
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Eastern District of California

Honorable Michael S. McManus
Bankruptcy Judge

Sacramento, California

March 23, 2015 at 1:30 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 13.  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 LOCAL BANKRUPTCY RULE
3015-1(c), (d) [eff. May 1, 2012], GENERAL ORDER 05-03, ¶ 3(c), LOCAL BANKRUPTCY
RULE 3007-1(c)(2)[eff. through April 30, 2012], 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 APRIL 20, 2015 AT 1:30
P.M.  OPPOSITION MUST BE FILED AND SERVED BY APRIL 6, 2015, AND ANY REPLY MUST BE
FILED AND SERVED BY APRIL 13, 2015.  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 ITEMS 14 THROUGH 33 IN THE SECOND PART OF THE CALENDAR. 
INSTEAD, THESE ITEMS HAVE 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 MARCH 30, 2015, AT 2:30 P.M.
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Matters to be Called for Argument

1. 14-27901-A-13 ALEJANDRO/JOANN REYES MOTION TO
RJ-5 MODIFY PLAN 

2-16-15 [72]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

First, to pay the dividends required by the plan and the rate proposed by it
will take 111 months which exceeds the maximum 5-year duration permitted by 11
U.S.C. § 1322(d).

Second, even though 11 U.S.C. § 1322(b)(2) prevents the proposed plan from
modifying a claim secured only by the debtor's home, 11 U.S.C. § 1322(b)(2) &
(b)(5) permit the plan to provide for the cure of any defaults on such a claim
while ongoing installment payments are maintained.  The cure of defaults is not
limited to the cure of pre-petition defaults.  See In re Bellinger, 179 B.R.
220 (Bankr. D. Idaho 1995).  The proposed plan, however, does not provide for a
cure of the post-petition arrearages owed to the Class 1 home loan.  By failing
to provide for a cure, the debtor is, in effect, impermissibly modifying a home
loan.  Also, the failure to cure the default means that the Class 1 secured
claim will not be paid in full as required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B).

Third, the debtor has not proven the plan is feasible as required by 11 U.S.C.
§ 1325(a)(6).  The plan assumes that a home lender has agreed to a home loan
modification.  Absent that agreement, the claim cannot be modified.  See 11
U.S.C. § 1322(b)(2).  Instead, the debtor is limited to curing any pre-petition
default while maintaining the regular monthly mortgage installment.  See 11
U.S.C. § 1322(b)(5).

2. 15-20508-A-13 MARC/KEONA NOBLE OBJECTION TO
MDE-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN
DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST CO. VS. 2-12-15 [14]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  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 required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(c)(4), the debtor was not required to file a
written response.  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 overruled.

The plan provides for the objecting creditor’s claim in Class 1.  This means
that the plan will cure the pre-petition arrearage while maintaining the
monthly contract installment.  The plan explicitly provides that the claim is
not modified in any way.  Even if the arrearage is approximately $2,000 more
than estimated by the debtor in the plan, the creditor’s proof of claim will
determine the amount paid.  Finally, to the extent of the discrepancy does not
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appear material given the debtor’s ability to pay the higher arrearage.  This
treatment satisfies the requirements of 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322(b)(2), (b)(5), and
1325(a)(5)(B).

3. 14-31231-A-13 MELISSA FINNEY MOTION TO
EWV-61 CONFIRM PLAN 

2-3-15 [29]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

First, to pay the dividends required by the plan and the rate proposed by it
will take 72 months which exceeds the maximum 5-year duration permitted by 11
U.S.C. § 1322(d).

Second, the debtor has failed to make $400 of payments required by the plan. 
This has resulted in delay that is prejudicial to creditors and suggests that
the plan is not feasible.  See 11 U.S.C. §§ 1307(c)(1) & (c)(4), 1325(a)(6).

4. 14-29148-A-13 PAVEL/NATALYA FOKSHA MOTION TO
RLG-3 CONFIRM PLAN 

2-4-15 [60]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

First, to pay the dividends required by the plan and the rate proposed by it
will take 72 months which exceeds the maximum 5-year duration permitted by 11
U.S.C. § 1322(d).

Second, the plan does not properly account for prior payments made by the
debtor.  The debtor has paid $9,186.64 in the first five months of the plan but
the plan requires that only $7,345.30.  Perhaps if the plan required payments
at the level they are being paid by the debtor the plan would be completed
within 5 years.

