
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Eastern District of California 
Honorable René Lastreto II 
Department B – Courtroom #13 

Fresno, California 
Hearing Date: Tuesday, June 9, 2026 

 
 

Unless otherwise ordered, all matters before the Honorable René Lastreto II, 
shall be simultaneously: (1) In Person at, Courtroom #13 (Fresno hearings 
only), (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 or their attorneys 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/attorney 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 and their attorneys who wish 
to appear remotely must contact the Courtroom Deputy for the Department 
holding the hearing. 

 
Please also note the following: 

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

• Members of the public and the press who wish to attend by ZoomGov 
may only listen in to the hearing using the Zoom telephone number. Video 
participation or observing are not permitted. 

• Members of the public and the press may not listen in to trials or 
evidentiary hearings, though they may attend in person unless otherwise 
ordered. 

 
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 media 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. 

https://www.caeb.uscourts.gov/Calendar/CourtAppearances
https://www.caeb.uscourts.gov/Calendar/PreHearingDispositions
https://www.caeb.uscourts.gov/documents/Forms/Misc/TelephonicCourtAppearances(Procedures).pdf


INSTRUCTIONS FOR PRE-HEARING DISPOSITIONS 
 

Each matter on this calendar will have one of three 
possible designations: No Ruling, Tentative Ruling, or Final 
Ruling. These instructions apply to those designations. 

 
No Ruling: All parties will need to appear at the hearing 

unless otherwise ordered. 
 
Tentative Ruling: If a matter has been designated as a 

tentative ruling it will be called, and all parties will need to 
appear at the hearing unless otherwise ordered. The court may 
continue the hearing on the matter, set a briefing schedule, or 
enter other orders appropriate for efficient and proper 
resolution of the matter. The original moving or objecting party 
shall give notice of the continued hearing date and the 
deadlines. The minutes of the hearing will be the court’s 
findings and conclusions.  

 
Final Ruling: Unless otherwise ordered, there will be no 

hearing on these matters. The final disposition of the matter is 
set forth in the ruling and it will appear in the minutes. The 
final ruling may or may not finally adjudicate the matter. If it 
is finally adjudicated, the minutes constitute the court’s 
findings and conclusions. 

 
Orders: Unless the court specifies in the tentative or 

final ruling that it will issue an order, the prevailing party 
shall lodge an order within 14 days of the final hearing on the 
matter. 

 
Post-Publication Changes: The court endeavors to publish 

its rulings as soon as possible. However, calendar preparation 
is ongoing, and these rulings may be revised or updated at any 
time prior to 4:00 p.m. the day before the scheduled hearings. 
Please check at that time for any possible updates 
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9:30 AM 
 

1. 20-10809-B-11   IN RE: STEPHEN SLOAN 
   WF-44 
 
   MOTION TO APPROVE LISTING AGREEMENT 
   5-12-2026  [928] 
 
   TERRENCE LONG/MV 
   PETER FEAR/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   DANIEL EGAN/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Granted.   
 
ORDER: The Moving Party shall submit a proposed order in 

conformance with the ruling below.   
 
Terence J. Long (the “Plan Administrator”), the duly appointed Plan 
Administrator under Debtor Steven William Sloan’s (“Debtor”) Fourth 
Amended Plan of Reorganization dated December 21, 2021 (the “Plan”), 
seeks an order approving the listing agreement between Plan 
Administrator and Pearson Realty (“Pearson”) for the sale of 199.8 
acres of grazing land located in Mariposa County, California, APN 011-
010-005, 011-010-011, and 007-050-010 (collectively, the “Mariposa 
Property”). Doc. #928.  
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1). Thus, pursuant to LBR 
9014-1(f)(1)(B), the failure of any party in interest (including but 
not limited to creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or any other 
properly-served party in interest) to file written opposition at least 
14 days prior to the hearing may be deemed a waiver of any such 
opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 
F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). When there is no opposition to a motion, 
the defaults of all parties in interest who failed to timely respond 
will be entered, and, in the absence of any opposition, the movant’s 
factual allegations will be taken as true (except those relating to 
amounts of damages). Televideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 
917 (9th Cir. 1987). Because the court will not materially alter the 
relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary 
when an unopposed movant has made a prima facie case for the requested 
relief. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 
2006).  
 
No party in interest timely filed written opposition, and the defaults 
of all nonresponding parties will be entered. This motion will be 
GRANTED. 
 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-10809
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=640532&rpt=Docket&dcn=WF-44
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=640532&rpt=SecDocket&docno=928
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Debtor filed chapter 11 bankruptcy on March 2, 2020. Doc. #1. The 
current plan was confirmed on February 2, 2022, with Long appointed as 
Plan Administrator. Doc. #483. According to the moving papers, 
Debtor’s interest in the Mariposa Property was not disclosed in either 
the Plan or in Debtor’s Schedules, as it was transferred from Debtor’s 
son, Brett Sloan (“Brett”), back to the estate as part of the 
resolution of an adversary proceeding (AP # 21-01039). Doc. #928. The 
Plan Administrator declares that the Mariposa Property is “landlocked 
cattle grazing land with no right of way easement to ingress and 
egress” and without value. Doc. #930. The Plan Administrator wishes to 
sell the Mariposa Property, and Glen Gray (“Gray”), the owner of the 
cattle grazing land adjacent to the Mariposa Property, has offered to 
buy it. Doc. #932 (Decl. of Ryan O’Rourke, Senior VP, Ag Division, 
Pearson); See Item #2, below (Motion to Sell). The Plan Administrator 
wishes to employ Pearson to negotiate the sale of the Mariposa 
Property pursuant to a Listing Agreement (“the Listing Agreement”) 
which was submitted as an exhibit to this motion. See Doc. #931.  
The Listing Agreement contains the following relevant terms: 
 

1. Plan Administrator retains Pearson to market and negotiate a sale 
of the Mariposa Property.  

2. Pearson will receive a 6.0% commission, which may be shared with 
a cooperating licensed real estate broker representing the buyer, 
if any.  

3. The listing price is $155,000.00, and the term of the listing 
ends July 31, 2026.  

 
Doc. #828.  
 
11 U.S.C. § 1107 gives a chapter 11 debtor in possession all rights 
and powers of a trustee, other than the right to compensation under 
§ 330, and requires the debtor in possession to perform all the 
functions and duties of a trustee, except those specified in 
§ 1106(a)(2), (3), and (4). In this case, those rights and powers 
transferred from the Debtor to the Plan Administrator as the Estate 
Representative in accordance with the default provisions of the 
confirmed Plan. 
 
Under 11 U.S.C. § 327(a), a professional person, such as an 
accountant, can be employed by the estate with the court’s approval to 
represent or assist the trustee in carrying out its duties provided 
that the proposed professional does not hold or represent an interest 
adverse to the estate and is a “disinterested person.” In a chapter 11 
case, a person is not disqualified for employment solely because of 
such person’s employment by or representation of a creditor, unless 
there is an objection from the creditor or the UST. § 327(c). 
 
11 U.S.C. § 328(a) permits employment of “a professional person under 
section 327” on “any reasonable terms and conditions of employment, 
including on a retainer, on an hourly basis, on a fixed or percentage 
fee basis, or on a contingent fee basis.” Section 328(a) further 
“permits a professional to have the terms and conditions of its 
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employment pre-approved by the bankruptcy court, such that the 
bankruptcy court may alter the agreed-upon compensation only ‘if such 
terms and conditions and conditions prove to have been improvident in 
light of developments not capable of being anticipated at the time of 
the fixing of such terms and conditions.’” In re Circle K Corp., 279 
F.3d 669, 671 (9th Cir. 2002). 
 
The court notes that this motion is not accompanied by any 
Declarations averring that Pearson has no connections with the Debtor, 
his creditors, or with any parties in interest, or with their 
attorneys or accountants, or with the office of the United States 
Trustee or any person employed thereby which would preclude Pearson’s 
employment, nor does Pearson hold or represent any interest materially 
adverse to the interests of the estate or of any class of creditors or 
equity security holders.  
 
However, the court takes judicial notice of the fact that the Plan 
Administrator has previously obtained approval to use Pearson as a 
realtor to facilitate the sale of other real estate assets in this 
case. See Doc. #843 (Order approving retention of Pearson to sell the 
estate property identified the Merced Falls Ranch). In light of that 
prior determination, the court finds that Pearson is disinterested 
within the meaning of § 327(a).  
 
No party in interest has opposed this motion which is hereby GRANTED. 
The Plan Administrator is authorized to employ Pearson Realty as 
broker pursuant to §§ 327(a) and 328 on the terms and conditions set 
forth in the listing agreement attached as Exhibit A.  
 
 
2. 20-10809-B-11   IN RE: STEPHEN SLOAN 
   WF-45 
 
   MOTION TO SELL 
   5-12-2026  [934] 
 
   TERRENCE LONG/MV 
   PETER FEAR/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   DANIEL EGAN/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
FINAL RULING: This matter will proceed as scheduled for higher and 

better bids only. 
 
DISPOSITION: Granted.   
 
ORDER: The Moving Party shall submit a proposed order in 

conformance with the ruling below.   
 
