UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Eastern District of California

Honorable Michael S. McManus
Bankruptcy Judge
Sacramento, California

August 25, 2014 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 11. 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 SEPTEMBER 15, 2014 AT
1:30 P.M. OPPOSITION MUST BE FILED AND SERVED BY SEPTEMBER 2, 2014, AND ANY REPLY
MUST BE FILED AND SERVED BY SEPTEMBER 8, 2014. 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 12 THROUGH 30 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 SEPTEMBER 2, 2014, AT 2:30 P.M.
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Matters to be Called for Argument

14-26022-A-13 FRANK/LORI HALVORSON OBJECTION TO
CLH-1 CLAIM
VS. TRAVELERS CASUALTY AND 7-11-14 [23]

SURETY COMPANY OF AMERICA

O Telephone Appearance
O Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The objection will be overruled.
The debtor objects to the claim on two bases. First, the claim should be
disallowed because it is unsupported by “evidence.” Second, the claim fails to

acknowledge payment of $450,000 by a former partner and its remaining claim
should be no more than $150,000, not $692,240.54. Both arguments are rejected.

The proof of claim satisfies the requirements of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3001. That
is, it is a written statement on the official claim form setting forth the
creditor’s claim. See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3001 (a).

To the extent there may be a failure to adequately document or explain the
claim, this would mean only that the claim would not be entitled to be treated
as prima facie wvalid. The response to the objection adequately explains the
basis of the claim and it acknowledges the post-petition payment from a
collateral source in the amount of $350,000, not $450,000 as asserted by the
debtor. The claim has been amended to reduce the demand based on this payment.

Briefly, the claimant bonded a public improvement on which Sierra West was the
contractor. The debtor guaranteed the claimant from any loss under the bond.
Sierra West failed to pay subcontractors and the claimant was required to pay
them to the tune of $500,000. This sum, together with fees and litigation
costs in the amount of $192,240, form the basis of the claim. Crediting the
debtor with the payment of $350,000 by a third party, the claimant is owed
$342,240.54. The claim has been amended to reduce the creditor’s demand to
this amount.

14-26022-A-13 FRANK/LORI HALVORSON OBJECTION TO

JpJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO
DISMISS CASE
7-9-14 [19]

O Telephone Appearance
O Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The objection will be sustained and the motion to dismiss
the case will be conditionally denied.

First, given the allowance of the claim of Travelers in the amount of
$342,240.54, the plan will not be completed within 5 years as required by 11
U.s.C. § 1322(d).

Second, 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 will pay unsecured creditors $23,123.96 but Form
22 shows that the debtor will have $173,173.80 over the next five years.

Because the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be
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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.

14-25729-A-13 ROMUALDO TAVORA MOTION TO
CA-2 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 8-11-14 [35]

O Telephone Appearance
O 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 valuation motion pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 3012 and 11 U.S.C. § 506 (a)
is 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 $7,038,45 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, $7,038.45 of
the respondent’s claim is an allowed secured claim. When the respondent is
paid $7,038.45 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 unsecured claim unless previously paid by the trustee as a secured
claim.

14-27941-A-13 STEPHEN OCONNOR MOTION TO
MMM-1 EXTEND AUTOMATIC STAY
8-7-14 [8]

O Telephone Appearance
O 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.
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The motion will be granted.

This is the second chapter 13 case filed by the debtor. A prior chapter 13
case was dismissed within one year of the most recent petition.

11 U.S.C. § 362(c) (3) (A) provides that if a single or joint case is filed by or
against a debtor who is an individual in a case under chapter 7, 11, or 13, and
if a single or joint case of the debtor was pending within the preceding one-
year period but was dismissed, the automatic stay with respect to a debt,
property securing such debt, or any lease terminates on the 30 day after the
filing of the new case.

Section 362 (c) (3) (B) allows a debtor to file a motion requesting the
continuation of the stay. A review of the docket reveals that the debtor has
filed this motion to extend the automatic stay before the 30 day after the
filing of the petition. The motion will be adjudicated before the 30-day
period expires.

