under
chapter 13, the automatic stay has already been modified to permit the movant
to proceed against its collateral.

The movant shall bear its own fee and costs.

8. 08-34871-A-13G PAUL/MICHELE ZARAGOZA HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL HELD BY WAMU

11-14-08  [18]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be granted and the objection to it as well
as to the confirmation of the plan will be overruled.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$550,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Wachovia.  The first deed of trust secures a loan with a
balance of approximately $577,362.30 as of the petition date.  Therefore,
Washington Mutual’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely
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under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured
claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
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market value of $550,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

While the respondent has objected to the motion, the objection is accompanied
by no evidence that the subject property has a value higher than indicated by
the debtor.  The respondent’s real goal seems to be to prevent the voiding of
its deed of trust at least until the case is concluded successfully.  As
indicated above (and as the court always concludes in connection with similar
valuation motions whether or not they are opposed), the respondents deed of
trust will remain of record until the debtor makes all chapter 13 plan
payments.  At that point, the debtor will demand a reconveyance and if it is
not forthcoming, an adversary proceeding will be filed and served on the
respondent.

The respondent also argues that if its claim is not secured, then its resulting
unsecured claim of $100,523.27 catapults the debtor’s unsecured debt to more
than the maximum $336,900 permitted by 11 U.S.C. § 109(e) for chapter 13
eligibility.  Factually, however, this objection is flawed.  According to
Schedule D, Washington Mutual holds the only ostensible secured claim being
stripped from its collateral.  There are no priority unsecured claims listed on
Schedule E, and there are a total of $149,044.28 of nonpriority unsecured
claims on Schedule F.  Thus, the debtor’s total unsecured debt is approximately
$249,567.55, well under the limit set by section 109(e).

However, the court is required to determine whether a debtor with over-median
income has projected disposable income solely by examining Form 22C.  See In re
Kagenveama, 2008 WL 2485570 (9  Cir. June 23, 2008), requiring a somewhatth

mechanical application of section 1325(b).  According to the Form 22C filed in
this case, the debtor is an over-median income debtor.  Hence, the expenses
deductible from the debtor’s current monthly income must be taken from Part IV
of Form 22C.  Those deductions are based on a combination of IRS standards and
the debtor’s actual secured debt payments.  The permissible deductions are then
carried to Part V of the form and deducted from the debtor’s current monthly
income.  At Part V, the debtor reports having monthly projected disposable
income of $812.17.

Under the terms of the plan, a 36.2% dividend will be paid on account of an
estimated $134,750 in unsecured claims.  This amounts to a total of $48,779.50
over 60 months, a monthly average of $812.99.  Hence, the plan complies with
section 1325(b).

9. 08-34871-A-13G PAUL/MICHELE ZARAGOZA HEARING - OBJECTION TO
WGM #1 CONFIRMATION OF CHAPTER 13 PLAN BY 

WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK
12-10-08  [30]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The objection will be overruled.

The proposed plan provides for the objecting creditor’s claim in Class 2. 
Class 2 is reserved for secured claims that will be paid in full through the
plan.
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However, the plan was accompanied by a valuation motion concerning the
creditor’s collateral, the debtor’s residence.  That motion has been granted. 
According to the ruling appended to the minutes, the court determined that the
subject property had a value of $550,000 and was encumbered by a senior deed of
trust held by Wachovia Mortgage and securing a claim of $577,362.30. 
Therefore, after applying 11 U.S.C. § 506(a), as interpreted by In re Zimmer,
313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir. 2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997),th th

the court valued the objecting creditor’s collateral as having no value.  It
has no secured claim in this case to pay.  While its deed of trust must remain
of record until the completion of the plan, it is entitled to no payment
through the plan.  As a result, the absence of a dividend on account of the
creditor’s claim is not a violation of either 11 U.S.C. § 1322(b)2) or of 11
U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B).

