
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Eastern District of California

Honorable Michael S. McManus
Bankruptcy Judge

Sacramento, California

October 24, 2016 at 1:30 p.m.

THIS CALENDAR IS DIVIDED INTO TWO PARTS.  THEREFORE, TO FIND ALL MOTIONS AND
OBJECTIONS SET FOR HEARING IN A PARTICULAR CASE, YOU MAY HAVE TO LOOK IN BOTH PARTS
OF THE CALENDAR.  WITHIN EACH PART, CASES ARE ARRANGED BY THE LAST TWO DIGITS OF THE
CASE NUMBER.

THE COURT FIRST WILL HEAR ITEMS 1 THROUGH 6.  A TENTATIVE RULING FOLLOWS EACH OF
THESE ITEMS.  THE COURT MAY AMEND OR CHANGE A TENTATIVE RULING BASED ON THE PARTIES’
ORAL ARGUMENT.  IF ALL PARTIES AGREE TO A TENTATIVE RULING, THERE IS NO NEED TO
APPEAR FOR ARGUMENT.  HOWEVER, IT IS INCUMBENT ON EACH PARTY TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER
ALL OTHER PARTIES WILL ACCEPT A RULING AND FOREGO ORAL ARGUMENT.  IF A PARTY
APPEARS, THE HEARING WILL PROCEED WHETHER OR NOT ALL PARTIES ARE PRESENT.  AT THE
CONCLUSION OF THE HEARING, THE COURT WILL ANNOUNCE ITS DISPOSITION OF THE ITEM AND
IT MAY DIRECT THAT THE TENTATIVE RULING, AS ORIGINALLY WRITTEN OR AS AMENDED BY THE
COURT, BE APPENDED TO THE MINUTES OF THE HEARING AS THE COURT’S FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

IF A MOTION OR AN OBJECTION IS SET FOR HEARING PURSUANT TO LOCAL BANKRUPTCY RULE
3015-1(c), (d) [eff. May 1, 2012], GENERAL ORDER 05-03, ¶ 3(c), LOCAL BANKRUPTCY
RULE 3007-1(c)(2)[eff. through April 30, 2012], OR LOCAL BANKRUPTCY RULE 9014-
1(f)(2), RESPONDENTS WERE NOT REQUIRED TO FILE WRITTEN OPPOSITION TO THE RELIEF
REQUESTED.  RESPONDENTS MAY APPEAR AT THE HEARING AND RAISE OPPOSITION ORALLY.  IF
THAT OPPOSITION RAISES A POTENTIALLY MERITORIOUS DEFENSE OR ISSUE, THE COURT WILL
GIVE THE RESPONDENT AN OPPORTUNITY TO FILE WRITTEN OPPOSITION AND SET A FINAL
HEARING UNLESS THERE IS NO NEED TO DEVELOP THE WRITTEN RECORD FURTHER.  IF THE COURT
SETS A FINAL HEARING, UNLESS THE PARTIES REQUEST A DIFFERENT SCHEDULE THAT IS
APPROVED BY THE COURT, THE FINAL HEARING WILL TAKE PLACE NOVEMBER 21, 2016 AT 1:30
P.M.  OPPOSITION MUST BE FILED AND SERVED BY NOVEMBER 7, 2016, AND ANY REPLY MUST BE
FILED AND SERVED BY NOVEMBER 14, 2016.  THE MOVING/OBJECTING PARTY IS TO GIVE NOTICE
OF THE DATE AND TIME OF THE CONTINUED HEARING DATE AND OF THESE DEADLINES.

THERE WILL BE NO HEARING ON ITEMS 7 THROUGH 13 IN THE SECOND PART OF THE CALENDAR. 
INSTEAD, THESE ITEMS HAVE BEEN DISPOSED OF AS INDICATED IN THE FINAL RULING BELOW. 
THAT RULING WILL BE APPENDED TO THE MINUTES.  THIS FINAL RULING MAY OR MAY NOT BE A
FINAL ADJUDICATION ON THE MERITS; IF IT IS, IT INCLUDES THE COURT’S FINDINGS AND
CONCLUSIONS.  IF ALL PARTIES HAVE AGREED TO A CONTINUANCE OR HAVE RESOLVED THE
MATTER BY STIPULATION, THEY MUST ADVISE THE COURTROOM DEPUTY CLERK PRIOR TO HEARING
IN ORDER TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE COURT VACATE THE FINAL RULING IN FAVOR OF THE
CONTINUANCE OR THE STIPULATED DISPOSITION.

