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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

  
Honorable Fredrick E. Clement 
Sacramento Federal Courthouse 

501 I Street, 7th Floor 
Courtroom 28, Department A 
Sacramento, California 

 
 

 
DAY:  MONDAY 
DATE:  AUGUST 16, 2021 
CALENDAR: 9:00 A.M. CHAPTER 7 CASES 
 
RULINGS 
 
Each matter on this calendar will have one of three possible designations:  
No Ruling, Tentative Ruling, or Final Ruling. 
 
“No Ruling” means the likely disposition of the matter will not be 
disclosed in advance of the hearing.  The matter will be called; parties 
wishing to be heard should rise and be heard. 
 
“Tentative Ruling” means the likely disposition, and the reasons therefor, 
are set forth herein.  The matter will be called.  Aggrieved parties or 
parties for whom written opposition was not required should rise and be 
heard.  Parties favored by the tentative ruling need not appear.  Non-
appearing parties are advised that the court may adopt a ruling other than 
that set forth herein without further hearing or notice. 
 
“Final Ruling” means that the matter will be resolved in the manner, and 
for the reasons, indicated below.  The matter will not be called; parties 
and/or counsel need not appear and will not be heard on the matter. 
 
CHANGES TO PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED RULINGS 
 
On occasion, the court will change its intended ruling on some of the 
matters to be called and will republish its rulings.  The parties and 
counsel are advised to recheck the posted rulings after 3:00 p.m. on the 
next business day prior to the hearing.  Any such changed ruling will be 
preceded by the following bold face text: “[Since posting its original 
rulings, the court has changed its intended ruling on this matter]”. 
 
ERRORS IN RULINGS 
 
Clerical errors of an insignificant nature, e.g., nomenclature (“2017 Honda 
Accord,” rather than “2016 Honda Accord”), amounts, (“$880,” not “$808”), 
may be corrected in (1) tentative rulings by appearance at the hearing; or 
(2) final rulings by appropriate ex parte application.  Fed. R. Civ. P. 
60(a) incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9024.  All other errors, including 
those occasioned by mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect, 
must be corrected by noticed motion.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 60(b), incorporated 
by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9023. 
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1. 19-27800-A-7   IN RE: EDUARDO/FLORINDA SAN ANTONIO 
   DNL-7 
 
   MOTION TO SELL 
   7-19-2021  [255] 
 
   ARASTO FARSAD/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   J. CUNNINGHAM/ATTY. FOR MV. 
   DEBTORS DISCHARGED: 02/02/2021 
 
No Ruling 
 
 
 
2. 18-22006-A-7   IN RE: ELI/KELSEY MARCHUS 
   MOH-1 
 
   MOTION TO COMPEL ABANDONMENT 
   8-2-2021  [62] 
 
   MICHAEL HAYS/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
Tentative Ruling 
 
Motion: Compel Abandonment of Property of the Estate 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(2); no written opposition required 
Disposition: Granted only as to the business and such business 
assets described in the motion 
Order: Prepared by moving party pursuant to the instructions below 
 
Business Description: Eli Marchus’s chimney sweep, window, and vent 
cleaning business (sole proprietorship) 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  The default 
of the responding party is entered.  The court considers the record, 
accepting well-pleaded facts as true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. 
Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917–18 (9th Cir. 1987). 
 
Property of the estate may be abandoned under § 554 of the 
Bankruptcy Code if property of the estate is “burdensome to the 
estate or of inconsequential value and benefit to the estate.”  See 
11 U.S.C. § 554(a)–(b); Fed. R. Bankr. P. 6007(b).  Upon request of 
a party in interest, the court may issue an order that the trustee 
abandon property of the estate if the statutory standards for 
abandonment are fulfilled. 
 
The business described above is either burdensome to the estate or 
of inconsequential value to the estate.  An order compelling 
abandonment of such business is warranted.  The order will compel 
abandonment of only the business and its assets that are described 
in the motion. 
 
 
  

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=19-27800
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=637601&rpt=Docket&dcn=DNL-7
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=637601&rpt=SecDocket&docno=255
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=18-22006
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=612051&rpt=Docket&dcn=MOH-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=612051&rpt=SecDocket&docno=62
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3. 20-23122-A-7   IN RE: THE MASTERS OF BEVERAGES, LLC 
   HSM-9 
 
   MOTION FOR COMPENSATION BY THE LAW OFFICE OF HEFNER, STARK & 
   MAROIS, LLP TRUSTEES ATTORNEY(S) 
   7-16-2021  [72] 
 
   THOMAS WILLOUGHBY/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Application: Allowance of Final Supplemental Compensation and 
Expense Reimbursement 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Approved 
Order: Civil minute order 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this application was required not less than 14 days 
before the hearing on the application.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None 
has been filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  
The court considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as 
true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th 
Cir. 1987). 
 
COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES 
 
In this Chapter 7 case, Hefner, Stark & Marois, LLP, attorney for 
the trustee, has applied for an allowance of final supplemental 
compensation and reimbursement of expenses.  The applicant requests 
that the court allow compensation in the amount of $10,428.00 and 
reimbursement of expenses in the amount of $259.00.   
 