10. 08-33573-A-13G RICHARD/JENNIFER MARTINEZ HEARING - MOTION FOR
SW #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
GMAC, VS. 12-17-08  [34]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by the creditor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy
Rule 9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the other creditors, the debtor, the trustee,
the U.S. Trustee, and any other parties in interest were not required to file a
written response or opposition to the motion.  If any of these potential
respondents appear at the hearing and offers opposition to the motion, the
court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need
to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the
court will take up the merits of the motion.  Below is the court’s tentative
ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no opposition to the
motion.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) to permit the
movant to repossess and to obtain possession of its personal property security,
and to dispose of it in accordance with applicable nonbankruptcy law.  The
movant is secured by a vehicle.  The debtor previously surrendered the vehicle
to the movant.  The proposed plan makes no provision for the movant’s claim and
it is not yet confirmed.  Given the prior surrender and given the proposal of a
plan that fails to provide for the movant’s secured claim, there is cause to
terminate the automatic stay.

Because the movant has not established that the value of its collateral exceeds
the amount of its claim, the court awards no fees and costs.  11 U.S.C. §
506(b).

The 10-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4001(a)(3) is ordered waived.

11. 08-32776-A-13G DONALD NARTEN, JR. HEARING - MOTION FOR
SW #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
GMAC, VS. 12-9-08  [27]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
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by the creditor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy
Rule 9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the other creditors, the debtor, the trustee,
the U.S. Trustee, and any other parties in interest were not required to file a
written response or opposition to the motion.  If any of these potential
respondents appear at the hearing and offers opposition to the motion, the
court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need
to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the
court will take up the merits of the motion.  Below is the court’s tentative
ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no opposition to the
motion.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) to permit the
movant to repossess its collateral, to dispose of it pursuant to applicable
law, and to use the proceeds from its disposition to satisfy its claim.  No
other relief is awarded.  The plan classifies the movant’s claim as a Class 4
secured claim.  It requires a third party to make direct installment payments
to the movant according to the terms of the underlying contract.  The claim is
not impaired in any respect by the plan.  The motion establishes that the third
party has failed to make approximately three monthly pre-petition installments
to movant.  This is cause to terminate the automatic stay.  See Ellis v. Parr
(In re Ellis), 60 B.R. 432, 434-435 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1985).th

Because the movant has not established that the value of its collateral exceeds
the amount of its claim, the court awards no fees and costs.  11 U.S.C. §
506(b).

The 10-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4001(a)(3) is ordered waived.

12. 08-32776-A-13G DONALD NARTEN, JR. HEARING - MOTION FOR
SW #2 RELIEF FROM CO-DEBTOR STAY
GMAC, VS. 12-9-08  [30]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by the creditor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy
Rule 9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the other creditors, the debtor, the trustee,
the U.S. Trustee, and any other parties in interest were not required to file a
written response or opposition to the motion.  If any of these potential
respondents appear at the hearing and offers opposition to the motion, the
court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need
to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the
court will take up the merits of the motion.  Below is the court’s tentative
ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no opposition to the
motion.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

As the result of a separate motion, the movant received relief from the
automatic stay to enforce its claim against its collateral.  This motion seeks
relief from the co-debtor stay of 11 U.S.C. § 1301 in order to enforce the
movant’s claim against its personal property collateral and a nonbankrupt
codebtor.  Because the plan requires the codebtor to pay the movant’s claim,
and because the codebtor has failed to do so since the filing of the petition,
there is cause to terminate the codebtor stay.
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13. 08-32776-A-13G DONALD NARTEN, JR. HEARING - MOTION FOR
RFM #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
NATIONAL CITY BANK, VS. 12-16-08  [39]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by the creditor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy
Rule 9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the other creditors, the debtor, the trustee,
the U.S. Trustee, and any other parties in interest were not required to file a
written response or opposition to the motion.  If any of these potential
respondents appear at the hearing and offers opposition to the motion, the
court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need
to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the
court will take up the merits of the motion.  Below is the court’s tentative
ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no opposition to the
motion.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) to permit the
movant to repossess and to obtain possession of its personal property security,
and to dispose of it in accordance with applicable nonbankruptcy law.  The
movant is secured by a vehicle.  The debtor has proposed a plan that will
surrender the vehicle to the movant in satisfaction of its secured claim.  That
plan has not yet been confirmed.  Nonetheless, the terms of the proposed plan
makes two things clear: the movant’s claim will not be paid and the vehicle
securing its claim is not necessary to the debtor’s personal financial
reorganization.  This is cause to terminate the automatic stay.

