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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA 

In re: 
 
Savannah Roxanne Stidham,  

 
Debtor.  

Chapter 13 
 
Case No. 2:25-bk-10864-DPC 
 
ORDER DISMISSING CHAPTER 13 
CASE WITH PREJUDICE AND 
GRANTING RELATED RELIEF 

Savannah Roxanne Stidham (the “Debtor” or “Stidham”) filed her Motion to 

Voluntarily Dismiss Chapter 13 Case,1 Bluestone Care Management, LLC (“Bluestone”), is 

a creditor and party in interest in the Debtor’s bankruptcy case. Bluestone responded and filed 

its Motion to Impose Remedial Measures.2 Bluestone also filed its Application for Attorneys’ 

Fees and Expenses on April 15, 2026.3 The Debtor responded to that fee application.4  

The Court conducted a two-day trial on these matters on March 25, 2026 and April 1, 

2026. The Court heard the testimony of Darshan Patel and Savannah Roxanne Stidham, 

admitted Exhibits 1 - 22 (22 Sealed), 23 - 32 (32 Sealed), 33 - 42 (42 Sealed), 43 – 50, 56, 65 

- 67 (67 Sealed), 72 – 77, and 81 – 87, and heard the arguments of counsel and the Debtor.5 

After the trial concluded, the Court issued its oral ruling on the record.  

Based on the evidence admitted during the trial, the arguments of counsel, Bluestone’s 

fee application, the Debtor’s response thereto, and the entire record before the Court in this 

Chapter 13 case, and good cause appearing, 

 
1 Docket Entry (“DE”) 104.  
2 DE 136.  
3 DE 185.  
4 DE 187.  
5 DEs 177 and 182. 

Daniel P. Collins, Bankruptcy Judge 
_________________________________ 

Dated: May 14, 2026

SO ORDERED.
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THE COURT FINDS AND CONCLUDES as follows: 

1. The findings and conclusions set forth herein, and on the record of the April 1, 

2026 hearing, which are incorporated herein by this reference, constitute this Court’s findings 

of fact and conclusions of law pursuant to Rule 52 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 

made applicable herein by Bankruptcy Rules 7052 and 9014. The procedural history recited 

above is incorporated herein as part of the Court’s factual findings.   

2. To the extent that a finding of fact contains or constitutes a conclusion of law, 

it shall be deemed to be a conclusion of law. To the extent that a conclusion of law contains 

or constitutes a finding of fact, it shall be deemed a finding of fact.6  

3. The Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this proceeding pursuant 

to 28 U.S.C. § 1334. This matter is a core proceeding under 28 U.S.C. §§ 157(b)(1) and 

157(b)(2)(A) and (B). This Court has authority to enter final judgment. Venue is proper in 

this District under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409.   

Factual and Procedural History 

4. On February 20, 2025, Debtor and Bluestone executed a Membership Interest 

Purchase Agreement (the “Purchase Agreement”).7 

5. On March 20, 2025, Debtor and Bluestone executed the First Addendum to 

the Purchase Agreement.8 In the First Addendum, Debtor acknowledged that she owned an 

additional company, Caring Presence Homehealth, LLC—an entity distinct from Caring 

Presence in Home Care.9 Debtor agreed to “change the name of Caring Presence Home 

Health LLC within six months so as to avoid any confusion with Caring Presence in Home 

Care,” the company that Bluestone contracted to buy from Debtor.10  

6. On March 21, 2025, Debtor, Bluestone, and Caring Presence executed a 

 
6 United States v. Standley, No. CIV. 84-014-TUC-ACM, 1984 WL 1500, at *1 (D. Ariz. Nov. 27, 1984) (adopting the 
same approach); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 52; Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7052, 9014. 
7 See Ex. 1 at 40-64; Ex. 14 ¶9-14. Exhibit references are to the exhibits admitted during trial.  
8 See Ex. 14 ¶ 18; Ex. 81; 04/01/26 Tr. at 12:3-17. 
9 See Ex. 81. 
10 See Ex. 81; 04/01/26 Tr. at 13:9-14. 
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Management Agreement.11  

7. On February 20, 2025, Bluestone paid Debtor $500,000 and then on 

March 21, 2025, Bluestone paid Debtor $1,000,000. Both payments were pursuant to the 

terms of the Purchase Agreement.12  

8. On July 10, 2025, Bluestone filed suit against Stidham and Caring Presence 

for breach of contract in the District Court for the District of Arizona (the “District Court 

Action”).13  

9. In its prayer for relief, Bluestone’s Complaint included a request for monetary 

damages of no less than $7 million, a request for specific performance of the Purchase 