Section 330(a) of the Bankruptcy Code authorizes “reasonable 
compensation for actual, necessary services” rendered by a trustee, 
examiner or professional person employed under § 327 or § 1103 and 
“reimbursement for actual, necessary expenses.”  11 U.S.C. § 
330(a)(1).  Reasonable compensation is determined by considering all 
relevant factors.  See id. § 330(a)(3).   
 
The court finds that the compensation and expenses sought are 
reasonable, and the court will approve the application on a final 
supplemental basis.   
 
CIVIL MINUTE ORDER 
 
The court shall issue a civil minute order that conforms 
substantially to the following form: 
 
Findings of fact and conclusions of law are stated in the civil 
minutes for the hearing.  
 
Hefner, Stark & Marois, LLP’s application for allowance of final 
supplemental compensation and reimbursement of expenses has been 
presented to the court.  Having entered the default of respondent 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-23122
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=645153&rpt=Docket&dcn=HSM-9
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=645153&rpt=SecDocket&docno=72


4 
 

for failure to appear, timely oppose, or otherwise defend in the 
matter, and having considered the well-pleaded facts of the 
application, 
 
IT IS ORDERED that the application is approved on a final 
supplemental basis.  The court allows final supplemental 
compensation in the amount of $10,428.00 and reimbursement of 
expenses in the amount of $259.00.   
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the trustee is authorized without further 
order of this court to pay from the estate the aggregate amount 
allowed by this order in accordance with the Bankruptcy Code and the 
distribution priorities of § 726. 
 
 
 
4. 20-25322-A-7   IN RE: JOGINDER SINGH 
   BLF-6 
 
   MOTION FOR COMPENSATION FOR LORIS L. BAKKEN, TRUSTEES 
   ATTORNEY(S) 
   7-19-2021  [55] 
 
   DAVID ARIETTA/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Application: Allowance of Final Compensation and Expense 
Reimbursement 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Approved 
Order: Civil minute order 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this application was required not less than 14 days 
before the hearing on the application.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None 
has been filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  
The court considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as 
true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th 
Cir. 1987). 
 
COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES 
 
In this Chapter 7 case, Loris L. Bakken, attorney for the trustee, 
has applied for an allowance of final compensation and reimbursement 
of expenses.  The applicant requests that the court allow 
compensation in the amount of $8,925.00 and reimbursement of 
expenses in the amount of $61.53.   
 
Section 330(a) of the Bankruptcy Code authorizes “reasonable 
compensation for actual, necessary services” rendered by a trustee, 
examiner or professional person employed under § 327 or § 1103 and 
“reimbursement for actual, necessary expenses.”  11 U.S.C. § 
330(a)(1).  Reasonable compensation is determined by considering all 
relevant factors.  See id. § 330(a)(3).   

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-25322
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=649396&rpt=Docket&dcn=BLF-6
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=649396&rpt=SecDocket&docno=55
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The court finds that the compensation and expenses sought are 
reasonable, and the court will approve the application on a final 
basis.   
 
CIVIL MINUTE ORDER 
 
The court shall issue a civil minute order that conforms 
substantially to the following form: 
 
Findings of fact and conclusions of law are stated in the civil 
minutes for the hearing.  
 
Loris L. Bakken’s application for allowance of final compensation 
and reimbursement of expenses has been presented to the court.  
Having entered the default of respondent for failure to appear, 
timely oppose, or otherwise defend in the matter, and having 
considered the well-pleaded facts of the application, 
 
IT IS ORDERED that the application is approved on a final basis.  
The court allows final compensation in the amount of $8,925.00 and 
reimbursement of expenses in the amount of $61.53. 
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the trustee is authorized without further 
order of this court to pay from the estate the aggregate amount 
allowed by this order in accordance with the Bankruptcy Code and the 
distribution priorities of § 726. 
 
 
 
5. 21-20225-A-7   IN RE: DONALD JOHNSON 
   BLF-3 
 
   OBJECTION TO DEBTOR'S CLAIM OF EXEMPTIONS 
   7-14-2021  [42] 
 
   MICHAEL HAYS/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   LORIS BAKKEN/ATTY. FOR MV. 
   RESPONSIVE PLEADING 
 
No Ruling 
 
 
 
  

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=21-20225
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=650568&rpt=Docket&dcn=BLF-3
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=650568&rpt=SecDocket&docno=42
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6. 21-21627-A-7   IN RE: DEBORAH/DAREN WRIGHT 
   UST-1 
 
   MOTION TO EXTEND DEADLINE TO FILE A COMPLAINT OBJECTING TO 
   DISCHARGE OF THE DEBTOR AND/OR MOTION TO DISMISS CASE 
   PURSUANT TO 11 U.S.C. SECTION 707(B) 
   7-26-2021  [24] 
 
   PETER CIANCHETTA/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   JORGE GAITAN/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
Tentative Ruling 
 
Motion: Extend U.S. Trustee and Chapter 7 Trustee’s Deadlines to 
Object to Discharge or File a Motion to Dismiss 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(2); no written opposition required 
Disposition: Granted 
Order: Prepared by moving party 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  The default 
of the responding party is entered.  The court considers the record, 
accepting well-pleaded facts as true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. 
Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917–18 (9th Cir. 1987). 
 
EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR OBJECTING TO DISCHARGE 
 
A party in interest may bring a motion for an extension of the 
deadline for objecting to discharge under § 727, but the motion must 
be filed before the original time to object to discharge has 
expired.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4004(b).  The deadline may be extended 
for “cause.”  Id.   
 
Based on the motion and supporting papers, the court finds that 
cause exists to extend the U.S. Trustee and the trustee’s deadline 
for objecting to discharge under § 727(a).   This deadline to object 
to discharge will be extended through August 18, 2021.  
 
EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR FILING MOTION TO DISMISS 
 
Under Rule 1017(e)(1), a motion to dismiss a chapter 7 case for 
abuse under § 707(b) and (c) must be filed within 60 days after the 
first date set for the § 341(a) creditors’ meeting.  Fed. R. Bankr. 
P. 1017(e)(1).  The court may extend this period for cause if the 
request for such extension is made before the original period 
expires.   
 
Based on the motion and supporting papers, the court finds that 
cause exists to extend the deadline for the trustee and the U.S. 
Trustee to file a motion to dismiss under § 707(b) and (c).  This 
deadline to file a motion to dismiss will be extended through August 
18, 2021. 
 
 
  

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=21-21627
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=653181&rpt=Docket&dcn=UST-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=653181&rpt=SecDocket&docno=24
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7. 20-23029-A-7   IN RE: SEAN RILEY 
   DNL-10 
 
   MOTION FOR COMPENSATION FOR SUSAN K. SMITH, CHAPTER 7 
   TRUSTEE(S) 
   7-19-2021  [127] 
 
   RONALD HOLLAND/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Application: Allowance of Compensation and Expense Reimbursement 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Approved 
Order: Civil minute order 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this application was required not less than 14 days 
before the hearing on the application.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None 
has been filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  
The court considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as 
true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th 
Cir. 1987). 
 
COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES 
 
A trustee’s compensation is considered in accordance with §§ 326(a) 
and 330(a).  In 2005, “Congress removed Chapter 7 trustees from the 
list of professionals subject to the Section 330(a)(3) factors. . . 
. [and] introduced a new provision to Section 330 requiring courts 
to treat the reasonable compensation awarded to trustees as a 
‘commission, based on Section 326.’”  Matter of JFK Capital 
Holdings, L.L.C., 880 F.3d 747, 752 (5th Cir. 2018) (quoting 11 
U.S.C. § 330(a)(7)).  “[A] trustee’s request for compensation should 
be presumed reasonable as long as the amount requested does not 
exceed the statutory maximum calculated pursuant to § 326. [A]bsent 
extraordinary circumstances, bankruptcy courts should approve 
chapter 7, 12 and 13 trustee fees without any significant additional 
review. If the court has found that extraordinary circumstances are 
present, only then does it become appropriate to conduct a further 
inquiry to determine whether there exists a rational relationship 
between the compensation requested and the services rendered.”  In 
re Ruiz, 541 B.R. 892, 896 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2015) (second alteration 
in original) (citations omitted) (internal quotation marks omitted). 
 
In short, § 330(a)(7) “treats the commission as a fixed percentage, 
using Section 326 not only as a maximum but as a baseline 
presumption for reasonableness in each case.” Matter of JFK Capital 
Holdings, 880 F.3d at 755.  This provision “is best understood as a 
directive to simply apply the formula of § 362 in every case.” Id. 
at 753-54.  The “reduction or denial of compensation . . . should be 
a rare event” occurring only when truly exceptional circumstances 
are present.  Id. at 756. 
 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-23029
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=644974&rpt=Docket&dcn=DNL-10
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=644974&rpt=SecDocket&docno=127
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In this Chapter 7 case, the trustee has applied for an allowance of 
compensation and reimbursement of expenses.  The court finds (1) 
that the compensation requested by the trustee is consistent with 11 
U.S.C. § 326(a); (2) that no extraordinary circumstances are present 
in this case, see In re Salgado-Nava, 473 B.R. 911 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 
2012); and (3) that expenses for which reimbursement is sought are 
actual and necessary.   
 
CIVIL MINUTE ORDER 
 
The court shall issue a civil minute order that conforms 
substantially to the following form: 
 
Findings of fact and conclusions of law are stated in the civil 
minutes for the hearing.  
 
