UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Eastern District of California

Honorable Christopher M. Klein
Bankruptcy Judge
Sacramento, California

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.

Unless otherwise ordered, all matters before the Honorable Christopher M. Klein
shall be simultaneously: (1) In Person, at Sacramento Courtroom #35,
(2) via ZoomGov Video, (3) via ZoomGov Telephone, and (4) via CourtCall.

You may choose any of these options unless otherwise ordered or stated below.
All parties who wish to appear at a hearing remotely must sign up by 4:00 p.m.

one business day prior to the hearing. Information regarding how to sign up can
be found on the Remote Appearances page of our website at

https://www.caeb.uscourts.gov/Calendar/CourtAppearances. Each party who has

signed up will receive a Zoom link or phone number, meeting I.D., and password
via e-mail.

If the deadline to sign up has passed, parties who wish to appear remotely must
contact the Courtroom Deputy for the Department holding the hearing.

Please also note the following:

e Parties in interest may connect to the video or audio feed free of
charge and should select which method they will use to appear when
signing up.

e Members of the public and the press appearing by ZoomGov may only listen
in to the hearing using the zoom telephone number. Video appearances are
not permitted.

e Members of the public and the press may not listen in to trials or
evidentiary hearings, though they may appear in person in most
instances.

To appear remotely for law and motion or status conference proceedings, you
must comply with the following guidelines and procedures:

1. Review the Pre-Hearing Dispositions prior to appearing at the
hearing.
2. Parties appearing via CourtCall are encouraged to review the

CourtCall Appearance Information.

If you are appearing by ZoomGov phone or video, please join at least 10 minutes
prior to the start of the calendar and wait with your microphone muted until
the matter is called.



Unauthorized Recording is Prohibited: Any recording of a court proceeding held
by video or teleconference, including “screen shots” or other audio or visual
copying of a hearing is prohibited. Violation may result in sanctions,
including removal of court-issued medica credentials, denial of entry to future
hearings, or any other sanctions deemed necessary by the court. For more
information on photographing, recording, or broadcasting Judicial Proceedings,

please refer to Local Rule 173 (a) of the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of California.




UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Fastern District of California

Honorable Christopher M. Klein
Bankruptcy Judge

Sacramento, California

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.

26-20129-C-13 NIKKETA GREEN MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM
CVN-1 Scott M. Johnson AUTOMATIC STAY
2-2-26 [23]

CRP/VDH FOLSOM RANCH
VENTURE, LLC VS.

Tentative Ruling:
The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (2) notice which

requires 14 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 22 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 27.

The Motion for Relief from the Automatic Stay is granted.

CRP/VDH Folsom Ranch Venture, LLC (“Movant”) filed this Motion
seeking relief from the automatic stay with respect to the real property
commonly known as 14481 Southpointe Drive, #13111, Folsom, California
(“Property”), to allow an unlawful detainer action to be litigated in state
court.

Movant argues relief is warranted under 11 U.S.C. § 362(d) (1) and
(d) (2) because the debtor does not have an ownership interest in or a right
to maintain possession of the Property. Declaration, Dkt. 25.

Upon review of the record, the court finds Movant has presented a
colorable claim for title to and possession of this real property. Cause for
relief exists pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(d) (1) to allow the unlawful
detainer action to be litigated on the merits in a court of competent
jurisdiction.

The court shall issue an order terminating and vacating the
automatic stay to allow Movant, and its agents, representatives and
successors, to exercise its rights to obtain possession and control of the
Property, including unlawful detainer or other appropriate judicial
proceedings and remedies to obtain possession thereof.

Request for Waiver of Fourteen-Day Stay of Enforcement

Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4001 (a) (3) stays an order
granting a motion for relief from the automatic stay for fourteen days after
the order is entered, unless the court orders otherwise. Movant requests,
for no particular reason, that the court grant relief from the Rule as
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adopted by the United States Supreme Court. With no grounds for such relief
specified, the court will not grant additional relief merely stated in the
prayer.

Movant has not 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 4001 (a) (3), and this
part of the requested relief is not granted.

No other or additional relief is granted by the court.