Terence J. Long (the “Plan Administrator”), the duly appointed Plan 
Administrator under Debtor Steven William Sloan’s (“Debtor”) Fourth 
Amended Plan of Reorganization dated December 21, 2021 (the “Plan”), 
moves for an order, pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 363 and Federal Rule of 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-10809
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=640532&rpt=Docket&dcn=WF-45
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=640532&rpt=SecDocket&docno=934
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Bankruptcy Procedure 6004, authorizing the sale of real property 
consisting of 199.8 acres of grazing land located in Mariposa County, 
California, APN 011-010-005, 011-010-011, and 007-050-010 
(collectively, the “Mariposa Property”). Doc. #934. The Plan 
Administrator has reached an agreement to sell the Mariposa Property 
to Glen Gray (“Gray”), the owner of the neighboring parcels, whereby 
Mr. Gray would purchase the Mariposa Property from the bankruptcy 
estate for $155,000, subject to Court approval and overbid. Doc. #937 
(Decl. of Terence J. Long).  
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1). Thus, pursuant to LBR 
9014-1(f)(1)(B), the failure of any party in interest (including but 
not limited to creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or any other 
properly-served party in interest) to file written opposition at least 
14 days prior to the hearing may be deemed a waiver of any such 
opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 
F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). When there is no opposition to a motion, 
the defaults of all parties in interest who failed to timely respond 
will be entered, and, in the absence of any opposition, the movant’s 
factual allegations will be taken as true (except those relating to 
amounts of damages). Televideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 
917 (9th Cir. 1987). Because the court will not materially alter the 
relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary 
when an unopposed movant has made a prima facie case for the requested 
relief. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 
2006).  
 
No party in interest timely filed written opposition, and the defaults 
of all nonresponding parties will be entered. This motion will be 
GRANTED. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Debtor filed chapter 11 bankruptcy on March 2, 2020. Doc. #1. The 
current plan was confirmed on February 2, 2022, with Long appointed as 
Plan Administrator. Doc. #483. According to the moving papers, 
Debtor’s interest in the Mariposa Property was not disclosed in either 
the Plan or in Debtor’s Schedules, as it was transferred from Debtor’s 
son, Brett Sloan (“Brett”), back to the estate as part of the 
resolution of an adversary proceeding (AP # 21-01039). Doc. #928. The 
Plan Administrator declares that the Mariposa Property is “landlocked 
cattle grazing land with no right of way easement to ingress and 
egress” and without value. Doc. #937. The Plan Administrator wishes to 
sell the Mariposa Property, and Gray, the owner of the cattle grazing 
land adjacent to the Mariposa Property has offered to buy it. Id.   
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DISCUSSION 
 
Sale of Property 
 
11 U.S.C. § 363(b)(1) allows the trustee (or, in this instance, the 
Plan Administrator) to “sell, or lease, other than in the ordinary 
course of business, property of the estate.” Proposed sales under 11 
U.S.C. § 363(b) are reviewed to determine whether they are: (1) in the 
best interests of the estate resulting from a fair and reasonable 
price; (2) supported by a valid business judgment; and (3) proposed in 
good faith. In re Alaska Fishing Adventure, LLC, 594 B.R. 883, 887 
(Bankr. D. Alaska 2018) citing 240 N. Brand Partners v. Colony GFP 
Partners, Ltd. P’ship (In re 240 N. Brand Partners), 200 B.R. 653, 659 
(B.A.P. 9th Cir. 1996); In re Wilde Horse Enters., Inc., 136 B.R. 830, 
841 (Bankr. C.D. Cal. 1991). In the context of sales of estate 
property under § 363, a bankruptcy court “should determine only 
whether the trustee’s judgment was reasonable and whether a sound 
business justification exists supporting the sale and its terms.” 
Alaska Fishing, 594 B.R. at 889, quoting 3 COLLIER ON BANKRUPTCY ¶ 
363.02[4] (Richard Levin & Henry J. Sommer, 16th ed.). “[T]he  
trustee’s business judgment is to be given ‘great judicial 
deference.’” Id., citing In re Psychometric Sys., Inc., 367 B.R. 670, 
674 (Bankr. D. Colo. 2007); In re Bakalis, 220 B.R. 525, 531-32 
(Bankr. E.D.N.Y. 1998). 
 
Sales to an insider are subject to heightened scrutiny. Alaska Fishing 
Adventure, LLC, 594 B.R. at 887, citing Mission Product Holdings, Inc. 
v. Old Cold, LLC (In re Old Cold LLC), 558 B.R. 500, 516 (B.A.P. 1st 
Cir. 2016). There is nothing in the record suggesting that Gray is an 
insider with respect to Debtor. Buyer is neither listed in the 
schedules nor the master address list. Docs. #1; #2; #16; #19.  
 
According to the moving papers, Debtor’s interest in the Mariposa 
Property was not disclosed in either the Plan or in Debtor’s 
Schedules, as it was transferred from Debtor’s son, Brett Sloan 
(“Brett”), back to the estate as part of the resolution of an 
adversary proceeding (AP # 21-01039). Doc. #928. The Plan 
Administrator declares that the Mariposa Property is “landlocked 
cattle grazing land with no right of way easement to ingress and 
egress” and without value. Doc. #930.  
 
The Plan Administrator has entered into a Listing Agreement (“Listing 
Agreement”) with Gray to sell the Mariposa Property in its entirety  
to subject to overbids. Doc. #897. The Listing Agreement proposes that 
the real estate commission and the outstanding property taxes and 
closing costs be paid from escrow. Doc. #934; Doc. #936 (Exhibit C).  
 
There are outstanding taxes owed on the Mariposa Property which the 
Settlement Statement estimates as follows: 
 

1. Property taxes (7/1/26-7/7/26, Seller Tax Period): 77.25. 
2. CA State Withholding: $5,161.50. 
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3. Delinquent Property Taxes as of 6/30/26: $15,645.17. 
4. 2nd Installment County Taxes (25/26): $2,369.11 
5. Release of lis pendens (estimated): $71.00.  
 

Doc. #936 (Exh. C).  
 
The motion also proposes to pay a 6% commission to Pearson Realty 
(“Pearson”). Id. After all debtors are deducted from the sale price, 
the sale will generate an estimated $120,354.47 for the estate, 
assuming no overbids. Doc. #936 (Exhibit C).   
 
The sale under these circumstances should maximize potential recovery  
for the estate. The sale of the Property appears to be in the best  
interests of the estate because it will provide liquidity that can be  
distributed for the benefit of unsecured claims. The sale appears to  
be supported by a valid business judgment and proposed in good faith.  
Therefore, this sale is an appropriate exercise of Trustee’s business  
judgment and, in the absence of opposition, will be given deference. 
 
Real Estate Brokers’ Compensation 
 
This motion affects the proposed disposition of estate assets and 
Pearson. Under Fed. R. Civ. P. (“Civ. Rule”) 21 (Rule 7021 
incorporated in contested matters under Rule 9014(c)), the court will 
exercise its discretion to add Broker as a party. 
 
LBR 9014-1(d)(5)(B)(ii) permits joinder of claims for authorization 
for the sale of real property and allowance of fees and expenses for 
such professional under 11 U.S.C. §§ 327, 328, 330, 363, and Rule 
6004. 
 
The Plan Administrator moved to employ Pearson to assist in carrying 
out the Plan Administrator’s duties by selling the Mariposa Property, 
and the court has granted that motion. See Item #1, above.  
 
Pursuant to the employment order, the Plan Administrator requests to 
compensate Pearson with a commission of 6%. Id. The moving papers are 
silent on whether Pearson will be expected to split its commission 
with another realtor if there is a successful overbid by a buyer 
represented by a broker other than Pearson. The court reserves the 
right to modify Pearson’s commission accordingly if the sale has 
overbids and it becomes an issue.  
 
In the absence of an overbidder represented by a different realtor, 
the court will authorize Plan Administrator to pay broker commissions 
as prayed. 
 
Overbid 
 
Any party wishing to overbid shall, prior to the hearing, comply with 
the overbid procedures as outlined in the motion beginning on page 4. 
See Doc. #934, pg. 4. 
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Waiver of 14-day Stay 
 
The Plan Administrator does not request waiver of the 14-day stay of 
Rule 6004(h), and no such relief will be granted.  
 
Conclusion 
 
There was no opposition to this motion, and the defaults of all non-
responded parties are entered. This motion will be GRANTED. The Plan 
Administrator will be authorized: (1) to sell the Property to the 
prevailing bidder at the hearing, as determined at the hearing; (2) to 
execute all documents necessary to effectuate the sale of the 
Property; (3) to pay Pearson commission in the amount of 6% of the 
total sale price, subject to modification by the court in the event of 
a successful overbid; and (4) to pay all costs, commissions, and real 
property taxes directly from escrow. The 14-day stay of Rule 6004(h) 
will not be waived. 
 