5. 15-20565-A-13 REV. KENNETH ANDERSON OBJECTION TO
APN-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN
WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. VS. 2-24-15 [15]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  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 required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(c)(4), the debtor was not required to file a
written response.  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.
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The objection will be overruled to the extent it is an objection to a valuation
motion that has not been filed by the debtor.  However, because the feasibility
of the plan requires that the objecting creditor’s collateral be value, and
because the debtor has not filed such a motion, the court will sustain an
objection that the debtor has not proven that the plan will pay the objecting
creditor’s secured claim in full.  11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B) and (a)(6).

The failure to establish the value of the car also means that the debtor has
not established that the promised dividend will adequately protect the
creditor’s interest in its collateral.

6. 15-20565-A-13 REV. KENNETH ANDERSON OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
3-3-15 [20]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because this hearing on an objection to the confirmation of
the proposed chapter 13 plan and a motion to dismiss the case was set pursuant
to the procedure required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(c)(4), the debtor was
not required to file a written response.  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 and the motion to dismiss the case will be
conditionally denied.

First, the debtor has failed to commence making plan payments and has not paid
approximately $675 to the trustee as required by the proposed plan.  This has
resulted in delay that is prejudicial to creditors and suggests that the plan
is not feasible.  This is cause to deny confirmation of the plan and for
dismissal of the case.  See 11 U.S.C. §§ 1307(c)(1) & (c)(4), 1325(a)(6).

Second, the plan is not feasible as required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6) because
the monthly plan payment of $675 is less than the $750 in dividends and
expenses the plan requires the trustee to pay each month.

Third, the plan misclassifies a secured claim in Class 1 and Class 2.  These
classes are mutually exclusive.  The claim belongs in one class, not both
classes.

Fourth, Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(b)(6) provides: “Documents Required by
Trustee.  The debtor shall provide to the trustee, not later than the fourteen
(14) days after the filing of the petition, Form EDC 3-088, Domestic Support
Obligation Checklist, or other written notice of the name and address of each
person to whom the debtor owes a domestic support obligation together with the
name and address of the relevant state child support enforcement agency (see 42
U.S.C. §§ 464 & 466),  Form EDC 3-086, Class 1 Checklist, for each Class 1
claim, and Form EDC 3-087, Authorization to Release Information to Trustee
Regarding Secured Claims Being Paid By The Trustee.”  Because the plan includes
a class 1 claim, the debtor was required to provide the trustee with a Class 1
checklist.  The debtor failed to do so.
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Fifth, the plan's feasibility depends on the debtor successfully prosecuting a
motion to value the collateral of Wells Fargo Dealer Services in order to strip
down or strip off its secured claim from its collateral.  No such motion has
been filed, served, and granted.  Absent a successful motion the debtor cannot
establish that the plan will pay secured claims in full as required by 11
U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B) or that the plan is feasible as required by 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(6).  Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(j) provides: "If a proposed plan will
reduce or eliminate a secured claim based on the value of its collateral or the
avoidability of a lien pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 522(f), the debtor must file,
serve, and set for hearing a valuation motion and/or a lien avoidance motion.
The hearing must be concluded before or in conjunction with the confirmation of
the plan. If a motion is not filed, or it is unsuccessful, the Court may deny
confirmation of the plan."

Sixth, to pay the dividends required by the plan and the rate proposed by it
will take 156 months which exceeds the maximum 5-year duration permitted by 11
U.S.C. § 1322(d).

Seventh, the plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. § 1325(b) because it neither
pays unsecured creditors in full nor pays them all of the debtor’s projected
disposable income.  The plan promises unsecured creditor’s nothing.  However,
Form 22 shows, after eliminating the duplicate mortgage expense deduction, that
the debtor has projected disposable income of $494 a month.  This is enough to
pay scheduled unsecured claims in full.

Because the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be
given a further opportunity to confirm a plan.  But, if the debtor is unable to
confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time, the court concludes that the
prejudice to creditors will be substantial and that there will then be cause
for dismissal.  If the debtor has not confirmed a plan within 75 days, the case
will be dismissed on the trustee’s ex parte application.