Agreement, and a request for injunctive relief.14  

10. On October 6, 2025, the District Court entered an Amended Trial Setting 

Order scheduling a four-day trial to begin on December 9, 2025.15  

11. On November 12, 2025, the District Court entered a minute order directing 

Debtor to produce documents she had been withholding, “including ESI, texts, emails, [and] 

documents re: competing ventures and metadata,” by November 19, 2025.16 The District 

Court further ordered Debtor to appear for depositions both in her individual capacity and in 

her capacity as a corporate representative of Caring Presence in Home Care by November 24, 

2025.17  

12. On November 12, 2025 (the “Petition Date”), the Debtor filed a voluntary 

chapter 13 petition (the “Petition”) commencing the above-captioned bankruptcy case.18  

13. On November 20, 2025, the bankruptcy case was dismissed because Debtor 

“failed to file a list of creditors in the proper format as required by Local Bankruptcy Rule 

 
11 See Ex. 1 at 69-79. 
12 See Ex. 1 ¶73; Ex. 14 ¶14; 03/25/26 Tr. at 91:23-92:4. 
13 See Ex. 1. 
14 See Ex. 1 at 36-37. 
15 See Ex. 3. 
16 See Ex. 5; 04/01/26 Tr. at 64:8-14. 
17 See Ex. 5; 04/01/26 Tr. at 64:15-18. 
18 See Ex. 6. 
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1007-1.”19 The case was reinstated on that same day.20  

14. The Debtor filed her Schedules, Statement of Financial Affairs, and Chapter 

13 Plan on December 16, 2025.21  

15. On January 7, 2026, the Debtor testified at the Section 341 Meeting of 

Creditors before Chapter 13 Trustee Edward J. Maney (“Trustee”).22  

16. On January 12, 2026, the Debtor filed a Motion to Reject Membership Interest 

Purchase Agreement23 and Motion for Accelerated Hearing and to Reduce Notice Period.24 

The Debtor requested an order rejecting the Purchase Agreement and Management 

Agreement with Bluestone.25 The Debtor referred to Bluestone as “an allegedly unsecured 

creditor” and argued that “rejection of the Contracts [would] not prevent [it] asserting a claim 

in this bankruptcy.”26  

17. On January 12, 2026, Bluestone filed both its Initial Response in Opposition 

to Emergency Motion to Reject Membership Interest Purchase Agreement27 and a Motion to 

Dismiss Debtor’s Bankruptcy Case for Bad Faith.28  

18. On January 22, 2026, Debtor’s counsel, Helen K. Santilli and Nach, Rodgers, 

Hilkert & Santilli, filed a Motion to Withdraw as Counsel of Record for Debtor and Request 

to Extend Case Deadlines.29 According to the Motion, Arizona Ethical Rule 1.16 required 

counsel’s immediate withdrawal.30  

19. The Court granted Ms. Santilli’s Motion to Withdraw as Counsel.31  

20. The Debtor filed a Request to Extend Case Deadlines.32 The Debtor failed to 

 
19 See DE 10. 
20 See DE 14. 
21 See Exs. 7, 8, 9. 
22 See Ex. 13. 
23 See DE 61 
24 See DE 62. 
25 See Ex. 14 at 9. 
26 Id. at 8-9. 
27 See DE 75. 
28 See DE 74. 
29 See DE 88. 
30 Id. 
31 See DE 93. 
32 DE 88.  
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appear at the January 29, 2026 expedited hearing the Court scheduled on her Request to 

Extend Case Deadlines.33 That same day, the Debtor filed a motion for voluntary dismissal 

of her Chapter 13 case.34  

21. At a hearing regarding Debtor’s voluntary dismissal motions on February 17, 

2026, the Court noted this case would be dismissed, as it is Debtor’s absolute right to seek 

dismissal. However, the Court agreed with Bluestone that it was first entitled to be heard on 

its Motion for Remedial Measures.35  

22. On February 19, 2026, the Court granted Bluestone leave to file a Motion for 

Remedial Measures.36  

23. On February 23, 2026, Bluestone filed its Motion to Impose Remedial 

Measures pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9011, 11 U.S.C. § 105(a), and 11 U.S.C. § 349(a).37  

24. On March 6, 2026, the Debtor filed another Motion for Voluntary Dismissal 

with Prejudice, this time consenting to a two-year bar to refiling.38 Bluestone filed an 

Opposition to Stidham’s Motion.39  

25. The Debtor filed a Response to Bluestone’s Motion for Remedial Measures.40  

26. On March 25, 2026 and April 1, 2026, the Court held a bench trial on 

Bluestone’s Motion for Remedial Measures.41  

The Debtor Filed and Prosecuted This Chapter 13 Case in Bad Faith 
under 11 U.S.C. §§ 105 and 349. 

