
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Eastern District of California

Honorable Christopher M. Klein
Bankruptcy Judge

Sacramento, California

February 4, 2020 at 2:00 p.m.

1. 19-27462-C-13 CONCHITA ZAPATA OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
AP-1 Pro Se PLAN BY THE BANK OF NEW YORK

MELLON
1-16-20 [23]

THRU #2

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor, Chapter 13 Trustee, and the US Trustee on January 16, 2020.  By the court’s
calculation, 19 days’ notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection is sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed..

11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits a debtor to amend a plan any time before confirmation. 
Subsequent to the filing of this Objection, Debtor filed an Amended Plan on January 28, 2020. Dckt. 30. 
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Filing a new plan is a de facto withdrawal of the pending plan.  The Objection is sustained, and the plan
is not confirmed.

The court notes for the benefit of the Debtor, who is in pro se, that the recently filed plan was
not set for hearing. Additionally, a review of the plan shows that is nowhere near confirmable. The plan
payment is only $140, which is less than the amount proposes to be paid to the Class 1 claim of
Bayview. 

If the debtor does not turn the case around (with the assistance of knowledgeable bankruptcy
counsel), it is very likely the Trustee or another party will seek dismissal of the case for unreasonable
delay. 

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to Confirmation  the Chapter 13 Plan filed by creditor
Bank of New York Mellon fka the Bank of New York, as trustee  (“Creditor”),
having been presented to the court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence,
arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection is sustained, and the proposed
Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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2. 19-27462-C-13 CONCHITA ZAPATA OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
DPC-1 Pro Se PLAN BY DAVID P. CUSICK

1-16-20 [19]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor on January 16, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 19 days’ notice was provided. 
14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 Trustee, the U.S. Trustee, and any other parties in
interest were not required to file a written response or opposition to the motion. 

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection is sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.

11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits a debtor to amend a plan any time before confirmation. 
Subsequent to the filing of this Objection, Debtor filed an Amended Plan on January 28, 2020. Dckt. 30. 
Filing a new plan is a de facto withdrawal of the pending plan.  The Objection is sustained, and the plan
is not confirmed.

The court notes for the benefit of the Debtor, who is in pro se, that the recently filed plan was
not set for hearing. Additionally, a review of the plan shows that is nowhere near confirmable. The plan
payment is only $140, which is less than the amount proposes to be paid to the Class 1 claim of
Bayview. 
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If the debtor does not turn the case around (with the assistance of knowledgeable bankruptcy
counsel), it is very likely the Trustee or another party will seek dismissal of the case for unreasonable
delay. 

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to Confirmation  the Chapter 13 Plan filed by the Chapter
13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court, and
upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause
appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection is sustained, and the proposed
Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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3. 19-27189-C-13 YEVGENIY ZHILOVSKIY OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
DPC-1 Pro Se PLAN BY DAVID P CUSICK

1-7-20 [26]
THRU #4

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on January 7, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 28 days’
notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection is sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed..

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed this Objection noting the wrong
Chapter 13 Plan form is used, and that the plan would take upwards of 999 months to complete. 

11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits a debtor to amend a plan any time before confirmation. 
Subsequent to the filing of this Objection, Debtor filed an Amended Plan on January 13, 2020. Dckt. 34.
Filing a new plan is a de facto withdrawal of the pending plan.  The Objection is sustained, and the plan
is not confirmed.

The court notes for the benefit of the Debtor, who is in pro se, that the recently filed plan was
not set for hearing. Additionally, a review of the plan shows that is nowhere near confirmable. The plan
payment is only $125, which is less than the amount proposed to be paid to the Class 1 claim of SN
Servicing Corporation. 
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If the debtor does not turn the case around (with the assistance of knowledgeable bankruptcy
counsel), it is very likely the Trustee or another party will seek dismissal of the case for unreasonable
delay. 

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to Confirmation  the Chapter 13 Plan filed by The
Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court,
and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause
appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection is sustained, and the proposed
Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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4. 19-27189-C-13 YEVGENIY ZHILOVSKIY OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
LBJ-1 Pro Se PLAN BY U.S. BANK TRUST

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
12-19-19 [20]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor, Chapter 13 Trustee, and US Trustee on December 19, 2019.  By the court’s
calculation, 47 days’ notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection is sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed..

 U.S. Bank Trust, N.A. as Trustee (“Creditor”) filed this Objection arguing the plan fails to
provide for the correct postpetition payment on its claim secured by the debtor’s residence. Creditor also
argues the plan does not cure arrearages. 

 Subsequent to the filing of this Objection, Debtor filed an Amended Plan on January 13,
2020. Dckt. 34.  11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits a debtor to amend a plan any time before confirmation. Filing
a new plan is a de facto withdrawal of the pending plan.  The Objection is sustained, and the plan is not
confirmed.

The court notes for the benefit of the Debtor, who is in pro se, that the recently filed plan was
not set for hearing. Additionally, a review of the plan shows that is nowhere near confirmable. The plan
payment is only $125, which is less than the amount proposed to be paid to the Class 1 claim of SN
Servicing Corporation. 
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If the debtor does not turn the case around (with the assistance of knowledgeable bankruptcy
counsel), it is very likely the Trustee or another party will seek dismissal of the case for unreasonable
delay. 

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to Confirmation  the Chapter 13 Plan filed by creditor
U.S. Bank Trust, N.A. as Trustee  (“Creditor”), having been presented to the
court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and
good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection is sustained, and the proposed
Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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5. 19-22109-C-13 EVELYNN CARR MOTION TO MODIFY PLAN
PGM-1 Peter Macaluso 12-19-19 [33]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, and Office of the United States Trustee on December 19, 2019.
By the court’s calculation, 47 days’ notice was provided.  35 days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P.
2002(a)(5) & 3015(h) (requiring twenty-one days’ notice); LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(2) (requiring
fourteen days’ notice for written opposition).

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rules 3015-1(d)(2), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 3015(g). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Opposition having been filed, the court will address the merits of the motion at the
hearing.  If it appears at the hearing that disputed material factual issues remain to be resolved, a later
evidentiary hearing will be set. LOCAL BANKR. R. 9014-1(g).

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan is granted.