The court shall issue an 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 Relief from the Automatic Stay filed
by CRP/VDH Folsom Ranch Venture, LLC (“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 the automatic stay provisions of
11 U.S.C. § 362 (a) are vacated to allow Movant and its
agents, representatives and successors, to exercise and
enforce all nonbankruptcy rights and remedies to obtain
possession of the property commonly known as 14481
Southpointe Drive, #13111, Folsom, California.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the fourteen-day stay of
enforcement provided in Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure

4001 (a) (3) 1is not waived for cause.

No other or additional relief is granted.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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25-24931-C-13 LINDA CATRON MOTION TO IMPOSE POWER OF THE
LC-22 COURT

12-4-25 [46]
DEBTOR DISMISSED: 11/28/25

An order will be issued form Chambers. No appearance at the February 24,
2026 hearing is required.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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25-21535-C-13 JAMESON PRETTI MOTION TO VACATE DISMISSAL OF
MRL-1 Mikalah Liviakis CASE

2-6-26 [32]
DEBTOR DISMISSED: 01/31/26

Tentative Ruling:

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (2) notice which
requires 14 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 18 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 35.

The Motion to Vacate is granted, and the Order dismissing
the case (Dkt. 28) is vacated.

Debtor Jameson Pretti filed this Motion seeking to vacate this
court’s Order (Dkt. 28) dismissing the case on the basis that debtor he has
made the delinquent plan payments and is now current.

The court issued its Order dismissing the case after the Chapter 13
Trustee filed a motion to dismiss case because of delinquent plan payments.

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed a response representing that the debtor
is now current in plan payments. Dkt. 36.

APPLICABLE LAW

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure Rule 60(b), as made applicable by
Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 9024, governs the reconsideration of a
judgment or order. Grounds for relief from a final judgment, order, or
other proceeding are limited to:

(1) mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable
neglect;
(2) newly discovered evidence that, with reasonable

diligence, could not have been discovered in time to
move for a new trial under Rule 59 (b);

(3) fraud (whether previously called intrinsic or
extrinsic), misrepresentation, or misconduct by an
opposing party;

(4) the judgment is wvoid;

(5) the judgment has been satisfied, released, or
discharged; it is based on an earlier judgment that
has been reversed or vacated; or applying it

prospectively is no longer equitable; or

(6) any other reason that justifies relief.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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FED. R. Civ. P. 60(b). A Rule 60(b) motion may not be used as a substitute
for a timely appeal. Latham v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., 987 F.2d 1199, 1203

(5th Cir. 1993). The court uses equitable principles when applying Rule
60(b). See 11 CHARLES ALAN WRIGHT ET AL., FEDERAL PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE § 2857 (3d
ed. 1998). The so-called catch-all provision, Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 60 (b) (6), is “a grand reservoir of equitable power to do justice
in a particular case.” Uni-Rty Corp. V. Guangdong Bldg., Inc., 571 F. App’x
62, 65 (2d Cir. 2014) (citation omitted). While the other enumerated
provisions of Rule 60 (b) and Rule 60 (b) (6) are mutually exclusive, relief
under Rule 60 (b) (6) may be granted in extraordinary circumstances. Liljeberg
v. Health Servs. Acquisition Corp., 486 U.S. 847, 863 & n.l1l1l (1988).

A condition of granting relief under Rule 60(b) is that the
requesting party show that there is a meritorious claim or defense. This
does not require a showing that the moving party will or is likely to
prevail in the underlying action. Rather, the party seeking the relief must
allege enough facts that, if taken as true, allow the court to determine if
it appears that such defense or claim could be meritorious. 12 JaMES WM. MOORE
ET AL., MOORE’S FEDERAL PRACTICE 9 60.24[1]-[2] (3d ed. 2010); see also Falk v.
Allen, 739 F.2d 461, 463 (9th Cir. 1984).

Additionally, when reviewing a motion under Rule 60 (b), courts
consider three factors: “ (1) whether the plaintiff will be prejudiced, (2)
whether the defendant has a meritorious defense, and (3) whether culpable
conduct of the defendant led to the default.” Falk, 739 F.2d at 463
(citations omitted) .