7. 15-20565-A-13 REV. KENNETH ANDERSON MOTION FOR
RDW-1 RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY
PROVIDENT CREDIT UNION VS. 3-5-15 [27]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  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 does not
provide for the payment of the movant’s claim.  Further, the debtor has not
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paid the claim under the terms of the contract with the movant.  Because the
debtor has not paid the movant’s claim, and will not pay it in connection with
the chapter 13 case, there is cause to terminate the automatic stay.

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

The 14-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4001(a)(3) will be waived.

8. 15-20675-A-13 MARY-LOUISE STEELE OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
3-3-15 [15]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because this hearing on an objection to the confirmation of
the proposed chapter 13 plan and a motion to dismiss the case was set pursuant
to the procedure required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(c)(4), the debtor was
not required to file a written response.  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 and the motion to dismiss the case will be
conditionally denied.

First, 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.

Second, the debtor has failed to fully and accurately provide all information
required by the petition, schedules, and statements.  Specifically, the debtor
failed to disclose on the petition two prior bankruptcy cases filed within the
last eight years.  This nondisclosure is a breach of the duty imposed by 11
U.S.C. § 521(a)(1) to truthfully list all required financial information in the
bankruptcy documents.  To attempt to confirm a plan while withholding relevant
financial information from the trustee is bad faith.  See 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(3).

Because the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be
given a further opportunity to confirm a plan.  But, if the debtor is unable to
confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time, the court concludes that the
prejudice to creditors will be substantial and that there will then be cause
for dismissal.  If the debtor has not confirmed a plan within 75 days, the case
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will be dismissed on the trustee’s ex parte application.

9. 15-20681-A-13 VALERIE SMITH OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
3-3-15 [17]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because this hearing on an objection to the confirmation of
the proposed chapter 13 plan and a motion to dismiss the case was set pursuant
to the procedure required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(c)(4), the debtor was
not required to file a written response.  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 and the motion to dismiss the case will be
conditionally denied.

First, the debtor has failed to make $207 of payments required by the plan. 
This has resulted in delay that is prejudicial to creditors and suggests that
the plan is not feasible.  See 11 U.S.C. §§ 1307(c)(1) & (c)(4), 1325(a)(6).

Second, the plan is not feasible as required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6) because
the monthly plan payment of $207 is less than the $267.10 in dividends and
expenses the plan requires the trustee to pay each month.

Third, to pay the dividends required by the plan and the rate proposed by it
will take 121 months which exceeds the maximum 5-year duration permitted by 11
U.S.C. § 1322(d).

It is unnecessary to address the remaining objections.

Because the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be
given a further opportunity to confirm a plan.  But, if the debtor is unable to
confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time, the court concludes that the
prejudice to creditors will be substantial and that there will then be cause
for dismissal.  If the debtor has not confirmed a plan within 75 days, the case
will be dismissed on the trustee’s ex parte application.

10. 15-20786-A-13 ADELAIDA PAYURAN MOTION TO
PJM-2 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. WELLS FARGO DEALER SERVICES, INC. 2-21-15 [26]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   The motion will be denied.

The debtor has filed a valuation motion in connection with a proposed chapter
13 plan.  The valuation motion addresses the value of a 2006 BMW X5 that
secures Sierra Central Credit Union’s Class 2 claim.  While the debtor has
opined that the vehicle has a value of $8,500 based on the vehicle’s model and
year, no specific information is given in the motion regarding mileage,
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equipment, accessories, and condition.

The credit union counters that the value of the vehicle is $14,750 based on a
retail evaluation by a commonly used market guide.

To the extent the objection urges the court to reject the debtor’s opinion of
value because the debtor’s opinion is not admissible, the court instead rejects
the objection.  As the owner of the vehicle, the debtor is entitled to express
an opinion as to the vehicle’s value.  See Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central
Livestock Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5th Cir.
1980).

Any opinion of value by the owner must be expressed without giving a reason for
the valuation.  Barry Russell, Bankruptcy Evidence Manual, § 701.2, p. 1278-79
(2007-08).  Indeed, unless the owner also qualifies as an expert, it is
improper for the owner to give a detailed recitation of the basis for the
opinion.  Only an expert qualified under Fed. R. Evid. 702 may rely on and
testify as to facts “of a type reasonably relied upon by experts in the
particular field in forming opinions or inferences upon the subject. . . .” 
Fed. R. Evid. 703.  “For example, the average debtor-homeowner who testifies in
opposition to a motion for relief from the § 362 automatic stay, should be
limited to giving his opinion as to the value of his home, but should not be
allowed to testify concerning what others have told him concerning the value of
his or comparable properties unless, the debtor truly qualifies as an expert
under Rule 702 such as being a real estate broker, etc.”  Barry Russell,
Bankruptcy Evidence Manual, § 701.2, p. 1278-79 (2007-08).