In order to extend the automatic stay, the party seeking the relief must
demonstrate that the filing of the new case was in good faith as to the
creditors to be stayed. For example, in In re Whitaker, 341 B.R. 336, 345
(Bankr. S.D. Ga. 2006), the court held: “[T]he chief means of rebutting the
presumption of bad faith requires the movant to establish ‘a substantial change

in the financial or personal affairs of the debtor . . . or any other reason to
conclude’ that the instant case will be successful. If the instant case is one
under chapter 7, a discharge must now be permissible. If it is a case under

chapters 11 or 13, there must be some substantial change.”

Here, it appears that the debtor was one-day late filing a verified master
address list and a statement of social security number. Those documents and
all other documents have been filed in this case. This is a sufficient change
in circumstances rebut the presumption of bad faith.

11-47348-A-13 SCOTT/LAURA CLARK MOTION TO
CAH-1 INCUR DEBT
7-17-14 [31]

O Telephone Appearance
O Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

Mr. Clark, according to Schedule I, was the sole breadwinner of the debtors’
household. He passed away in February. Without any record concerning Mrs.
Clark’s ability to repay the proposed debt, the court cannot approve the
motion.

14-24949-A-13 MARY LOUISE PADLO MOTION FOR

CAH-2 DETERMINATION OF VIOLATION OF THE
AUTOMATIC STAY AND FOR SANCTIONS
T7-22-14 [44]

O Telephone Appearance
O Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: The motion will be denied.
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This case was filed on May 10, 2014. It was the second chapter 13 case filed
by the debtor. The first was filed on June 16, 2009. However, that case was
dismissed on May 6, 2014. Hence, the first case was pending and dismissed
within one year of the current case.

Because the debtor filed an earlier chapter 13 case that was dismissed within
the prior year, the automatic stay arising in this case had a duration of 30
days unless extended by the court. See 11 U.S.C. § 362(c) (3). The debtor
filed no motion to extend the stay beyond the 30™ day. Hence, the automatic
stay expired on June 9 and it is now too late to extend or impose it in this
case. See 11 U.S.C. § 362(c) (3) (B).

This motion seeks relief under 11 U.S.C. § 362 (k) for conduct to collect a debt

in violation of 11 U.S.C. § 362(a). The complained of conduct occurred on June
23. On June 23 there was no automatic stay to violate.
10-23654-A-13 MARK/TERESA MISASI MOTION TO
AJP-9 INCUR DEBT

8-11-14 [112]

O Telephone Appearance
O 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. 1If 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.

Subject to the filing of an amended certificate of service reflecting service
in 2014 as opposed to 2010, the motion to refinance an existing mortgage
secured by the debtor’s residence will be granted. The motion to incur a
purchase money loan in order to purchase a new home will be granted. It does
not appear that repayment of the loan will unduly jeopardize the debtor’s
performance of the plan.

14-27961-A-13 GASOLO TAWAKE MOTION TO
GDG-1 EXTEND AUTOMATIC STAY
8-8-14 [8]

O Telephone Appearance
O 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
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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 in part.

This is the second chapter 13 case filed by the debtor. A prior chapter 13
case was dismissed within one year of the most recent petition. It was
dismissed because the debtor was unable to maintain the plan payments.

11 U.S.C. § 362(c) (3) (A) provides that if a single or joint case is filed by or
against a debtor who is an individual in a case under chapter 7, 11, or 13, and
if a single or joint case of the debtor was pending within the preceding one-
year period but was dismissed, the automatic stay with respect to a debt,
property securing such debt, or any lease terminates on the 30 day after the
filing of the new case.

Section 362 (c) (3) (B) allows a debtor to file a motion requesting the
continuation of the stay. A review of the docket reveals that the debtor has
filed this motion to extend the automatic stay before the 30 day after the
filing of the petition. The motion will be adjudicated before the 30-day
period expires.

In order to extend the automatic stay, the party seeking the relief must
demonstrate that the filing of the new case was in good faith as to the
creditors to be stayed. For example, in In re Whitaker, 341 B.R. 336, 345
(Bankr. S.D. Ga. 2006), the court held: “[T]he chief means of rebutting the
presumption of bad faith requires the movant to establish ‘a substantial change

in the financial or personal affairs of the debtor . . . or any other reason to
conclude’ that the instant case will be successful. If the instant case is one
under chapter 7, a discharge must now be permissible. If it is a case under

chapters 11 or 13, there must be some substantial change.”

