UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Eastern District of California

Honorable Michael S. McManus
Bankruptcy Judge
Modesto, California

July 27,2009 at 2:00 p.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 16. 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 AUGUST 24, 2009 AT 2:00 P.M.
OPPOSITION MUST BE FILED AND SERVED BY AUGUST 10, 2009, AND ANY REPLY MUST BE FILED
AND SERVED BY AUGUST 17, 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 17
THROUGH 60. 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 AUGUST 10, 2009, AT 1:30 P.M.
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Matters called beginning at 2:00 p.m.

09-91508-A-13G ANTHONY AVILA HEARING - ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE RE DISMISSAL OF CASE OR
IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS
6-25-09 [16]

O Telephone Appearance
R Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The order to show cause will be discharged as moot.

The petition was filed on May 22. The debtor has not filed any schedules or
statements required by 11 U.S.C. § 521(a) (1l). The time to file those documents
expired on June 6. See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 1007 (c).

Further, when schedules and statements are not filed by the 45 day of a case,
the case is automatically dismissed on the 46" day. See 11 U.S.C. §

521(i) (1). 1In this case, the 45 day was July 6. The schedules and
statements were not filed on or before the 45 day. Thus, on July 7, the
petition was automatically dismissed.

Despite discharging the order to show cause, the court will confirm the prior
automatic dismissal of the petition. See 11 U.S.C. § 521(1) (2).

09-91311-A-13G DANNIE/BARBARA ASHWORTH HEARING - MOTION FOR
REM #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
KEYBANK, VS. 7-1-09 [18]

R Telephone Appearance
R 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. §
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506 (b) .

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

09-91511-A-13G PATRICIA HINDMAN HEARING - MOTION FOR
HRH #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
FIRST FEDERAL BANK OF CALIFORNIA, VS. 7-10-09 [22]

R Telephone Appearance
R 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.

To the extent the motion seeks to terminate the automatic stay, the motion is
moot because the debtor failed to file schedules and statements. The petition
was filed on May 22. When schedules and statements are not filed by the 45
day after the filing of the petition, the petition is automatically dismissed
on the 46* day, which in this case was July 7. See 11 U.S.C. § 521(i).
Because of this prior automatic dismissal, the automatic stay expired as a
matter of law. See 11 U.S.C. § 362 (c) (1) & (c) (2).

11 U.S.C. § 362(d) (4) provides that “[o]ln request of a party in interest and
after notice and a hearing, the court shall grant relief from the stay provided
under subsection (a) of this section, such as by terminating, annulling,
modifying, or conditioning such stay — (4) with respect to a stay of an act
against real property under subsection (a), by a creditor whose claim is
secured by an interest in such real property, if the court finds that the
filing of the petition was part of a scheme to delay, hinder, and defraud
creditors that involved either — (A) transfer of all or part ownership of, or
other interest in, such real property without the consent of the secured
creditor or court approval; or (B) multiple bankruptcy filings affecting such
real property.”

Section 362 (d) (4) implicates 11 U.S.C. § 362 (b) (20). Section 362(b) (20) is an
“in rem” exception to the automatic stay. If the court grants relief in this
case under section 362 (d) (4), but then another petition is filed by any debtor
who claims an interest in the subject real property, section 362 (b) (20)
provides that the automatic stay does not operate in the second case so as to
prevent the enforcement of a lien or security interest in the subject real
property. The exception to the automatic stay in the second case is effective
for 2 years after the entry of the order under section 362 (d) (4) in the first
case.

A debtor in the subsequent bankruptcy case, however, may move for relief from
the in rem order. The request for relief from the in rem order may be premised
upon “changed circumstances or for other good cause shown. "
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The movant here is entitled to relief under section 362(d) (4). That is, this
petition is “part of a scheme to delay, hinder, and defraud creditors. "
This scheme involved the “transfer of all or part ownership of, or other
interest in, such real property without the consent of the secured creditor or
court approval.”

There have been at least six chapter 13 bankruptcy cases filed since January
2008 that have, by virtue of the imposition of the automatic stay, prevented
the movant from conducting a nonjudicial foreclosure. See Minutes of hearing
on June 29, 2009, Case No. 09-91252-A-13G, In re Victoria Vargas.

The scheme is described in the motion. Briefly, the borrower transferred the
property into a trust which then transferred the property into an entity called

Pacifica Group 49/II. Then several individuals, including this debtor, filed a
sequence of chapter 13 petitions. Those individuals purported to being doing
business as Pacifica Group 49/II. 1In each of the prior cases, the automatic

stay was terminated, the case was dismissed, or the property was surrendered to
the movant.