The debtor, Evelynn J. Carr (“Debtor”) seeks confirmation of the Modified Plan to cure a
delinquency in payments Debtor argues was caused when her lessees did not timely pay rent.
Declaration, Dckt. 37.  The Modified Plan provides for $5,974 paid through December 2019, and
payments of $1,600 for 52 months. Modified Plan, Dckt. 35.  11 U.S.C. § 1329 permits a debtor to
modify a plan after confirmation.

CHAPTER 13 TRUSTEE’S  OPPOSITION

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed an Opposition on December 20,
2019. Dckt. 39. Trustee opposes confirmation on the following grounds:

1. The plan alludes to an  Ensminger provision, proposing a $1,175
monthly adequate protection payment where the monthly payment is
currently $1,321.37. But, the actual provision is not included. 
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2. Debtor indicates a loan modification was forwarded to her, but has not
provided those documents to the Trustee. 

3. Debtor has not filed supplemental schedules to show her current
finances–where the Debtor’s rental income has been unreliable, it is
unclear if the plan is feasible. 

DEBTOR’S REPLY

Debtor filed a Reply on January 28, 2020. Dckt. 46. The Reply includes detailed language
normally dubbed the “Ensminger provision,” providing for a monthly adequate protection payment on 
PHH Mortgage’s secured claim pending a potential loan modification, which the Debtor requests be
added to the plan through the language of the order confirming the plan. 

 
DISCUSSION 

Debtor filed Supplemental Schedules I and J on December 20, 2019. Dckt. 42. Schedule I
shows a $1,400 drop in rental income. Dckts. 1, 42. In the Motion and Declaration, it is not clear why
Debtor has given up entirely on renting. Schedule I also shows $403 in income from “Calfresh” on
behalf of the Debtor and Debtor’s dependent adult son.  

Schedule J shows expenses were reduced by roughly $400 a month. Dckts. 1, 42. The
reduced expenses include utilities, food, clothing, personal care, medical/dental, entertainment,
transportation, and charitable donation. Reductions nearly across the board.

 Debtor filed a declaration to explain some of the changes. Dckt. 43. The Declaration only
lists the decreases to food, cleaning products, and personal care products, explaining that the reduction is
because Debtor and his son “get Calfresh to use on food and cleaning and personal.” 

It is unclear why Calfresh is treated as both income, and as a way to reduce expenses. Likely
it should only be treated as the former. 

The court shares the Trustee’s concern over Debtor’s ability to make payments. The sudden
drop in expenses where Debtor has already struggled to make payments casts doubt as to whether the
plan is feasible. 11 U.S.C. § 1325. 

The Modified Plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329 and is not
confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Chapter 13 Plan filed by the
debtor, Evelynn J. Carr (“Debtor”) having been presented to the court, and upon
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review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause
appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is denied. 

February 4, 2020 at 2:00 p.m. 
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6. 19-27509-C-13 JOSEPH DESSE OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
DPC-1 Eric Vandermey PLAN BY DAVID P CUSICK

1-15-20 [18]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on January 15, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 20 days’
notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan is sustained.

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), opposes confirmation of the Plan on the
basis that Debtor has not filed any tax returns for the last four years. 

DISCUSSION

Debtor admitted at the Meeting of Creditors that the federal income tax returns for the last
four years have not been filed.  Filing of the return is required. 11 U.S.C. §§ 1308, 1325(a)(9).  Failure to
file a tax return is cause to deny confirmation. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(1). 

The Plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 and 1325(a).  The Objection is sustained,
and the Plan is not confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
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hearing.

The Objection to the Chapter 13 Plan filed by the Chapter 13 Trustee,
David Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court, and upon review of
the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection to Confirmation of the Plan is
sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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7. 19-27531-C-13 GREG KARAMATIC OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
DPC-1 Mohammad Mokarram PLAN BY DAVID P CUSICK

1-14-20 [15]
THRU #8

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on January 14, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 21 days’
notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan is sustained.

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick  (“Trustee”),  opposes confirmation of the Plan on the
basis that:

A. The debtor did not appear at the January 9, 2020 Meeting of Creditors.

B. The Debtor’s plan relies entirely on contributions from the non-filing
spouse. 

C. Debtor’s 2018 tax return lists rental income, which is not listed on the
current Schedule I. 

D. Debtor has listed on Schedule A/B real property and a vehicle with the
caveat “Non-filing spouse only on this loan.” Trustee believes this
means Debtor is omitting debts. 
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DISCUSSION

Debtor did not appear at the Meeting of Creditors held pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 341. 
Appearance is mandatory. See 11 U.S.C. § 343.  Attempting to confirm a plan while failing to appear
and be questioned by Trustee and any creditors who appear represents a failure to cooperate. See 11
U.S.C. § 521(a)(3).  That is cause to deny confirmation. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(1). 

The Trustee’s other objections all demonstrate that the Trustee has not been provided
sufficient documentation as to Debtor’s finances. Trustee wants to verify that Debtor no longer has rental
income; Trustee wants to verify that the secured claims as to Debtor’s house and vehicle are not
community; and Trustee wants to verify that the non-filing spouse will contribute all income. This calls
into question whether Debtor has complied with the Bankruptcy Code, which requires cooperation with
the Trustee as necessary to enable the trustee to perform the trustee’s duties. 11 U.S.C. § 521(a)(3). 

The Plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 and 1325(a).  The Objection is sustained,
and the Plan is not confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to the Chapter 13 Plan filed by the Chapter 13 Trustee,
David Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court, and upon review of
the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection to Confirmation of the Plan is
sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.

February 4, 2020 at 2:00 p.m. 
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8. 19-27531-C-13 GREG KARAMATIC OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
RPZ-1 Mohammad Mokarram PLAN BY SIERRA CENTRAL CREDIT

UNION
1-16-20 [19]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor, Debtor’s Attorney, the Chapter 13 Trustee, and the US Trustee on January 16,
2020.  By the court’s calculation, 19 days’ notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan is sustained.

Sierra Central Credit Union (“Creditor”) holding a secured claim opposes confirmation of the
Plan on the basis that its secured claim is not provided for in the plan. 

DISCUSSION

Creditor’s argument is well-taken. Creditor’s claim is secured by Debtor’s real property
known as 4 Windbridge Court, Chico, California, which Debtor has listed as his primary residence.
Schedule A, Dckt. 1. 

With no provision made for the payment of Creditor’s claim, and the prepetition arrearages,
the plan is not likely to be feasible. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6). 

The Plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 and 1325(a).  The Objection is sustained,
and the Plan is not confirmed.
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The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to the Chapter 13 Plan filed by Sierra Central Credit
Union (“Creditor”) holding a secured claim having been presented to the court,
and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause
appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection to Confirmation of the Plan is
sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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9. 19-25356-C-13 JARNAIL SINGH MINHAS MOTION TO CONFIRM PLAN
PR-1 Patrick Riazi 12-26-19 [32]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, and Office of the United States Trustee on December 26, 2019. 
By the court’s calculation, 40 days’ notice was provided.  35 days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P.
2002(a)(9); LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(1).

The Motion to Confirm the  Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by Local
Bankruptcy Rules 3015-1(d)(1), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 2002(b). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Opposition having been filed, the court will address the merits of the motion at the
hearing.  If it appears at the hearing that disputed material factual issues remain to be resolved, a later
evidentiary hearing will be set. LOCAL BANKR. R. 9014-1(g).

The Motion to Confirm the  Plan is denied.

The debtor, Jarnail Singh Minhas (“Debtor”) seeks confirmation of the Chapter 13 Plan. The 
Plan provides for payments of $1,361.71 for 60 months. Plan, Dckt. 14.  11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits a
debtor to amend a plan any time before confirmation.

CHAPTER 13 TRUSTEE’S  OPPOSITION

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed an Opposition on January 15, 2020.
Dckt. 47. Trustee argues that Debtor has not provided a list of assets and accounting statement for JM
Trucklines Inc. and Khela Transport Inc., which was the same objection Trustee raised before which the
court sustained on November 5, 2019.
 
DISCUSSION 

Debtor has not provided Trustee with a list of assets and accounting statements for Debtor’s
businesses. Debtor is required to submit those documents and cooperate with the Chapter 13 Trustee. 11
U.S.C. § 521. Without Debtor submitting all required documents, the court and the Chapter 13 Trustee
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are unable to determine if the Plan is feasible, viable, or complies with 11 U.S.C. § 1325.

The  Plan  does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1323, and 1325(a) and is not confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Confirm the  Chapter 13 Plan filed by the debtor, Jarnail
Singh Minhas (“Debtor”), having been presented to the court, and upon review of
the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion to Confirm the  Plan is denied, and
the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.

February 4, 2020 at 2:00 p.m. 
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10. 20-20058-C-13 OREDA HAGY MOTION TO EXTEND AUTOMATIC
MOH-1 Michael Hays STAY

1-21-20 [18]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the motion.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Motion—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on January 21, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 14 days’ notice
was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Motion to Extend the Automatic Stay was properly set for hearing on the notice required
by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2).  Debtor, creditors, the Chapter 13 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 offer 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.  At the hearing, ------
---------------------------.

The Motion to Extend the Automatic Stay is granted.

Oreda Hagy (“Debtor”) seeks to have the provisions of the automatic stay provided by 11
U.S.C. § 362(a) extended beyond thirty days in this case.  This is Debtor’s second bankruptcy petition
pending in the past year.  Debtor’s prior bankruptcy case (No. 18-25926) was dismissed on February 21,
2019, after Debtor failed to pay the filing fee. See Order, Bankr. E.D. Cal. No. 18-25926, Dckt. 33,
February 21, 2019.  Therefore, pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(c)(3)(A), the provisions of the automatic stay
end as to Debtor thirty days after filing of the petition.

Here, Debtor states that the instant case was filed in good faith and explains that the previous
case was dismissed because her tenants stopped paying rent, which was $1,700 a month. Debtor testifies
that she has now evicted those tenants and will soon have rental income again. Dckt. 22. Debtor also
notes her long-time partner is willing to make contributions, and Debtor filed pay advices in support of
the Motion. Dckt. 25.   

Upon motion of a party in interest and after notice and hearing, the court may order the
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provisions extended beyond thirty days if the filing of the subsequent petition was filed in good faith. 11
U.S.C. § 362(c)(3)(B).  As this court has noted in other cases, Congress expressly provides in 11 U.S.C.
§ 362(c)(3)(A) that the automatic stay terminates as to Debtor, and nothing more.  In 11 U.S.C.
§ 362(c)(4), Congress expressly provides that the automatic stay never goes into effect in the
bankruptcy case when the conditions of that section are met.  Congress clearly knows the difference
between a debtor, the bankruptcy estate (for which there are separate express provisions under 11 U.S.C.
§ 362(a) to protect property of the bankruptcy estate) and the bankruptcy case.  While terminated as to
Debtor, the plain language of 11 U.S.C. § 362(c)(3) is limited to the automatic stay as to only Debtor. 
The subsequently filed case is presumed to be filed in bad faith if one or more of Debtor’s cases was
pending within the year preceding filing of the instant case. Id. § 362(c)(3)(C)(i)(I).  The presumption of
bad faith may be rebutted by clear and convincing evidence. Id. § 362(c)(3)(C).

In determining if good faith exists, the court considers the totality of the circumstances. In re
Elliot-Cook, 357 B.R. 811, 814 (Bankr. N.D. Cal. 2006); see also Laura B. Bartell, Staying the Serial
Filer - Interpreting the New Exploding Stay Provisions of § 362(c)(3) of the Bankruptcy Code, 82 Am.
Bankr. L.J. 201, 209–10 (2008).  An important indicator of good faith is a realistic prospect of success in
the second case, contrary to the failure of the first case. See, e.g., In re Jackola, No. 11-01278, 2011
Bankr. LEXIS 2443, at *6 (Bankr. D. Haw. June 22, 2011) (citing In re Elliott-Cook, 357 B.R. 811,
815–16 (Bankr. N.D. Cal. 2006)).  Courts consider many factors—including those used to determine
good faith under §§ 1307(c) and 1325(a)—but the two basic issues to determine good faith under
§ 362(c)(3) are:

A. Why was the previous plan filed?

B. What has changed so that the present plan is likely to succeed?

In re Elliot-Cook, 357 B.R. at 814–15.

Debtor has sufficiently rebutted the presumption of bad faith under the facts of this case and
the prior case for the court to extend the automatic stay.