Because the movant has not established that the value of its collateral exceeds
the amount of its claim, the court awards no fees and costs.  11 U.S.C. §
506(b).

The 10-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4001(a)(3) is ordered waived.

14. 08-37780-A-13G JOSE REYES HEARING - MOTION FOR
MDE #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
DEUTSCHE BANK, ETC., ET AL., VS. 12-15-08  [9]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by the creditor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy
Rule 9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the other creditors, the debtor, the trustee,
the U.S. Trustee, and any other parties in interest were not required to file a
written response or opposition to the motion.  If any of these potential
respondents appear at the hearing and offers opposition to the motion, the
court will set a briefing schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need
to develop the record further.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the
court will take up the merits of the motion.  Below is the court’s tentative
ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no opposition to the
motion.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1).  The movant
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completed a nonjudicial foreclosure sale on October 23, 2008.  This case was
filed on December 3, 2008.  Under California law, once a nonjudicial
foreclosure sale has occurred, the trustor has no right of redemption.  Moeller
v. Lien, 25 Cal. App.4th 822, 831 (1994).  In this case, therefore, the debtor
has no right to ignore the foreclosure.  If the foreclosure sale was not in
accord with state law, this should be asserted as a defense to an unlawful
detainer proceeding in state court.  See Cal. Civ. Pro. Code § 1161a; Miller &
Starr, California Real Estate 2d, §§ 18.140 and 18.144 (1989).  Given the pre-
petition foreclosure and given the availability of the state court forum to
resolve any disputes concerning the foreclosure, there is cause to modify the
automatic stay to allow the movant to obtain possession of the property through
the state court.

The movant shall bear its own fees and costs.

15. 08-37283-A-13G LESLIE SHAW HEARING - ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE RE DISMISSAL OF CASE OR
IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS
12-3-08  [7]

9  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The case will be dismissed.

The debtor failed to file a master address list with the petition as required
by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 1007(a)(1) and Local Bankruptcy Rule 1007-1.  The deadline
for filing the list has expired and the notice of the commencement of this
bankruptcy case was served.  Because no master address list has been filed, the
notice was not served on all creditors.  As a result, they were not notified
that the case had been filed nor did they receive notice of the various
deadlines for filing complaints, objecting to exemptions, objecting to the
proposed plan, and filing proofs of claims.  To permit the case to remain
pending would be unfair to all creditors.  Accordingly, the petition will be
dismissed.

16. 08-37283-A-13G LESLIE SHAW HEARING - ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE RE DISMISSAL OF CASE OR
IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS
12-3-08  [8]

9  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The case will be dismissed.

The debtor did not file a Statement of Social Security Number, either with the
petition or within 15 days of its filing, as required by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
1007(f).  As a result, when creditors were served with notice of the
commencement of the case, the court was unable to advise them of the debtor’s
social security number.  Thus, the quality of notice has been substantially
reduced and perhaps nullified.  See Ellett v. Goldberg (In re Ellett), 317 B.R.
134 (Bankr. E.D. Cal. 2004), affirmed 328 B.R. 205 (E.D. Cal. 2005), affirmed
506 F.3d 774 (9  Cir. 2007).  The failure to file the Statement of Socialth

Security Number is cause for dismissal.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1307(c)(1).
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17. 08-35290-A-13G ALFONSO SARZUELO CONT. HEARING - MOTION TO
CLH #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF WASHINGTON

MUTUAL
11-14-08  [13]

:  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be granted and the objection to it as well
as to the confirmation of the plan will be overruled.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$290,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Washington Mutual.  The first deed of trust secures a
loan with a balance of approximately $328,000 as of the petition date. 
Therefore, Washington Mutual’s other claim secured by a junior deed of trust is
completely under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a
secured claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan



January 5, 2009 at 9:00 a.m.