The court concludes that the foregoing is ample proof that the debtor is part
of a scheme utilizing repetitive petitions and unauthorized transfers of the
subject property for the sole purpose of frustrating a foreclosure and without
any intention of prosecuting a chapter 13 case to effect a financial
reorganization. This is evident from both the number of petitions filed, their
sequential timing, and the utter failure of each of the debtors to prosecute
their cases, confirm plans, and pay the movant. Bankruptcy petitions are being
filed solely or primarily to acquire the automatic stay but without any
intention of reorganizing the debtors’ financial affairs.

In this case, this is evident from the debtor’s failure to file a certificate
of credit counseling, any schedules and statements, and a proposed plan.

This case must have been filed solely to acquire the automatic stay in order to
hinder, delay, and defraud the movant.

Therefore, even though the automatic stay has expired in this case, the
automatic stay will be for a period of two years in any future case filed by
anyone claiming an interest in the subject property, provided the recordation
requirements of section 362 (d) (4) are satisfied by the movant or its successor.

The 10-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4001 (a) (3) is ordered waived.
09-91538-A-13G JAMAL HASSAN AND HEARING - ORDER TO SHOW
ALICIA WILSON CAUSE RE DISMISSAL OF CASE OR
IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS
7-1-09 [15]

O Telephone Appearance
® Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The order to show cause will be discharged.

The petition was filed on May 27. The debtor has not filed any schedules or
statements required by 11 U.S.C. § 521(a) (1). The time to file those documents
expired on June 11. See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 1007 (c).

Further, when schedules and statements are not filed by the 45" day of a case,
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the case is automatically dismissed on the 46" day. See 11 U.S.C. §
521(i) (1). 1In this case, the 45 day was July 11. The schedules and
statements were not filed on or before the 45 day. Thus, on July 12, the
petition was automatically dismissed.

Despite discharging the order to show cause as moot, the court will confirm the
prior automatic dismissal of the petition. See 11 U.S.C. § 521(1i) (2).

05-91941-A-13G JOHN/DARLA SIEREVELD HEARING - MOTION FOR
SKI #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
CHRYSLER FINANCIAL SVCS., ETC., VS. 6-17-09 [62]

K Telephone Appearance
R Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The motion will be denied.

The plan provides for payment in full of the movant’s secured claim as a Class
2 secured claim. Class 2 secured claims are paid in full through the plan and
without maintenance of post-petition contract installments. The debtor,
however, has failed to make four plan payments which prevented the trustee from
making all dividend payments to the creditor. This is a material breach of the
plan that has delayed payment of the movant’s claim while the debtor continues
to use and depreciate the movant’s collateral. This would be cause to
terminate the automatic stay were in not for the fact that the debtor proposed
and confirmed a modified plan to suspend the prior plan defaults and to pay the
movant’s claim in full.

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). In this case, by
virtue of the confirmation of the modified plan, there is no default and no
cause for termination of the stay.

09-90846-A-13G JOHN/KIMBERLY ANDREWS HEARING - MOTION TO
SDM #1 VACATE ORDER DISMISSING CASE
6-24-09 [34]

O Telephone Appearance
R Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The motion will be denied.
This case was filed on March 30. Therefore, a proposed plan should have been
filed no later than April 14. See Fed. R. Bankr. R. 3015(b). The debtors did

not propose a plan within this deadline. While the plan was filed on May 12,
this was after the trustee set the meeting of creditors. As a result, the
trustee was unable to serve the proposed plan on all creditors as required by

Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3015 and by General Order 05-03, 9 3(a) (1). This meant that
it was incumbent on the debtors to serve the proposed plan and a motion to
confirm it on all parties in interest. See General Order 05-03, 991 3(a) (2) &
8(a). No such motion was filed and served.

These failures prompted the motion to file and serve a dismissal motion. The
hearing on that motion was on May 18. The debtors neither filed written
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opposition to the motion nor appeared at the hearing. As a result, and for
good cause, the court then dismissed the case on May 20. More than a month
later, the debtors filed a motion to vacate the dismissal order.

The legal basis for the motion is not articulated. Presumably, the motion is
brought pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b). That is, through excusable neglect
of the debtors or their counsel, the case was dismissed. However, no excusable
neglect has been demonstrated.

The debtors have given the court absolutely no explanation for their failure to
defend against the dismissal motion. They must show, not just that they had a
viable defense to that motion, but that through excusable neglect, they failed
to contest that motion in a timely manner. This has not been done.