 
3. 25-13513-B-11   IN RE: RIVERDALE ASSEMBLY OF GOD, INC. 
   DL-1    RIVERDALE, CALIFORNIA 
 
   MOTION FOR COMPENSATION FOR WALTER R. DAHL, CHAPTER 11 TRUSTEE 
   5-18-2026  [82] 
 
   WALTER DAHL/MV 
   PETER FEAR/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   WALTER DAHL/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
TENTATIVE RULING: This matter will proceed as scheduled. 
 
DISPOSITION:  Granted.   
 
ORDER:  The minutes of the hearing will be the court’s 

findings and conclusions. Order preparation 
determined at the hearing. 

 
Walter R. Dahl (“Applicant” or “Trustee”), the Chapter 11 Subchapter V 
Trustee (“Sub V Trustee”) in the above-styled case, requests interim 
compensation in the sum of $7,544.78 under 11 U.S.C. § 330 and § 331. 
Doc. #82 et seq. This amount consists of $7,477.50 in fees and $67.28 
in expenses from October 21, 2025, through June 10, 2026. Id. This is 
Applicant’s first and final fee application. Id. 
 
Written opposition was not required and may be presented at the 
hearing. In the absence of opposition, this motion will be GRANTED. 
 
This motion was filed and served pursuant to Local Rule of Practice 
(“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(2) and will proceed as scheduled. Unless opposition 
is presented at the hearing, the court intends to enter the 
respondents’ defaults and grant the motion. If opposition is presented 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-13513
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=693605&rpt=Docket&dcn=DL-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=693605&rpt=SecDocket&docno=82
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at the hearing, the court will consider the opposition and whether 
further hearing is proper pursuant to LBR 9014-1(f)(2). The court will 
issue an order if a further hearing is necessary. 
 
On October 22, 2025, Applicant was appointed by the U.S. Trustee as a 
qualified, disinterested person to serve as Subchapter V trustee. Doc. 
#5. Accordingly, while playing the role of trustee in this case, 
Applicant is to be paid as a professional person pursuant to 11 U.S.C. 
§ 1183(a) and must submit interim fee requests for court review and 
approval and a final fee request at the conclusion of his appoint 
pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 330 and § 331. 11 U.S.C. § 327, § 330, and 
§ 331.  
 
Applicant’s firm provided 16.2 billable hours at the following rates, 
totaling $7,323.50 in fees: 
 

Professional Rate Billed Total 
Walter Dahl, Sub V Trustee $485.00  15.1 $7,323.50 
Walter Dahl, Paralegal Services $140.00 1.1 $154.00 

Total Hours & Fees 16.2 $7,477.50 
 
Docs. #84 (Exhibits) and #85 (Decl. of Walter Dahl). Applicant also 
incurred $67.26 in expenses in the form of printing and this fee 
application. Id. These combined fees and expenses total $7,477.50. Id. 
 
11 U.S.C. § 330(a)(1)(A) & (B) permits approval of “reasonable 
compensation for actual necessary services rendered by . . . [a] 
professional person” and “reimbursement for actual, necessary 
expenses.” In determining the amount of reasonable compensation to be 
awarded to a professional person, the court shall consider the nature, 
extent, and value of such services, considering all relevant factors, 
including those enumerated in subsections (a)(3)(A) through (E). 
§ 330(a)(3). 11 U.S.C. § 331 authorizes the award after notice and 
hearing of an interim award subject to subsequent final approval by 
the court pursuant to § 330.  
 
Applicant’s services here included, without limitation: business 
operations, case administration, claims administration and objections, 
fee/employment applications, meetings of creditors, and plan and 
disclosure statement. Doc. #85 (Exhibit A). The court finds these 
services and expenses reasonable, actual, and necessary.  
 
Written opposition was not required and may be submitted at the 
hearing. In the absence of any opposition, this motion will be 
GRANTED. Applicant shall be awarded $7,477.50 in fees as reasonable 
compensation for services rendered and $67.28 in reimbursement of 
actual, necessary expenses on an interim basis under 11 U.S.C. § 330 
and § 331 as an administrative expense of the estate. The Debtor will 
be authorized to pay Applicant $7,544.78 through the confirmed plan  
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for services and expenses from October 21, 2025, through June 10, 
2026, from the first available estate funds.   
 
 
4. 25-12231-B-11   IN RE: THE ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP OF FRESNO 
   MB-47 
 
   MOTION TO SELL AND/OR MOTION FOR COMPENSATION FOR M C REAL 
   ESTATE CORP., ACCOUNTANT(S) 
   5-12-2026  [766] 
 
   M C REAL ESTATE CORP/MV 
   HAGOP BEDOYAN/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
TENTATIVE RULING: This matter will proceed for higher and better 

bids, only. 
 
DISPOSITION: Granted. 
 
ORDER: The Moving Party shall submit a proposed order 

after hearing. 
 
The Roman Catholic Bishop of Fresno, the debtor and debtor in 
possession (the "Debtor" or "RCBF") in the above-captioned chapter 11 
case ("Bankruptcy Case"), hereby moves for entry of an order (1) 
authorizing the Debtor to sell the estate's interest in residential 
real property commonly known as 2202 S. Nicholas Ave., Fresno, 
California 93706, Assessor's Parcel Number 478-153-02 (the "Property") 
to Antonio Sanchez (“Prospective Buyer” or “Sanchez") for the purchase 
price of $322,000.00, subject to higher and better bids at the 
hearing, pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 363; (2) waiving the 14-day stay of 
Fed. R. Bankr. P. ("Rule") 6004(h); and (3) authorizing the Debtor to 
pay a three percent (3.0%) broker commission to the estate's real 
estate broker, M C Real Estate Corp. ("MC"). Doc. #766. The motion is 
supported by Declarations of Victor Jasso (“Jasso”), a real estate 
associate with MC, and Cynthia Martin (“Martin”), Debtor’s CFO, and an 
exhibit in the form of a copy of the purchase agreement (“Purchase 
Agreement”). Docs. #768-770.  
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1) and Rule 2002(a)(2) and 
(a)(6). The failure of the creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or 
any other party in interest to file written opposition at least 14 
days prior to the hearing as required by LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B) may be 
deemed a waiver of any opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. 
Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). Therefore, the 
defaults of the above-mentioned parties in interest are entered and 
the matter will proceed for higher and better bids only. Upon default, 
factual allegations will be taken as true (except those relating to 
amounts of damages). Televideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 
917 (9th Cir. 1987). Constitutional due process requires that a 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-12231
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=689842&rpt=Docket&dcn=MB-47
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=689842&rpt=SecDocket&docno=766
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plaintiff make a prima facie showing that they are entitled to the 
relief sought, which the movant has done here.  
 
No party in interest timely filed written opposition. This motion will 
be GRANTED, and the hearing will proceed for bid solicitations only. 

 
BACKGROUND 

 
RCBF commenced this case on July 1, 2025 and is presently operating 
its business and managing its affairs as a debtor-in-possession under 
§§ 1107(a) and 1108. Doc. #1. No trustee or examiner has been 
requested or appointed. The U.S. Trustee appointed the Official 
Committee of Creditors (“the Committee”) on July 15, 2025. Doc. #94. 
On February 12, 2026, the Court granted the Debtor's application under 
§§ 327 and 328 to employ MC as real estate broker, effective December 
28, 2025, to market and sell the Property. Doc. #589. The scope of the 
employment order was amended on March 12, 2026. Doc. #632.   
 
Debtor has secured an offer from and executed the Agreement with 
Sanchez to sell the Property for $322,000.00, subject to court 
approval and to higher and better bids. Doc. #766. Pursuant to Local 
Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 2015-2(b), the net proceeds from the sale 
will be impounded in a separate, interest-bearing blocked account at a 
federally insured depository with the inscription “not to be disbursed 
or withdrawn except upon further order of the court. Doc. #766. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
Sale of Property 
 
11 U.S.C. § 363(b)(1) allows the trustee to “sell, or lease, other 
than in the ordinary course of business, property of the estate.” 
Proposed sales under 11 U.S.C. § 363(b) are reviewed to determine 
whether they are: (1) in the best interests of the estate resulting 
from a fair and reasonable price; (2) supported by a valid business 
judgment; and (3) proposed in good faith. In re Alaska Fishing 
Adventure, LLC, 594 B.R. 883, 887 (Bankr. D. Alaska 2018) citing 240 
N. Brand Partners v. Colony GFP Partners, Ltd. P’ship (In re 240 N. 
Brand Partners), 200 B.R. 653, 659 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 1996); In re Wilde 
Horse Enters., Inc., 136 B.R. 830, 841 (Bankr. C.D. Cal. 1991). In the 
context of sales of estate property under § 363, a bankruptcy court 
“should determine only whether the trustee’s judgment was reasonable 
and whether a sound business justification exists supporting the sale 
and its terms.” Alaska Fishing, 594 B.R. at 889, quoting 3 Collier on 
Bankruptcy ¶ 363.02[4] (Richard Levin & Henry J. Sommer, 16th ed.). 
“[T]he trustee’s business judgment is to be given ‘great judicial 
deference.’” Id., citing In re Psychometric Sys., Inc., 367 B.R. 670, 
674 (Bankr. D. Colo. 2007); In re Bakalis, 220 B.R. 525, 531-32 
(Bankr. E.D.N.Y. 1998). 
 