The creditor has come forward with evidence that the replacement value of the
vehicle, based on its retail value as reported by a market guide, is $14,750. 
Such valuations, however, generally presume the condition of the vehicle is
excellent.  See http://www.kbb.com (indicating that retail “value assumes the
vehicle has received the cosmetic and/or mechanical reconditioning needed to
qualify it as ‘Excellent’” and that “this is not a transaction value; it is
representative of a dealer’s asking price and the starting point for
negotiation”).

The vehicle must be valued at its replacement value.  In the chapter 13
context, the replacement value of personal property used by a debtor for
personal, household or family purposes is “the price a retail merchant would
charge for property of that kind considering the age and condition of the
property at the time value is determined.”  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a)(2).

The retail value suggested by the creditor cannot be relied upon by the court
to establish the vehicle’s replacement value.  First, the creditor’s retail
value assumes that the vehicle is in excellent condition.  This is not based on
any facts, at least facts proven to the court.  11 U.S.C. § 506(a)(2) asks for
“the price a retail merchant would charge for property of that kind considering
the age and condition of the property at the time value is determined.”  That
is, what would a retailer charge for the vehicle as it is?

Nor has the debtor proven to the court’s satisfaction the replacement value of
the vehicle.  There is no evidence from the debtor on this point.  The debtor’s
opinion of value, at best is what the debtor could buy or sell the vehicle for
from another consumer.  To the extent the debtor is asserting that $8,500 is
the retail value the debtor has not been qualified as an expert on this issue. 
Thus, the debtor’s opinion of value is an inadmissible lay opinion.  See Fed.
R. Evid. 701(c) (prohibiting lay witnesses from testifying in the form of
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opinions based on scientific, technical or other specialized knowledge).  The
court does not have any other evidence of value.

While neither party has persuaded the court as to the replacement value of the
vehicle under section 506(a)(2), it is the debtor who has the burden of proof. 
Accordingly, the valuation motion must be denied.

Accordingly, the motion will be denied.

11. 14-28688-A-13 MARK KELLEY MOTION TO
ADR-1 MODIFY PLAN 

2-6-15 [30]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

First, the debtor has failed to make $16,900 of payments required by the plan. 
This has resulted in delay that is prejudicial to creditors and suggests that
the plan is not feasible.  See 11 U.S.C. §§ 1307(c)(1) & (c)(4), 1325(a)(6).

Second, even though 11 U.S.C. § 1322(b)(2) prevents the proposed plan from
modifying a claim secured only by the debtor's home, 11 U.S.C. § 1322(b)(2) &
(b)(5) permit the plan to provide for the cure of any defaults on such a claim
while ongoing installment payments are maintained.  The cure of defaults is not
limited to the cure of pre-petition defaults.  See In re Bellinger, 179 B.R.
220 (Bankr. D. Idaho 1995).  The proposed plan, however, does not provide for a
cure of the post-petition arrearages owed one two Class 1 home loans.  By
failing to provide for a cure, the debtor is, in effect, impermissibly
modifying these home loans.  Also, the failure to cure the default means that
the Class 1 secured claims will not be paid in full as required by 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5)(B).

12. 13-29992-B-13 JUAN COLEMAN MOTION TO
SNM-8 APPROVE LOAN MODIFICATION

2-23-15 [113]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by the debtor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule
9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the creditors, 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.  The debtor is authorized but not required to enter
into the proposed modification.  To the extent the modification is inconsistent
with the confirmed plan, the debtor shall continue to perform the plan as
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confirmed until it is modified.

13. 13-36092-A-13 WOODROW POYNTER MOTION TO
GW-3 MODIFY PLAN 

10-17-14 [47]

Final Ruling: After the last hearing, the court took this matter under
submission.  The hearing was continued, not for further argument, but for the
court to announce its decision.  Accordingly, it is removed from calendar for
resolution without oral argument.

The motion will be denied and the objection will be sustained in part.