27. A bankruptcy court has the inherent power to sanction bad faith conduct.42 

Further, the Court has statutory authority to sanction a Debtor who files a bad faith 

bankruptcy.43 “[E]ven if a Chapter 13 debtor is entitled to voluntary dismissal of his or her 

 
33 See DE 109. 
34 See DE 104.  
35 DE 123.  
36 See DE 123. 
37 See DE 136. 
38 See DE 152. 
39 See DE 154. 
40 See DE 160. 
41 See 03/25/2026 Tr.; 04/01/2026 Tr. 
42 Chambers v Nasco, Inc., 501 U.S. 32 (1991).  
43 In re Silberkraus, 253 B.R. 890, 912 (Bankr. C.D. Cal. 2000), aff’d, 336 F.3d 864 (9th Cir. 2003); In re Baham, 2020 
WL 5816747, at *4 (9th Cir. B.A.P. Sept. 30, 2020).  
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Chapter 13 case under § 1307(b), the Court maintains authority under the Bankruptcy Code 

to supplement the dismissal with remedial measures provided under the Bankruptcy Code to 

address a Chapter 13 debtor’s bad faith conduct.”44 

28. When considering allegations of a debtor’s bad faith, bankruptcy courts in the 

Ninth Circuit consider four factors: (1) whether the debtor “misrepresented facts in his 

petition or plan, unfairly manipulated the Bankruptcy Code, or otherwise filed his Chapter 13 

petition or plan in an inequitable manner”; (2) “the debtor’s history of filings’ and 

dismissals”; (3) whether “the debtor only intended to defeat state court litigation”; and (4) 

whether “egregious behavior is present.”45  

29. “No one factor is determinative. Rather, bad faith is determined by examining 

the ‘totality of the circumstances.’”46 To make “[a] finding of bad faith,” the court “is not 

required to have evidence of debtor ill will directed at creditors, or that debtor was 

affirmatively attempting to violate the law—malfeasance is not a prerequisite to bad faith.”47  

30. The Court finds that the first, third, and fourth factors are clearly satisfied in 

this case. The second factor is inapplicable here but that is not dispositive, particularly 

considering the extensive evidence that shows the other factors have been met. The record 

leaves no doubt with this Court that the Debtor instituted and litigated this case for improper 

ulterior motives. The Court addresses below each Leavitt factor and the applicable evidence 

adduced at trial.  

The First Leavitt Factor Is Satisfied 

31. The first Leavitt factor focuses on “manipulation of the bankruptcy 

proceedings.”48 Here, this factor is satisfied because the Debtor misrepresented facts, unfairly 

manipulated the Bankruptcy Code, and filed her Chapter 13 petition and plan with malevolent 

intent.  

 
44 In re Minogue, 632 B.R. 287, 294 (Bankr. D.S.C. 2021).  
45 In re Leavitt, 171 F.3d 1219, 1224 (9th Cir. 1999) (internal citations omitted). 
46 In re Chuan Min Chang, 2021 WL 2283915, at *3 (9th Cir. B.A.P. June 3, 2021) (citing In re Eisen, 14 F.3d 469, 470 
(9th Cir. 1994)). 
47 In re Leavitt, 171 F.3d at 1224–25. 
48 See In re Khan, 846 F.3d 1058, 1065 (9th Cir. 2017). 
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32. The Debtor abused the bankruptcy process by filing under Chapter 13 when 

she was clearly ineligible.49 The Debtor knew that she could not meet the income requirement 

or the unsecured debt limits to qualify as a Chapter 13 debtor.  

33. 11 U.S.C. §109(e) provides that “[o]nly an individual with regular income” 

may be a debtor under Chapter 13. The Debtor admitted at trial that she was not generating 

any regular income when she filed her Chapter 13 Petition.50 In her schedules, the Debtor 

disclosed that she earned no income in 2025.51 The Debtor did not and would not qualify as 

a chapter 13 debtor.  