09-91546-A-13G BASILIO GONZALEZ HEARING - ORDER TO SHOW
CAUSE RE DISMISSAL OF CASE OR
IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS
6-30-09 [15]

O Telephone Appearance
® Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The order to show cause will be discharged.

The petition was filed on May 27. The debtor has not filed any schedules or
statements required by 11 U.S.C. § 521(a) (1). The time to file those documents
expired on June 11. See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 1007 (c).

Further, when schedules and statements are not filed by the 45" day of a case,
the case is automatically dismissed on the 46" day. See 11 U.S.C. §

521(i) (1). 1In this case, the 45 day was July 11. The schedules and
statements were not filed on or before the 45™ day. Thus, on July 12, the
petition was automatically dismissed.

Despite discharging the order to show cause as moot, the court will confirm the
prior automatic dismissal of the petition. See 11 U.S.C. § 521(1) (2).

09-90847-A-13G AARON/JAMIE MAREZ HEARING - MOTION TO
DN #1 CONFIRM AMENDED PLAN
6-16-09 [30]

X Telephone Appearance
® Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

First, the plan is not feasible as witnessed by the failure of the debtor to
make plan payments totaling $2,796. The plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §
1325 (a) (6) .

Second, the debtors have failed to provide evidence to the trustee that their
vehicles are insured.

The debtor is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1326(a) (4) to provide proof of insurance
covering personal property subject to a lease or that is security for a
purchase money debt within 60 days of the filing of the petition.
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10.

Further, the plan provides: “Debtor shall maintain insurance as required by
any law or contract and Debtor shall provide evidence of that insurance as
required by section 1326(a) (4).”

09-91347-A-13G PATRICIA STILL HEARING - OBJECTION TO
PD #1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY U.S. BANK
7-8-09 [22]

R Telephone Appearance
R 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, 9 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 plan provides for the objecting creditor’s claim in Class 1 (although the
plan identifies the claimant as Wells Fargo). Class 1 is reserved for secured
claims that are in default as of the petition date. The plan provides for the
cure of the arrearage and the maintenance of post-petition contract installment
payments. In this instance, there are two problems.

First, the plan provides for no dividend to be paid on account of the pre-
petition arrearage. Instead, the additional provisions of the plan specify
that the arrearage will be cured through a loan modification. From the
objection it is clear that the creditor has not agreed to any modification.
And, there is no evidence that a modification has been agreed to by the
creditor or that the debtor has a right to a modification under some applicable
nonbankruptcy law.

Second, the debtor has substantially understated the ongoing mortgage
installment. This will impact the feasibility of the plan.

07-90455-A-13G BARBARA ALANIS HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #2 MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
6-23-09 [39]

O Telephone Appearance
® Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

The plan is not feasible as witnessed by the failure of the debtor to make plan
payments totaling $895. The plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (6).
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08-92758-A-13G DAVID/RENEE LAWRENCE HEARING - MOTION TO
TPH #4 CONFIRM FOURTH AMENDED PLAN
6-8-09 [47]

O Telephone Appearance
R Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

The plan is not feasible as witnessed by the failure of the debtor to make plan
payments totaling $898.30. The plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §
1325 (a) (6) .

09-90375-A-13G ROBERTA ELLEDGE HEARING - MOTION TO
DCJ #1 CONFIRM FIRST AMENDED PLAN
6-16-09 [32]

O Telephone Appearance
R Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

First, in violation of General Order 05-05 and an order entered in this case on
the date of filing, the debtor has failed to provide the trustee with employer
payment advices for the 60-day period preceding the filing of the petition.

Second, 11 U.S.C. § 521 (e) (2) (B) & (C) requires the court to dismiss a petition
if an individual chapter 7 or 13 debtor fails to provide to the case trustee a
copy of the debtor’s federal income tax return for the most recent tax year
ending before the filing of the petition. This return must be produced seven
days prior to the date first set for the meeting of creditors. The failure to
provide the return to the trustee justifies dismissal and denial of
confirmation. In addition to the requirement of section 521 (e) (2) that the
petition be dismissed, an uncodified provision of the Bankruptcy Abuse
Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of 2005 found at section 1228 (a) of
BAPCPA provides that in chapter 11 and 13 cases the court shall not confirm a
plan of an individual debtor unless requested tax documents have been turned
over. This has not been done.