The Motion is granted, and the automatic stay is extended for all purposes and parties, unless
terminated by operation of law or further order of this court.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Extend the Automatic Stay filed by Oreda Hagy
(“Debtor”) having been presented to the court, and upon review of the pleadings,
evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is granted, and the automatic stay is
extended pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(c)(3)(B) for all purposes and parties, unless
terminated by operation of law or further order of this court.
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11. 18-23962-C-13 MICHAEL/TRACY MAXEY MOTION TO SELL
MAX-5 Yasha Rahimzadeh 1-4-20 [93]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee, creditors, parties requesting special notice, and Office of the United States
Trustee on January 6, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 29 days’ notice was provided.  28 days’ notice is
required. FED. R. BANKR. P. 2002(a)(2) (requiring twenty-one days’ notice).

The Motion to Sell Property has been set for hearing on the notice required by Local
Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written
opposition at least fourteen days prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule
9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v.
Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995) (upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a
party’s failure to file opposition as consent to grant a motion).  The defaults of the non-responding
parties and other parties in interest are entered.

The Motion to Sell Property is granted.

The Bankruptcy Code permits the debtors, Michael Allen Maxey and Tracy Lee Maxey
(“Movant”) to sell property of the estate after a noticed hearing. 11 U.S.C. §§ 363 and 1303.  Here,
Movant proposes to sell the real  property commonly known as  5893 Green Mountain Lane, Rocklin,
California  (“Property”).

The proposed purchaser of the Property is Alexandria Blangeres, for a purchase price of
$565,000.00. 

RESPONSES

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), and creditor Bank of New York Mellon
(“Creditor”) filed responsive pleadings to the motion. The Trustee filed a nonopposition. Dckt. 102. 

The Creditor filed a Response indicating nonopposition so long as its secured claim is paid in
full. Dckt. 99. 
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DISCUSSION

At the time of the hearing, the court announced the proposed sale and requested that all other
persons interested in submitting overbids present them in open court.  At the hearing, the following
overbids were presented in open court: xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.

Based on the evidence before the court, the court determines that the proposed sale is in the
best interest of the Estate. 

Request for Waiver of Fourteen-Day Stay of Enforcement

Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 6004(h) stays an order granting a motion to sell for
fourteen days after the order is entered, unless the court orders otherwise.  Movant requests that the court
grant relief from the Rule as adopted by the United States Supreme Court.

Movant has pleaded adequate facts and presented sufficient evidence to support the court
waiving the fourteen-day stay of enforcement required under Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure
6004(h), and this part of the requested relief is granted.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Sell Property filed by Michael Allen Maxey and Tracy
Lee Maxey (“Movant”) having been presented to the court, and upon review of
the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that Movant is authorized to sell pursuant to 11
U.S.C. § 363(b) to Alexandria Blangeres or nominee (“Buyer”), the Property
commonly known as 5893 Green Mountain Lane, Rocklin, California 
(“Property”), on the following terms:

A. The Property shall be sold to Buyer for $565,000.00, on the
terms and conditions set forth in the Purchase Agreement,
Exhibit B, Dckt. 97, and as further provided in this Order.

B. The sale proceeds shall first be applied to closing costs, real
estate commissions, prorated real property taxes and
assessments, liens, other customary and contractual costs and
expenses incurred to effectuate the sale.

C. The Chapter 13 Debtor is authorized to execute any and all
documents reasonably necessary to effectuate the sale.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the fourteen-day stay of
enforcement provided in Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 6004(h) is 
waived for cause.
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12. 19-27480-C-13 GEORGE/LEAH BLEASDALE OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
DPC-1 Arete Kostopoulos PLAN BY DAVID P CUSICK

1-16-20 [18]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on January 16, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 19 days’
notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan is sustained.

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), opposes confirmation of the Plan on the
basis that:

A. The Internal Revenue Service filed Proof of Claim, No. 4 indicating a
secured claim of $29,030.79, which was omitted entirely from the plan. 

B. The claims of Capital One Finance and Golden One Credit Union were
included as Class 1, but those claims will both mature before the plan
term ends, meaning they should be Class 2. 

C. The Debtor has not provided all documents required by 11 U.S.C. § 521. 

DISCUSSION

The current proposed plan has not been demonstrated to be feasible. The plan omitted the
secured claim of the IRS, and has missclassified various claims. That is reason to deny confirmation. 11
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U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6).  

Debtor has failed to timely provide Trustee with business documents including:

A. Questionnaire,
B. Two years of tax returns,
C. Six months of profit and loss statements,
D. Six months of bank account statements, and
E. Proof of license and insurance or written statement that no such

documentation exists.

11 U.S.C. §§ 521(e)(2)(A)(i), 704(a)(3), 1106(a)(3), 1302(b)(1), 1302(c); FED. R. BANKR. P. 4002(b)(2)
& (3).  Debtor is required to submit those documents and cooperate with Trustee. 11 U.S.C. § 521(a)(3). 
Without Debtor submitting all required documents, the court and Trustee are unable to determine if the
Plan is feasible, viable, or complies with 11 U.S.C. § 1325.  

The Plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 and 1325(a).  The Objection is sustained,
and the Plan is not confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to the Chapter 13 Plan filed by the Chapter 13 Trustee,
David Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court, and upon review of
the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection to Confirmation of the Plan is
sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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13. 18-23689-C-13 KATHLEEN PIGNATARO MOTION TO EMPLOY DEEPAK
NSV-3 Nima Vikshori DEVABOSE AS SPECIAL COUNSEL

12-19-19 [77]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee, creditors, and Office of the United States Trustee on December 19, 2019. 
By the court’s calculation, 47 days’ notice was provided.  28 days’ notice is required.

The Motion to Employ has been set for hearing on the notice required by Local Bankruptcy
Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at
least fourteen days prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is
considered to be the equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9th Cir. 1995) (upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file
opposition as consent to grant a motion).  The defaults of the non-responding parties and other parties in
interest are entered.

The Motion to Employ is denied without prejudice. 

Kathleen Marie Pignataro (“Debtor”) seeks to employ Knight Law Group, LLP (“Special
Counsel”) pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1) and Bankruptcy Code Sections 328(a) and
330.  The authorization sought is retroactive– Special Counsel was hired postpetition by the Debtor to
pursue claim asserted in Pignataro v. FCA US LLC, et al., Superior Court of California, County of El
Dorado, Case Number SC20180161 (“State Court Litigation”).

A settlement was reached in the State Court Litigation, and approved by this court on
November 26, 2019. Dckt. 75. But, the court brought it to Debtor’s attention that Special Counsel was
pursuing claims of the Estate, and needed to have its employment (retroactively) approved for that
purpose. 