34. The Debtor was separately ineligible for Chapter 13 on the petition date 

because her liabilities significantly exceeded the unsecured debt limit. Section 109(e) caps a 

debtor’s noncontingent, liquidated, unsecured debts at $526,700. The Debtor sought to stay 

under that limit by disclosing only $387,368.79 in unsecured debts.52 But, the Debtor 

deliberately undercounted several unsecured debts to avail herself of Chapter 13’s “unique 

benefits over Chapter 7 treatment.”53  

35. The Debtor listed the amount she owed to Bluestone on its unsecured claim 

from the District Court Action as “unknown.”54 But, the Debtor knew on the Petition Date 

that Bluestone had paid her $1.5 million for her company, Caring Presence in Home Care, 

LLC, and that Bluestone had sued her for breach of contract.55 Even if Debtor could have 

rejected her contracts with Bluestone in this bankruptcy, she still would have owed Bluestone 

at least the $1.5 million it had paid her. Bluestone’s unsecured claim, by itself, makes this 

bankruptcy a case that could not proceed under Chapter 13. The Debtor admitted that she 

made no reasonable effort to estimate the amount of Bluestone’s alleged claim when she filed 

 
49 See In re Silberkraus, 253 B.R. 890, 912 (Bankr. C.D. Cal. 2000); In re Angelo, 580 B.R. 862, 868 (W.D. Wash. 2017). 
50 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 84:2-4. 
51 See Ex. 8, No. 4. 
52 See Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, No. 6. 
53 Had the Debtor petitioned for bankruptcy under Chapter 7, “a chapter 7 trustee could have been expected to liquidate 
all of the property to pay creditors—including Debtor’s personal residence.” In re Silberkraus, 253 B.R. 890, 911 (Bankr. 
C.D. Cal. 2000). In re Angelo, 580 B.R. 862, 868 (W.D. Wash. 2017). 
54 See Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, No. 4.5. 
55 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 80:22-81:1; Ex. 14 ¶14. 
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her schedules.56 Had she done so, that estimate would not be less than $1.5 million.  

36. The Debtor similarly mischaracterized the claim amount for creditor, ARHC 

RHSUNAZ01, LLC (“ARHC”). ARHC filed suit against Debtor on August 15, 2025 in the 

Superior Court for the State of Arizona, Maricopa County, seeking at least $200,000 in 

liquidated damages for breach of contract.57 The Debtor testified that, when she filed for 

bankruptcy, she was aware that ARHC sought that amount from her.58 Nevertheless, the 

Debtor disclosed the amount of ARHC’s claim as “unknown.”59 The Debtor testified that she 

made no reasonable effort to estimate the amount of ARHC’s claim when she filed her 

bankruptcy schedules.60 The Debtor mischaracterized these claims as “unknown” in an effort 

to stay below the Chapter 13 unsecured debt threshold. The Debtor’s schedules demonstrate 

that she knew she should have estimated Bluestone’s claim and ARHC’s claim. 

37. The Debtor disclosed a disputed contract claim between herself and Jeff and 

Sun Plummer. She estimated their claim at $30,000.61 The Debtor could have similarly 

estimated Bluestone’s and ARHC’s contract claims.  

38. The Debtor also underreported the unsecured claim of the Internal Revenue 

Service (the “IRS”) against her. The Debtor disclosed owing $57,893.08 in taxes and other 

debts to the IRS and the Arizona Department of Revenue.62 But that figure was wrong and 

Debtor knew this to be so. On January 28, 2026, the IRS filed a Proof of Claim evidencing a 

claim in the amount of $266,272.93.63 The IRS claim includes a $230,009.75 priority 

unsecured claim and a $36,263.18 unsecured general claim.64 The Debtor testified that she 

has no basis to dispute these amounts claimed by the IRS.65 Most of the taxes the Debtor 

owes originate from tax periods between 2019 and 2024.66 The Debtor failed to disclose the 

 
56 See Ex. 77 at 19:11-19; 03/25/2026 Tr. at 77:19-79:22. 
57 See Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, No. 4.2; Ex. 11 ¶¶ 21-28; 03/25/2026 Tr. at 78:16-18. 
58 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 78:19-21.   
59 See Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, No. 4.2. 
60 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 77:19-79:22; Ex. 77 at 18:16-24. 
61 See Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, No. 4.1.5. 
62 See Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, Nos. 2.1-2.3, 6b. 
63 See Ex. 10. 
64 Id. 
65 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 75:1-77:6; Ex. 77 at 17:25-18:3. 
66 See Ex. 10. 
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full amount of the IRS’s claim to remain under Chapter 13’s unsecured debt limit.  