Third, because the debtor is not eligible for chapter 13 relief, the court
cannot confirm the plan. 11 U.S.C. § 109(e) requires that chapter 13 debtors
have no more than $1,010,650 in secured debt. According to the debtor’s
schedules, the debtor’s secured debt is $1,139,831. Because this is over the
limit set by section 109(e), no plan can be confirmed. See 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a) (1) .

09-91276-A-13G LORAN SMITH HEARING - OBJECTION TO
RDG #3 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY TRUSTEE
7-1-09 [37]

R Telephone Appearance
R 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
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15.

General Order 05-03, 9 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 plan is not feasible as required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (6). During the
first five months of the plan, to fully fund all dividends and expenses the
trustee must pay out to creditors the debtor must pay to the trustee $2,110.
The plan provides for only $2,019. The plan is underfunded.

09-91379-A-13G CHARLES MATTHEWS HEARING - OBJECTION TO

KAT #1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY HSBC
MORTGAGE CORP.
7-1-09 [14]

X 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, 9 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 that the debtor failed to commence making plan payments will be
overruled because it is supported by no evidence. Further, the trustee has not
reported a payment default.

The objection that the plan does not provide for the movant’s secured claim
will be sustained. While the plan provides for the maintenance of contract
installment payments, it fails to provide for the pre-petition arrearage. This
does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 (b) (5) & 1325(a) (5) (B).

09-91290-A-13G JOSE/MARI JIMENEZ CONT. HEARING - OBJECTION TO

JDL #1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY DOWNEY
SAVINGS & LOAN ASSN., F.A.
5-28-09 [16]

X 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, 9 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
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16.

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 plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (5) (B) for two reasons.

First, because the plan understates the pre-petition arrearage, the proposed
dividend will not result in its payment in full. Second, because the objecting
creditor’s loan documentation requires that delingquent interest and principal
be capitalized, the plan must provide for interest to accrue on the pre-
petition arrearage. See 11 U.S.C. § 1322(e). The plan does not do so.

The objecting creditor shall show cause why it and its counsel should not be
sanctioned due to their failure to comply with the Notice of Commencement of
the Case. The plan was served with that Notice and the Notice informed all
creditors that objections to the confirmation of the plan should be filed and
served no later than July 1 and set for hearing on July 27. Counsel and the
objecting creditor apparently ignored that notice by setting the hearing on the
objection on June 29.

09-91290-A-13G JOSE/MARI JIMENEZ HEARING - OBJECTION TO
RDG #2 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY TRUSTEE
7-1-09 [30]

X 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, 9 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 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.
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FINAL RULINGS BEGIN HERE

09-91700-A-13G CARL/DONNA MCCUTCHEON HEARING - MOTION TO
SSA #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF CITIMORTGAGE
6-15-09 [9]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$242,000 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 $271,000 as of the petition date.
Therefore, CitiMortgage’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5 Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11" Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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
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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 wvalidity 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) (1).

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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $242,000. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

05-93204-A-13G GARY ALLISON HEARING - MOTION TO
RWG #1 MODIFY PLAN AFTER CONFIRMATION
6-12-09 [36]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

First, 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, 2500 Tulare
Street, Suite 4401, Fresno, CA 93721-1318; 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 not served at any of
these addresses.

Second, Local Bankruptcy Rule 2002-1(b) provides that notices in adversary
proceedings and contested matters that are served on the various state and
federal agencies shall be to particular addresses that can be found on the
Roster of Public Agencies maintained by the clerk of court.

The Roster provides that service of motions and notices on the California
Franchise Tax Board shall be mailed to PO Box 2952, Sacramento, CA 95812-2952

Service in this case is deficient because the FTB was not served at the above
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address.

09-91507-A-13G RICKY/CARMELITA RAMOS HEARING - MOTION TO
CFH #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF CITIBANK N.A.
6-10-09 [11]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$139,500 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 $311,500 as of the petition date. Therefore,
Nation Point Loan Service’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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
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21.

22.

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 wvalidity 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) (1).

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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $139,500. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

09-90410-A-13G MICHAEL/CAROL CURRY HEARING - MOTION TO
CJY #2 CONFIRM FIRST MODIFIED PLAN
6-10-09 [34]

Final Ruling: The debtor has voluntarily dismissed the motion.

09-91311-A-13G DANNIE/BARBARA ASHWORTH HEARING - OBJECTION TO

MET #1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND TO MOTION
TO VALUE COLLATERAL BY AMERICAN
HONDA FINANCE CORPORATION
6-16-09 [14]

Final Ruling: The objecting party has voluntarily dismissed the objection.