Sales to an insider are subject to heightened scrutiny. Alaska Fishing 
Adventure, LLC, 594 B.R. at 887 citing Mission Product Holdings, Inc. 
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v. Old Cold, LLC (In re Old Cold LLC), 558 B.R. 500, 516 (B.A.P. 1st 
Cir. 2016). There is nothing in the record suggesting that Sanchez is 
an insider with respect to Debtor. In her declaration, Martin states 
that to the best of her knowledge and belief Sanchez is not an insider 
to Debtor. Doc. #769. Sanchez is neither listed in the schedules nor 
the master address list. Docs. #107, #150. 
 
Property is listed in Schedule A/B with a value of $189,363.00. 
Doc. #150 (Schedule A/B, line 55.21). The Property is unencumbered. 
Doc. #150 (Schedule D). 
 
Based on the proposed sale price, the estimated net proceeds would be 
illustrated as follows: 
 

Proposed Sale Price $322,000.00 
Estimated Broker Commission (3.0%) -$9,660.00 
Estimated Sale Costs -$3,149.45 
Prorated Tax Credit $241.83 
Estimated Net Proceeds $309,432.38 

 
The sale under these circumstances should maximize potential recovery 
for the estate. The sale of the Property appears to be in the best 
interests of the estate because it will provide liquidity that can be 
distributed for the benefit of unsecured claims. The sale appears to 
be supported by a valid business judgment and proposed in good faith. 
There are no objections to the motion. Therefore, this sale is an 
appropriate exercise of Trustee’s business judgment and will be given 
deference. 
 
Real Estate Brokers’ Compensation 
 
This motion affects the proposed disposition of estate assets and the 
MC. Under Fed. R. Civ. P. (“Civ. Rule”) 21 (Rule 7021 incorporated in 
contested matters under Rule 9014(c)), the court will exercise its 
discretion to add Broker as a party. 
 
LBR 9014-1(d)(5)(B)(ii) permits joinder of claims for authorization 
for the sale of real property and allowance of fees and expenses for 
such professional under 11 U.S.C. §§ 327, 328, 330, 363, and Rule 
6004. 
 
Pursuant to the employment order, Debtors requests to compensate MC 
with a commission of 3%, or $9,660.00 if the Property if there are no 
overbids. Doc. #766. According to the Purchase Agreement, Prospective 
Buyer’s broker is Realty Essentials Group, Inc. (Doc. #770), but the 
moving papers appear to be silent as to how Prospective Buyer’s broker 
is to be paid. The court will authorize Trustee to pay broker 
commissions as prayed. 
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Overbid Procedure 
 
Any party wishing to overbid shall, prior to the hearing, comply with 
the overbid procedures as outlined in the Motion beginning on page 4. 
Doc. #766. 
 
Waiver of 14-day Stay 
 
Debtor requests a waiver of the 14-day stay imposed by Rule 6004(h) so 
that the sale can move forward immediately upon entry of the court’s 
order approving the sale. Doc. #766. However, Debtor offers no reason 
for doing so other than a desire to “expeditiously” close the sale to 
ensure that the sale doesn’t fall through. In the absence of any 
specific reason for waiver of the Rule 6004(h) 14-day stay, the 
request for waiver will be denied. 
 
Conclusion 
 
No party in interest timely filed written opposition. This motion will 
be GRANTED. Debtor will be authorized: (1) to sell the Property to the 
prevailing bidder at the hearing, as determined at the hearing; (2) to 
execute all documents necessary to effectuate the sale of the 
Property; (3) to pay broker commission in the amount of 3% of the 
total sale price to Debtor’s broker, and to pay all costs, 
commissions, and real property taxes directly from escrow. The 14-day 
stay of Rule 6004(h) will not be waived. 
 
 
5. 26-12348-B-11   IN RE: HUNDAL FARMS, INC. 
   WJH-2 
 
   CONTINUED MOTION TO USE CASH COLLATERAL 
   5-22-2026  [8] 
 
   HUNDAL FARMS, INC./MV 
   RILEY WALTER/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
NO RULING. 
 
 
6. 26-12349-B-11   IN RE: PARVINDER HUNDAL AND AMERJIT JOHL-HUNDAL 
   WJH-2 
 
   CONTINUED MOTION TO USE CASH COLLATERAL 
   5-22-2026  [10] 
 
   AMERJIT JOHL-HUNDAL/MV 
   RILEY WALTER/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
NO RULING. 
 
 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-12348
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701477&rpt=Docket&dcn=WJH-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701477&rpt=SecDocket&docno=8
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-12349
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701478&rpt=Docket&dcn=WJH-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701478&rpt=SecDocket&docno=10
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7. 26-12350-B-11   IN RE: AGQUEST LLC 
   WJH-2 
 
   CONTINUED MOTION TO USE CASH COLLATERAL 
   5-22-2026  [8] 
 
   AGQUEST LLC/MV 
   RILEY WALTER/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
NO RULING. 
 
 
8. 26-12351-B-11   IN RE: AGQUIP LLC 
   WJH-2 
 
   CONTINUED MOTION TO USE CASH COLLATERAL 
   5-22-2026  [8] 
 
   AGQUIP LLC/MV 
   RILEY WALTER/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
NO RULING. 
 
 
9. 26-12348-B-11   IN RE: HUNDAL FARMS, INC. 
   WJH-6 
 
   MOTION TO PAY 
   6-4-2026  [54] 
 
   HUNDAL FARMS, INC./MV 
   RILEY WALTER/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   OST 6/3/26 
 
NO RULING. 
 
  

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-12350
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701479&rpt=Docket&dcn=WJH-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701479&rpt=SecDocket&docno=8
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-12351
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701480&rpt=Docket&dcn=WJH-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701480&rpt=SecDocket&docno=8
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-12348
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701477&rpt=Docket&dcn=WJH-6
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=701477&rpt=SecDocket&docno=54


Page 16 of 32 

11:00 AM 
 

1. 26-11231-B-7   IN RE: JONATAN BENITEZ 
    
   PRO SE REAFFIRMATION AGREEMENT WITH TOYOTA MOTOR CREDIT CORPORATION 
   5-20-2026  [16] 
 
NO RULING. 
 
 
2. 26-11093-B-7   IN RE: NATALIE PETERSON 
    
   REAFFIRMATION AGREEMENT WITH BRIDGECREST ACCEPTANCE CORPORATION 
   4-2-2026  [12] 
 
   SCOTT LYONS/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Denied.   
 
ORDER:  The court will issue an order.   
 
Debtor’s counsel will inform debtor that no appearance is necessary. 
 
A Reaffirmation Agreement between Natalie Peterson (“Debtor”) and 
Bridgecrest Acceptance Corporation for a 2018 Chevrolet Traverse 
(“Vehicle”) (VIN: 1GNERGKW2JJ131911) was filed on April 2, 2026. Doc. 
#12. 
 
11 U.S.C. § 524(c)(6)(A)(ii) states “An agreement between a holder of 
a claim and the debtor, the consideration for which, in whole or in 
part, is based on a debt that is dischargeable in a case under this 
title is enforceable only to any extent enforceable under applicable 
non-bankruptcy law, whether or not discharge of such debt is waived, 
only if the court approves such agreement as in the best interest of 
the debtor.” 
 
Here, the Vehicle is valued at $9,810.00. The amount being reaffirmed 
by Debtor is $27,172.26 with a 23.97% interest rate. Debtor has 
negative equity of $17,362.26 with approximately 60 months (five 
years) remaining on the loan and only $61.15 remaining in the budget 
every month according to the Debtor’s schedules.  
 
This debt with its remaining term, high interest rate and the current 
value is not in the Debtor’s best interest. Accordingly, approval of 
the Reaffirmation Agreement between Debtor and Bridgecrest Acceptance 
Corporation will be DENIED. 
 
  

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-11231
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=698968&rpt=SecDocket&docno=16
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-11093
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=698648&rpt=SecDocket&docno=12
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1:30 PM 
 

1. 25-14035-B-7   IN RE: ROBERT/NICHOLE BRODSLY 
   DGR-2 
 
   MOTION TO COMPEL ABANDONMENT 
   5-1-2026  [36] 
 
   NICHOLE BRODSLY/MV 
   DEAN RALLIS/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
After posting the original pre-hearing dispositions, the court has 
modified its intended ruling on this matter. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing in this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Continued to July 9, 2026, at 1:30 p.m. 
 
ORDER: The court will prepare the order. 
 
Robert (“Robert”) and Nichole Brodsly (collectively “Debtors”), 
Chapter 7 debtors in the above-styled case, move for an order 
compelling chapter 7 trustee Jeffrey M. Vetter (“Trustee”) to abandon 
the estate’s interest in residential property located at 6105 Prescott 
Forest Court, Bakersfield, CA (“the Residence”). Docs. #36 et seq. 
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1). Thus, pursuant to LBR 
9014-1(f)(1)(B), the failure of any party in interest (including but 
not limited to creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or any other 
properly-served party in interest) to file written opposition at least 
14 days prior to the hearing may be deemed a waiver of any such 
opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 
F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). When there is no opposition to a motion, 
the defaults of all parties in interest who failed to timely respond 
will be entered, and, in the absence of any opposition, the movant’s 
factual allegations will be taken as true (except those relating to 
amounts of damages). Televideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 
917 (9th Cir. 1987). Because the court will not materially alter the 
relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary 
when an unopposed movant has made a prima facie case for the requested 
relief. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 
2006).  
 