The objection to the confirmation of the modified plan by unsecured creditor
Starr’s Building Supply, Inc., as it has evolved during the process of
considering that plan for confirmation, revolves around an annuity owned by the
debtor.  Schedule B, Item 10 describes the annuity as follows: “Personal Injury
Settlement Annuity Policy with American General Life Insurance Co.”  While the
annuity’s value is listed as “unknown,” the debtor states in Schedule B that
“[t]he policy is a settlement from a personal injury accident and pays
$2,901.00/month commencing 2/27/21 for Debtor’s like (min. 15 years).

In Schedule C, the debtor claimed the annuity as exempt as a personal injury
settlement pursuant to Cal. Civ. Pro. Code 704.140(b).  While the amount of the
annuity is listed as “Unknown,” Schedule C makes clear that the debtor was
claiming the entire annuity, whatever its present value, to be exempt. 
Schedule C indicates: “100% Fair Market Value.”

Neither the creditor, nor any other party in interest, objected to this
exemption and the time to do so, at least for creditors, has long since
expired.  See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4003(b).  Hence, whether or not the debtor was
entitled to the exemption, the exemption now stands.  See Taylor v. Freeland &
Kronz, 112 S.Ct. 1644 (1992) (holding that the deadline for an objection to an
exemption is absolute; without a timely objection, an exemption must be allowed
despite its lack of merit).

As it turns out, the exemption had no basis in fact or in law.  

In fact, the debtor did not receive the annuity as part of a settlement of a
personal injury action as Schedule B asserts.  Rather, the debtor received a
cash settlement and then used some of that cash to buy the annuity.

And, while California law does provide an exemption at Cal. Civ. Pro. Code
704.140 for a personal injury settlement, when the cash from such a settlement
is used to buy something else, section 704.140 is no longer applicable with one
exception.  Cal. Civ. Pro. Code § 703.080(a) permits the cash from a personal
injury settlement to “be traced into deposit accounts or in the form of cash or
its equivalents.”

An annuity is neither cash, a cash equivalent, or a deposit account.  The
latter is defined as “a demand, time, savings, passbook, or similar account
maintained with a bank.  The term does not include investment property or
accounts evidenced by an instrument.”  See Cal. Comm. Code § 9102(a)(29); Cal.
Civ. Pro. Code §§ 481.080, 680.170.  It should be obvious that a promise of
future payment is not cash.  Neither is such a promise a cash equivalent, like
money, checks, or money orders.  See Cal. Comm. Code § 9102(a)(9).
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Nonetheless, because there was no timely objection to the exemption, it is too
late for the creditor to object to the exemption.  Had there been an objection,
and the exemption had been disallowed, the present value of the annuity would
be available to unsecured creditors in a hypothetical chapter 7 liquidation. 
See 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(4).  Even at the low valuation asserted by the
creditor, when the present value of the annuity is combined with the debtor’s
other nonexempt assets, unsecured creditors would be paid in full in a chapter
7 liquidation.

Given that the original plan confirmed by the court required that holders of
unsecured claims be paid in full, the original plan’s compliance with section
1325(a)(4) was not raised, and if it had been raised there would have been no
need to consider it.  After all, the debtor promised to pay unsecured claims in
full.  You cannot do better than that in a chapter 7 liquidation.

Now, the modified plan proposes to reduce the dividend to 77% for unsecured
creditors.  Even so, this does not reopen the time to object to the exemption. 
Because the exemption must stand, and because there is no evidence that the
plan will not pay the value of the debtor’s other nonexempt assets to unsecured
creditors, the modified plan also complies with section 1325(a)(4).

The modified plan has been proposed because the court overruled the debtor’s
objection to the amount of the creditor’s proof of claim.  That claim made the
original plan no longer feasible.  That is, because the creditor’s claim was
$160,494.52, not $84,279.26 as asserted by the debtor, the confirmed plan could
not possibly pay 100% of unsecured claims within 5 years as it promised. 
Therefore, the debtor proposes a modified plan that will reduce the 100%
dividend to a 77% dividend.

The modified plan, like the original plan, and the case must be filed in good
faith.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(3) & (a)(7).  The creditor argues bad faith in
connection with the effort to confirm the modified plan.