09-90016-A-13G EKALATH/PHAICHARIN AROUNSACK HEARING - MOTION TO
TPH #4 CONFIRM FOURTH AMENDED PLAN
6-8-09 [61]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

According to the certificate of service, only three of the eleven creditors
listed on the master address list filed by the debtor were served with the
proposed plan and the motion. All creditors must receive notice. See Fed. R.
Bankr. R. 2002 (b). Because this did not occur, notice is deficient.
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24.

25.

08-91817-A-13G JOSE FELIX AND HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #3 ROSALINDA MUNOZ MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
6-23-09 [81]

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, 1 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 not
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).
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.

09-91320-A-13G JESUS SALDANA HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF AMERICREDIT
6-25-09 [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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the 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 $11,962 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, $11,962 of
the respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim. When the respondent is
paid $11,962, 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.

08-91122-A-13G KATHLEEN KIRROS HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #5 MODIFY CONFIRMED 13 PLAN
6-19-09 [60]

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, 1 8(b), and Fed. R.
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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 not
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).
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.

09-90522-A-13G BRANDON/JALYNNE TAPIA HEARING - MOTION TO
SDM #2 VALUE COLLATERAL OF WELLS FARGO
6-24-09 [43]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$200,000 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Wells Fargo Home Mortgage. The first deed of trust
secures a loan with a balance of approximately $311,811 as of the petition
date. Therefore, Wells Fargo’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11" Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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
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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) (1) .

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 wvalue 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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $200,000. 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).

08-90723-A-13G ERICK/CATHY WINCHESTER HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #2 OBTAIN DISCHARGE
6-19-09 [41]

Final Ruling: This motion for entry of a chapter 13 discharge 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 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). Therefore, the defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor
are entered and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.
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The motion for entry of a chapter 13 discharge will be granted.

First, the trustee has filed a final report and the time to file objections to
it have expired. His report demonstrates that the debtors have made the
payments required by the plan and that the trustee has made the payments to
creditors required by the plan. The requirement imposed by 11 U.S.C. § 1328 (a)
that the debtors receive a discharge only after completion of all payments
under the plan has been satisfied. See In re Avery, 272 B.R. 718 (Bankr. E.D.
Cal. 2002); In re Estrada, 322 B.R. 149 (Bankr. E.D. Cal. 2005).

Second, the debtors have filed their certificate in connection with this motion
that they are not required by a judicial or administrative order, or by
statute, to pay a domestic support obligation. See 11 U.S.C. § 1328(a). No
objection has been filed to that certificate and the time to file an objection
has expired.

Third, the debtors have filed certificates that they have completed their post-
petition instructional course concerning personal financial management as
described in 11 U.S.C. § 111. This satisfies 11 U.S.C. § 1328(g) (1).

Fourth, by service of this motion, the debtors have given all creditors notice
that 11 U.S.C. § 522 (qg) (1) is not applicable to them, and that there is no
pending proceeding in which the debtors, or either of them, may be found guilty
of a felony of the kind described in section 522 (qg) (1) (A) or liable for a debt
of the kind specified in section 522 (g) (1) (B) . No creditor has objected to
this notice. This satisfies the requirements of 11 U.S.C. § 1328 (h).

Finally, the debtors have not received a discharge in a chapter 7, 11, or 12
case during the four years preceding the filing of this case nor have they
received a chapter 13 discharge in the two years preceding the filing of this
case. See 11 U.S.C. § 1328(f).

Therefore, no earlier than 10 days after the hearing on this motion, the clerk
shall enter the debtors’ discharge.

08-91928-A-13G ANTONIO/MARIA GONZALEZ HEARING - OBJECTION TO
FW #2 CLAIM ERS/WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK
5-29-09 [35]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of ERS/Washington Mutual
Bank has been set for hearing on at least 44 days’ notice to the claimant as
required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 3007-1(c) (1) (ii). The failure of the
claimant to file written opposition at least 14 calendar days prior to the
hearing 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 alter the relief requested by the objecting party, an
actual hearing is unnecessary. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592
(9*® Cir. 2006). Therefore, the claimant’s default is entered and the
objection will be resolved without oral argument.

The objection will be sustained. The last date to file a timely proof of claim
was January 27, 2009. The proof of claim was filed on January 29, 2009.
Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 502 (b) (9) and Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3002(c), the claim is
disallowed because it is untimely. See In re Osborne, 76 F.3d 306 (9" Cir.
1996); In re Edelman, 237 B.R. 146, 153 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1999); Ledlin v.