Debtor filed her declaration in support of the motion noting that she did not inform Special
Counsel of this bankruptcy because she did not think the State Court Litigation claims were an Estate
asset. 

The declaration of  Deepak Devabose provides testimony as to Special Counsel’s
qualifications. Dckt. 80. But, there is no testimony as to possible conflicts, and the agreement between
Debtor and Special Counsel was not filed as an exhibit. 
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DISCUSSION 

Pursuant to § 327(a), a trustee or debtor in possession is authorized, with court approval, to
engage the services of professionals, including attorneys, to represent or assist the trustee in carrying out
the trustee’s duties under Title 11.  To be so employed by the trustee or debtor in possession, the
professional must not hold or represent an interest adverse to the estate and be a disinterested person.

Section 328(a) authorizes, with court approval, a trustee or debtor in possession to engage the
professional on reasonable terms and conditions, including a retainer, hourly fee, fixed or percentage fee,
or contingent fee basis.  Notwithstanding such approved terms and conditions, the court may allow
compensation different from that under the agreement after the conclusion of the representation, if such
terms and conditions prove to have been improvident in light of developments not capable of being
anticipated at the time of fixing of such terms and conditions.

Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 2014(a) states an application for employment “shall
state the specific facts showing the necessity for the employment, the name of the person to be
employed, the reasons for the selection, the professional services to be rendered, any proposed
arrangement for compensation, and, to the best of the applicant's knowledge, all of the person's
connections with the debtor, creditors, any other party in interest, their respective attorneys and
accountants, the United States trustee, or any person employed in the office of the United States trustee.” 

Here, the court cannot determine the reasonableness of the terms because the agreement
between Debtor and Special Counsel was not provided. Additionally, no information as to conflicts was
provided. Therefore, the Motion is denied without prejudice. 

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Employ filed by Kathleen Marie Pignataro (“Debtor”) 
having been presented to the court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence,
arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is denied without prejudice. 
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14. 19-27490-C-13 KIRK/MICHELLE LOSSIUS OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
DPC-1 Mohammad Mokarram PLAN BY DAVID P CUSICK

1-16-20 [13]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.

Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition to the Objection.  If there is opposition presented, the court will consider the opposition
and whether further hearing is proper pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2)(C).
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(2) Objection—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection and supporting pleadings
were served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on January 16, 2020.  By the court’s calculation, 19 days’
notice was provided.  14 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan was properly set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(2) and the procedure authorized by Local Bankruptcy Rule
3015-1(c)(4).  Debtor, Creditors, the Chapter 13 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 Objection, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record further.  If no opposition is
offered at the hearing, the court will take up the merits of the Objection.  At the hearing --------------------
-------------.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan is sustained.

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), opposes confirmation of the Plan on the
basis that:

A. Debtor did not provide either a tax transcript or a federal income tax
return with attachments for the most recent pre-petition tax year.

B. Debtor has not filed tax returns for 2015 through 2018. 

DISCUSSION

Debtor did not provide either a tax transcript or a federal income tax return with attachments
for the most recent pre-petition tax year for which a return was required. See 11 U.S.C.
§ 521(e)(2)(A)(i); FED. R. BANKR. P. 4002(b)(3).  Debtor has failed to provide the tax transcript.  That is
cause to deny confirmation. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(1). 
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Also, Debtor admitted at the Meeting of Creditors that the federal income tax return for the
2015 through 2018 tax years have not been filed still.  Filing of the return is required. 11 U.S.C.
§§ 1308, 1325(a)(9).  Failure to file a tax return is cause to deny confirmation. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(1). 

The Plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 and 1325(a).  The Objection is sustained,
and the Plan is not confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to the Chapter 13 Plan filed by the Chapter 13 Trustee,
David Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court, and upon review of
the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection to Confirmation of the Plan is
sustained, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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15. 19-25996-C-13 JANINE BELLUOMINI MOTION TO CONFIRM PLAN
MMM-1 Mohammad Mokarram 12-13-19 [23]

Tentative Ruling: Oral argument may be presented by the parties at the scheduled hearing, where the
parties shall address the issues identified in this tentative ruling and such other issues as are necessary
and appropriate to the court’s resolution of the matter.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—Hearing Required.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, parties requesting special notice, and Office of the United
States Trustee on December 13, 2019.  By the court’s calculation, 53 days’ notice was provided.  35
days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P. 2002(a)(9); LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(1).

The Motion to Confirm the Amended Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rules 3015-1(d)(1), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 2002(b). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Opposition having been filed, the court will address the merits of the motion at the
hearing.  If it appears at the hearing that disputed material factual issues remain to be resolved, a later
evidentiary hearing will be set. LOCAL BANKR. R. 9014-1(g).

The Motion to Confirm the Amended Plan is granted.

The debtor, Janine Elizabeth Belluomini (“Debtor”), seeks confirmation of the Amended
Plan.  The Amended Plan provides for payments of $300 for 4 months, and $989 for 56 months.
Amended Plan, Dckt. 26.  11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits a debtor to amend a plan any time before
confirmation.

CHAPTER 13 TRUSTEE’S  OPPOSITION

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed an Opposition on January 21, 2020.
Dckt. 28. Trustee opposes confirmation on the following grounds:

1. Debtor admitted at the Meeting of Creditors she is no longer employed.
While she declares unemployment income, nothing has been provided to
the Trustee supporting that income. 

2. Schedule I states “hopeful to gain new employment by February 25.”
This is speculative. 
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DISCUSSION

Debtor has not provided Trustee with documentation showing her unemployment income.
Debtor is required to submit those documents and cooperate with the Chapter 13 Trustee. 11 U.S.C. §
521. Without Debtor submitting all required documents, the court and the Chapter 13 Trustee are unable
to determine if the Plan is feasible, viable, or complies with 11 U.S.C. § 1325.

Given that Schedule I is declared to be only a projection of future income when Debtor finds
employment, the plan is entirely speculative and not shown to be feasible. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6).

The Amended Plan does not comply with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1323, and 1325(a) and is not
confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Confirm the Amended Chapter 13 Plan filed by the
debtor, Janine Elizabeth Belluomini (“Debtor”) having been presented to the
court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and
good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion to Confirm the Amended Plan is
denied, and the proposed Chapter 13 Plan is not confirmed.
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FINAL RULINGS 

16. 19-25205-C-13 MEDY/JAMIE BEAUCHANE MOTION TO CONFIRM PLAN
DBJ-1 Douglas Jacobs 12-19-19 [22]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, parties requesting special notice, and Office of the United
States Trustee on December 19, 2019.  By the court’s calculation, 47 days’ notice was provided.  35
days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P. 2002(a)(9); LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(1).