The chapter 7 trustee’s application for allowance of compensation 
and reimbursement of expenses has been presented to the court.  
Having entered the default of respondent for failure to appear, 
timely oppose, or otherwise defend in the matter, and having 
considered the well-pleaded facts of the application, 
 
IT IS ORDERED that the application is approved on a final basis.  
The court allows to the trustee compensation in the amount of 
$18,500.00 and reimbursement of expenses in the amount of $0.00.   
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the trustee is authorized without further 
order of this court to pay from the estate the aggregate amount 
allowed by this order in accordance with the Bankruptcy Code and the 
distribution priorities of § 726. 
 
 
 
8. 20-23029-A-7   IN RE: SEAN RILEY 
   DNL-8 
 
   MOTION FOR COMPENSATION BY THE LAW OFFICE OF DESMOND, NOLAN, 
   LIVAICH & CUNNINGHAM FOR J. RUSSELL CUNNINGHAM, TRUSTEES 
   ATTORNEY(S) 
   7-19-2021  [116] 
 
   RONALD HOLLAND/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   J. CUNNINGHAM/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Application: Allowance of Final Compensation and Expense 
Reimbursement 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Approved 
Order: Civil minute order 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this application was required not less than 14 days 
before the hearing on the application.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-23029
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=644974&rpt=Docket&dcn=DNL-8
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=644974&rpt=SecDocket&docno=116
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has been filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  
The court considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as 
true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th 
Cir. 1987). 
 
COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES 
 
In this Chapter 7 case, Desmond, Nolan, Livaich & Cunningham, 
attorney for the trustee, has applied for an allowance of final 
compensation and reimbursement of expenses.  The applicant requests 
that the court allow compensation in the amount of $64,000.00 and 
reimbursement of expenses in the amount of $3,505.19.   
 
Section 330(a) of the Bankruptcy Code authorizes “reasonable 
compensation for actual, necessary services” rendered by a trustee, 
examiner or professional person employed under § 327 or § 1103 and 
“reimbursement for actual, necessary expenses.”  11 U.S.C. § 
330(a)(1).  Reasonable compensation is determined by considering all 
relevant factors.  See id. § 330(a)(3).   
 
The court finds that the compensation and expenses sought are 
reasonable, and the court will approve the application on a final 
basis.   
 
CIVIL MINUTE ORDER 
 
The court shall issue a civil minute order that conforms 
substantially to the following form: 
 
Findings of fact and conclusions of law are stated in the civil 
minutes for the hearing.  
 
Desmond, Nolan, Livaich & Cunningham’s application for allowance of 
final compensation and reimbursement of expenses has been presented 
to the court.  Having entered the default of respondent for failure 
to appear, timely oppose, or otherwise defend in the matter, and 
having considered the well-pleaded facts of the application, 
 
IT IS ORDERED that the application is approved on a final basis.  
The court allows final compensation in the amount of $64,000.00 and 
reimbursement of expenses in the amount of $3,505.19.   
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the trustee is authorized without further 
order of this court to pay from the estate the aggregate amount 
allowed by this order in accordance with the Bankruptcy Code and the 
distribution priorities of § 726. 
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9. 20-23029-A-7   IN RE: SEAN RILEY 
   DNL-9 
 
   MOTION FOR COMPENSATION FOR BACHECKI, CROM & CO., LLP, 
   ACCOUNTANT(S) 
   7-19-2021  [121] 
 
   RONALD HOLLAND/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
   J. CUNNINGHAM/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Application: Allowance of Final Compensation and Expense 
Reimbursement 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Approved 
Order: Civil minute order 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this application was required not less than 14 days 
before the hearing on the application.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None 
has been filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  
The court considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as 
true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th 
Cir. 1987). 
 
COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES 
 
In this Chapter 7 case, Bachecki, Crom & Co, LLP, accountant for the 
trustee, has applied for an allowance of final compensation and 
reimbursement of expenses.  The applicant requests that the court 
allow compensation in the amount of $14,187.50 and reimbursement of 
expenses in the amount of $21.50.   
 
Section 330(a) of the Bankruptcy Code authorizes “reasonable 
compensation for actual, necessary services” rendered by a trustee, 
examiner or professional person employed under § 327 or § 1103 and 
“reimbursement for actual, necessary expenses.”  11 U.S.C. § 
330(a)(1).  Reasonable compensation is determined by considering all 
relevant factors.  See id. § 330(a)(3).   
 
The court finds that the compensation and expenses sought are 
reasonable, and the court will approve the application on a final 
basis.   
 
CIVIL MINUTE ORDER 
 
The court shall issue a civil minute order that conforms 
substantially to the following form: 
 
Findings of fact and conclusions of law are stated in the civil 
minutes for the hearing.  
 
Bachecki, Crom & Co, LLP’s application for allowance of final 
compensation and reimbursement of expenses has been presented to the 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-23029
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=644974&rpt=Docket&dcn=DNL-9
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=644974&rpt=SecDocket&docno=121
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court.  Having entered the default of respondent for failure to 
appear, timely oppose, or otherwise defend in the matter, and having 
considered the well-pleaded facts of the application, 
 
IT IS ORDERED that the application is approved on a final basis.  
The court allows final compensation in the amount of $14,187.50 and 
reimbursement of expenses in the amount of $21.50.   
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the trustee is authorized without further 
order of this court to pay from the estate the aggregate amount 
allowed by this order in accordance with the Bankruptcy Code and the 
distribution priorities of § 726. 
 