Some of that argument is unpersuasive.  For instance, the notion that the
purchase of the annuity was a fraudulent conveyance is far-fetched.  First, it
was purchased in an arms length transaction from an insurance company in the
business of issuing annuities.  Second, the debtor’s medical history and very
modest retirement savings (less than $1000), explain the motivation for
purchasing the annuity.  The court doubts that the debtor was motivated by a
desire to defraud creditors.  Such a motivation is further belied by the fact
that the debtor expended significant money settling claims against him before
filing this bankruptcy case.

However, the description of the annuity in the schedules as being part of a
personal injury settlement was misleading to the objecting creditor and all
other creditors.  It made the exemption appear appropriate when it was not.
Then, the debtor proposed and confirmed a plan that promised to pay all
unsecured claims in full even though the debtor was aware that this objecting
creditor claimed approximately twice what the debtor believed its claim to be. 
This was raised by the creditor in connection with the confirmation of the
original plan.  With a promise to pay its claim in full, and an exemption that
was apparently applicable, the court concludes the creditor was unfairly lulled
into complacency.  There was no incentive to complain about the exemption or
the debtor’s good or bad faith.  It would be unfair to allow the debtor to
capitalize on this by reducing the dividend from 100% to 77% after it is too
late for the creditor to object to the exemption.  This is bad faith.
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As noted above, the creditor’s objection to the confirmation of the amended
plan has evolved since it was first filed.  For that reason, the court has
continued the hearing, required additional briefing, and accorded additional
time to the debtor to respond to the objection.  Therefore, the court will
consider the amended objection.

March 23, 2015 at 1:30 p.m.
- Page 12 -



FINAL RULINGS BEGIN HERE

14. 15-21204-A-13 NICOLAE/ELENA ARDELEAN MOTION TO
AVV-1 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. ROBERT/PATRICIA HURST 2-18-15 [8]

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

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

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

The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$338,987 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Ocwen Loan Servicing.  The first deed of trust secures a
loan with a balance of approximately $415,748.42 as of the petition date. 
Therefore, Robert and Patricia Hurst’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust
is completely under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed
as a secured claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled, 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 $338,987.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

15. 14-32011-A-13 WILLIAM/CARRIE PARKIN MOTION TO
LRR-1 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. THE GOLDEN 1 CREDIT UNION 1-12-15 [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).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

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

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

The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$440,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Select Portfolio.  The first deed of trust secures a loan
with a balance of approximately $444,284 as of the petition date.  Therefore,
The Golden One Credit Union’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
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principal residence is disposed of by In re Zimmer, 313 F.3d 1220 (9  Cir.th

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled, 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 $440,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th
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16. 14-24317-A-13 JOHN BAXTER AND PATRICI MOTION TO
CA-2 GRIFFIN RICE BAXTER MODIFY PLAN 

2-5-15 [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 Rules 3015-1(d)(2) and 9014-1(f)(1) 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 granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

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

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.

17. 11-38919-A-13 DALE/JEAN LYON MOTION TO
SDB-4 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. NAVY FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 2-9-15 [67]

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

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

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

The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$140,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Federal National Mortgage Association.  The first deed of
trust secures a loan with a balance of approximately $219,764.24 as of the
petition date.  Therefore, the Navy Federal Credit Union’s claim secured by a
junior deed of trust is completely under-collateralized.  No portion of this
claim will be allowed as a secured claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled, 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 $140,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

18. 11-38919-A-13 DALE/JEAN LYON MOTION TO
SDB-5 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. NAVY FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 2-9-15 [72]

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

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

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

The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$140,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Federal National Mortgage Association.  The first deed of
trust secures a loan with a balance of approximately $219,764.24 as of the
petition date.  Therefore, the Navy Federal Credit Union’s claim secured by a
junior deed of trust is completely under-collateralized.  No portion of this
claim will be allowed as a secured claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled, 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 $140,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

19. 10-51930-A-13 DAVID/DEBRA BAY MOTION TO
PGM-2 INCUR DEBT 

2-23-15 [45]

Final Ruling: This motion to borrow has been set for hearing on the notice
required by Local Bankruptcy Rules 3015-1(b) and 9014-1(f)(1), 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 granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46
F.3d 52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materiallyth

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

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

The motion to incur a purchase money loan in order to purchase a new home will
be granted.  The motion establishes a need for the home and it does not appear
that repayment of the loan will unduly jeopardize the debtor’s performance of
the plan.