The Motion to Confirm the Amended Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(d)(1), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 2002(b). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief requested by the moving
party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re
Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the respondent and other parties in
interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no disputed material factual issues, and the
matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will issue its ruling from the parties’
pleadings.

The Motion to Confirm the Amended Plan is granted.

11 U.S.C. § 1323 permits a debtor to amend a plan any time before confirmation.  The
debtor,  Medy Ford Beauchane and Jamie Suzanne Beauchane (“Debtor”) have provided evidence in
support of confirmation. The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”),filed an Opposition on
December 27, 2019, but subsequently withdrew that Opposition. Dckts. 28, 34.   The Amended Plan
complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322 and 1325(a) and is confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Confirm the Amended Chapter 13 Plan filed by the
debtor,  Medy Ford Beauchane and Jamie Suzanne Beauchane (“Debtor”) having
been presented to the court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence,
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arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is granted, and Debtor’s Amended
Chapter 13 Plan filed on December 19, 2019, is confirmed.  Debtor’s Counsel
shall prepare an appropriate order confirming the Chapter 13 Plan, transmit the
proposed order to the Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”),for approval
as to form, and if so approved, the Chapter 13 Trustee will submit the proposed
order to the court.
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17. 19-26806-C-13 KIM PRUITT MOTION FOR DENIAL OF DISCHARGE
DPC-1 David Foyil OF DEBTOR UNDER 11 U.S.C.

SECTION 727(A)
12-23-19 [32]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on December 23, 2019.  By the court’s calculation, 43 days’
notice was provided.  28 days’ notice is required.

The Motion for Denial of Discharge has been set for hearing on the notice required by Local
Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1) and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4004(a).  Failure of the
respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days prior to the
hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the equivalent of a
statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995) (upholding a court
ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent to grant a motion). 
Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief requested by the moving party, an actual
hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d
592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the non-responding parties and other parties in
interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no disputed material factual issues, and the
matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will issue its ruling from the parties’
pleadings.

The Motion for Denial of Discharge is granted.

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed the instant Motion for Denial of
Debtor’s Discharge on August 6, 2019. Dckt. 45.

Objector argues that Kim Pruitt (“Debtor”) is not entitled to a discharge in the instant
bankruptcy case because Debtor previously received a discharge in a Chapter 7 case.

Debtor filed a Chapter 7 bankruptcy case on August 6, 2019. Case No. 19-21710.  Debtor
received a discharge on August 6, 2019.  Case No. 19-21710, Dckt. 45.

The instant case was filed under Chapter 13 on October 31, 2019.

11 U.S.C. § 1328(f) provides that a court shall not grant a discharge if a debtor has received a
discharge “in a case filed under chapter 7, 11, or 12 of this title during the 4-year period preceding the
date of the order for relief under this chapter.” 11 U.S.C. § 1328(f)(1).

Here, Debtor received a discharge under 11 U.S.C. § 727 on August 6, 2019, which is less
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than eight years preceding the date of the filing of the instant case. Case No. 19-21710, Dckt. 45. 
Therefore, pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1328(f)(1), Debtor is not eligible for a discharge in the instant case.

Therefore, the Motion is granted.  Upon successful completion of the instant case (Case No.
19-26806), the case shall be closed without the entry of a discharge, and Debtor shall receive no
discharge in the instant case.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion for Denial of Discharge filed by The Chapter 13 Trustee,
David Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court, and upon review of
the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that Motion for Denial of Discharge is granted, and
upon successful completion of the instant case, Case No. 19-26806, the case shall
be closed without the entry of a discharge.
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18. 18-22409-C-13 BRIAN CLARK MOTION TO MODIFY PLAN
WW-1 Mark Wolff 12-26-19 [34]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required. 
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, parties requesting special notice, and Office of the United
States Trustee on December 31, 2019. By the court’s calculation, 35 days’ notice was provided.  35
days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P. 2002(a)(5) & 3015(h) (requiring twenty-one days’ notice);
LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(2) (requiring fourteen days’ notice for written opposition).

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(d)(2), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 3015(g). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief requested by the moving
party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re
Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the respondent and other parties in
interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no disputed material factual issues and the
matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will issue its ruling from the parties’
pleadings.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan is granted.

11 U.S.C. § 1329 permits a debtor to modify a plan after confirmation.  The debtor, Brian
Christopher Clark (“Debtor”), has filed evidence in support of confirmation. The Chapter 13 Trustee,
David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed a Response indicating non-opposition. Dckt. 40.  The Modified Plan
complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329 and is confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Chapter 13 Plan filed by the
debtor, Brian Christopher Clark (“Debtor”) having been presented to the court,
and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause
appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is granted, and Debtor’s Modified
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Chapter 13 Plan filed on December 26, 2019, is confirmed.  Debtor’s Counsel
shall prepare an appropriate order confirming the Chapter 13 Plan, transmit the
proposed order to the Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), for approval
as to form, and if so approved, the Trustee will submit the proposed order to the
court.
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19. 19-23622-C-13 LAURA BATEMAN OBJECTION TO CLAIM OF WELLS
MMM-2 Mohammad Mokarram FARGO BANK, N.A., CLAIM NUMBER

6
12-10-19 [37]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 3007-1 Objection to Claim—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Not Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Objection to Claim and supporting
pleadings were served on Chapter 13 Trustee, Creditor, and Office of the United States Trustee on
December 10, 2019.  56 days’ notice was provided. However, as discussed fully below, the creditor here
was not served via certified mail, which is required. 

The Objection to Claim has been set for hearing on the notice required by Local Bankruptcy
Rule 3007-1(b)(1).  Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at
least fourteen days prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is
considered to be the equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53
(9th Cir. 1995) (upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file
opposition as consent to grant a motion).  Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief
requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v.
Derham-Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the non-
responding parties and other parties in interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no
disputed material factual issues, and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will
issue its ruling from the parties’ pleadings.

The Objection to Proof of Claim Number 6 of Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. is
overruled without prejudice.