No party in interest timely filed written opposition, and the defaults 
of all nonresponding parties will be entered. However, for the reasons 
outlined below, this matter will be CONTINUED to July 9, 2026, at 1:30 
p.m. 
 
11 U.S.C. § 554(b) provides that “on request of a party in interest 
and after notice and a hearing, the court may order the trustee 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-14035
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=695188&rpt=Docket&dcn=DGR-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=695188&rpt=SecDocket&docno=36
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to abandon any property of the estate that is burdensome to the estate 
or that is of inconsequential value and benefit to the estate.”  
 
To grant a motion to abandon property, the bankruptcy court must find 
either that: (1) the property is burdensome to the estate or (2) of 
inconsequential value and inconsequential benefit to the estate. In re 
Vu, 245 B.R. 644, 647 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2000). As one court noted, “an 
order compelling abandonment is the exception, not the rule. 
Abandonment should only be compelled in order to help the creditors by 
assuring some benefit in the administration of each asset . . . 
Absent an attempt by the trustee to churn property worthless to the 
estate just to increase fees, abandonment should rarely be 
ordered.” In re K.C. Mach. & Tool Co., 816 F.2d 238, 246 (6th Cir. 
1987). In evaluating a proposal to abandon property, it is the 
interests of the estate and the creditors that have primary 
consideration, not the interests of the debtor. In re Johnson, 49 F.3d 
538, 541 (9th Cir. 1995) (noting that the debtor is not mentioned 
in § 554). In re Galloway, No. AZ-13-1085-PaKiTa, 2014 Bankr. LEXIS 
3626, at *16-17 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2014). 
 
Debtors seek to compel Trustee to abandon the Residence, which Debtors 
value at $700,000.00. Doc. #1 (Schedule A/B). The Residence is 
encumbered by a deed of trust in favor of PNC Bank (“PNC Bank”) on 
which $291,118.96 is owed. Doc. #1 (Schedule D). Debtors have claimed 
an exemption in the Residence in the amount of $412,716.95 pursuant to 
Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 703.730. Doc. #34 (Amended Schedule. C). 
 
In his Declaration, Robert asserts that, if the Residence were to be 
sold, the ordinary costs of sale would be 8.5% of the gross sale price 
(6% in brokers’ commissions and approximately 2.5% for escrow, title, 
and other costs). Doc. #36. Assuming a sale price of $700,000.00, 
those estimated costs of sale would equal $59,500.00. Id. Thus, the 
non-exempt equity in the Residence may be calculated as follows: 
 

Residence’s Value (Sch. A/B) $700,000.00 
Estimated sale costs ($59,500.00) 
Outstanding liens ($291,118.96) 
Debtors’ claimed exemption ($412,716.95) 
Non-exempt Equity ($63,535.91) 

 
Id. Robert argues that “Trustee has not undertaken action to 
administer the Residence and has not taken steps toward listing the 
Residence for sale” and thus “the retention of the Residence imposes 
administrative burdens on the estate without the prospect of any 
benefit to the unsecured creditors.” Id.  
 
While it appears that Debtors have met the requirements for 
abandonment of the Residence from the estate, certain deficiencies in 
the filings prevents the court from granting the motion at this time. 
Absent from Robert’s declaration and the rest of the moving papers is 
any certification that Debtors are qualified and eligible to claim the 
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exemptions under applicable law and that they understand that if for 
any reason it is determined that Debtors are not qualified to claim an 
exemption in the property listed, or if there is some other error in 
the exemption claimed, Trustee may demand that Debtors compensate the 
estate for any damage caused by the claimed exemption. Likewise, there 
is no statement averring that Debtors agree to not amend the 
exemptions affecting the Business Assets unless Trustee stipulated to 
that amendment or such relief is granted by further order of the 
court.  
 
No party in interest has responded, and the defaults of all 
nonresponding parties are entered. The court finds that the Residence 
of inconsequential value and benefit to the estate. The Residence was 
accurately scheduled and is encumbered or exempted in their entirety. 
This matter will be CONTINUED to July 9, 2026, at 1:30 p.m. to afford 
Debtors opportunity to supplement the record with declarations that 
correct the deficiencies alluded to in the previous paragraph.  
 
 
2. 25-12941-B-7   IN RE: JEWELL/RHONDA THOMAS 
   JCW-1 
 
   CONTINUED MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY 
   12-2-2025  [12] 
 
   M&T BANK/MV 
   JOEL WINTER/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   JENNIFER WONG/ATTY. FOR MV. 
   DISCHARGED 12/8/25 
 
NO RULING. 
 
 
3. 25-14245-B-7   IN RE: ANDREW/HAILEY MELLO 
   KMM-2 
 
   MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY 
   5-8-2026  [30] 
 
   TOYOTA MOTOR CREDIT CORPORATION/MV 
   MARK ZIMMERMAN/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   KIRSTEN MARTINEZ/ATTY. FOR MV. 
   DISCHARGED 4/6/26 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Continued to June 30, 2026, at 1:30 p.m. 
 
ORDER:  The court will issue an order. 
 
On May 8, 2026, Toyota Motor Credit Corporation (“Movant”) filed this 
Motion for Relief Stay. Doc. #30.  On June 2, 2026, the court filed an 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-12941
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=691922&rpt=Docket&dcn=JCW-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=691922&rpt=SecDocket&docno=12
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-14245
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=695866&rpt=Docket&dcn=KMM-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=695866&rpt=SecDocket&docno=30
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Order to Show Cause Re Dismissal of Contested Matter Or Imposition of 
Sanctions for Movant’s failure to pay the filing fee of $199.00 which 
has been set for hearing on June 30, 2026. Doc. #43. 
As an informative matter, the court notes that PACER address for 
Movant’s counsel differs from the address on the pleadings filed in 
this instant motion. The case docket shows that documents mailed to 
Movant’s counsel at the PACER address have been returned. 
 
Accordingly, the instant motion to for relief from stay is CONTINUED 
to June 30, 2026, at 1:30 p.m. to be heard in conjunction with the 
court’s order to show cause.  
 
 
4. 26-10946-B-7   IN RE: LOUIE MONSIBAIS 
   AP-1 
 
   MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY 
   5-5-2026  [12] 
 
   FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE CORPORATION/MV 
   ROBERT WILLIAMS/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   WENDY LOCKE/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Denied as moot as to Debtor. Granted as to Trustee.   
 
ORDER: The minutes of the hearing will be the court’s 

findings and conclusions. The Moving Party shall 
submit a proposed order after hearing. 

 
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation (“Movant”) seeks relief from 
the automatic stay under 11 U.S.C. §§ 362(d)(1) and (d)(2) with 
respect to 5925 Dorset Drive, Bakersfield, California (“Property”). 
Doc. #12. Movant also requests waiver of the 14-day stay of Fed. R. 
Bankr. P. 4001(a)(4). Id.  
 
Louie Monsibais (“Debtor”), the Chapter 7 Trustee nor any other party 
in interest timely filed written opposition. This motion will be 
GRANTED. 
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1). The failure of the 
creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or any other party in 
interest to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to the 
hearing as required by LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B) may be deemed a waiver of 
any opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 
F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). Further, because the court will not 
materially alter the relief requested by the moving party, an actual 
hearing is unnecessary. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 
(9th Cir. 2006). Therefore, the defaults of the above-mentioned 
parties in interest are entered and the matter will be resolved 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-10946
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=698274&rpt=Docket&dcn=AP-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=698274&rpt=SecDocket&docno=12
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without oral argument. Upon default, factual allegations will be taken 
as true (except those relating to amount of damages). Televideo 
Systems, Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917 (9th Cir. 1987). 
Constitutional due process requires that a plaintiff make a prima 
facie showing that they are entitled to the relief sought, which the 
movant has done here. 
 
Under 11 U.S.C. § 362(c)(3)(A), if the debtor has had a bankruptcy 
case pending within the preceding one-year period that was dismissed, 
then the automatic stay under subsection (a) shall terminate with 
respect to the debtor on the 30th day after the latter case is filed. 
Debtor had one case pending within the preceding one-year period that 
was dismissed: Case No. 25-11581-A-13, Eastern District of California. 
That case was filed on May 14, 2025, and was dismissed on January 16, 
2026, by the chapter 13 trustee. This case was filed on March 5, 2026. 
Doc. #1. The automatic stay expired as to the Debtor on April 4, 2026. 
 
Pursuant to § 362(c)(3)(A), the Debtor’s interest in the Property is 
no longer subject to the Automatic Stay. The Trustee has not opposed. 
Thus, the Motion is GRANTED as to the Trustee and DENIED AS MOOT as to 
the Debtor.   
 