Here, it appears that the debtor was unable to maintain her plan payments due
to poor money management. In this case, the plan payments will be made by
automatic payments from the debtor’s bank account. This is a sufficient change
in circumstances rebut the presumption of bad faith.

While the motion will be granted, the extended automatic stay will not affect
the interests of the IRS because the motion was not served correctly on the
IRS. 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.0O. Box 7346,
Philadelphia, PA 19101-7346; (2) United States Attorney, for the IRS, 501 I
Street, Suite 10-100, Sacramento, CA 95814; and (3) United States Department of
Justice, Civil Trial Section, Western Region, Box 683, Franklin Station,
Washington, D.C. 20044.

Service in this case is deficient because the IRS was not served at all three
of these addresses.

12-24079-A-13 AARON HEIDEL AND BRIDEY MOTION TO
CA-4 THELEN INCUR DEBT
8-11-14 [55]

O Telephone Appearance
O Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
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10.

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. 1If 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 to incur a purchase money loan to purchase a vehicle will be
granted. The motion establishes a need for the vehicle and it does not appear
that repayment of the loan will unduly jeopardize the debtor’s performance of
the plan.

14-26786-A-13 ALLEN/PATRICIA HAGSTROM MOTION TO
CAa-1 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. CHASE HOME FINANCE, L.L.C. 8-6-14 [17]

O Telephone Appearance
O 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. 1If 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 seeks to value the debtor’s residence at a fair market value of
$384,566 as of the date the petition was filed. It is encumbered by a first
deed of trust held by Chase Home Finance, LLC. The first deed of trust secures
a loan with a balance of approximately $499,493.02 as of the petition date.
Therefore, Chase Home Finance, LLC’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 McDhonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(374 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).
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11.

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) (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 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 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 $384,566. 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% Ccir. 1980).

11-43391-A-13 VINCENT GRANATO MOTION TO
CBW-2 COMPEL ABANDONMENT ETC.
8-6-14 [40]

O Telephone Appearance
O Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling: Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by a party in interest, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local
Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f) (2). Consequently, the debtor, 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
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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 denied.

This is a stealth quiet title action by a co-owner of real property seeking a
declaration that the debtor, in fact and in effect, has abandoned the debtor’s
co-interest in the subject property. Such relief requires an adversary
proceeding. See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7001.
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12.

13.

14.

FINAL RULINGS BEGIN HERE

11-43812-A-13 MARK SAMS MOTION TO
WW-2 SELL
7-21-14 [44]

Final Ruling: This motion to sell property 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 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 to sell real property will be granted on the condition that the sale
proceeds are used to pay all liens of record in full in a manner consistent
with the plan. If the proceeds are not sufficient to pay liens of record in
full (including liens ostensibly “stripped off”), no sale may be completed
without the consent of each lienholder not being paid in full. Any proceeds
unnecessary to pay transactional costs and secured claims will be contributed
to the plan to the extent it may require.

13-33812-A-13 ANGELINA TRUJILLO OBJECTION TO
JpJ-1 CLAIM
VS. PREMIER BANKCARD/CHARTER 7-10-14 [18]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Premier Bankcard/Charter
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 March 5, 2014. The proof of claim was filed on April 23, 2014. 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).

13-34214-A-13 JOSHUA/KIERSTEN MEDINA OBJECTION TO
JPJ-2 CLAIM
VS. CALIFORNIA STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT 7-10-14 [47]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of California State
Disbursement Unit 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.

August 25, 2014 at 1:30 p.m.
- Page 10 -



15.

16.

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 for a governmental unit to file
a timely proof of claim was May 5, 2014. The proof of claim was filed on June
17, 2014. 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).

14-24216-A-13 DEBRA VASQUEZ MOTION TO
PGM-1 CONFIRM PLAN
7-14-14 [23]

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) 1is 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 debtor, an actual hearing
is unnecessary. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9 Cir.

2000) . 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.

13-33917-A-13 BENITA WHITE OBJECTION TO
JpJ-1 CLAIM
VS. PREMIER BANKCARD/CHARTER 7-10-14 [18]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Premier Bankcard/Charter
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 March 5, 2014. The proof of claim was filed on April 23, 2014. 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); 2Zidell, Inc. V. Forsch (In re Coastal
Alaska), 920 F.2d 1428, 1432-33 (9™ Ccir. 1990).
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14-27018-A-13 EDISON/CAROLYN ROSE MOTION TO
BHS-1 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. WELLS FARGO HOME MORTGAGE 7-23-14 [12]

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 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
$350,000 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 $420,000 as of the petition
date. Therefore, Wells Fargo Home 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); McDhonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDhonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(374 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 wvaluation
motion which amounts to a denial of due process.