Laura Marie Bateman, the debtor, (“Objector”) requests that the court disallow the claim of
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. (“Creditor”), Proof of Claim No. 6 (“Claim”), Official Registry of Claims in
this case.  The Claim is asserted to be secured in the amount of $14,092.92.  

Objector argues the debt reported in the Claim is an open-ended, general unsecured credit
account. 

REVIEW OF AGREEMENT 

Attached to the Claim is the agreement entitled Invoice And Notice Of Right To Cancel. The
relevant part of the agreement appears to be:

SECURITY INTEREST. Where applicable, you give the Bank a
purchase-money security interest in goods purchased in this transaction. The
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Bank will not claim a security interest or other lien (except Judgment liens) in
your principal dwelling. You agree that any property described in this invoice will
remain personal property and will not become a fixture even if attached to real
property. 

Proof of Claim, No. 6 at p. 5. 

DISCUSSION

Service by Certified Mail Required

Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 9014(b) requires that motions and their contested
matter-initiating documents (such as objections and applications) must be served in the same manner as
a summons in an adversary proceeding.  Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 7004(h) [emphasis
added] requires:

“h) Service of process on an insured depository institution. Service on an
insured depository institution (as defined in section 3 of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act) in a contested matter or adversary proceeding shall be made by
certified mail addressed to an officer of the institution unless–

   (1) the institution has appeared by its attorney, in which case the attorney shall
be served by first class mail;

   (2) the court orders otherwise after service upon the institution by certified mail
of notice of an application to permit service on the institution by first class mail
sent to an officer of the institution designated by the institution; or

   (3) the institution has waived in writing its entitlement to service by certified
mail by designating an officer to receive service.

The correct address for service can be confirmed at the FDIC webpage for federally insured
financial institutions.   Service was not made by certified mail, and not made on an officer.  Service has
not been adequately made on the federally insured financial institutions in this case.

Additionally, for seven years this court has made it clear that parties, be they debtors or
creditors, must comply with the requirements under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Federal Rules
of Bankruptcy Procedure, Federal Rules of Evidence, the Bankruptcy Code, and other applicable laws. 
As part of this, the court has provided parties and counsel with the following quote:

Service upon a post office box is deficient. Beneficial Cal., Inc. v. Villar (In re
Villar), 317 B.R. 88, 92–93 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2004) (holding that service upon a
post office box does not comply with the requirement to serve a pleading to the
attention of an officer or other agent authorized as provided in Federal Rule of
Bankruptcy Procedure 7004(b)(3)); see also Addison v. Gibson Equipment Co.,
Inc., (In re Pittman Mechanical Contractors, Inc.), 180 B.R. 453, 457 (Bankr.
E.D. Va. 1995) (“Strict compliance with this notice provision in turn serves to
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protect due process rights as well as assure that bankruptcy matters proceed
expeditiously.”).

In addition to having failed to comply with the service requirements of Federal Rule of Bankruptcy
Procedure 9014(b) and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 7004(h), the pleadings have been dumped
into a Post Office Box.  This is insufficient service.

Objection To Claim

Section 502(a) provides that a claim supported by a Proof of Claim is allowed unless a party
in interest objects.  Once an objection has been filed, the court may determine the amount of the claim
after a noticed hearing. 11 U.S.C. § 502(b).  It is settled law in the Ninth Circuit that the party objecting
to a proof of claim has the burden of presenting substantial evidence to overcome the prima facie
validity of a proof of claim, and the evidence must be of probative force equal to that of the creditor’s
proof of claim. Wright v. Holm (In re Holm), 931 F.2d 620, 623 (9th Cir. 1991); see also United Student
Funds, Inc. v. Wylie (In re Wylie), 349 B.R. 204, 210 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2006). Substantial evidence means
such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion, and
requires financial information and factual arguments. In re Austin, 583 B.R. 480, 483 (B.A.P. 8th Cir.
2018).    Notwithstanding the prima facie validity of a proof of claim, the ultimate burden of persuasion
is always on the claimant. In re Holm, 931 F.2d at p. 623.

Objector argues “[t]he terms of the invoice listed on page 5 of the Proof of Claim state that it
is not a security interest.” It is not clear what term the Objector is referencing. 

The court’s review shows that agreement clearly stating “you give the Bank a
purchase-money security interest in goods purchased in this transaction.” At the top-right corner, it states
there was $19,000 financed for a “sunroom.” 

The court could value the extent of the secured claim, but no evidence of the value of the
collateral was present. 

Based on the foregoing, the Objection will be overruled without prejudice.  

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to Claim of Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. (“Creditor”), filed in
this case by Laura Marie Bateman, debtor, (“Objector”) having been presented to
the court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and
good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Objection to Proof of Claim Number 6 of
Creditor is overruled without prejudice.

Attorney’s fees and costs, if any, shall be requested as provided by
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Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54 and Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure
7054 and 9014.
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20. 19-24637-C-13 JAMES/HEATHER OLIVER MOTION TO MODIFY PLAN
PGM-2 Peter Macaluso 12-30-19 [40]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required. 
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, and Office of the United States Trustee on December 30, 2019.
By the court’s calculation, 36 days’ notice was provided.  35 days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P.
2002(a)(5) & 3015(h) (requiring twenty-one days’ notice); LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(2) (requiring
fourteen days’ notice for written opposition).

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(d)(2), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 3015(g). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief requested by the moving
party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re
Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the respondent and other parties in
interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no disputed material factual issues and the
matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will issue its ruling from the parties’
pleadings.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan is granted.

11 U.S.C. § 1329 permits a debtor to modify a plan after confirmation.  The debtor, James
David Oliver and Heather L. Oliver (“Debtor”), have filed evidence in support of confirmation.  The
Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed a Response indicating non-opposition on January 7,
2020. Dckt. 48.  The Modified Plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329 and is
confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Chapter 13 Plan filed by the
debtor, James David Oliver and Heather L. Oliver (“Debtor”) having been
presented to the court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of
counsel, and good cause appearing,
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IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is granted, and Debtor’s Modified
Chapter 13 Plan filed on December 30, 2019, is confirmed.  Debtor’s Counsel
shall prepare an appropriate order confirming the Chapter 13 Plan, transmit the
proposed order to the Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), for approval
as to form, and if so approved, the Trustee will submit the proposed order to the
court.
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21. 19-27142-C-13 BARBARA STOCKING OBJECTION TO DISCHARGE BY 
DPC-1 Mary Terranella DAVID P. CUSICK

12-19-19 [12]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required.
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Debtor and Debtor’s Attorney on December 19, 2019.  By the court’s calculation, 47 days’
notice was provided.  28 days’ notice is required.