United States (In re Tomlan), 907 F.2d 114 (9* Cir. 1989); Zidell, Inc. V.
Forsch (In re Coastal Alaska), 920 F.2d 1428, 1432-33 (9* Cir. 1990).
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09-91831-A-13G JOSE GUERRERO HEARING - MOTION FOR
ADR #1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
EL SALTO INVESTMENTS, VS. 6-19-09 [9]

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 materially
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).
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). The movant
completed a nonjudicial foreclosure sale prior to the filing of the petition.
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 and the debtor has no apparent right to reorganize the debt
formerly secured by the property because of the foreclosure sale.

Because the movant does not hold an over-collateralized secured 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.

05-90435-A-13G JERRY/LAVONNA POOLE HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #7 MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
6-22-09 [75]

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, 1 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 not
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).
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.

05-91035-A-13G GEORGE/YVONNE RENTA HEARING - MOTION TO
JCK #10 MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
6-23-09 [68]

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, 1 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
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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 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).
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.

09-90835-A-13G CLINTON/LISA ROBERTS HEARING - MOTION TO
DCJ #2 CONFIRM FIRST AMENDED PLAN
6-16-09 [29]

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

The motion will be granted. 11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits the debtor to amend the
plan any time prior to confirmation. The amended plan complies with 11 U.S.C.
§§ 1322 and 1325(a) and is therefore confirmed.

09-91237-A-13G JUDITH HOBBY HEARING - MOTION TO
BAR #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF BENEFICIAL
FINANCIAL

6-17-09 [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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$148,000 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 $196,235 as of the petition date. Therefore,
Beneficial Financial’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely
under-collateralized. ©No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured
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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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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) (1) .

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 wvalue 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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
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market value of $148,000. 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).

05-91941-A-13G JOHN/DARLA SIEREVELD HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #3 MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
6-2-09 [57]

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 not
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).
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.

08-91242-A-13G RICARDO/GABRIELA SALVADOR HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #5 MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
5-28-09 [101]

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 not
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).
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.

09-91242-A-13G ROBERTO/CELIA SILVA HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF BANK OF THE
WEST

6-25-09 [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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$68,000 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Chase Home Finance. The first deed of trust secures a
loan with a balance of approximately $104,160 as of the petition date.
Therefore, Bank of the West’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5 Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11" Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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 wvalidity 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) (1).
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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 wvalue 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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $68,000. 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).

09-91243-A-13G VANESSA FLORES HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF BANK OF
AMERICA

6-25-09 [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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the 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 $14,525 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, $14,525 of
the respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim. When the respondent is
paid $14,525, 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.

09-90946-A-13G ROBERTO/ROMELIA GUTIERREZ CONT. HEARING - OBJECTION TO
RDG #1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN BY TRUSTEE
6-3-09 [15]

Final Ruling: This matter was filed pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-

1(f) (2). The respondent was not required to file written opposition prior to
the preliminary hearing. At the preliminary hearing, however, the respondent
informed the court that there was opposition to the motion. The court then set
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a briefing schedule and required the respondent to file and serve written
opposition on or before July 13. ©Nothing was filed. Therefore, the
respondent’s default is entered and, because the court will not materially
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).

The objection will be sustained in part.

According to Schedules D, E, and F, the under-collateralized portion of the
debtor’s secured debt, when added to the priority and nonpriority unsecured
debt, totals $520,410.82. This exceeds the maximum unsecured debt that a
debtor may have and be eligible for chapter 13 relief. Because the debtor is
not eligible for chapter 13 relief, the plan cannot be confirmed. See 11
U.S.C. § 1325(a) (1) .

There is no need to reach the remaining objections to confirmation.

09-90847-A-13G AARON/JAMIE MAREZ HEARING - TRUSTEE’S OBJECTION TO
RDG #2 CLAIM OF EXEMPTIONS
6-17-09 [33]

Final Ruling: This objection to the debtor’s exemptions has been set for
hearing on the notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f) (1). The
failure of the debtor 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 alter the
relief requested by the objecting party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9*® Cir. 2006). Therefore, the

debtor’s default i1s entered and the matter will be resolved without oral
argument.

The objection will be sustained.
The debtor has exempted $3,500 in jewelry pursuant to Cal. Code of Civ. Proc. §

703.140 (b) (4) . However, that exemption allows a maximum of $1,350. This
exemption is disallowed to the extent it exceeds $1,350.