Another consideration is the importance of finality of Jjudgments.
The standard for determining whether a Rule 60 (b) (1) motion is filed within
a reasonable time is a case-by-case analysis. The analysis considers “the
interest in finality, the reason for delay, the practical ability of the
litigant to learn earlier of the grounds relied upon, and prejudice to other
parties.” Gravatt v. Paul Revere Life Ins. Co., 101 F. App’x 194, 196 (9th
Cir. 2004) (citations omitted); Sallie Mae Servicing, LP v. Williams (In re
williams), 287 B.R. 787, 793 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2002) (citation omitted).

DISCUSSION
The debtor is now current and the case can be resumed.

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 Vacate filed by Jameson Pretti 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
Order dismissing case (Dkt. 28) is vacated.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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26-20543-C-13 SENGPHET/SYPHONG MOTION TO EXTEND AUTOMATIC STAY
MJD-1 PHIMMASENE 2-8-206 [§]
Matthew J. DeCaminada

Tentative Ruling:
The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (2) notice which

requires 14 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 16 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 12.

The Motion to Extend the Automatic Stay is granted.

Sengphet and Syphong Phimmasene (“Debtors”) seek 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. Debtors’ prior bankruptcy case was
dismissed on October 22, 2025, after Debtors did not make required plan
payments. Order, Bankr. E.D. Cal. No. 24-23014, Dkt. 96. 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 debtor was injured
and was unable to work, but now debtor is again working and has the
necessary income to make the plan payments.

Upon motion of a party in interest and after notice and hearing, the
court may order the 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)).

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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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
Sengphet and Syphong Phimmasene 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.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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26-20550-C-13 ERNESTO/LISA GARCIA MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM

CVN-1 Pro Se AUTOMATIC STAY
2-10-26 [14]

OAKMONT PROPERTIES II, L.P.

VS.

No Tentative Ruling:
The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (2) notice which

requires 14 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 14 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 19.

The Motion for Relief from the Automatic Stay 1s xXxXxxxxx

Oakmont Properties II, L.P. (“Movant”) filed this Motion seeking
relief from the automatic stay with respect to the real property commonly
known as 10270 East Taron Drive, #31, Elk Grove, California (“Property”), to
allow an unlawful detainer action to be litigated in state court.

Movant argues relief is warranted under 11 U.S.C. § 362 (d) (1) and
(d) (2) because the debtor does not have an ownership interest in or a right
to maintain possession of the Property. Declaration, Dkt. 16.

OPPOSITION

Debtor filed an opposition on February 17, 2026, asserting that he
is filing a plan with provisions addressing any arrears owed to the
landlord.

A review of the docket shows that a plan that appears to address the
arrears has been filed. However, at this time a motion to confirm the plan
has not been filed and confirmation is uncertain.

At the hearing XXXXXXXXXX

Request for Waiver of Fourteen-Day Stay of Enforcement

Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4001 (a) (3) stays an order
granting a motion for relief from the automatic stay for fourteen days after
the order is entered, unless the court orders otherwise. Movant requests,
for no particular reason, that the court grant relief from the Rule as
adopted by the United States Supreme Court. With no grounds for such relief
specified, the court will not grant additional relief merely stated in the
prayer.

Movant has not 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 4001 (a) (3), and this
part of the requested relief is not granted.

No other or additional relief is granted by the court.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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The court shall issue an 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 Relief from the Automatic Stay filed
by Oakmont Properties II, L.P. (“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 the Motion is XXXXXXXXX
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the fourteen-day stay of
enforcement provided in Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure

4001 (a) (3) 1is not waived for cause.

No other or additional relief is granted.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
Page 9 of 24



20-25551-C-13 MARVIN/WINIFRED JENKINS MOTION FOR COMPENSATION FOR

BLG-5 Chad M. Johnson CHAD M. JOHNSON, DEBTORS
ATTORNEY (S)
1-16-26 [92]

Tentative Ruling:

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (1) procedure which
requires 28 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 39 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 96.

No opposition has been filed. Therefore, the court enters the
defaults of the non-responding parties in interest, finds there are no
disputed material factual issues, and determines the matter will be resolved
without oral argument. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir.
1995); Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re Eliapo), 468
F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).

The Motion for Allowance of Professional Fees is granted.

Chad M. Johnson filed this final request seeking approval of
compensation for attorney services provided to debtors Marvin and Winifred
Jenkins.