IF THE COURT CONCLUDES THAT FED. R. BANKR. P. 9014(d) REQUIRES AN EVIDENTIARY
HEARING, UNLESS OTHERWISE ORDERED, IT WILL BE SET ON OCTOBER 31, 2016, AT 2:30 P.M.



Matters to be Called for Argument

1. 16-25232-A-13 GREGORY WALLACE OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
9-22-16 [43]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

First, in violation of 11 U.S.C. § 521(a)(1)(B)(iv) and Local Bankruptcy Rule
1007-1(c) the debtor has failed to provide the trustee with employer payment
advices for the 60-day period  preceding the filing of the petition.  The
withholding of this financial information from the trustee is a breach of the
duties imposed upon the debtor by 11 U.S.C. § 521(a)(3) & (a)(4) and the
attempt to confirm a plan while withholding this relevant financial information
is bad faith.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(3).

Second, the debtor admitted at the meeting of creditors that the debtor failed
to file an income tax returns for the prior four years.  Those returns are
delinquent.

Prior to the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of 2005
becoming effective, the Bankruptcy Code did not require chapter 13 debtors to
file delinquent tax returns.  If a debtor did not file tax returns, the trustee
might object to the plan on the grounds of lack of feasibility or that the plan
was not proposed in good faith.  See, e.g., Greatwood v. United States (In re
Greatwood), 194 B.R. 637 (9th Cir. B.A.P. 1996), affirmed, 120 F.3d. 268 (9th
Cir. 1997).

Since BAPCPA became effective, a chapter 13 debtor must file most pre-petition
delinquent tax returns.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1308.  Section 1308(a) requires a
chapter 13 debtor who has failed to file tax returns under applicable
nonbankruptcy law to file all such returns if they were due for tax periods
during the 4-year period ending on the date of the filing of the petition.  The
delinquent returns must be filed by the date of the meeting of creditors.

In this case, the meeting of creditors was continued to permit the debtor to
file the delinquent returns.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1308(b).  However, they have not
been filed and given to the trustee.

There are two consequences to a failure to comply with section 1308.  The
failure is cause for dismissal.  See 11 U.S.C. § 1307(e).  Also, 11 U.S.C. §
1325(a)(9) and an uncodified provision of BAPCPA found at section 1228(a) of
the Act provide that the court cannot confirm a plan if delinquent returns have
not been filed with the taxing agency and filed with the court.  This has not
been done and so the court cannot confirm any plan proposed by the debtor.

Because the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be
given a further opportunity to confirm a plan.  But, if the debtor is unable to
confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time, the court concludes that the
prejudice to creditors will be substantial and that there will then be cause
for dismissal.  If the debtor has not confirmed a plan within 75 days, the case
will be dismissed on the trustee’s ex parte application.



2. 15-23036-A-13 CRAIG NELSON MOTION TO
TLA-2 MODIFY PLAN 

9-13-16 [52]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

Even though 11 U.S.C. § 1322(b)(2) prevents the proposed plan from modifying a
claim secured only by the debtor's home, 11 U.S.C. § 1322(b)(2) & (b)(5) permit
the plan to provide for the cure of any defaults on such a claim while ongoing
installment payments are maintained.  The cure of defaults is not limited to
the cure of pre-petition defaults.  See In re Bellinger, 179 B.R. 220 (Bankr.
D. Idaho 1995).  The proposed plan, however, does not provide for a cure of all
of the post-petition arrears owed to the Class 1 secured claim owed to Meriwest
Credit Union.  By failing to provide for a cure, the debtor is, in effect,
impermissibly modifying a home loan.  Also, the failure to cure the default
means that the Class 1 secured claim will not be paid in full as required by 11
U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5)(B).

3. 16-23543-A-13 KENNETH/BARBARA ENDICOTT MOTION TO
DJC-1 CONFIRM PLAN

8-26-16 [23]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

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

The objection will be sustained.

The plan is not feasible as required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6).  Schedules I
and J show that the debtor will have monthly net income of approximately
$200.08.  However, taking into account the notice of mortgage payment change
filed by the holder of the second mortgage on the debtor’s home, increasing the
monthly payment by $453.27, the debtor will have no monthly net income with
which to fund the plan.