- Page 13 -

is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $290,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

While the respondent has objected to the motion, the objection is accompanied
by no evidence that the subject property has a value higher than indicated by
the debtor.  The respondent’s real goal seems to be to prevent the voiding of
its deed of trust at least until the case is concluded successfully.  As
indicated above (and as the court always concludes in connection with similar
valuation motions whether or not they are opposed), the respondents deed of
trust will remain of record until the debtor makes all chapter 13 plan
payments.  At that point, the debtor will demand a reconveyance and if it is
not forthcoming, an adversary proceeding will be filed and served on the
respondent.

The respondent also argues that if its claim is not secured, then the plan does
not comply with 11 U.S.C. § 1325(b) because the debtor is not devoting all
projected disposable income to the payment of unsecured claims.  This argument
is made on the basis that certain expenses on Schedule J are not reasonable and
necessary.

However, the court is required to determine whether a debtor with over-median
income has projected disposable income solely by examining Form 22C.  See In re
Kagenveama, 2008 WL 2485570 (9  Cir. June 23, 2008), requiring a somewhatth

mechanical application of section 1325(b).  According to the Form 22C filed in
this case, the debtor is an over-median income debtor.  Hence, the expenses
deductible from the debtor’s current monthly income must be taken from Part IV
of Form 22C.  Those deductions are based on a combination of IRS standards and
the debtor’s actual secured debt payments.  The permissible deductions are then
carried to Part V of the form and deducted from the debtor’s current monthly
income.  At Part V, the debtor reports having monthly projected disposable
income of $812.17.

Under the terms of the plan, a 36.2% dividend will be paid on account of an
estimated $134,750 in unsecured claims.  This amounts to a total of $48,779.50
over 60 months, a monthly average of $812.99.  Hence, the plan complies with
section 1325(b).
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18. 08-29494-A-13G GROVER/CARIDA JOHNSON HEARING - MOTION FOR
ND #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
BANK OF AMERICA, N.A., VS. 11-25-08  [28]

9  Telephone Appearance
:  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be denied.

There is a confirmed plan in this case.  That plan provides for the movant’s
claim in Class 2.  Class 2 is reserved for secured claims that will be paid in
full through the plan.

However, the plan was accompanied by a valuation motion concerning the movant’s
collateral, the debtor’s residence.  That motion was granted, without
opposition, at a hearing on October 14, 2008 (although counsel for the debtor
has yet to lodge a proposed order).  According to the ruling appended to the
minutes, the court determined that the subject property had a value of $396,500
and was encumbered by a senior deed of trust held by GMAC Mortgage and securing
a claim of $595,106.  Therefore, after applying 11 U.S.C. § 506(a), as
interpreted by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir. 2002) and In re Lam, 211th

B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997), the court valued the movant’s collateral asth

having no value.  It has no secured claim in this case to pay.  While its deed
of trust must remain of record until the completion of the plan, it is entitled
to no payment through the plan.  As a result, the absence of payments to the
movant is not cause for relief from the automatic stay because the plan is not
in default and the movant is entitled to nothing.  There is no cause for relief
from the automatic stay.  See 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1).

The loan documentation contains an attorney’s fee provision.  However, because
the movant has not prevailed and did not have cause to file the motion at the
time it was filed, all fees and costs incurred by the movant in connection with
this motion are disallowed for all purposes and in all contexts.  Further,
because California law makes attorney’s fees reciprocal even in the absence of
an express contract provision, see Cal. Civil Code § 1717, the fees and costs
of the debtor and trustee will be assessed against the movant.  They are the
prevailing parties and are entitled to those fees and costs.  See Travelers
Cas.and Sur. Co. v. P.G.&E, 127 S.Ct. 1199 (2007); In re Hoopai, 369 B.R. 506
(B.A.P. 9  Cir. 2007).th
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THE FINAL RULINGS BEGIN HERE

19. 08-34804-A-13G CALVIN/RENEE KEE HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF CHASE HOME

FINANCE
11-14-08  [17]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$195,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Bank of America.  The first deed of trust secures a loan
with a balance of approximately $327,000 as of the petition date.  Therefore,
Chase Home Finance’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely
under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured
claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary



January 5, 2009 at 9:00 a.m.