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

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

assessing the feasibility of a plan, 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (6), and determining
whether the treatment accorded to secured claims complies with 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a) (5) .

To the extent the creditor objects to the debtor’s opinion of value, that
objection is also overruled, 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 $350,000. 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).

11-38919-A-13 DALE/JEAN LYON OBJECTION TO
JpJ-1 CLAIM
VS. NAVY FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 7-10-14 [53]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Navy Federal Credit
Union 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 December 7, 2011. The proof of claim was filed on June 5, 2014. 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).

11-38919-A-13 DALE/JEAN LYON OBJECTION TO
JPJ-2 CLAIM
VS. NAVY FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 7-10-14 [57]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Navy Federal Credit
Union 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
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hearing is considered as consent to the sustaining of the objection.

Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9% Cir.

CfE.

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 December 7, 2011. The proof of claim was filed on June 5, 2014. 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); 2Zidell, Inc. V. Forsch (In re Coastal
Alaska), 920 F.2d 1428, 1432-33 (9™ Cir. 1990).

13-26220-A-13
JPJ-2
vVS. U.S.

DALE/STACEY O'NEAL
BANK HOME MORTGAGE

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof

has been set for hearing on at least 44 days’

required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 3007-1 (c

OBJECTION TO
CLAIM
7-10-14 [55]
of claim of U.S. Bank Home Mortgage
notice to the claimant as

) (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.

Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9% Cir.

CE.

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
was September 4, 2013. The proof of claim
Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 502(b) (9) and Fed.
disallowed because it is untimely. See In

date to file a timely proof of claim
was filed on September 5, 2013.

R. Bankr. P. 3002(c), the claim is
re Osborne, 76 F.3d 306 (9™ Cir.

1996); In re Edelman, 237 B.R. 146, 153 (B
United States (In re Tomlan), 907 F.2d 114
Forsch (In re Coastal Alaska),

13-30920-A-13
JPJ-2
VS. OCWEN LOAN SERVICING, LLC

RAYMOND/DEBORAH DELGADO

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof
been set for hearing on at least 44 days’
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3007-1(c) (1) (ii).

920 F.2d 1428,

JALPL. 9 Cir. 1999); Ledlin v.
(9" Cir. 1989); Zzidell, Inc. V.
1432-33 (9% Ccir. 1990).

OBJECTION TO
CLAIM
7-10-14 [72]

of claim of Ocwen Loan Servicing has

notice to the claimant as required by
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.

52, 53 (9" Cir. 1995). Further,

See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d

Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d

because the court will not materially alter
the relief requested by the objecting party,

an actual hearing is unnecessary.
592 (9*F 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 December 26, 2013. The proof of claim was filed on June 19, 2014.
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.
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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).

13-33935-A-13 RICHARD/MELINDA WION OBJECTION TO
BB-2 CLAIM
VS. JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A. 7-14-14 [51]

Final Ruling: The objection will be dismissed without prejudice.

First, the objection was not served at the address given in the proof of claim
for notice.

Second, the objection asserts the claim should not be allowed as a secured
claim. However, the claim was filed as unsecured claim, not a secured claim.
The objection is tilting at a windmill.

13-34247-A-13 LORRAINE LITTLE-DENNIS OBJECTION TO
JPJ-2 CLAIM
VS. NAVIENT SOLUTIONS, INC./DEPT OF 7-10-14 [58]

EDUCATION SERVICING

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Navient Solutions,
Inc./Dept. of Education Servicing 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" Ccir. 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 for a governmental entity to
file a timely proof of claim was May 5, 2014 and for a nongovernmental creditor
that deadline was March 12, 2014. The proof of claim was filed on May 7, 2014.
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*f Cir. 1989); Zidell, Inc. V.
Forsch (In re Coastal Alaska), 920 F.2d 1428, 1432-33 (9 Cir. 1990).