09-91347-A-13G PATRICIA STILL HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF HSBC MORTGAGE
SERVICES

6-25-09 [16]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.
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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 Wells Fargo Home Mortgage. The first deed of trust
secures a loan with a balance of approximately $281,676 as of the petition
date. Therefore, HSBC Mortgage Service’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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) (1) .

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 wvalue 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 wvital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (6), and determining
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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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. 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 wvalue 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).

09-91349-A-13G THOMAS/JESSELYN DUNCAN HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF WACHOVIA MTG.
6-25-09 [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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$237,000 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Wachovia Mortgage. The first deed of trust secures a
loan with a balance of approximately $285,445 as of the petition date.
Therefore, Wachovia 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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11" Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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.
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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) (1) .

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 wvalue 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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $237,000. 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).

09-91250-A-13G BEATRIZ SALAZAR HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF CITIBANK
6-25-09 [16]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.
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The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$139,000 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Chase Manhattan Mortgage. The first deed of trust
secures a loan with a balance of approximately $152,109 as of the petition
date. Therefore, Citibank’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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) (1) .

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 wvalue 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 wvital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (6), and determining
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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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $139,000. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

08-92553-A-13G MANUEL/CARMEN INFANTE HEARING - MOTION TO
TPH #6 VALUE COLLATERAL OF FIRESIDE BANK
6-26-09 [99]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the 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 $1,200 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, $1,200 of the
respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim. When the respondent is paid
$1,200, 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.

09-91253-A-13G STEVEN/JANET WARD HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF COUNTRYWIDE
HOME LOANS

6-25-09 [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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered
and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.
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The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$260,000 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Carrington Mortgage Services. The first deed of trust
secures a loan with a balance of approximately $391,924 as of the petition
date. Therefore, Countrywide’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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) (1).

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 wvalue 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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $260,000. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

09-90357-A-13G JEREMY CURRY HEARING - MOTION FOR
TJS #2 RELTIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A., VS. 6-23-09 [68]

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 materially
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).
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 provides for payment in full of the movant’s secured claim as a Class
2 secured claim. Class 2 secured claims are paid in full through the plan and
without maintenance of post-petition contract installments. The debtor has
failed to make over $5,678 in plan payments to the trustee. This is a material
breach of the plan that has delayed payment of the movant’s claim while the
debtor continues to use and depreciate the movant’s collateral. This cause to
terminate the automatic stay.

Because the movant has not established that the wvalue 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 due to the
fact that the movant’s collateral is being used by the debtor without
compensation and is depreciating in value.

09-91060-A-13G IGNACIO VALENCIA HEARING - MOTION TO
SSA #2 VALUE COLLATERAL OF BANK OF
AMERICA

6-16-09 [23]

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
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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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$160,000 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 $240,000 as of the petition date.
Therefore, Bank of America’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11" Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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 wvalidity of a claim or avoiding a lien or security
interest. The respondent’s deed of trust will remain of record until the plan
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is completed. This is required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (5) (B) (i). Once the plan
is completed, i1if 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) (1) .
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 wvalue 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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $160,000. 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).

08-90861-A-13G CRAIG/CYNTHIA PATTERSON HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #2 MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
5-28-09 [49]

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, 1 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 not
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).
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.

09-90562-A-13G PAUL/LUPITA GLUSHENKO HEARING - MOTION TO
TOG #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF CITIMORTGAGE
6-17-09 [21]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered
and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.
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The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$150,000 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Wells Fargo Home Loans. The first deed of trust secures
a loan with a balance of approximately $197,000 as of the petition date.
Therefore, CitiMortgage’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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) (1).

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 wvalue 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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $150,000. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

05-90369-A-13G EDWARD/PHYLLIS MILLER HEARING - MOTION TO
JCK #11 MODIFY CONFIRMED PLAN
6-23-09 [104]

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 not
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).
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.

09-91271-A-13G JOHN/KATHLEEN MASON HEARING - MOTION TO

FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF WASHINGTON
MUTUAL BANK
6-25-09 [16]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$175,000 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 $231,340 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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5 Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11" Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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 wvalidity 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) (1).

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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
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contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $175,000. 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).

09-90874-A-13G GEORGE/MONA BENJAMIN HEARING - MOTION TO

JCK #2 VALUE COLLATERAL OF WELLS FARGO
FINANCIAL NATIONAL BANK
6-16-09 [20]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the 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 $1,000 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, $1,000 of the
respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim. When the respondent is paid
$1,000, 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.