 
5. 25-22551-B-7   IN RE: YOUNGSOON CHOI 
   KMT-5 
 
   MOTION TO ABANDON 
   5-19-2026  [293] 
 
   KIMBERLY HUSTED/MV 
   CINDY HILL/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   GABRIEL HERRERA/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
TENTATIVE RULING: This matter will proceed as scheduled. 
 
DISPOSITION:  Granted.   
 
ORDER: The minutes of the hearing will be the court’s 

findings and conclusions. The Moving Party shall 
submit a proposed order after hearing. 

 
This case was originally assigned to Judge Frederick Clement and later 
reassigned to the undersigned. 
 
Kimbelry J. Husted ("Trustee"), in her capacity as the Chapter 7 
Trustee for the bankruptcy estate of Youngsoon Choi ("Debtor"), hereby 
moves for authority to abandon the bankruptcy estate’s interest in 
certain real properties located at: (a) 1918 S. Olive Avenue, 
Stockton, CA 958215 (“the Stockton Property") and (b) 1605 Auseon 
Avenue, Oakland, CA 94621 (“the Oakland Property”)(collectively "the 
Subject Properties"), which are of inconsequential value and benefit 
to the estate. 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-22551
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=688402&rpt=Docket&dcn=KMT-5
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=688402&rpt=SecDocket&docno=293
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Written opposition was not required and may be presented at the 
hearing. In the absence of opposition, the court is inclined to GRANT 
this motion. 
 
This motion was filed and served pursuant to Local Rule of Practice 
(“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(2) and will proceed as scheduled. Unless opposition 
is presented at the hearing, the court intends to enter the 
respondents’ defaults and grant the motion. If opposition is presented 
at the hearing, the court will consider the opposition and whether 
further hearing is proper pursuant to LBR 9014-1(f)(2). The court will 
issue an order if a further hearing is necessary. 
 
Under 11 U.S.C. § 554(a), the trustee, after notice and a hearing, may 
abandon any property of the estate that is burdensome to the estate or 
that is of inconsequential value and benefit to the estate. 
 
To grant a motion to abandon property, the bankruptcy court must find 
either that: (1) the property is burdensome to the estate or (2) of 
inconsequential value and inconsequential benefit to the estate. In re 
Vu, 245 B.R. 644, 647 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2000). As one court noted, ”an 
order compelling abandonment is the exception, not the rule. 
Abandonment should only be compelled in order to help the creditors by 
assuring some benefit in the administration of each asset . . . 
Absent an attempt by the trustee to churn property worthless to the 
estate just to increase fees, abandonment should rarely be 
ordered.” In re K.C. Mach. & Tool Co., 816 F.2d 238, 246 (6th Cir. 
1987). In evaluating a proposal to abandon property, it is the 
interests of the estate and the creditors that have primary 
consideration, not the interests of the debtor. In re Johnson, 49 F.3d 
538, 541 (9th Cir. 1995) (noting that the debtor is not mentioned 
in § 554). In re Galloway, No. AZ-13-1085-PaKiTa, 2014 Bankr. LEXIS 
3626, at *16-17 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2014). 
 
Debtor filed this case under Chapter 11 on May 23, 2025, and the case 
was converted to Chapter 7 on July 30, 2025, with Trustee appointed as 
interim trustee that same day. Docs. #1, #96, #97.  
 
The Subject Properties are listed on Debtor’s Schedules as follows: 
 

Asset Value Lien(s) Equity 

The Stockton Property $510,000.00 $379,994.70 $130,005.30 
The Oakland Property $500,000.00 $349,715.30 $150,284.70 

 
Docs. #68 (Amended Sched. A/B), #70 (Amended Sched. D). Debtor does 
not claim an exemption on either of the Subject Properties. Doc. #137 
(Amended Sched. C). In his Statement of Intentions, Debtor states an 
intent to reaffirm the debts on the Subject Properties. Doc. #112.  
 
The Stockton Property is encumbered by two liens with an aggregate 
value of $379,994.70: a mortgage in favor of Shellpoint Mortgage 
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Servicing (“Shellpoint”) in the amount of $329,994.70, and a second 
mortgage in favor of Larry Baker in the amount of $50,000.00. Doc. 
#70. The Oakland Property is encumbered by a mortgage in favor of 
Shellpoint with a value of $349,715.30. Id. The court notes that 
Debtor later amended Schedule D a second time, but that version does 
not identify the encumbrances on Debtor’s real property by address. 
Doc. #227. Also, Trustee declares that the Oakland Property is also 
subject to a lien held by Larry Baker in the amount of $32,000.00 
which was not disclosed in the filings and which would further reduce 
the equity in the Oakland Property. The Trustee otherwise accepts the 
value of the liens encumbering the Subject Properties as described 
above, and for purposes of this motion, the Court will assume an 
equity of $130,005.30 for the Stockton Property and $118,284.70 for 
the Oakland Property.  
 
On or about October 6, 2025, Judge Clement entered an order granting 
Trustee’s Application to sell both Subject Properties. Doc. #223. 
Trustee declares that she began the marketing of the Subject 
Properties but did not receive any bids nor even interest, even after 
reducing the price on both properties to $475,000.00 for the Oakland 
Property and $460,000.00 for the Stockton Property. Doc. #295.  
 
Trustee declares that, according to the analysis of Trustee’s 
accountant upon which she relied before determining that the Subject 
Properties were of inconsequential value, the tax consequences for 
selling each property would be $50,875.00 for the Oakland Property and 
$15,226.00 for the Stockton Property. Doc. #295. Trustee estimates the 
cost of sale for either property would be 8% of the sale price. Id.  
 
Trustee further declares that, after consulting with her accountant, 
she has determined that if the asking price for the Subject Properties 
were reduced further, both properties would be sold at a loss after 
deducting the costs of sale, payment of liens, and payment of 
outstanding taxes. Id. Accordingly, the Trustee has concluded that 
each of the Subject Properties is of inconsequential value to the 
estate and abandonment is proper. Id.  
 
Written opposition was not required and may be presented at the 
hearing. In the absence of opposition, the court will find that the 
Subject Properties are of inconsequential value and benefit to the 
estate. The Subject Properties and their respective encumbrances were 
accurately scheduled. While Debtor valued the Subject Properties at 
$510,000.00 for the Stockton Property and $500,000.00 for the Oakland 
Property, it appears that they could not be sold at a value of 
$460,000.00 for the Stockton Property or $470,000.00 for the Oakland 
Property without the sale resulting in a net loss despite the apparent 
equity Therefore, the court intends to GRANT this motion. The order 
shall specifically include the property to be abandoned. 
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6. 25-26551-B-7   IN RE: WILLIAM GALLEGUILLOS 
   BHS-1 
 
   MOTION TO EMPLOY BARRY H. SPITZER AS ATTORNEY(S) AND/OR 
   MOTION FOR COMPENSATION FOR BARRY H. SPITZER, TRUSTEES ATTORNEY(S) 
   5-8-2026  [40] 
 
   NIKKI FARRIS/MV 
   BYRON NELSON/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   NIKKI FARRIS/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Granted subject to conditions set forth below.   
 
ORDER: The Moving Party shall submit a proposed order in 

conformance with the ruling below.   
 
Nikki B. Farris (“Trustee”), Trustee in the Chapter 7 bankruptcy case 
of William Galleguillos (“Debtor”), moves the court for an order 
authorizing the employment of Barry H. Spitzer and the Law Office of 
Barry H. Spitzer (“Attorney”) as general counsel pursuant to 11 U.S.C. 
§ 327. Doc. #40. By this same motion, Trustee also moves for approval 
of an application to compensate Attorney for work performed on 
Trustee’s behalf in this case with a flat fee award of $2,250.00. Id.   
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1). Thus, pursuant to LBR 
9014-1(f)(1)(B), the failure of any party in interest (including but 
not limited to creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or any other 
properly-served party in interest) to file written opposition at least 
14 days prior to the hearing may be deemed a waiver of any such 
opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 
F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). When there is no opposition to a motion, 
the defaults of all parties in interest who failed to timely respond 
will be entered, and, in the absence of any opposition, the movant’s 
factual allegations will be taken as true (except those relating to 
amounts of damages). Televideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 
917 (9th Cir. 1987). Because the court will not materially alter the 
relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary 
when an unopposed movant has made a prima facie case for the requested 
relief. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 
2006).  
 
No party in interest timely filed written opposition, and the defaults 
of all nonresponding parties will be entered. This motion will be 
GRANTED. 
 
11 U.S.C. § 327 allows the trustee, with the court’s approval, to 
employ one or more attorneys, accountants, auctioneers, or other 
professional persons to represent or assist the trustee in carrying 
out the trustee’s duties. The professional is required to be a 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-26551
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=694800&rpt=Docket&dcn=BHS-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=694800&rpt=SecDocket&docno=40
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disinterested person and neither hold nor represent interests adverse 
to the estate. § 327(a). 
 