39. According to the Debtor’s Schedules, she was solvent on the Petition Date. 

While neither “insolvency nor inability to pay debts is a prerequisite to” filing for bankruptcy, 

“the bankruptcy court should examine [a] debtor’s financial status [and] motives” when 

“assessing [the] debtor’s good faith.”67  

40. Here, the Debtor disclosed having $2,377,765.85 in assets, which exceeded 

the liabilities she disclosed by $580,856.65.68 In her Plan, the Debtor did not disclose being 

in arrears on any debt.69 The Debtor was not subject to any pending foreclosures or 

garnishments, and no creditor had repossessed any of her assets.70 As of the Petition Date, 

the Debtor was current on her monthly payments on her vehicles, including her 2025 GMC 

Yukon, 2024 GMC Sierra, 2021 GMC Sierra, 2007 Optima Toter and Stacker, 2017 

Mastercraft boat.71 The Debtor purchased her 2025 GMC Yukon on August 26, 2025 with a 

$120,000 loan from Americredit Financial Services.72  

41. A few weeks before filing her Chapter 13 petition, the Debtor had control 

over $230,000 in cash which she had her father deposit with Weinberger Law, her counsel in 

the District Court Action.73 Days before the trial in this case commenced, the Debtor retained 

a new law firm, Tiffany & Bosco, to represent her in the District Court Action.74 Evidently, 

the Debtor has sufficient cash to fund her litigation while maintaining all her assets. 

42. The Debtor manipulated the bankruptcy proceedings by proposing an 

unworkable, inequitable plan. A common “characteristic of a bad-faith Chapter 13 case” is 

 
67 See In re Bootjack Dairy M&D, LLC, 654 B.R. 368, 385 (Bankr. D. Idaho 2023) (finding that petitions were filed in 
bad faith, in part, because debtors “were on secure financial ground”); In re LTL Mgmt., LLC, 64 F.4th 84, 103 (3d Cir. 
2023) (“testing the nature and immediacy of a debtor’s financial troubles, and examining its good faith more generally, 
are necessary because bankruptcy significantly disrupts creditors' existing claims against the debtor”). 
68 See Ex. 7, Summary of Assets & Liabilities. Of course, had Debtor accurately noted the size of her liabilities, she would 
have been balance sheet insolvent, at least if her asset valuations are to be taken as accurate.  
69 See Ex. 9, No. 4; 03/25/26 Tr. at 68:15-70:13. 
70 See Ex. 9; 03/25/26 Tr. at 70:5-13. 
71 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 69:3-70:4; Ex. 8, Schedule A/B, Nos. 3.1 – 4.3; Ex. 9. 
72 See Ex. 7, Schedule D, No. 2.2.  
73 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 74:17-75:5, 126:14-22. 
74 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 55:23-56:9. 
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“a plan that proposes little payment to creditors” or “has no hope of confirmation.”75  

43. The Debtor’s proposed plan had no chance of confirmation. The plan 

presumed that the Debtor would reject her contracts with Bluestone and “RESUME 

CONTROL/OPERATION” of Caring Presence in Home Care.76 The Debtor represented that 

she would earn $26,000 per month after taking control of Caring Presence.77 But, the Debtor 

never generated monthly income of $26,000 while operating Caring Presence.78  

44. The Debtor’s proposed plan also would have paid nothing to Bluestone. In 

the Nonstandard Provisions of her plan, she estimated having “allowed unsecured claims of 

approximately $100,000” and paying “all allowed unsecured claims” in full.79 She disclosed 

having $387,368.79 in unsecured claims. That amount excluded Bluestone’s claim.80 The 

Debtor allotted no value either to Bluestone’s claim81 or ARHC’s claim.82 The Debtor could 

anticipate paying all “allowed” unsecured claims “in full” only if she intended to treat 

Bluestone’s claim as entirely disallowed.83 The Debtor’s inequitable and unconfirmable plan 

is additional evidence of bad faith.84  

45. The Debtor manipulated the bankruptcy proceedings by making inaccurate 

and incomplete disclosures.85 Courts may infer bad faith from a debtor’s submission of false 