- Page 16 -

proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $195,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

20. 08-35505-A-13G KRISTINA BAZAN HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF HSBC AUTO

FINANCE
11-17-08  [14]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The valuation motion pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a)
will be granted.  The motion is accompanied by the debtor’s declaration.  The
debtor is the owner of the subject property.  In the debtor’s opinion, the
subject property had a value of $11,175 as of the date the petition was filed
and the effective date of the plan.  Given the absence of contrary evidence,
the debtor’s opinion of value is conclusive.  See Enewally v. Washington Mutual
Bank (In re Enewally), 368 F.3d 1165 (9  Cir. 2004).  Therefore, $11,175 ofth

the respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim.  When the respondent is
paid $11,175 and subject to the completion of the plan, its secured claim shall
be satisfied in full and the collateral free of the respondent’s lien. 
Provided a timely proof of claim is filed, the remainder of its claim is
allowed as a general unsecured claim unless previously paid by the trustee as a
secured claim.
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21. 08-24107-A-13G JEFFREY/JENNIFER SPARKMAN HEARING - MOTION TO
WKM #3 MODIFY CONFIRMED FIRST AMENDED

CHAPTER 13 PLAN
12-2-08  [39]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

First, the proof of service does not indicate that the proposed plan was
served.  Because the motion does not adequately summarize all plan terms, the
plan must be served.  Because it was not, notice and service are defective. 
See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3015(d) & (g).

Second, Local Bankruptcy Rule 2002-1(c) provides that notices in adversary
proceedings and contested matters that are served on the IRS shall be mailed to
three entities at three different addresses: (1) IRS, P.O. Box 21126,
Philadelphia, PA 19114; (2) United States Attorney, for the IRS, 501 I Street,
Suite 10-100, Sacramento, CA 95814; and (3) United States Department of
Justice, Civil Trial Section, Western Region, Box 683, Franklin Station,
Washington, D.C. 20044.

Service in this case is deficient because the IRS was served only at the first
address.

22. 08-23017-A-13G AARON/ELIZABETH MCANALLY HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 CONFIRM FIRST AMENDED CHAPTER 13

PLAN
11-17-08  [42]

Final Ruling: This motion to confirm a modified plan proposed prior to
confirmation of a plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by Local
Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1), General Order 05-03, ¶ 8(a), and Fed. R. Bankr.
R. 2002(b).  The failure of the trustee, the U.S. Trustee, creditors, and any
other party in interest to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the sustaining of the objection.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d
52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alterth

the relief requested by the debtor, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

respondents’ defaults are entered and the matter will be resolved without oral
argument.

The motion will be granted.  The plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 and
1325(a) and is therefore confirmed.

23. 08-35019-A-13G VICTORIANO/VICTORIA HERRERA HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF WAMU

11-18-08  [15]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
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will be resolved without oral argument.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$125,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Citimortgage.  The first deed of trust secures a loan
with a balance of approximately $234,100 as of the petition date.  Therefore,
WAMU’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely under-
collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured claim. 
See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
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U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $125,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

24. 08-30920-A-13G LUIS/ROSA MONTES HEARING - MOTION TO
RLH #2 CONFIRM AMENDED CHAPTER 13 PLAN

11-25-08  [34]

Final Ruling: This motion to confirm a modified plan proposed after
confirmation of a plan  has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1), General Order 05-03, ¶ 8(b), and Fed. R.
Bankr. R. 3015(g).  The failure of the trustee, the U.S. Trustee, creditors,
and any other party in interest to file written opposition at least 14 days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is
considered as consent to the sustaining of the objection.  Cf. Ghazali v.
Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will notth

materially alter the relief requested by the debtor, an actual hearing is
unnecessary.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006). th

Therefore, the respondents’ defaults are entered and the matter will be
resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted.  The modified plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§
1322(a) & (b), 1323(c), 1325(a), and 1329.