11 U.S.C. § 328(a) permits employment of “a professional person under 
section 327” on “any reasonable terms and conditions of employment, 
including on a retainer, on an hourly basis, on a fixed or percentage 
fee basis, or on a contingent fee basis.” Section 328(a) further 
“permits a professional to have the terms and conditions of its 
employment pre-approved by the bankruptcy court, such that the 
bankruptcy court may alter the agreed-upon compensation only ‘if such 
terms and conditions and conditions prove to have been improvident in 
light of developments not capable of being anticipated at the time of 
the fixing of such terms and conditions.’” In re Circle K Corp., 279 
F.3d 669, 671 (9th Cir. 2002). 
 
Debtor filed for Chapter 7 on November 20, 2025, and Trustee was 
appointed to oversee the case that same day. Docs. #1, #6. Debtor 
declares that, among the assets to be administered in this case is a 
boat valued at $7,400.00 that is unencumbered and which Debtor has not 
exempted. Doc. #1 (Schedule A/B and Schedule C). Trustee represents to 
the court that Debtor has stated an intention to surrender the 
Vehicle.  
 
Attorney has submitted a Declaration averring that he is a 
disinterested person as defined by 11 U.S.C. § 101(14), having 
performed a conflict check to confirm that there are no connections 
between Attorney and Debtor, Trustee, persons employed by the Office 
of the U.S. Trustee, creditors of any debtor, any of the Debtor’s 
accountants, or any other party in interest or having an interest in 
this case. Doc. #42.  
 
Trustee wishes to employ Attorney for the limited purpose of preparing 
a motion (a) authorizing the employment of an auctioneer, (b) 
authorizing sale of Debtor’s personal property (i.e. the boat), (3) 
approving compensation for the auctioneer, (4) waiver of the 14-day 
stay period, and (5) assisting the Trustee on other matters related to 
the estate. Doc. #43. Attorney has agreed to accept compensation in 
the form of a flat fee award of $2,250.00. Id.  
 
No party in interest has opposed this motion. Based on the motion, the 
record before the court, and the verified statement made by Attorney 
as required by Bankruptcy Rule 2014(a), it appears that Attorney is 
eligible to be employed. Accordingly, this motion will be GRANTED. 
Trustee is permitted to employ Attorney for the purposes outlined in 
this motion. 
 
However, while the court approves Attorney’s employment and the 
proposed flat fee, the court does not approve this payment to be 
prepaid before the Attorney’s work is done. Trustee is authorized to 
pay Attorney a flat fee of $2,250.00 from estate funds subject to the 
following condition: that before any payments is made, Attorney will 
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submit a declaration as to the tasks performed. Verified time records 
will represent sufficient compliance with this order.  
 
 
7. 25-26551-B-7   IN RE: WILLIAM GALLEGUILLOS 
   BHS-2 
 
   MOTION TO EMPLOY TMC AUCTION, INC. AS AUCTIONEER, 
   AUTHORIZING SALE OF PROPERTY AT PUBLIC AUCTION AND 
   AUTHORIZING PAYMENT OF AUCTIONEER FEES AND EXPENSES 
   5-8-2026  [45] 
 
   NIKKI FARRIS/MV 
   BYRON NELSON/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   NIKKI FARRIS/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Granted.   
 
ORDER: The Moving Party shall submit a proposed order in 

conformance with the ruling below.   
 
Nikki B. Farris (“Trustee”), Trustee in the Chapter 7 bankruptcy case 
of William Galleguillos (“Debtor”), seeks authorization to (a) employ 
TMC Auction, Inc. (“Auctioneer”) under 11 U.S.C. as general counsel 
pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 328; (b) sell the estate’s interest a 1984 
Wellcraft 2900 Express boat (“the Boat”) pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 363; 
(c) compensate Auctioneer under 11 U.S.C. §§ 327(a) and 328; and (d) 
waive the 14-day stay provided for by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 6004(h). Doc. 
#45 et seq.  
 
Debtor filed for Chapter 7 on November 20, 2025, and Trustee was 
appointed to oversee the case that same day. Docs. #1, #6. Trustee 
declares that among the assets to be administered in this case is a 
boat valued at $7,400.00 that is unencumbered and which Debtor has not 
exempted. Doc. #1 (Schedule A/B and Schedule C).  
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1). Thus, pursuant to LBR 
9014-1(f)(1)(B), the failure of any party in interest (including but 
not limited to creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or any other 
properly-served party in interest) to file written opposition at least 
14 days prior to the hearing may be deemed a waiver of any such 
opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 
F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). When there is no opposition to a motion, 
the defaults of all parties in interest who failed to timely respond 
will be entered, and, in the absence of any opposition, the movant’s 
factual allegations will be taken as true (except those relating to 
amounts of damages). Televideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 
917 (9th Cir. 1987). Because the court will not materially alter the 
relief requested by the moving party, an actual hearing is unnecessary 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=25-26551
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=694800&rpt=Docket&dcn=BHS-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=694800&rpt=SecDocket&docno=45
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when an unopposed movant has made a prima facie case for the requested 
relief. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 
2006).  
 
No party in interest timely filed written opposition, and the defaults 
of all nonresponding parties will be entered. This motion will be 
GRANTED. 
 
Employment and Compensation 
 
This motion affects the proposed disposition of estate assets and 
Auctioneer. Under Fed. R. Civ. P. (“Civ. Rule”) 21 (Rule 7021 
incorporated in contested matters under Rule 9014(c)), the court will 
exercise its discretion to add Auctioneer as a party. 
 
LBR 9014-1(d)(5)(B)(iii) permits joinder of requests for authorization 
to employ a professional, i.e., auctioneer, for sale of estate 
property at public auction, and allowance of fees and expenses for 
such professional under 11 U.S.C. §§ 327, 328, 330, 363, and Rules 
6004-05. 
 
11 U.S.C. § 327 allows the trustee, with the court’s approval, to 
employ one or more attorneys, accountants, auctioneers, or other 
professional persons to represent or assist the trustee in carrying 
out the trustee’s duties. The professional is required to be a 
disinterested person and neither hold nor represent interests adverse 
to the estate. § 327(a). 
 
11 U.S.C. § 328(a) permits employment of “a professional person under 
section 327” on “any reasonable terms and conditions of employment, 
including on a retainer, on an hourly basis, on a fixed or percentage 
fee basis, or on a contingent fee basis.” Section 328(a) further 
“permits a professional to have the terms and conditions of its 
employment pre-approved by the bankruptcy court, such that the 
bankruptcy court may alter the agreed-upon compensation only ‘if such 
terms and conditions and conditions prove to have been improvident in 
light of developments not capable of being anticipated at the time of 
the fixing of such terms and conditions.’” In re Circle K Corp., 279 
F.3d 669, 671 (9th Cir. 2002). 
 
Under these sections, Trustee requests to employ and compensate 
Auctioneer by paying: (i) a 10% commission on the gross proceeds from 
the sale; and (ii) estimated expenses not to exceed $500.00. Docs. 
#45, ##47-49. In addition to those fees and expenses, Auctioneer 
charges buyers an additional 10% premium on the purchase price. Id.  
 
Stephen Slater, President of TMC Auction, Inc., has submitted a 
Declaration averring that Auctioneer is a disinterested person as 
defined by 11 U.S.C. § 101(14), having performed a conflict check to 
confirm that there are no connections between Auctioneer and Debtor, 
Trustee, persons employed by the Office of the U.S. Trustee, creditors 
of any debtor, any of the Debtor’s accountants, or any other party in 
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interest or having an interest in this case. Doc. #47. That 
Declaration fully explains the services which Auctioneer will perform 
for Trustee in the course of selling the Boat. Id. Auctioneer 
estimates that the expenses to be incurred in the process of selling 
the Boat will not exceed $500.00. Id.  
 
The motion is accompanied by a copy of the agreement between Trustee 
and Auctioneer (“the Auction Agreement”) which further outlines the 
Auctioneer’s duties. Doc. #49 (Exhibit A). Under the Auction 
Agreement, Auctioneer would receive a commission of 10% of the final 
sale prices ($740.00, if the Boat is sold at Debtor’s valuation). Id. 
The Auction Agreement also authorizes Auctioneer to charge purchases 
and retain a Buyer’s Premium of 10% on all sales, some of which will 
pay online bidding fees. Id. 
 
Trustee declares that it is necessary to employ Auctioneer to 
liquidate Vehicle. Doc. #49. Trustee believes that the proposed fees 
and expenses for services are reasonable and customary for the 
services to be rendered by Auctioneer. Id. The services Auctioneer 
will perform in the course of the sale are fully outlined in the 
Auction Agreement and the Declarations.  
 
Based on the MOTION, the record before the court, and the verified 
statement made by Auctioneer as required by Bankruptcy Rule 2014(a), 
it appears that Auctioneer is eligible to be employed. Accordingly, 
this motion will be GRANTED. The court will authorize Auctioneer’s 
employment pursuant to 11 U.S.C. §§ 327(a), 328 and authorize Trustee 
to pay the 10%, and up to $500.00 for expenses as prayed. 
 