or misleading schedules.86  

 
75 In re Ramsell, 2024 WL 3949835, at *1 (9th Cir. B.A.P. Aug. 27, 2024); see In re Silberkraus, 336 F.3d at 868 (inferring 
debtor’s “improper motive” for sanctions from “post-filing events” including “Debtor’s inability to propose a satisfactory 
reorganization plan”); In re Kulick, 2022 WL 17848939, at *1 (9th Cir. B.A.P. Dec. 16, 2022) (affirming “finding of bad 
faith or abuse of the bankruptcy process” where debtor “never seriously tried to confirm a chapter 13 plan”). 
76 See Ex. 7, Schedule I, Nos. 8a, 13; Ex. 9(C)(3)(b), Table 3. 
77 See Ex. 7, Schedule I, No. 8a; 03/25/26 Tr. at 85:2-6. 
78 See Ex. 8, No. 4; 03/25/26 Tr. at 85:7-88:4; Ex. 77 at 25:2-5. 
79 See Ex. 9(H). 
80 See Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, No. 6. 
81 Id., No. 4.5. 
82 Id., No. 4.2. 
83 See Ex. 9(H). 
84 See In re Leavitt, 171 F.3d at 1225 (finding bad faith in debtor’s “inequitable” plan, which “offered nothing to his 
largest unsecured creditor”); In re Ramsell, 2024 WL 3949835, at *3 (finding bad faith where the debtor’s Chapter 13 
proposed plan had “essentially, a nominal payment” to a key creditor). 
85 In re Horton, No. 03-15574, 2004 WL 7391053, at *5 (Bankr. D. Ariz. Dec. 14, 2004) (Courts do “not condone nor 
overlook the filing of false, inaccurate and misleading schedules. The importance of a debtor’s actual income and 
expenses in Chapter 13 cases cannot be overstated.”). 
86 See In re Baham, 2020 WL 5816747, at *4 (sanctioning debtor for “fil[ing] and prosecut[ing] the bankruptcy for [an] 
improper purpose,” based, in part, on “misrepresentations and concealments” in the schedules); In re Kulick, 2022 WL 
17848939, at *1 (finding debtor’s “failure to provide information about his income and assets,” “false statements in his 
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46. In this case, the Debtor made material misrepresentations and omissions at 

every stage of this proceeding. In her Petition, the Debtor estimated that she had total assets 

worth between $500,001 and $1 million and total liabilities between $500,001 and 

$1 million.87  

47. The estimates the Debtor gave in her Petition under penalty of perjury were 

inaccurate.88 About a month after filing her Petition, Debtor filed her schedules and disclosed 

$2,377,765.85 in assets and $1,796,909.20 in liabilities.89  

48. The Debtor’s schedules and statements also had material errors, including in 

key categories of disclosure such as her income, business interests, gifts, and provision of 

financial statements. Starting with income, the Debtor reported zero income for 2025 in her 

Statement of Financial Affairs.90 But, the Debtor omitted several sources of income or capital. 

For example, the Debtor failed to disclose the $1.5 million that Bluestone paid her in February 

2025 and March 2025.91  

49. Additionally, the Debtor omitted the income that she earned while she was 

still managing Caring Presence in Home Care before Bluestone took over management in late 

March 2025. The Debtor admitted that she earned management fees from January 2025 to 

March 2025.92  

50. The Debtor also withdrew or expended hundreds of thousands of dollars from 

Caring Presence’s Wells Fargo Account for personal use in 2025.93 The Debtor testified that 

she understood those funds were her “money to utilize however [she] wanted.”94 Yet, the 

Debtor recalled almost nothing about the withdrawals or expenditures she made. For 

example, the Debtor had no recollection about the $45,000 that she and/or her spouse 

 
schedules,” and “fail[ure] to schedule valuable assets” supported “a finding of bad faith”); In re Ramsell, 2024 WL 
3949835, at *1 (affirming bad faith finding because “Debtor misrepresented facts in both her schedules and her proposed 
chapter 13 plan”). 
87 See Ex. 6, Nos. 19-20; 03/25/26 Tr. at 71:23-72:20. 
88 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 71:17-22. 
89 See Ex. 7, Summary of Assets & Liabilities. 
90 See Ex. 8, No. 4; 03/25/26 Tr. at 85:13-86:3, 87:22-88:11. 
91 See Ex. 14 ¶14; 03/25/26 Tr. at 90:18–92:8. 
92 See Ex. 77 at 27:7–11. 
93 See Ex. 73 at 34-90.   
94 See Ex. 77 at 101:7-10; 03/25/2026 Tr. at 92:11-117:23. 
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withdrew in cash from Caring Presence in Home Care’s Wells Fargo account on March 25, 

2025.95  

51. On March 26, 2025, the Debtor transferred $665,353.52 to a Wells Fargo 

account she held through another company she owns, Arizona Angels.96 The Debtor 

acknowledged that Arizona Angels was not operating at that time and has not operated since 

2022.97 The Debtor testified that she uses the Arizona Angels account as her personal 

checking account.98 The Debtor claimed to have no idea what happened to the $665,353.52 

she transferred from Caring Presence in Home Care’s account to the Arizona Angels 

account.99 Regardless of what the Debtor did with those funds, she failed to account for those 

funds in her bankruptcy disclosures.100  

52. The Debtor did not disclose any of the personal expenditures she made in 

2025, from the Caring Presence in Home Care Wells Fargo account. The Debtor and her 

spouse made tax payments, home mortgage payments, car loan payments, personal credit 

card payments, and other personal transfers from that account. Those transactions totaled 

hundreds of thousands of dollars in March, April and May 2025 alone.101  

53. The Debtor also failed to disclose income earned by her spouse, RJ Stidham 

or his company, RJ Stidham Motorsports, LLC.102 In her Schedules, the Debtor claimed that 