25. 08-31936-A-13G KEITH/BERNADETTE KING HEARING - MOTION TO
JCK #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF COUNTRYWIDE

HOME LOANS
12-2-08  [14]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$250,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Countrywide.  The first deed of trust secures a loan with
a balance of approximately $336,526 as of the petition date.  Therefore,
Countrywide’s other claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely
under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured
claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
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secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $250,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th
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26. 08-22444-A-13G DIONICIO/KARINA PEREZ HEARING - MOTION TO
JCK #5 MODIFY CONFIRMED CHAPTER 13 PLAN

12-2-08  [96]

Final Ruling: This motion to confirm a modified plan proposed after
confirmation of a plan  has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1), General Order 05-03, ¶ 8(b), and Fed. R.
Bankr. R. 3015(g).  The failure of the trustee, the U.S. Trustee, creditors,
and any other party in interest to file written opposition at least 14 days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is
considered as consent to the sustaining of the objection.  Cf. Ghazali v.
Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will notth

materially alter the relief requested by the debtor, an actual hearing is
unnecessary.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006). th

Therefore, the respondents’ defaults are entered and the matter will be
resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted.  The modified plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§
1322(a) & (b), 1323(c), 1325(a), and 1329.

27. 08-30745-A-13G JEFF/PAM BOND HEARING - MOTION TO
TPH #5 VALUE COLLATERAL OF NATIONAL CITY

MORTGAGE
11-19-08  [58]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$525,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Guaranty Bank.  The first deed of trust secures a loan
with a balance of approximately $531,550 as of the petition date.  Therefore,
National City Mortgage’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely
under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured
claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).
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Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $525,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

28. 08-30745-A-13G JEFF/PAM BOND HEARING - MOTION TO
TPH #6 AVOID LIEN
VS. JUDY THOMASON 11-19-08  [62]

Final Ruling: This motion to avoid a judicial lien has been set for hearing on
the notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the
trustee and the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is
considered as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46
F.3d 52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materiallyth

alter the relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is
unnecessary.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006). th
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Therefore, the defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered
and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(1)(A).  The subject
real property has a value of $525,000 as of the date of the petition.  The
unavoidable liens total $531,550.  The debtor has an available exemption of
$470.  The respondent holds a judicial lien created by the recordation of an
abstract of judgment in the chain of title of the subject real property.  After
application of the arithmetical formula required by 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(A),
there is no equity to support the judicial lien.  Therefore, the fixing of this
judicial lien impairs the debtor’s exemption of the real property and its
fixing is avoided subject to 11 U.S.C. § 349(b)(1)(B).

29. 08-30745-A-13G JEFF/PAM BOND HEARING - MOTION TO
TPH #7 AVOID LIEN
VS. RICHARD DELATORRE 11-19-08  [65]

Final Ruling: This motion to avoid a judicial lien has been set for hearing on
the notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the
trustee and the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is
considered as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46
F.3d 52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materiallyth

alter the relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is
unnecessary.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006). th

Therefore, the defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered
and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(1)(A).  The subject
real property has a value of $525,000 as of the date of the petition.  The
unavoidable liens total $531,550.  The debtor has an available exemption of
$470.  The respondent holds a judicial lien created by the recordation of an
abstract of judgment in the chain of title of the subject real property.  After
application of the arithmetical formula required by 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(A),
there is no equity to support the judicial lien.  Therefore, the fixing of this
judicial lien impairs the debtor’s exemption of the real property and its
fixing is avoided subject to 11 U.S.C. § 349(b)(1)(B).

30. 08-35947-A-13G ALFIE FRANCIS HEARING - MOTION FOR
TJS #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A., VS. 12-3-08  [12]

Final Ruling: This motion for relief from the automatic stay has been set for
hearing on the notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The
failure of the debtor and the trustee to file written opposition at least 14
days prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii)
is considered as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran,
46 F.3d 52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materiallyth

alter the relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is
unnecessary.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006). th

Therefore, the defaults of the above-mentioned parties in interest are entered
and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) to permit the
movant to repossess its collateral, to dispose of it pursuant to applicable
law, and to use the proceeds from its disposition to satisfy its claim.  No
other relief is awarded.  The plan classifies the movant’s claim as a Class 4
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secured claim.  It requires the debtor to make direct installment payments to
the movant according to the terms of the underlying contract.  The claim is not
impaired in any respect by the plan.  The motion establishes that the debtor
has failed to make two monthly pre-petition installments to movant.  This is
cause to terminate the automatic stay.  See Ellis v. Parr (In re Ellis), 60
B.R. 432, 434-435 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1985).th

Because the movant has not established that the value of its collateral exceeds
the amount of its claim, the court awards no fees and costs.  11 U.S.C. §
506(b).