20. 15-20035-A-13 SUSHIL KUMAR MOTION TO
PGM-1 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. PNC BANK, N.A. 2-17-15 [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).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

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

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

The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$255,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
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deed of trust held by Stearns Lending L.L.C.  The first deed of trust secures a
loan with a balance of approximately $297,547 as of the petition date. 
Therefore, PNC Bank’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust is completely
under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed as a secured
claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the meantime, the court is merely valuing the respondent’s collateral.  Rule
3012 specifies that this is done by motion.  Rule 3012 motions can be filed and
heard any time during the case.  It is particularly appropriate that such
motions be heard in connection with the confirmation of a plan.  The value of
collateral will set the upper bounds of the amount of the secured claim.  11
U.S.C. § 506(a).  Knowing the amount and character of claims is vital to
assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(5).
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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 $255,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

21. 14-20540-A-13 JOHN/CYNTHIA MARTIN MOTION TO
HLG-1 MODIFY PLAN 

1-28-15 [37]

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 Rules 3015-1(d)(2) and 9014-1(f)(1) 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 granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

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

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.

22. 15-20444-A-13 SUZAN SALYERS MOTION TO
BLG-1 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. NATIONWIDE BANK 2-13-15 [8]

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

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

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

The valuation motion pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506(a)
will be granted.  The motion is accompanied by the debtor’s declaration.  The
debtor is the owner of the subject property.  In the debtor’s opinion, the
subject property had a value of $8,984 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, $8,984 of theth

respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim.  When the respondent is paid
$8,984 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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23. 15-20647-A-13 JOHN JACKSON OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
3-3-15 [16]

Final Ruling: The trustee has voluntarily dismissed the objection and the
accompanying dismissal motion.

24. 13-27668-A-13 VINCENT MUNSON MOTION TO
APPROVE COMPENSATION OF DEBTOR'S
ATTORNEY
2-17-15 [33]

Final Ruling:   The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

The motion does not comply with Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(e)(3) because when
it was filed it was not accompanied by a separate proof/certificate of service. 
Appending a proof of service to one of the supporting documents (assuming such
was done) does not satisfy the local rule.  The proof/certificate of service
must be a separate document so that it will be docketed on the electronic
record.  This permits anyone examining the docket to determine if service has
been accomplished without examining every document filed in support of the
matter on calendar.  Given the absence of the required proof/certificate of
service, the moving party has failed to establish that the motion was served on
all necessary parties in interest.

Also, a motion placed on the calendar by the moving party for hearing must be
given a unique docket control number as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-
1(c).  The purpose of the docket control number is to insure that all documents
filed in support and in opposition to a motion are linked on the docket.  This
linkage insures that the court as well as any party reviewing the docket will
be aware of everything filed in connection with the motion.

This motion was filed without a docket control number.  Therefore, it is
possible that documents have been filed in support or in opposition to the
motion that have not been brought to the attention of the court.  The court
will not permit the movant to profit from possible confusion caused by this
breach of the court’s local rules.

25. 14-29369-A-13 PAUL RODRIGUEZ MOTION TO
DSH-3 CONFIRM PLAN

1-26-15 [50]

Final Ruling: This motion to confirm a plan has been set for hearing on the
notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rules 3015-1(c)(3) & (d)(1) and 9014-
1(f)(1), 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 granting of the motion.  Cf.
Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9  Cir. 1995).  Further, because the courtth

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.th

2006).  Therefore, the respondents’ defaults are entered and the matter will be
resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted.  The plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322(a) & (b),
1323(c), 1325(a), and 1329.
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26. 14-31872-A-13 PETER RODDA MOTION TO
DBJ-1 CONFIRM PLAN 

1-28-15 [22]

Final Ruling: The court finds that a hearing will not be helpful to its
consideration and resolution of this matter.  Accordingly, it is removed from
calendar for resolution without oral argument.

First, the plan fails to provide for the cure of the arrears owed to Everhome
Mortgage.  The plan merely promises that the plan will be modified in the
future to cure the arrears.  This does not satisfy 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322(b)(2) &
(b)(5) and 1325(a)(5)(B).

Second, to pay the dividends required by the plan and the rate proposed by it
will take 252 months which exceeds the maximum 5-year duration permitted by 11
U.S.C. § 1322(d).