 
 
10. 21-21254-A-7   IN RE: ERIC GREEN 
    GR-1 
 
    TRUSTEE'S MOTION TO DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO APPEAR AT SEC. 
    341(A) MEETING OF CREDITORS 
    6-2-2021  [15] 
 
No Ruling 
 
 
 
11. 12-21255-A-7   IN RE: GINA MARQUIS 
     
 
    MOTION TO AVOID LIEN OF MERCHANT SERVICES INC. 
    7-16-2021  [44] 
 
    GINA MARQUIS/ATTY. FOR MV. 
    DEBTORS DISCHARGED: 05/14/2012 
 
Tentative Ruling 
 
Motion: Avoid Lien that Impairs Exemption 
Disposition: Denied without prejudice 
Order: Civil minute order 
 
Section 522(f) of the Bankruptcy Code authorizes the court to avoid 
a lien “on an interest of the debtor in property to the extent that 
such lien impairs an exemption to which the debtor would have been 
entitled.”  11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(1).  There are four elements to 
avoidance of a lien that impairs an exemption: (1) there must be an 
exemption to which the debtor would have been entitled; (2) the 
property must be listed on the schedules and claimed as exempt; (3) 
the lien must impair the exemption claimed; and (4) the lien must be 
a judicial lien or nonpossessory, nonpurchase-money security 
interest in property described in § 522(f)(1)(B).  Goswami v. MTC 
Distrib. (In re Goswami), 304 B.R. 386, 390-91 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 
2003).  Impairment is statutorily defined: a lien impairs an 
exemption “to the extent that the sum of - (i) the lien; (ii) all 
other liens on the property; and (iii) the amount of the exemption 
that the debtor could claim if there were no liens on the property; 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=21-21254
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=652468&rpt=Docket&dcn=GR-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=652468&rpt=SecDocket&docno=15
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=12-21255
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=477271&rpt=SecDocket&docno=44
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exceeds the value that the debtor’s interest in the property would 
have in the absence of any liens.”  11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(A). 
 
Property must be listed on the schedules and claimed as exempt as a 
requirement for lien avoidance under § 522(f).  See Goswami, 304 
B.R. at 390-91 (deciding the unrelated issue of whether a debtor 
loses the ability to amend exemptions claimed upon case closure, and 
relying on the premise that property must be claimed exempt on the 
schedules for purposes of lien avoidance).  “If the debtor does not 
proffer the verified schedules and list of property claimed as 
exempt, the court nevertheless has discretion to take judicial 
notice of them for the purpose of establishing whether the property 
is listed and claimed as exempt . . . .”  In re Mohring, 142 B.R. 
389, 393 (Bankr. E.D. Cal. 1992), aff’d, 153 B.R. 601 (B.A.P. 9th 
Cir. 1993), aff’d, 24 F.3d 247 (9th Cir. 1994) (unpublished mem. 
decision).  It follows that a debtor who has not claimed an 
exemption in property encumbered by a judicial lien or a 
nonpossessory, nonpurchase-money security interest may not use the 
protections of that section.  See Goswami, 304 B.R at 390-91 
(quoting In re Mohring, 142 B.R. 389, 392 (Bankr. E.D. Cal. 1992)).   
 
Here, no exemption has been claimed in the property subject to the 
responding party’s lien.  Accordingly, a prima facie case has not 
been made for relief under § 522(f). 
 
 
 
12. 20-21655-A-7   IN RE: CAREY SHANE 
    MBS-1 
 
    MOTION TO AVOID LIEN OF BANK OF AMERICA 
    7-12-2021  [30] 
 
    MATTHEW SMITH/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
    DEBTORS DISCHARGED: 06/22/2020 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Motion: Avoid Lien that Impairs Exemption 
Disposition: Denied without prejudice 
Order: Civil minute order 
 
The court will deny the motion without prejudice on grounds of 
insufficient service of process on the responding party.  A motion 
to avoid a lien is a contested matter requiring service of the 
motion in the manner provided by Federal Rule of Bankruptcy 
Procedure 7004.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4003(d), 9014(b); see also In re 
Villar, 317 B.R. 88, 92 n.6 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2004).  Under Rule 
7004, service on FDIC-insured institutions must “be made by 
certified mail addressed to an officer of the institution” unless 
one of the exceptions applies.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7004(h).   
 
Service of the motion was insufficient.  Service of the motion was 
not made by certified mail to the CEO of Bank of America.  No 
showing has been made that the exceptions in Rule 7004(h) are 
applicable.  See Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7004(h)(1)-(3).   