4. 16-25349-A-13 TERRY ARNOLD OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN

10-4-16 [25]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because this hearing on an objection to the confirmation of
the proposed chapter 13 plan was set pursuant to the procedure required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(c)(4), the debtor was not required to file a
written response.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the court will
take up the merits of the objection.  Below is the court’s tentative ruling,
rendered on the assumption that there will be no opposition.  Obviously, if
there is opposition, the court may reconsider this tentative ruling.

The objection will be sustained.

First, the debtor has failed to commence making plan payments and has not paid
approximately $4,717 to the trustee as required by the proposed plan.  This has
resulted in delay that is prejudicial to creditors and suggests that the plan



is not feasible.  This is cause to deny confirmation of the plan and for
dismissal of the case.  See 11 U.S.C. §§ 1307(c)(1) & (c)(4), 1325(a)(6).

Second, because the secured claim of Ally will mature during the plan, it must
be paid as a Class 2 claim.

5. 16-25868-A-13 WALTER/TARA VIDOSH OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
10-5-16 [26]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because this hearing on an objection to the confirmation of
the proposed chapter 13 plan and a motion to dismiss the case was set pursuant
to the procedure required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(c)(4), the debtor was
not required to file a written response.  If no opposition is offered at the
hearing, the court will take up the merits of the objection.  Below is the
court’s tentative ruling, rendered on the assumption that there will be no
opposition.  Obviously, if there is opposition, the court may reconsider this
tentative ruling.

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

The plan is not feasible as required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6) because the
monthly plan payment of $5,499 is less than the $5,513.51 in dividends and
expenses the plan requires the trustee to pay each month.

Because the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be
given a further opportunity to confirm a plan.  But, if the debtor is unable to
confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time, the court concludes that the
prejudice to creditors will be substantial and that there will then be cause
for dismissal.  If the debtor has not confirmed a plan within 75 days, the case
will be dismissed on the trustee’s ex parte application.

6. 16-26589-A-13 KAREN LAVOW MOTION TO
MET-1 EXTEND AUTOMATIC STAY 

10-7-16 [8]

9  Telephone Appearance
9  Trustee Agrees with Ruling

Tentative Ruling:   Because less than 28 days’ notice of the hearing was given
by the debtor, this motion is deemed brought pursuant to Local Bankruptcy Rule
9014-1(f)(2).  Consequently, the creditors, the trustee, the U.S. Trustee, and
any other parties in interest were not required to file a written response or
opposition to the motion.  If any of these potential respondents appear at the
hearing and offers opposition to the motion, the court will set a briefing
schedule and a final hearing unless there is no need to develop the record
further.  If no opposition is offered at the hearing, the court will take up
the merits of the motion.  Below is the court’s tentative ruling, rendered on
the assumption that there will be no opposition to the motion.  Obviously, if
there is opposition, the court may reconsider this tentative ruling.

The motion will be denied.

This is the second chapter 13 case filed by the debtor.  A prior case was
dismissed within one year of the filing of the current case.  The prior case



was voluntarily dismissed in its 59th month even though no plan payments had
been missed.  It was dismissed just prior to its completion because the debtor
had failed to make payments on account of her homeowner’s association dues. 
The debtor fell behind because her vehicle required numerous and expensive
repairs.  The debtor states in this motion that she did not wish to complete
the plan and then have to deal with the substantial homeowner’s association
delinquency.

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

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

In order to extend the automatic stay, the party seeking the relief must
demonstrate that the filing of the new case was in good faith as to the
creditors to be stayed.  For example, in In re Whitaker, 341 B.R. 336, 345
(Bankr. S.D. Ga. 2006), the court held: “[T]he chief means of rebutting the
presumption of bad faith requires the movant to establish ‘a substantial change
in the financial or personal affairs of the debtor . . . or any other reason to
conclude’ that the instant case will be successful.  If the instant case is one
under chapter 7, a discharge must now be permissible.  If it is a case under
chapters 11 or 13, there must be some substantial change.”

The court does not understand why the debtor chose to dismiss the first case.
The fact that the debtor would have to deal with a new delinquent secured claim
does not explain why she failed to complete the plan.  The homeowner’s
association claim had to be dealt with whether or not the first case was
completed.  Also, if the reason for dismissing the first case then refiling a
second case was to deal with the homeowners association claim, why isn’t that
claim mentioned in the plan?