27. 14-31872-A-13 PETER RODDA COUNTER MOTION TO
DBJ-1 DISMISS CASE 

3-9-15 [29]

Final Ruling: The court finds that a hearing will not be helpful to its
consideration and resolution of this matter.  Accordingly, it is removed from
calendar for resolution without oral argument.

The counter motion to dismiss the case will be conditionally denied.  Because
the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be given a
further opportunity to confirm a plan.  But, if the debtor is unable to confirm
a plan within a reasonable period of time, the court concludes that the
prejudice to creditors will be substantial and that there will then be cause
for dismissal.  If the debtor has not confirmed a plan within 75 days, the case
will be dismissed on the trustee’s ex parte application.

28. 14-31979-A-13 AMANDA DENTON MOTION TO
EWV-60 CONFIRM PLAN 

2-3-15 [15]

Final Ruling:   The motion will be dismissed without prejudice.

The motion was not served on the EDD and the FTB at the addresses required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 2001-1(b) and the Roster of Public Agencies.

29. 15-20379-A-13 ALBERTO/KATHARINE OBREGON MOTION TO
PGM-2 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A. 2-19-15 [25]

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

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

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

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$250,00 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by America’s Servicing Company.  The first deed of trust
secures a loan with a balance of approximately $287,445.63 as of the petition
date.  Therefore, JPMorgan Chase Bank’s claim secured by a junior deed of trust
is completely under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be allowed
as a secured claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled, 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 value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

30. 14-23882-A-13 LAWRENCE/DONNA LOCKWOOD MOTION FOR
MRL-2 CONTEMPT 

2-17-15 [30]

Final Ruling: The continues the hearing to April 20, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. for the
reasons discussed below.

This motion seeks damages for an alleged willful violation of the automatic
stay.  It does not seek to compel the respondent to halt the conduct that
resulted in the motion being filed.  The last instance of such conduct, which
consisted of persistent phone calls demanding payment of a claim listed in the
schedules, was January 26, 2015.  Given three week gap between that call and
the filing of the motion, the court infers that the conduct had stopped before
the motion was filed and that the purpose of this motion is to recover damages
resulting from the prior alleged misconduct.

Among the damages sought are attorney’s fees.  While 11 U.S.C. § 362(k) permits
an award of attorney’s fees, in Sternberg v. Johnson, 595 F.3d 937 (9  Cir.th

2010), the Ninth Circuit held that a debtor may only recover attorney’s fees
incurred in stopping the stay violation and not those incurred in seeking
damages caused by the stay violation.

The debtor is to further brief this issue if the debtor wishes to pursue any
fees.  In the absence of further persuasive argument and evidence, the court
concludes no fees can be awarded.  Any brief and evidence shall be filed and
served no later than April 6 and opposition to anything filed shall be filed
and served no later than April 13.  A final hearing will take place on April 20
at 1:30 p.m.  The debtor is to give notice of these deadlines and the
continuance to the respondent.  If nothing is filed by the debtor, the court
will likely dispose of the motion without conducting the final hearing.

31. 15-20584-A-13 CASEY SNELL OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
3-3-15 [14]

Final Ruling: The trustee has voluntarily dismissed the objection and the
accompanying dismissal motion.

32. 15-20786-A-13 ADELAIDA PAYURAN MOTION TO
PJM-1 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. THE BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON 2-20-15 [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).  Further, because the court will not materially alter theth

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

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

The motion will be granted.

The debtor seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$375,000 as of the date the petition was filed.  It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Bank of America Home Loans.  The first deed of trust
secures a loan with a balance of approximately $545,323 as of the petition
date.  Therefore, The Bank of New York Mellon’s claim secured by a junior deed
of trust is completely under-collateralized.  No portion of this claim will be
allowed as a secured claim.  See 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled, 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 $375,000.  Evidence in the form of the debtor’s declaration
supports the valuation motion.  The debtor may testify regarding the value of
property owned by the debtor.  Fed. R. Evid. 701; So. Central Livestock
Dealers, Inc., v. Security State Bank, 614 F.2d 1056, 1061 (5  Cir. 1980).th

33. 14-24088-A-13 HUGO/ALICIA CERVANTES MOTION TO
WW-4 MODIFY PLAN 

2-2-15 [50]

Final Ruling: The court finds that a hearing will not be helpful to its
consideration and resolution of this matter.  Accordingly, it is removed from
calendar for resolution without oral argument.

The debtor has voluntarily dismissed the motion.
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