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-21655
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=642258&rpt=Docket&dcn=MBS-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=642258&rpt=SecDocket&docno=30
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13. 21-20459-A-7   IN RE: GABRIELA CORREA 
    UST-2 
 
    MOTION TO APPROVE STIPULATION TO DISMISS CHAPTER BANKRUPTCY 
    7 CASE WITHOUT ENTRY OF DISCHARGE AND/OR MOTION TO DISMISS 
    CASE 
    7-12-2021  [61] 
 
    NOEL KNIGHT/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
    JASON BLUMBERG/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
No Ruling 
 
 
 
14. 17-26070-A-7   IN RE: HERBERT/VIRGINIA HELTON 
    LCL-2 
 
    MOTION TO AVOID LIEN OF ENERBANK USA 
    7-2-2021  [24] 
 
    LUONG LECHAU/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
    DEBTORS DISCHARGED: 01/16/2018 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Motion: Avoid Multiple Liens that Impair Exemption 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Granted 
Order: Prepared by moving party 
 
Judicial Liens Avoided:  
-$11,225.27 (Enerbank USA, recorded 7/5/2017) 
-$18,196.45 (Valley First Credit Union, recorded 4/20/2017) 
All Other Liens: 
-$219,950.00 (Home Point Financial) 
Exemption: $823.00 
Value of Property: $220,773.00 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this motion was required not less than 14 days before 
the hearing on this motion.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None has been 
filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  The court 
considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as true.  
TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th Cir. 
1987). 
 
LIEN-AVOIDANCE STANDARDS 
 
Section 522(f) of the Bankruptcy Code authorizes the court to avoid 
a lien “on an interest of the debtor in property to the extent that 
such lien impairs an exemption to which the debtor would have been 
entitled.”  11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(1).  There are four elements to 
avoidance of a lien that impairs an exemption: (1) there must be an 
exemption to which the debtor would have been entitled; (2) the 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=21-20459
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=650991&rpt=Docket&dcn=UST-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=650991&rpt=SecDocket&docno=61
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=17-26070
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=604190&rpt=Docket&dcn=LCL-2
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=604190&rpt=SecDocket&docno=24


14 
 

property must be listed on the schedules and claimed as exempt; (3) 
the lien must impair the exemption claimed; and (4) the lien must be 
a judicial lien or nonpossessory, nonpurchase-money security 
interest in property described in § 522(f)(1)(B).  Goswami v. MTC 
Distrib. (In re Goswami), 304 B.R. 386, 390-91 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 
2003).  Impairment is statutorily defined: a lien impairs an 
exemption “to the extent that the sum of - (i) the lien; (ii) all 
other liens on the property; and (iii) the amount of the exemption 
that the debtor could claim if there were no liens on the property; 
exceeds the value that the debtor’s interest in the property would 
have in the absence of any liens.”  11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(A). 
 
REVERSE-PRIORITY ANALYSIS 
 
In cases in which there are multiple liens to be avoided, the liens 
must be avoided in the reverse order of their priority.  See In re 
Meyer, 373 B.R. 84, 87-88 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2007).  “[L]iens already 
avoided are excluded from the exemption-impairment calculation with 
respect to other liens.”  Id.; 11 U.S.C § 522(f)(2)(B).  
 
The court finds it unnecessary to apply the reverse-priority 
analysis individually to each of the respondents’ liens.  See In re 
Meyer, 373 B.R. at 88 (“[O]ne must approach lien avoidance from the 
back of the line, or at least some point far enough back in line 
that there is no nonexempt equity in sight.”).   
 
Under the reverse-priority analysis, Valley First Credit Union’s 
judicial lien would be the last judicial lien to be avoided because 
of its higher priority than the other judicial liens (but it remains 
subject to any senior consensual lien).  In determining whether 
Valley First Credit Union’s lien may be avoided, the court must 
exclude all junior judicial liens that would already have been 
avoided under such analysis.  See 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(B); In re 
Meyer, 373 B.R. at 87-88.   
 
The senior judicial lien, plus all other liens (excluding junior 
judicial liens lower in priority), plus the exemption amount 
together equal $238,969.45. This sum exceeds the property’s value by 
an amount greater than or equal to the senior judicial lien.  As a 
result, Valley First Credit Union’s judicial lien may be avoided 
entirely.   
 
Because the highest-priority judicial lien is avoidable, all other 
junior judicial liens are also avoidable, and the reverse-priority 
analysis is unnecessary to apply to each judicial lien.  Stated 
differently, the sum of the debt secured by the consensual liens 
plus the debtor’s exemption amount equals or exceeds the fair market 
value of the real property, so all judicial liens on the debtor’s 
property are avoidable under § 522(f). 
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15. 17-26070-A-7   IN RE: HERBERT/VIRGINIA HELTON 
    LCL-3 
 
    MOTION TO AVOID LIEN OF VALLEY FIRST CREDIT UNION 
    7-2-2021  [29] 
 
    LUONG LECHAU/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
    DEBTORS DISCHARGED: 01/16/2018 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Motion: Avoid Multiple Liens that Impair Exemption 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Granted 
Order: Prepared by moving party 
 
Judicial Liens Avoided:  
-$11,225.27 (Enerbank USA, recorded 7/5/2017) 
-$18,196.45 (Valley First Credit Union, recorded 4/20/2017) 
All Other Liens: 
-$219,950.00 (Home Point Financial) 
Exemption: $823.00 
Value of Property: $220,773.00 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this motion was required not less than 14 days before 
the hearing on this motion.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None has been 
filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  The court 
considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as true.  
TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th Cir. 
1987). 
 