The movant requests fees in the amount of $3,479.00 and costs in the
amount of $31.92. The court previously granted the fees on an interim basis
on July 21, 2021. Dkt. 51.

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed a notice of non-opposition on January
30, 2026. Dkt. 98.

DISCUSSION

The court finds that the hourly rates are reasonable and that the
movant effectively used appropriate rates for the services provided. Final
fees in the amount of $3,479.00 as were approved as prior interim fees are
approved pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 330.

Final costs in the amount of $31.92. as were pursuant to 11 U.S.C.
§ 330.

The court shall issue an 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 Allowance of Fees and Expenses filed
by Chad M. Johnson (“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 allowed the following

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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fees and expenses as a professional of the Estate:

Movant, a professional employed by debtors Marvin Laroy
Jenkins and Winifred Jenkins,

Fees in the amount of $3,479.00
Expenses in the amount of $31.92,

as the final allowance of fees and expenses.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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22-21352-C-13 ANGELA/JOHN HOFFMAN MOTION TO MODIFY PLAN
SMJ-2 Scott M. Johnson 1-15-26 [54]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 24, 2026 hearing is required.

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (1) procedure which
requires 35 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 41 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 59.

No opposition has been filed. Therefore, the court enters the
defaults of the non-responding parties in interest, finds there are no
disputed material factual issues, and determines the matter will be resolved
without oral argument. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir.
1995); Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re Eliapo), 468
F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).

The Motion to Modify Plan is granted.

The debtors filed this Motion seeking to modify the terms of the
confirmed plan pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 1329.

The Chapter 13 trustee filed a non-opposition on January 30, 2026.
Dkt. 63.

Upon review of the record, the court finds the plan complies with 11
U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329. The Motion is granted, and the plan 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 Modify Plan filed by the debtors,
Angela and John Hoffman, 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, the
Modified Chapter 13 Plan (Dkt. 57) meets the requirements of
11 U.s.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329, and the plan is
confirmed. The Chapter 13 Trustee shall prepare an
appropriate order confirming the Chapter 13 plan and submit
the proposed order to the court.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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25-27054-C-13 GINGER BROWN OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION OF
BPC-2 Peter Macaluso PLAN BY FIRST BANK
1-29-26 [38]

Tentative Ruling:
The Objection has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (2) notice which

requires 14 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 26 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 42.

The Objection to Confirmation of Plan is sustained.

Creditor First Bank, a North Carolina banking corporation
(“Creditor”) opposes confirmation of the Chapter 13 plan on the basis that:

1. Plan seeks to improperly modify a debt secured by
debtor’s primary residence.

DISCUSSION

The plan at Section 3.02 provides that Creditor’s Proof of Claim,
and not the plan, determines the amount and classification of a claim. The
claim filed by Creditor appears to show a recorded Deed of Trust for the
benefit of Creditor.

Notwithstanding whether the plan properly provides for the debt as
Creditor argues, the debtor has not carried his burden to show the plan is
adequately funded. That is reason to deny confirmation. 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a) (6) .

That is reason to deny confirmation. Therefore, the Objection is
sustained.

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 First
Bank, a North Carolina banking corporation, 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.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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26-20055-C-13 JOHNCEE/KRISTINE AMOR MOTION TO VALUE COLLATERAL OF
BLG-1 ALDANA WELLS FARGO AUTO
Chad M. Johnson 1-20-26 [10]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 24, 2026 hearing is required.

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (1) procedure which
requires 28 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 35 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 13.

No opposition has been filed. Therefore, the court enters the
defaults of the non-responding parties in interest, finds there are no
disputed material factual issues, and determines the matter will be resolved
without oral argument. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir.
1995); Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re Eliapo), 468
F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).

The Motion to Value is granted.

The debtor filed this Motion seeking to value the portion of Wells
Fargo Auto’s (“Creditor”) claim secured by the debtor’s property commonly
known as 2022 Tesla Model 3 (the “Property”).

The debtor has presented evidence that the replacement value of the
Property at the time of filing was $14,000.00. Declaration, Dkt. 12.

DISCUSSION

The lien on the Vehicle’s title secures a purchase-money loan
incurred on May 23, 2022, which is more than 910 days prior to filing of the
petition. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (9) (hanging paragraph) .