RJ Stidham Motorsports LLC was inoperable.103 The Debtor disclosed that her spouse earned 

net monthly income of $1,000 from operating a business or profession.104 However, during 

her 341 Meeting of Creditors, the Debtor testified that she does not know how her spouse 

earns a living.105  

 
95 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 92:11-25, 93:17-94:2. 
96 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 95:22-96:12. 
97 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 96:2-4. 
98 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 93:5-16. 
99 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 96:10-12. 
100 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 96:20-25; Ex. 8, No. 4. 
101 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 97:1-8, 100:20-101:2, 101:17-104:13, 105:5-109:10, 116:3-8, 117:7-23; Ex. 67; Ex. 73 at 44-
65. 
102 See Ex. 7, No. 4. 
103 See Ex. 8, No. 27. 
104 See Ex. 7, Schedule I, No. 8a. 
105 See Ex. 13 at 7:18-8:2. 
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54. Evidence introduced at trial indicates that the Debtor’s disclosures concerning 

the income of her spouse, RJ, and his company are incomplete. In 2024, the Debtor and her 

spouse deducted over $900,000 for alleged “sponsorships” and “advertising” expenses on 

their tax returns.106 On December 20, 2024, the Debtor transmitted a Profit and Loss 

Statement for 2024 for her company, Caring Presence in Home Care, to a broker, Joseph 

Hertz, wherein she disclosed expensing $417,130.81 for “Advertisement” and $114,293.91 

for “Sporsorship” [sic] as “add back[s].”107 Hertz responded requesting “some color” and 

inquiring whether Caring Presence in Home Care does “any advertisement….”108 Debtor 

responded: “The advertising is in our race truck,” and “The sponsorship money is to sponsor 

the race team.”109  

55. At trial before this Court, the Debtor evaded questions regarding these 

matters.110 The Debtor testified that she did not recall whether she ever claimed personal 

expenses unrelated to Caring Presence as legitimate business expenses.111 The Debtor 

claimed to not recall sending any of the emails to Hertz which Bluestone recovered from her 

Caring Presence email account.112  

56. The Debtor was even more evasive testifying about RJ Stidham Motorsports, 

LLC. The Debtor testified that her spouse’s company is inoperable and “never really 

operated.”113 The Debtor was asked why she transferred thousands of dollars from Caring 

Presence’s bank account to RJ Stidham Motorsports in 2025 if it never operated. The Debtor 

responded: “Oh, I don’t know. I don’t recall.”114 The Debtor further testified that she does 

not recall whether she paid sponsorship and marketing expenses from Caring Presence’s bank 

account to RJ Stidham Motorsports. 115 

 
106 See Ex. 67. 
107 Bus. Advisors Grp., LLC v. Wichita Attendant Care Servs., LLC, 2024 WL 4679212, at *2 (D. Kan. Nov. 5, 2024) 
(“Add backs are business expenses that a purchaser or new owner would not necessarily accrue.”). See Ex. 65. 
108 See Ex. 65. 
109 See Ex. 66. 
110 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 117:25-125:5. 
111 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 117:25-118:3. 
112 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 118:10-123:8, 124:7-125:5. 
113 See Ex. 77 at 102:9-22. 
114 See Ex. 77 at 102:14-18. 
115 See Ex. 77 at 102:19-22. 
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57. The Debtor’s schedules and statements similarly understated her business 

interests. In her schedules, the Debtor represented that the value of Caring Presence in Home 

Care is “unknown.”116 That representation is misleading. The Debtor contracted to sell Caring 

Presence to Bluestone for $4,000,000 in 2025.117 When the Debtor moved for an order 

rejecting her contracts with Bluestone, she represented that her interest in Caring Presence is 

“her most valuable asset.”118 The Debtor has also testified that $4,000,000 was “as at the low 

end” of what Caring Presence was worth in 2025.119 The Debtor apparently believed that, if 

she could unwind the sale of Caring Presence to Bluestone, she could obtain millions of 

dollars selling it to a new buyer.120  

58. As for Caring Presence Homehealth, the Debtor omitted that business 

altogether in her schedules.121 The Debtor failed to disclose that she owned this business, 

which she formed in March 2025.122 In July 2025, the Debtor represented to the District Court 

that she “prepared Caring Presence Home Health to be sold and has secured an interested 

buyer for the business.”123 The Debtor was obligated to disclose in this bankruptcy her 

interests in this business.  