LIEN-AVOIDANCE STANDARDS 
 
Section 522(f) of the Bankruptcy Code authorizes the court to avoid 
a lien “on an interest of the debtor in property to the extent that 
such lien impairs an exemption to which the debtor would have been 
entitled.”  11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(1).  There are four elements to 
avoidance of a lien that impairs an exemption: (1) there must be an 
exemption to which the debtor would have been entitled; (2) the 
property must be listed on the schedules and claimed as exempt; (3) 
the lien must impair the exemption claimed; and (4) the lien must be 
a judicial lien or nonpossessory, nonpurchase-money security 
interest in property described in § 522(f)(1)(B).  Goswami v. MTC 
Distrib. (In re Goswami), 304 B.R. 386, 390-91 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 
2003).  Impairment is statutorily defined: a lien impairs an 
exemption “to the extent that the sum of - (i) the lien; (ii) all 
other liens on the property; and (iii) the amount of the exemption 
that the debtor could claim if there were no liens on the property; 
exceeds the value that the debtor’s interest in the property would 
have in the absence of any liens.”  11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(A). 
 
  

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=17-26070
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=604190&rpt=Docket&dcn=LCL-3
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=604190&rpt=SecDocket&docno=29
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REVERSE-PRIORITY ANALYSIS 
 
In cases in which there are multiple liens to be avoided, the liens 
must be avoided in the reverse order of their priority.  See In re 
Meyer, 373 B.R. 84, 87-88 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2007).  “[L]iens already 
avoided are excluded from the exemption-impairment calculation with 
respect to other liens.”  Id.; 11 U.S.C § 522(f)(2)(B).  
 
The court finds it unnecessary to apply the reverse-priority 
analysis individually to each of the respondents’ liens.  See In re 
Meyer, 373 B.R. at 88 (“[O]ne must approach lien avoidance from the 
back of the line, or at least some point far enough back in line 
that there is no nonexempt equity in sight.”).   
 
Under the reverse-priority analysis, Valley First Credit Union’s 
judicial lien would be the last judicial lien to be avoided because 
of its higher priority than the other judicial liens (but it remains 
subject to any senior consensual lien).  In determining whether 
Valley First Credit Union’s lien may be avoided, the court must 
exclude all junior judicial liens that would already have been 
avoided under such analysis.  See 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(B); In re 
Meyer, 373 B.R. at 87-88.   
 
The senior judicial lien, plus all other liens (excluding junior 
judicial liens lower in priority), plus the exemption amount 
together equal $238,969.45. This sum exceeds the property’s value by 
an amount greater than or equal to the senior judicial lien.  As a 
result, Valley First Credit Union’s judicial lien may be avoided 
entirely.   
 
Because the highest-priority judicial lien is avoidable, all other 
junior judicial liens are also avoidable, and the reverse-priority 
analysis is unnecessary to apply to each judicial lien.  Stated 
differently, the sum of the debt secured by the consensual liens 
plus the debtor’s exemption amount equals or exceeds the fair market 
value of the real property, so all judicial liens on the debtor’s 
property are avoidable under § 522(f). 
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16. 20-24691-A-7   IN RE: FREEDOM 123 LLC 
    DWE-1 
 
    MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM AUTOMATIC STAY 
    7-19-2021  [274] 
 
    DANE EXNOWSKI/ATTY. FOR MV. 
    WILMINGTON SAVINGS FUND SOCIETY, FSB VS. 
 
Final Ruling 
 
Motion: Stay Relief 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(1); written opposition required 
Disposition: Granted  
Order: Civil minute order 
 
Subject: 236 West Poplar Street, Stockton, California 95203 
 
These minutes constitute the court’s findings of fact and 
conclusions of law required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 52(a), incorporated 
by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7052, 9014(c).  The findings of fact are as set 
forth above; the conclusions of law are as set forth below. 
 
DEFAULT OF RESPONDENT 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  Written 
opposition to this motion was required not less than 14 days before 
the hearing on this motion.  LBR 9014-1(f)(1)(B).  None has been 
filed.  The default of the responding party is entered.  The court 
considers the record, accepting well-pleaded facts as true.  
TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917-18 (9th Cir. 
1987).  
 
STAY RELIEF 
 
“[A]fter notice and a hearing,” the court may terminate, annul, 
modify or condition the stay: (1) “for cause, including the lack of 
adequate protection”; or (2) “with respect to a stay of an act 
against property [of the estate]” if the debtor lacks “equity” in 
that property and if that “property is not necessary for an 
effective reorganization.”  11 U.S.C. § 362(d); see also Fed. R. 
Bankr. P. 4001(a)(1).  The party seeking stay relief bears the 
burden of proof as to “the debtor’s equity in the property” and on 
the validity and perfection of its security interest, as well as the 
amount of its debt.  11 U.S.C. § 362(g)(1); In re Dahlquist, 34 B.R. 
476, 481 (Bankr. S.D. 1983).  The party opposing stay relief, e.g., 
the debtor or Chapter 7 trustee, bears the burden of proof on all 
other issues.  11 U.S.C. § 362(g)(2). 
 