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed a statement of non-opposition on
January 30, 2026. Dkt. 18.

Upon review of the record, the court finds the value of the Property
is $14,000.00. There are no senior liens encumbering the Property.
Therefore, Creditor’s secured claim is determined to be $14,000.00. 11
U.s.C. § 506(a).

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 Value Collateral and Secured Claim
filed by the debtor having been presented to the court, and
upon review of the pleadings, evidence, arguments of

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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counsel, and good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that the Motion pursuant to 11 U.S.C.
§ 506 (a) is granted, and the claim of Wells Fargo Auto
(“Creditor”) secured by property commonly known as 2022
Tesla Model 3 (the “Property”) is determined to be a secured
claim in the amount of $14,000.00, and the balance of the
claim is a general unsecured claim to be paid through the
confirmed bankruptcy plan.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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10.

25-23575-C-13 LARHONDA SAUNDERS CONTINUED MOTION TO VALUE
Ls-1 Pro Se COLLATERAL OF ELITE V20
INVESTMENTS, LLC
7-15-25 [10]

No Tentative Ruling:

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (1) procedure which
requires 28 days’ notice. 28 days’ notice was provided. Dkt. 13.

The Motion to Value is xxxxx.

At the prior hearing the parties were to check on the availability
of their witnesses for an evidentiary hearing on the issue.

The debtor filed this Motion seeking to value the portion of Elite
V20 Investments, LLC’s (“Creditor”) claim secured by the debtor’s property
commonly known as 5321 Rockwell Road, North Highlands, CA (the “Property”).

The debtor has presented evidence that the replacement value of the
Property at the time of filing was $150,000.00, but since the prior hearing
has submitted an appraisal valuing the property at $160,000.00. See below.

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed an opposition on July 29, 2025. Dkt.
16. The Trustee represented at the prior hearing his opposition has been
resolved.

OPPOSITION

Creditor Elite V20 Investments filed an opposition on October 17,
2025 representing that its appraisal assigned a value to the property of
$215,000.00. Declaration of Bart Nathan, Dkt. 35.

DEBTOR’S APPRAISAL

Debtor filed a declaration and appraisal from James Facchini -
Residential Real Estate Appraiser. Dkt. 41. Mr. Facchini states that his
appraisal values the Property as of July 14, 2025 at $160,000.00.

DISCUSSION

Rule 9014 (d) provides that testimony of witnesses with respect to disputed
material factual issues shall be taken in the same manner as testimony in an
adversary proceeding. Because there is a disputed material fact, the Matter
must be set for evidentiary hearing.

Upon review of the record, the court finds the value of the Property is xxx.
There are $163,028.47 of senior liens encumbering the Property. Therefore,

Creditor’s secured claim is determined to be S$Sxxx. 11 U.S.C. § 506(a).

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

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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Civil Minutes for the hearing.

The Motion to Value Collateral and Secured Claim
filed by the 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 pursuant to 11 U.S.C.
S 506 (a) 1s XXXXXXXXXX

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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11.

24-23181-C-13 MICHAEL/ANGELIQUE VALERA MOTION TO MODIFY PLAN
PGM-5 Peter Macaluso 1-9-26 [127]

Tentative Ruling:
The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (1) procedure which

requires 35 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 46 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 133.

The Motion to Modify is denied.

The debtors filed this Motion seeking to confirm the Modified
Chapter 13 Plan (Dkt. 130) filed on January 9, 2026.

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed an Opposition (Dkt. 135) on January 13,
2026, opposing confirmation on the following grounds:

1. Debtor is delinquent in plan payments;

2. The proposed plan payments are insufficient to complete
plan; and

3. The dates on the plan are not consistent, which creates
issues with plan payment amounts.

RESPONSE

Debtor filed a response (Dkt. 141) asserting debtor is making a
payment to be current under the modified plan.

DISCUSSION

The debtor is $5,995.00 delinquent in plan payments. Declaration,
Dkt. 136. Delinquency indicates that the plan is not feasible and is reason
to deny confirmation. See 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (0).

The plan mathematically requires a payment of $6,445.00 per month,
which is greater than the proposed $6,265.00 payment.

The debtor has not demonstrated the plan is feasible because the
plan terms require a higher payment than what is proposed. That is reason to
deny confirmation. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a) (6).