The 10-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4001(a)(3) is ordered waived.

31. 08-36549-A-13G JOSE/BLANCA HERNANDEZ HEARING - MOTION TO
MJH #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF COUNTRYWIDE

HOME LOANS
12-8-08  [12]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

A motion is a contested matter and it must be served like a summons and a
complaint.  See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9014 incorporating by reference Fed. R.
Bankr. P. 7004.  Service of the motion did not comply with Fed. R. Bankr. P.
7004(b)(3) and 9014(b).  The motion must be served to the attention of an
officer, a managing or general agent, or other agent authorized by appointment
or law to receive service of process for the respondent creditor.  The motion
was simply sent to the corporation.  Cf. ECMC v. Repp (In re Repp), 307 B.R.
144 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 2004) (service in accordance with Fed. R. Bankr. P.th

2002(b) does not satisfy the service requirements of Fed. R. Bankr. P.
7004(b)).

32. 08-32850-A-13G TERRY/CHRISTINE MONGSENE HEARING - AMENDED MOTION TO
JCK #2 VALUE COLLATERAL WELLS FARGO

FINANCIAL NATIONAL BANK
12-3-08  [25]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The valuation motion pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a)
will be granted.  The motion is accompanied by the debtor’s declaration.  The
debtor is the owner of the subject property.  In the debtor’s opinion, the
subject property had a value of $1,500 as of the date the petition was filed
and the effective date of the plan.  Given the absence of contrary evidence,
the debtor’s opinion of value is conclusive.  See Enewally v. Washington Mutual
Bank (In re Enewally), 368 F.3d 1165 (9  Cir. 2004).  Therefore, $1,500 of theth

respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim.  When the respondent is paid
$1,500 and subject to the completion of the plan, its secured claim shall be
satisfied in full and the collateral free of the respondent’s lien.  Provided a
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timely proof of claim is filed, the remainder of its claim is allowed as a
general unsecured claim unless previously paid by the trustee as a secured
claim.

33. 08-36550-A-13G CHRIS/AMY CARLILE HEARING - MOTION TO
MJH #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF HSBC AUTO

12-8-08  [14]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

A motion is a contested matter and it must be served like a summons and a
complaint.  See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9014 incorporating by reference Fed. R.
Bankr. P. 7004.  Service of the motion did not comply with Fed. R. Bankr. P.
7004(b)(3) and 9014(b).  The motion must be served to the attention of an
officer, a managing or general agent, or other agent authorized by appointment
or law to receive service of process for the respondent creditor.  The motion
was simply sent to the corporation.  Cf. ECMC v. Repp (In re Repp), 307 B.R.
144 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 2004) (service in accordance with Fed. R. Bankr. P.th

2002(b) does not satisfy the service requirements of Fed. R. Bankr. P.
7004(b)).

34. 08-29858-A-13G ARTHUR/EVANN MATEDNE HEARING - MOTION TO
CLH #3 VALUE COLLATERAL OF NATIONAL CITY

MORTGAGE
12-2-08  [32]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$317,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by National City Mortgage.  The first deed of trust secures
a loan with a balance of approximately $426,725 as of the petition date. 
Therefore, National City Mortgage’s other claim secured by a junior deed of
trust is completely under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be
allowed as a secured claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
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$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $317,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

35. 08-35163-A-13G TIFFANY POE HEARING - OBJECTION TO
RDG #2 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY TRUSTEE

12-8-08  [25]

Final Ruling: The objection will be dismissed because it is moot.  The case
was previously dismissed.
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36. 08-34874-A-13G CHARLES/ELIZABETH SHELTON HEARING - MOTION TO
KAK #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF SIGMA HOME