The movant Freedom 123 LLC made and delivered a promissory note in 
the original principal amount of $227,500.00, secured by a deed of 
trust. The current monthly payment amount is $2,275.86. The loan is 
contractually due for the March 1, 2020, payment; 16 prepetition 
payments have come due and were not made for a total of $32,440.40 
through the June 2021 payment. An additional payment of $2,275.86 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=20-24691
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=648190&rpt=Docket&dcn=DWE-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=648190&rpt=SecDocket&docno=274
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has come due on July 1, 2021. Furthermore, the property was 
abandoned via court order entered on May 4, 2021 (ECF No. 211). The 
trustee will not liquidate this property. 
 
For the foregoing reasons, there is cause to grant stay relief. The 
motion will be granted, and the 14-day stay of Federal Rule of 
Bankruptcy Procedure 4001(a)(3) will be waived.  No other relief 
will be awarded. 
 
CIVIL MINUTE ORDER 
 
The court shall issue a civil minute order that conforms 
substantially to the following form: 
 
Findings of fact and conclusions of law are stated in the civil 
minutes for the hearing.  
 
Freedom 123 LLC’s motion for relief from the automatic stay has been 
presented to the court.  Having entered the default of respondent 
for failure to appear, timely oppose, or otherwise defend in the 
matter, and having considered the well-pleaded facts of the motion,  
 
IT IS ORDERED that the motion is granted.  The automatic stay is 
vacated with respect to the interest of the trustee in the property 
described in the motion, commonly known as 236 West Poplar Street, 
Stockton, California 95203.   
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the 14-day stay of the order under 
Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4001(a)(3) is waived.  Any 
party with standing may pursue its rights against the property 
pursuant to applicable non-bankruptcy law.  
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that no other relief is awarded.  To the 
extent that the motion includes any request for attorney’s fees or 
other costs for bringing this motion, the request is denied.  
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17. 21-21597-A-7   IN RE: NICHOLAS/RACHEAL RENNERT 
    UST-1 
 
    MOTION TO EXTEND DEADLINE TO FILE A COMPLAINT OBJECTING TO 
    DISCHARGE OF THE DEBTOR AND/OR MOTION TO EXTEND TIME TO FILE 
    A MOTION TO DISMISS CASE UNDER SEC. 707(B) 
    8-2-2021  [16] 
 
    JUSTIN KUNEY/ATTY. FOR DBT. 
    JORGE GAITAN/ATTY. FOR MV. 
 
Tentative Ruling 
 
Motion: Extend U.S. Trustee and Chapter 7 Trustee’s Deadlines to 
Object to Discharge or File a Motion to Dismiss 
Notice: LBR 9014-1(f)(2); no written opposition required 
Disposition: Granted 
Order: Prepared by moving party 
 
Unopposed motions are subject to the rules of default.  Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 55, incorporated by Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7055, 9014(c).  The default 
of the responding party is entered.  The court considers the record, 
accepting well-pleaded facts as true.  TeleVideo Sys., Inc. v. 
Heidenthal, 826 F.2d 915, 917–18 (9th Cir. 1987). 
 
EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR OBJECTING TO DISCHARGE 
 
A party in interest may bring a motion for an extension of the 
deadline for objecting to discharge under § 727, but the motion must 
be filed before the original time to object to discharge has 
expired.  Fed. R. Bankr. P. 4004(b).  The deadline may be extended 
for “cause.”  Id.   
 
Based on the motion and supporting papers, the court finds that 
cause exists to extend the U.S. Trustee and the trustee’s deadline 
for objecting to discharge under § 727(a).   This deadline to object 
to discharge will be extended through August 23, 2021.  
 
EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR FILING MOTION TO DISMISS 
 
Under Rule 1017(e)(1), a motion to dismiss a chapter 7 case for 
abuse under § 707(b) and (c) must be filed within 60 days after the 
first date set for the § 341(a) creditors’ meeting.  Fed. R. Bankr. 
P. 1017(e)(1).  The court may extend this period for cause if the 
request for such extension is made before the original period 
expires.   
 
Based on the motion and supporting papers, the court finds that 
cause exists to extend the deadline for the trustee and the U.S. 
Trustee to file a motion to dismiss under § 707(b) and (c).  This 
deadline to file a motion to dismiss will be extended through August 
23, 2021. 
 

http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/ECFCaseQuery.aspx?caseNum=21-21597
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=653118&rpt=Docket&dcn=UST-1
http://appsd.caeb.circ9.dcn/ecfcasequery/MainContent.aspx?caseID=653118&rpt=SecDocket&docno=16