Upon review of the record, the court finds the plan does not comply
with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322, 1325(a), and 1329. The Motion is denied, 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.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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The Motion to Confirm filed by the debtors, Michael
and Angelique Valera, 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, and the plan
is not confirmed.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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12.

24-24781-C-13 JENNIFER AMADI MOTION TO INCUR DEBT
KLG-5 Arete Kostopoulos 1-30-26 [90]

No Tentative Ruling:

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (1) procedure which
requires 28 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that only 25 days’
notice was provided. Dkt. 95.

The Motion to Incur Debt is xxxxx.

Debtor Jennifer Amadi filed this Motion seeking authority to
refinance/purchase her mother’s property and hold title in her debtor’s name
after debtor sold her property and moved in with her mother.

The proposed financing is in the principal amount of $420,227.00,
paid at 5.99% interest over a 30 year term. Monthly payments are proposed to
be $2,516.77.

At the hearing xxxxxxxxx

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 Incur Debt filed by Jennifer Amadi
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 1s xXxXxXxxx

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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13.

26-20584-C-13 BERNARD/MARY JUNE LEE MOTION TO EXTEND AUTOMATIC STAY
JTN-1 Robert W. Fong 2-3-26 [8]

Tentative Ruling:

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (2) notice which
requires 14 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 21 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 11.

The Motion to Extend the Automatic Stay is granted.

Bernard and Mary Lee (“Debtors”) seek 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. Debtors’ prior bankruptcy case was dismissed on January 9, 2026,
after Debtors became delinquent in plan payments. Order, Bankr. E.D. Cal.
No. 24-25208, Dkt. 65. 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 debtor had a
medical procedure that made her unable to work and required the other debtor
to care for her.

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed non-opposition on February 17, 2026.
Dkt. 20.

Upon motion of a party in interest and after notice and hearing, the
court may order the 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

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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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
Bernard and Mary Lee 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.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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14.

25-20791-C-13 DEENA/EFREN CHAVEZ MOTION TO EMPLOY STEVE GIMBLIN
SLH-1 Seth Hanson AS ATTORNEY (S)
1-9-26 [29]

Final Ruling: No appearance at the February 24, 2026 hearing is required.

The Motion has been set on Local Rule 9014-1(f) (1) procedure which
requires 28 days’ notice. The Proof of Service shows that 46 days’ notice
was provided. Dkt. 33.

No opposition has been filed. Therefore, the court enters the
defaults of the non-responding parties in interest, finds there are no
disputed material factual issues, and determines the matter will be resolved
without oral argument. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir.
1995); Law Offices of David A. Boone v. Derham-Burk (In re Eliapo), 468
F.3d 592, 602 (9th Cir. 2006).

The Motion to Employ is granted.

Debtors Deena and Efren Chavez seek to employ The Law Offices of
Steve Gimblin as a counsel for the estate pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule
9014-1(f) (1) and Bankruptcy Code Sections 328 (a) and 330.

Debtors argue the employment of counsel is necessary to represent
them in a personal injury lawsuit.

The Declaration of Steve Gimblin filed in support of the Motion
attests to counsel’s disinterestedness and experience. Dkt. 31.

The Chapter 13 Trustee filed non-opposition on January 30, 2026.
Dkt. 37.

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.

Taking into account all of the relevant factors in connection with

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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the employment and compensation of counsel , considering the declaration
demonstrating that the Steve Gimblin does not hold an adverse interest to
the Estate and is a disinterested persons, the nature and scope of the
services to be provided, the court grants the Motion on the terms and
conditions set forth in the Agreement filed as Exhibit A, Dkt. 32. Approval
of the commission is subject to the provisions of 11 U.S.C. § 328 and review
of the fee at the time of final allowance of fees for the professional.

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 Deena and Efren Chavez
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 Employ is granted,
and the debtors are authorized to employ The Law Offices of
Steve Gimblin as attorney for the estate on the terms and
conditions as set forth in the Agreement filed as Exhibit A,
Dkt. 32.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that no compensation is
permitted except upon court order following an application
pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 330 and subject to the provisions of
11 U.s.C. § 328.

February 24, 2026 at 11:00 a.m.
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