LOANS
12-4-08  [14]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$325,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Wachovia.  The first deed of trust secures a loan with a
balance of approximately $339,136.21 as of the petition date.  Therefore, Sigma
Home Loan’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely under-
collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured claim. 
See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st

Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
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such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $325,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

37. 08-34874-A-13G CHARLES/ELIZABETH SHELTON HEARING - MOTION TO
KAK #2 VALUE COLLATERAL OF WACHOVIA

12-4-08  [19]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the trustee and
the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to
the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered
as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9  Cir. 2006).  Therefore, theth

defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered and the matter
will be resolved without oral argument.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$325,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Wachovia.  The first deed of trust secures a loan with a
balance of approximately $339,136.21 as of the petition date.  Therefore,
Wachovia’s other claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely under-
collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured claim. 
See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

Any assertion that the respondent’s claim cannot be modified because it is
secured only by a security interest in real property that is the debtor’s
principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1997).  See also In reth

Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5  Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11  Cir.th th

2000); McDonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3  Cir. 2000); and Domestic Bank v. Mann (In re Mann), 249 B.R. 831, 840rd

(B.A.P. 1  Cir. 2000).st
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Because the claim is completely under-secured, no interest need be paid on the
claim except to the extent otherwise required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  If
the secured claim is $0, because the value of the respondent’s collateral is
$0, no interest need be paid pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(ii).

Any argument that the plan, by valuing the respondent’s security and providing
the above treatment, violates In re Hobdy, 130 B.R. 318 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 1991),th

will be overruled.  The plan is not an objection to the respondent’s proof of
claim pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007 and 11 U.S.C. § 502.  The plan makes
provision for the treatment of the claim and all other claims, and a separate
valuation motion has been filed and served as permitted by Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).  The plan was served by the trustee on all
creditors, and the motion to value collateral was served by the debtor with a
notice that the collateral for the respondent’s claim would be valued.  That
motion is supported by a declaration of the debtor as to the value of the real
property.  There is nothing about the process for considering the valuation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

To the extent the respondent objects to valuation of its collateral in a
contested matter rather than an adversary proceeding, the objection is
overruled.  Valuations pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 506(a) and Fed. R. Bankr. P.
3012 are contested matters and do not require the filing of an adversary
proceeding.  Further, even if considered in the nature of a claim objection, an
adversary proceeding is not required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3007.  It is only when
such a motion or objection is joined with a request to determine the extent,
validity or priority of a security interest, or a request to avoid a lien that
an adversary proceeding is required.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001(2).  The court is
not determining the validity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest.  The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
is completed.  This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).  Once the plan
is completed, if the respondent will not reconvey its deed of trust, the court
will entertain an adversary proceeding.  See also 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B)(i).

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled.  According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $325,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

38. 08-26584-A-13G ANGELA BASS HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #2 MODIFY DEBTORS’ CONFIRMED CHAPTER

13 PLAN
12-1-08  [44]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.
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The certificate of service for the motion indicates that it was served on the
persons identified on an appended list.  No such list is appended.  Therefore,
there is no proof that all parties in interest were served with the motion.

39. 08-36095-A-13G AARON/MIRANDA GREENMYER HEARING - MOTION TO
CLH #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF MOKELUMNE

FEDERAL CREDIT UNION
11-26-08  [12]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

A motion is a contested matter and it must be served like a summons and a
complaint.  See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9014 incorporating by reference Fed. R.
Bankr. P. 7004.  Service of the motion did not comply with Fed. R. Bankr. P.
7004(b)(3) and 9014(b).  The motion must be served to the attention of an
officer, a managing or general agent, or other agent authorized by appointment
or law to receive service of process for the respondent creditor.  The motion
was simply sent to the corporation.  Cf. ECMC v. Repp (In re Repp), 307 B.R.
144 (B.A.P. 9  Cir. 2004) (service in accordance with Fed. R. Bankr. P.th

2002(b) does not satisfy the service requirements of Fed. R. Bankr. P.
7004(b)).
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