Proposed Sale 
 
11 U.S.C. § 363(b)(1) allows the trustee to “sell, or lease, other 
than in the ordinary course of business, property of the estate.” 
Proposed sales under 11 U.S.C. § 363(b) are reviewed to determine 
whether they are: (1) in the best interests of the estate resulting 
from a fair and reasonable price; (2) supported by a valid business 
judgment; and (3) proposed in good faith. In re Alaska Fishing 
Adventure, LLC, 594 B.R. 883, 887 (Bankr. D. Alaska 2018) citing 240 
North Brand Partners, Ltd. v. Colony GFP Partners, Ltd. P’ship (In re 
240 N. Brand Partners, Ltd.), 200 B.R. 653, 659 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 
1996); In re Wilde Horse Enters., Inc., 136 B.R. 830, 841 (Bankr. C.D. 
Cal. 1991). In the context of sales of estate property under § 363, a 
bankruptcy court “should determine only whether the trustee’s judgment 
was reasonable and whether a sound business justification exists 
supporting the sale and its terms.” Alaska Fishing Adventure, LLC, 594 
B.R. at 889, quoting 3 Collier on Bankruptcy ¶ 363.02[4] (Richard 
Levin & Henry J. Sommer eds., 16th ed.). “[T]he trustee’s business 
judgment is to be given ‘great judicial deference.’” Id., citing In re 
Psychometric Sys., Inc., 367 B.R. 670, 674 (Bankr. D. Colo. 2007); In 
re Bakalis, 220 B.R. 525, 531-32 (Bankr. E.D.N.Y. 1998). 
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Here, the Boat is valued at $7,400.00. Doc. #1 (Schedule A/B). The 
Boat is unencumbered, and Debtor does not claim an exemption for it. 
Doc. #1 (Schedules C and D). If Trustee sells the Boat at public 
auction at the scheduled sale price under § 363(b) then the proposed 
sale would be illustrated as follows: 
 

Sale price $7,400.00 
Auctioneer fees (10%) ($740.00) 
Estimated expenses (≤ $500) ($500.00) 

Estimated net proceeds (≥) $6,160.00 
 
Trustee believes that using the auction process to sell the Boat will 
result in the quickest liquidation for the best possible price because 
it will be exposed to many prospective purchasers. Doc. #48. Based on 
Trustee’s experience, this could yield the highest net recovery to the 
estate, both in terms of time efficiency and the amount that will be 
realized from the sale. Id. 
 
Sale by auction under these circumstances should maximize potential 
recovery for the estate such that the sale of the Vehicle would be in 
the best interests of the estate if it will provide liquidity to the 
estate that can be distributed for the benefit of unsecured claims. 
The sale appears to be supported by a valid business judgment and 
proposed in good faith. Therefore, this sale is an appropriate 
exercise of Trustee’s business judgment and will be given deference. 
 
The 14-Day Stay 
 
Trustee requests a waiver of the 14-day stay from Fed. R. Bankr. P. 
6004(h), arguing that waiver of the stay will make the Boat “more 
marketable” because “[a]ny potential bidder will want finality in 
buying the assets.” Doc. #50. Trustee does not explain why that might 
be more true in this case than in any other sale of estate assets. 
Also, the Trustee adds, confusingly, that “[f]urther, the Debtor is a 
business that is no longer operating.” Id. The court does not 
understand Trustee’s meaning here as (a) Debtor is an individual and 
not a business and (b) there is no indication that the Boat was used 
in the course of any business previously run by Debtor. The request 
for waiver of the 14-day stay will be denied. 
 
Conclusion 
 
No party in interest has opposed this motion, and the defaults of all 
non-responding parties are entered. This motion will be GRANTED. 
Trustee will be permitted to employ TCM Auction, Inc. to sell the Boat 
at public auction and pay Auctioneer for its services as outlined 
above. If the sale is completed, Trustee will be authorized to 
compensate Auctioneer on a percentage collected basis: 10% of gross 
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proceeds from the sale and payment of up to $500.00 for expenses. 
Waiver of the 14-day stay is denied.  
 
 
8. 26-11253-B-7   IN RE: BRITTANY URBINA 
   SKI-1 
 
   MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY 
   5-7-2026  [15] 
 
   CREDIT ACCEPTANCE CORPORATION/MV 
   ERIC ESCAMILLA/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   SHERYL ITH/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
After posting the original pre-hearing dispositions, the court has 
modified its intended ruling on this matter. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Granted.   
 
ORDER: The Moving Party shall submit a proposed order in 

conformance with the ruling below.   
 
Credit Acceptance Corporation (“Movant”) seeks relief from the 
automatic stay under 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) with respect to a 2011 
Toyota Corolla (VIN: 2T1BU4EEXBC676084) (“Vehicle”). Doc. #15. Movant 
also requests waiver of the 14-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 
4001(a)(4). Id. 
 
Brittany Crystal Urbina (“Debtor”) did not file opposition and the 
Vehicle was surrendered to the Movant on March 11, 2026. This motion 
will be GRANTED.  
 
This motion was set for hearing on 28 days’ notice as required by 
Local Rule of Practice (“LBR”) 9014-1(f)(1). The failure of the 
creditors, the debtor, the U.S. Trustee, or any other party in 
interest to file written opposition at least 14 days prior to the 
hearing as required by LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B) may be deemed a waiver of 
any opposition to the granting of the motion. Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 
F.3d 52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995). Further, because the court will not 
materially alter the relief requested by the moving party, an actual 
hearing is unnecessary. See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 
(9th Cir. 2006). Therefore, the defaults of the above-mentioned 
parties in interest are entered and the matter will be resolved 
without oral argument. Upon default, factual allegations will be taken 
as true (except those relating to amount of damages). Televideo 
Systems, Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917 (9th Cir. 1987). 
Constitutional due process requires that a plaintiff make a prima 
facie showing that they are entitled to the relief sought, which the 
movant has done here. 
 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-11253
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=699000&rpt=Docket&dcn=SKI-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=699000&rpt=SecDocket&docno=15
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11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) allows the court to grant relief from the stay 
for cause, including the lack of adequate protection. “Because there 
is no clear definition of what constitutes ‘cause,’ discretionary 
relief from the stay must be determined on a case-by-case basis.” In 
re Mac Donald, 755 F.2d 715, 717 (9th Cir. 1985).  
 
After review of the included evidence, the court finds that “cause” 
exists to lift the stay because Debtor has missed six (6) pre-petition 
payments totaling $2,460.90 and one (1) post-petition payment in the 
amount of $410.15. Docs. ##19-20. Additionally, Movant recovered 
possession of the Vehicle pre-petition on March 11, 2026. Id. Since 
the Vehicle has been recovered, the only issue is disposition of the 
collateral.  
 
Accordingly, the motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. 
§ 362(d)(1) to permit the Movant to dispose of its collateral pursuant 
to applicable law and to use the proceeds from its disposition to 
satisfy its claim. No other relief is awarded. 
 
The 14-day stay of Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4001(a)(4) will be ordered waived 
because Debtor has failed to make at least seven (7) pre- and post-
petition payments to Movant and the Vehicle is a depreciating asset. 
 
 
9. 20-23267-B-7   IN RE: SHON/JILL TREANOR 
    
   CONTINUED MOTION TO SUBMIT DIRECT EVIDENCE OF FRAUD 
   3-23-2026  [519] 
 
   SHON TREANOR/MV 
 
NO RULING.  
 
 
10. 20-23267-B-7   IN RE: SHON/JILL TREANOR 
 
    CONTINUED MOTION TO RECEIVE PROCEEDS FROM THE SALE OF MY HOME 
    2-2-2026  [514] 
 
    JILL TREANOR/MV 
 
After posting the original pre-hearing dispositions, the court has 
modified its intended ruling on this matter. 
 
FINAL RULING: There will be no hearing on this matter. 
 
DISPOSITION: Continued to June 30, 2026, at 1:30 p.m. 
 
ORDER:  The court will issue an order. 
 
On June 5, 2026, Co-Debtor Jill Treanor requested a continuance in 
this matter due to a need for an emergency medical procedure to take 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-23267
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=645427&rpt=SecDocket&docno=519
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-23267
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=645427&rpt=SecDocket&docno=514
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place in June. The court finds that this request is well-taken. The 
hearing in this matter is hereby CONTINUED to June 30, 2026, at 1:30 
p.m. 
 
 
11. 26-11273-B-7   IN RE: JULIO GUZMAN 
    ICE-1 
 
    OPPOSITION RE: TRUSTEE'S MOTION TO DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO 
    APPEAR AT SEC. 341(A) MEETING OF CREDITORS 
    5-8-2026  [61] 
 
NO RULING.  
 
 
12. 26-11273-B-7   IN RE: JULIO GUZMAN 
    JCG-3 
 
    MOTION FOR SANCTIONS FOR VIOLATION OF THE AUTOMATIC STAY, 
    MOTION FOR TURNOVER OF PROPERTY UNDER SEC. 542(A), TO VOID 
    STATE COURT EVICTION, AVOIDANCE OF FRAUDULENT TRANSFERS , 
    FOR CONTEMPT 
    5-28-2026  [75] 
 
    JULIO GUZMAN/MV 
    JULIO GUZMAN/ATTY. FOR MV. 
    OST 6/1/26 
 
NO RULING.  
 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=26-11273
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=699040&rpt=Docket&dcn=ICE-1
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