Finally, the debtor financial situation has not improved.  Her income is
approximately the same as it was in the prior case.  In fact, the plan payment
will be less.  It has decreased from $438 to $52.  This motion does not
establish that the debtor will be any more successful in this case.  The court
cannot conclude that this case is more apt to succeed.



Final Rulings Begin Here

7. 16-20210-A-13 FRANKLIN RAMIREZ OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CLAIM
VS. BALANCE CREDIT 9-6-16 [34]

Final Ruling: This objection to the proof of claim of Balance Credit has been
set for hearing on at least 44 days’ notice to the claimant as required by
Local Bankruptcy Rule 3007-1(c)(1)(ii).  The failure of the claimant to file
written opposition at least 14 calendar days prior to the hearing is considered
as consent to the sustaining of the objection.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46 F.3d
52, 53 (9th Cir. 1995).  Further, because the court will not materially alter
the relief requested by the objecting party, an actual hearing is unnecessary. 
See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, the
claimant’s default is entered and the objection will be resolved without oral
argument.

The objection will be sustained.  The last date to file a timely proof of claim
was May 11, 2016.  The proof of claim was filed on June 29, 2016.  Pursuant to
11 U.S.C. § 502(b)(9) and Fed.R.Bankr.P. 3002(c), the claim is disallowed
because it is untimely.  See In re Osborne, 76 F.3d 306 (9th Cir. 1996); In re
Edelman, 237 B.R. 146, 153 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 1999); Ledlin v. United States (In
re Tomlan), 907 F.2d 114 (9th Cir. 1989); Zidell, Inc. v. Forsch (In re Coastal
Alaska), 920 F.2d 1428, 1432-33 (9th Cir. 1990).

8. 16-25434-A-13 SHAWN MCCRARY OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
10-4-16 [21]

Final Ruling: Given that the debtor has filed a modified plan and set it for a
hearing on December 5, 2016 at 1:30 PM, the court concludes that the debtor
concedes the merit of the objection.  Accordingly, an actual hearing is
unnecessary and this matter is removed from calendar for resolution without
oral argument.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 2006).

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

First, Local Bankruptcy Rule 3015-1(b)(6) provides: “Documents Required by
Trustee.  The debtor shall provide to the trustee, not later than the fourteen
(14) days after the filing of the petition, Form EDC 3-088, Domestic Support
Obligation Checklist, or other written notice of the name and address of each
person to whom the debtor owes a domestic support obligation together with the
name and address of the relevant state child support enforcement agency (see 42
U.S.C. §§ 464 & 466),  Form EDC 3-086, Class 1 Checklist, for each Class 1
claim, and Form EDC 3-087, Authorization to Release Information to Trustee
Regarding Secured Claims Being Paid By The Trustee.”  Because the plan includes
a class 1 claim, the debtor was required to provide the trustee with a Class 1
checklist.  The debtor failed to do so.

Second, the treatment of the Class 4 secured claim refers to a provision
appended in the Additional Provisions of the plan.  However, there is no such
provision.

Third, the plan is not feasible as required by 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(6) because
the monthly plan payment of $3,180 is less than the $3,214.86 in dividends and
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expenses the plan requires the trustee to pay each month.
Fourth, counsel for the debtor has opted to receive fees pursuant to Local
Bankruptcy Rule 2016-1 rather than by making a motion in accordance with 11
U.S.C. §§ 329, 330 and Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2002, 2016, 2017.  This means that
counsel may receive a maximum fee of up to $4,000 for a consumer case (like
this one) and have that fee approved in connection with the confirmation of the
plan.  In this case, however, counsel’s proposed fee of $5,000 exceeds the
maximum fee allowed by Local Bankruptcy Rule 2016-1.  Therefore, he must apply
for compensation pursuant to 11 U.S.C. §§ 329, 330 and Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2002,
2016, 2017.  The provision in the plan for payment of compensation without the
requisite application cannot be confirmed.

Because the plan proposed by the debtor is not confirmable, the debtor will be
given a further opportunity to confirm a plan.  But, if the debtor is unable to
confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time, the court concludes that the
prejudice to creditors will be substantial and that there will then be cause
for dismissal.  If the debtor has not confirmed a plan within 75 days, the case
will be dismissed on the trustee’s ex parte application.