13-34552-A-13 MOHAMMED KHALIL AND MEER OBJECTION TO
JpJ-1 JAN CLAIM
VS. NAVIENT SOLUTIONS, INC./DEPT OF 7-10-14 [28]

EDUCATION SERVICING

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Navient Solutions,
Inc./Dept. of Education Servicing 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 for a governmental entity to
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file a timely proof of claim was May 13, 2014 and for a nongovernmental
creditor that deadline was March 19, 2014. The proof of claim was filed on May
17, 2014. 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); Zzidell, Inc. V.
Forsch (In re Coastal Alaska), 920 F.2d 1428, 1432-33 (9™ Ccir. 1990).

14-26253-A-13 MATTHEW MINCH MOTION TO
PLC-2 VALUE COLLATERAL
VS. OCWEN LOAN SERVICING - 7-24-14 [31]

WILMINGTON TRUST, N.A.

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 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
$152,373.42 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 $216,594 as of the petition
date. Therefore, Ocwen Loan Servicing - Wilmington Trust, N.A.’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); McDhonald v. Master Fin., Inc. (In re McDonald), 205 F.3d 606, 611-13
(3*¢ Ccir. 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
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property. There is nothing about the process for considering the wvaluation
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 $152,373.42. 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).

14-23761-A-13 MICHAEL MURPHY OBJECTION TO
JPJ-2 EXEMPTIONS
7-10-14 [30]

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.

While the trustee is correct that the debtor cannot exempt an interest in real
property with Cal. Civ. Pro. Code § 704.010 because that statute permits the
exemption of vehicles, not real property, the debtor has amended this
exemption. The debtor now claims an exemption pursuant to Cal. Civ. Pro. Code
§ 704.730. Therefore, the objection is dismissed as moot but without prejudice
to any objections the trustee may have to the amended exemption.

12-27865-A-13 LEONARD/PATRICIA MOTION TO
CAH-1 WILKERSON MODIFY PLAN
7-8-14 [30]

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.
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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 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.

12-23873-A-13 BERAN/PULLO SAMBA OBJECTION TO
JPJ-2 CLAIM
VS. WELLS FARGO HOME MORTGAGE 7-10-14 [64]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Wells Fargo Home
Mortgage 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 July 11, 2012. The proof of claim was filed on June 2, 2014. 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); 2Zidell, Inc. V. Forsch (In re Coastal
Alaska), 920 F.2d 1428, 1432-33 (9™ Cir. 1990).

14-21173-A-13 GLENN/THERESE HOLLAND MOTION TO
PGM-1 SELL
7-24-14 [33]

Final Ruling: This motion to sell property 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 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 to sell real property is granted on the condition that the sale
proceeds are used to pay all liens of record in full and in a manner consistent
with the plan. Insofar as surplus sale proceeds are available, they shall be
paid over to the trustee to the extent required by the confirmed plan with such
additional amounts as volunteered by the debtor. The turnover of the surplus
sale proceeds is voluntary. Burgie v. McDonald (In re Burgie), 239 B.R. 406,
409-410 (B.A.P. 9*® Cir. 1999) (“The proceeds of the sale of a debtor’s real
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estate in a chapter 13 case never become disposable income for the purposes of
chapter 13. This result applies in a chapter 13 case whether or not the
property is exempt from execution. . . . Postpetition disposable income does
not include prepetition property or its proceeds.”).

Absent either payment in full (i.e., a 100% dividend) of all filed proofs of
claim or the approval of a modified plan that permits the plan to be completed
without payment in full, the plan shall not be deemed completed by payment of
the sale proceeds to the trustee.

Absent an approved plan modification or payment in full of all claims, it is
not possible to pay a plan off early. First, the plan provides at section
1.03: “The monthly plan payments will continue for 36 months unless all allowed
unsecured claims are paid in full within a shorter period of time.”

In other words, the debtor’s plan requires that the debtor pay a monthly
payment for the stated term even if the dividend promised to general unsecured
creditors is exceeded. Until the plan term has run its length, or until the
unsecured creditors get 100% of their claims, the debtor must make plan
payments for each month of the entire term whether the unsecured creditors get
the minimum dividend promised in the plan or something more.

14-22184-A-13 LAWRENCE/JANET BROWN MOTION TO
PGM-1 CONFIRM PLAN
7-8-14 [29]

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) 1is 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 debtor, an actual hearing
is unnecessary. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9 Cir.

2000) . 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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