The Objection to Discharge has been set for hearing on the notice required by Local
Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1) and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4004(a).  Failure of the
respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days prior to the
hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the equivalent of a
statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995) (upholding a court
ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent to grant a motion). 
Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief requested by the moving party, an actual
hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d
592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the non-responding parties and other parties in
interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no disputed material factual issues, and the
matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will issue its ruling from the parties’
pleadings.

The Objection to Discharge is sustained.

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”),  objects to Barbara Ann Stocking’s
(“Debtor”) discharge in this case.  Objector argues that Debtor is not entitled to a discharge in the instant
bankruptcy case because Debtor previously received a discharge in a Chapter 7 case.

Debtor filed a Chapter 13 bankruptcy case on November 17, 2019. Case No. 17-20698. 
Debtor received a discharge on May 15, 2017. Case No. 17-20698, Dckt. 25.

The instant case was filed under Chapter 13 on November 17, 2019.

11 U.S.C. § 1328(f) provides that a court shall not grant a discharge if a debtor has received a
discharge “in a case filed under chapter 7, 11, or 12 of this title during the 4-year period preceding the
date of the order for relief under this chapter.” 11 U.S.C. § 1328(f)(1).

Here, Debtor received a discharge under 11 U.S.C. § 727 on May 15, 2017, which is less than
four years preceding the date of the filing of the instant case. Case No. 17-20698, Dckt. 25.  Therefore,
pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1328(f)(1), Debtor is not eligible for a discharge in the instant case.
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Therefore, the Objection is sustained.  Upon successful completion of the instant case (Case
No. 19-27142), the case shall be closed without the entry of a discharge, and Debtor shall receive no
discharge in the instant case.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Objection to Discharge filed by The Chapter 13 Trustee, David
Cusick (“Trustee”), having been presented to the court, and upon review of the
pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that Objection to Discharge is sustained, and upon
successful completion of the instant case, Case No. 19-27142, the case shall be
closed without the entry of a discharge.

February 4, 2020 at 2:00 p.m. 
Page 46 of 50



22. 18-22868-C-13 UMASH/SUNITA PRASAD MOTION TO MODIFY PLAN
DJC-1 Diana Cavanaugh 12-31-19 [36]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required. 
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, parties requesting special notice, and Office of the United
States Trustee on December 31, 2019. By the court’s calculation, 35 days’ notice was provided.  35
days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P. 2002(a)(5) & 3015(h) (requiring twenty-one days’ notice);
LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(2) (requiring fourteen days’ notice for written opposition).

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(d)(2), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 3015(g). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief requested by the moving
party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re
Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the respondent and other parties in
interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no disputed material factual issues and the
matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will issue its ruling from the parties’
pleadings.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan is granted.

11 U.S.C. § 1329 permits a debtor to modify a plan after confirmation.  The debtor, Umash
Vinay Prasad and Sunita Prasad (“Debtor”), have filed evidence in support of confirmation.  The Trustee
filed an Opposition, but subsequently withdrew that Opposition. Dckts. 42, 45. The Modified Plan
complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329 and is confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Chapter 13 Plan filed by the
debtor, Umash Vinay Prasad and Sunita Prasad (“Debtor”) having been presented
to the court, and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel,
and good cause appearing,
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IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is granted, and Debtor’s Modified
Chapter 13 Plan filed on December 31, 2019, is confirmed.  Debtor’s Counsel
shall prepare an appropriate order confirming the Chapter 13 Plan, transmit the
proposed order to the Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), for approval
as to form, and if so approved, the Trustee will submit the proposed order to the
court.
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23. 16-21076-C-13 TIMOTHY WILSON MOTION TO MODIFY PLAN
PGM-2 Peter Macaluso 12-31-19 [78]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 4, 2020, hearing is required. 
-----------------------------------

Local Rule 9014-1(f)(1) Motion—No Opposition Filed.

Sufficient Notice Provided.  The Proof of Service states that the Motion and supporting pleadings were
served on Chapter 13 Trustee,  creditors, parties requesting special notice, and Office of the United
States Trustee on December 31, 2019. By the court’s calculation, 35 days’ notice was provided.  35
days’ notice is required. FED. R. BANKR. P. 2002(a)(5) & 3015(h) (requiring twenty-one days’ notice);
LOCAL BANKR. R. 3015-1(d)(2) (requiring fourteen days’ notice for written opposition).

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan has been set for hearing on the notice required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(d)(2), 9014-1(f)(1), and Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 3015(g). 
Failure of the respondent and other parties in interest to file written opposition at least fourteen days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(B) is considered to be the
equivalent of a statement of nonopposition. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995)
(upholding a court ruling based upon a local rule construing a party’s failure to file opposition as consent
to grant a motion).  Further, because the court will not materially alter the relief requested by the moving
party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. See Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re
Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the defaults of the respondent and other parties in
interest are entered.  Upon review of the record, there are no disputed material factual issues and the
matter will be resolved without oral argument.  The court will issue its ruling from the parties’
pleadings.

The Motion to Confirm the Modified Plan is granted.

11 U.S.C. § 1329 permits a debtor to modify a plan after confirmation.  The debtor, Timothy
Vincent Wilson (“Debtor”), has  filed evidence in support of confirmation.  

The Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), filed an Opposition on January 14, 2020.
Dckt. 88. Trustee argues only that the plan proposes $108,853.00 paid through December 2019 where
$110,853.00 has been paid. 

Debtor filed a Reply suggesting language be added to the order confirming the plan to
address the correct amount paid. Dckt. 93. 

The Modified Plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329 and is confirmed.

The court shall issue a minute order substantially in the following form holding that:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are stated in the Civil Minutes for the
hearing.
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The Motion to Confirm the Modified Chapter 13 Plan filed by the
debtor, Timothy Vincent Wilson (“Debtor”) having been presented to the court,
and upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of counsel, and good cause
appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion is granted, and Debtor’s Modified
Chapter 13 Plan filed on December 31, 2019, is confirmed.  Debtor’s Counsel
shall prepare an appropriate order confirming the Chapter 13 Plan, transmit the
proposed order to the Chapter 13 Trustee, David Cusick (“Trustee”), for approval
as to form, and if so approved, the Trustee will submit the proposed order to the
court.
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