9. 16-25434-A-13 SHAWN MCCRARY OBJECTION TO
ETL-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN
WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. VS. 10-3-16 [17]

Final Ruling: Given that the debtor has filed a modified plan and set it for a
hearing on December 5, 2016 at 1:30 PM, the court concludes that the debtor
concedes the merit of the objection.  Accordingly, an actual hearing is
unnecessary and this matter is removed from calendar for resolution without
oral argument.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 2006).

The objection will be sustained.

The plan assumes the arrears on the objecting creditor’s Class 1 secured claim
are approximately $52,173.31.  The creditor indicates that the arrears are more
than $54,000.  At this higher level, the plan either is not feasible or it will
not pay the objecting secured claim in full.  The plan fails to comply with 11
U.S.C. §§ 1325(a)(5)(B) & (a)(6).

10. 16-23543-A-13 KENNETH/BARBARA ENDICOTT MOTION TO
DJC-2 APPROVE LOAN MODIFICATION

9-22-16 [31]

Final Ruling: This motion to modify a home loan has been set for hearing on
the notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rules 3015-1(b) and 9014-1(f)(1), and
Fed. R. Bankr. R. 2002(b).  The failure of the trustee, the U.S. Trustee,
creditors, and any other party in interest to file written opposition at least
14 days prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-
1(f)(1)(ii) is considered as consent to the sustaining of the objection.  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 debtor, an actual hearing
is unnecessary.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir.
2006).  Therefore, the respondents’ defaults are entered and the matter will be
resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted.  The debtor is authorized but not required to enter
into the proposed modification.  To the extent the modification is inconsistent
with the confirmed plan, the debtor shall continue to perform the plan as
confirmed until it is modified.
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11. 16-24946-A-13 TWILA HENRY OBJECTION TO
JPJ-1 CONFIRMATION OF PLAN AND MOTION TO

DISMISS CASE
9-8-16 [27]

Final Ruling: Given the agreement of the trustee and the debtor that the
issues raised by the trustee can be resolved by a modification to the plan, the
court concludes that a hearing will not be helpful to its consideration and
resolution of this matter.  Accordingly, an actual hearing is unnecessary and
this matter is removed from calendar for resolution without oral argument.  See
Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir. 2006).

The objection will be overruled and the motion to dismiss the case denied
provided the plan is modified to require the debtor to pay to the trustee for
distribution to creditors any employment bonuses received by the debtor during
the plan.  Bonuses must be turned over to the trustee no later than 14 days
after receipt by the debtor.

12. 10-43158-A-13 GARY/BRENDA RIORDAN MOTION TO
DJL-5 AVOID JUDICIAL LIEN
VS. WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 9-20-16 [69]

Final Ruling: This motion to avoid a judicial lien has been set for hearing on
the notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1).  The failure of the
trustee and the respondent creditor to file written opposition at least 14 days
prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is
considered as consent to the granting of the motion.  Cf. Ghazali v. Moran, 46
F.3d 52, 53 (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 trustee and the respondent creditor are entered
and the matter will be resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(1)(A).  The subject
real property has a value of $194,500 as of the date of the petition.  The
unavoidable liens total $340,982.  The debtor has an available exemption of
$10.  The respondent holds a judicial lien created by the recordation of an
abstract of judgment in the chain of title of the subject real property.  After
application of the arithmetical formula required by 11 U.S.C. § 522(f)(2)(A),
there is no equity to support the judicial lien.  Therefore, the fixing of this
judicial lien impairs the debtor’s exemption of the real property and its
fixing is avoided.

13. 16-22082-A-13 GARY DELFINO AND MOTION TO
MB-3 JAQUILINE NERUTSA CONFIRM PLAN 

9-5-16 [48]

Final Ruling: This motion to confirm a plan has been set for hearing on the
notice required by Local Bankruptcy Rules 3015-1(c)(3) & (d)(1) and 9014-
1(f)(1), and Fed. R. Bankr. R. 2002(b).  The failure of the trustee, the U.S.
Trustee, creditors, and any other party in interest to file written opposition
at least 14 days prior to the hearing as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule
9014-1(f)(1)(ii) is considered as consent 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 debtor, an actual hearing
is unnecessary.  See Boone v. Burk (In re Eliapo), 468 F.3d 592 (9th Cir.
2006).  Therefore, the respondents’ defaults are entered and the matter will be
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resolved without oral argument.

The motion will be granted.  The plan complies with 11 U.S.C. §§ 1322(a) & (b),
1323(c), 1325(a), and 1329.
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