09-90175-A-13G JAMES/BARBARA COOK CONT. HEARING - MOTION FOR
SW #1 RELTIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
GMAC, VS. 6-25-09 [57]

Final Ruling: The parties have resolved this matter by stipulation.

09-90880-A-13G DONALD/CYNTHIA KIRK HEARING - MOTION TO
SDM #2 VALUE COLLATERAL OF COUNTRYWIDE
6-22-09 [41]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the defaults of the trustee and the respondent creditor are entered
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and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.
The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$256,000 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 $343,979 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
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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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) (1) .
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

July 27,2009 at 2:00 p.m.
— Page 39 —



54.

55.

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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $256,000. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

08-92581-A-13G LISA COX HEARING - MOTION TO
SDM #2 CONFIRM 2ND AMENDED PLAN
6-29-09 [42]

Final Ruling: The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

General Order 05-03, at 99 8(a) & (b), regquires that a motion to modify a
chapter 13 plan, either before or after confirmation of a plan, be noticed for
hearing exclusively pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f) (1).

Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-(f) (1) permits motions to be set on 28 days of
notice and it also requires that written opposition be filed 14 days prior to
the hearing. Rule 9014-1 allows this notice “unless additional notice is
required by the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure. "

Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2002 (b) requires a minimum of 25 days of notice of the
deadline for objections to confirmation as well as the hearing on confirmation
of the plan. If Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f) (1) (ii) requires that written
opposition be filed 14 days prior to the hearing, but Fed. R. Bankr. R. 2002 (b)
requires 25 days of notice of the deadline for filing opposition, then the
debtor must give 39 days of notice of the hearing. Here, the debtor gave only
32 days of notice of the hearing. The amount of notice given, then, was
insufficient.

09-91284-A-13G ROBERT/NINOIE KOOCHOIE HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF GMAC MORTGAGE
6-25-09 [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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.
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The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$247,000 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by EMC Mortgage. The first deed of trust secures a loan
with a balance of approximately $624,828 as of the petition date. Therefore,
GMAC 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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).

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),
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) (1) .

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 wvalue 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 wvital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (6), and determining
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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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $247,000. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

08-92590-A-13G BOBBY/ANGELA CLEMENTS HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #7 CONFIRM FOURTH AMENDED PLAN
6-15-09 [89]

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

The motion will be granted. 11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits the debtor to amend the
plan any time prior to confirmation. The amended plan complies with 11 U.S.C.
§§ 1322 and 1325(a) and is therefore confirmed.

09-90993-A-13G JOHN/DONNA ACKERMAN HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #4 CONFIRM FIRST AMENDED PLAN
6-17-09 [26]

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

The motion will be granted. 11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits the debtor to amend the
plan any time prior to confirmation. The amended plan complies with 11 U.S.C.
§§ 1322 and 1325(a) and is therefore confirmed.
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09-90596-A-13G SANDRA CARRANZA HEARING - MOTION TO
DRW #4 CONFIRM FIRST MODIFIED PLAN
6-5-09 [63]

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

The motion will be granted. 11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits the debtor to amend the
plan any time prior to confirmation. The amended plan complies with 11 U.S.C.
§§ 1322 and 1325(a) and is therefore confirmed.

09-91298-A-13G JUAN/ROSA SAUCEDO HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #1 VALUE COLLATERAL OF BANK OF
AMERICA

6-25-09 [18]

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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
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.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$150,000 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 $261,624 as of the petition date. Therefore,
Bank of America’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.
2002) and In re Lam, 211 B.R. 36 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1997). See also In re
Bartee, 212 F.3d 277 (5*" Cir. 2000); In re Tanner, 217 F.3d 1357 (11*® Cir.
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, 840
(B.A.P. 1°° Cir. 2000).
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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),
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 wvalidity 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) (1).

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 wvital 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, particularly in light of its failure to file any
contrary evidence of value. According to the debtor, the residence has a fair
market value of $150,000. Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion. The debtor may testify regarding the wvalue 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).

09-91298-A-13G JUAN/ROSA SAUCEDO HEARING - MOTION TO
FW #2 VALUE COLLATERAL OF BANK OF
AMERICA

6-25-09 [22]

Final Ruling: This valuation motion has been set for hearing on the notice
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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). While the respondent creditor has filed a response, it does
not object to the valuation. Further, because the court will not materially
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).
Therefore, the 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 $9,290 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, $9,290 of the
respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim. When the respondent is paid
$9,290, 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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