59. In her Statement of Financial Affairs, the Debtor disclosed that she gave no 

gifts totaling more than $600 per person in the two years before filing for bankruptcy.124 The 

Debtor also disclosed that she made no payments on account of a debt that benefited an insider 

within one year before filing for bankruptcy.125 However, on May 8, 2025, the Debtor made 

a gift payment of $14,050.24 from Caring Presence’s Wells Fargo account on behalf of her 

brother, Justin Barr, to pay his home mortgage.126 At trial, the Debtor equivocated about the 

 
116 See Ex. 7, Schedule A/B, No. 19. 
117 See Ex. 14 ¶¶ 9, 14. 
118 See Ex. 14 at 8. 
119 See Ex. 13 at 9:23-10:5. 
120 See Ex. 14 at 5 (requesting an order to reject Bluestone’s contracts so “Debtor may obtain gainful employment and/or 
monetize [Caring Presence in Home Care] for a sale”). 
121 See Ex. 7, Schedule A/B, No. 19. 
122 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 11:23-25. 
123 See Ex. 82 at 4. 
124 See Ex. 8, No. 13. 
125 See Ex. 8, No. 8. 
126 See Ex. 32 at 5; Ex. 72. 
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nature of this payment.127 Initially, she testified that the payment was not a gift.128 But, the 

Debtor changed her story when Bluestone confronted her with an email, dated May 6, 2025, 

that she sent to her brother’s mortgage company, wherein she wrote: “I’d like to gift a 

payment on my brother’s loan account please.”129  

60. The Debtor testified that she told the mortgage company that the payment was 

a “gift” so that it would be processed.130 According to the Debtor, her brother still owes her 

the $14,050.24 she paid to his mortgage company.131 If so, the Debtor was obligated to 

disclose the transfer as an unpaid loan she made to her brother. The Debtor made no such 

disclosure.132 Whether this transfer was a gift, an insider transfer, or a loan, the Debtor was 

required to disclose this $14,050.24 transfer.  

61. On May 16, 2025, the Debtor transferred another $4,000 to her brother.133 

The Debtor testified that she sent those funds because she was “[u]nder the impression that it 

was [her] money”—with “it” referring to the money in Caring Presence in Home Care’s 

Wells Fargo account.134 Debtor failed to disclose the $4,000 transfer in her bankruptcy 

filings.135  

62. In her Statement of Financial Affairs, the Debtor disclosed giving only one 

financial statement in the two years before filing her Petition: a statement she provided to 

Bluestone in connection with the Purchase Agreement.136 But, the Debtor omitted at least two 

personal financial statements given in the lead-up to her bankruptcy filing.  

63. On May 7, 2025, the Debtor executed and submitted a Personal Financial 

Statement to Security National Mortgage Company (“Security National”).137 It contains 

information that contradicts her schedules in this case. The Debtor represented to Security 

 
127 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 109:11-114:24. 
128 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 109:20-21. 
129 See Ex. 83. 
130 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 113:18-25; 04/01/26 Tr. at 66:24-67:24. 
131 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 111:6-11. 
132 See Ex. 7, Schedule A/B, No. 30. 
133 See Ex. 73 at 63; 03/25/2026 Tr. at 114:25-115:3. 
134 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 115:9-11. 
135 See 03/25/2026 Tr. at 115:12-25; Ex. 7, Schedule A/B, No. 30; Ex. 8, Nos. 8, 13. 
136 Ex. 8, No. 28. 
137 See Ex. 26. 
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National that she: earned a salary of $180,000 and received $4,900,000 in annual business 

income; owned “Other Personal Property” worth $300,000; and had $1,487,567.90 in “Cash 

on Hand & in banks.”138 At trial, the Debtor testified she had no recollection of signing the 

Personal Financial Statement or sending it to Security National.139 The Court funds that 

testimony lacked credibility.  

64. On June 24, 2025, the Debtor executed and submitted a Personal Financial 

Statement to NAI Highland, LLC and attested that the information she provided was “true 

and correct.”140 In that Personal Financial Statement, the Debtor represented that she earned 

$4,700,000 in annual “salary, bonuses, & commissions” in 2024 and owned real estate valued 

at over $5 million.141  

65. These representations concerning the Debtors’ income, personal property, 

cash on hand, and real estate contradicted representations in her Schedules. In her Schedules, 

the Debtor reported zero income for 2025.142 The Debtor also swore that she owned personal 

property items worth only $26,000 and real estate assets worth $1,508,500.143  

66. The Debtor testified that she hoped she could trust the information that her 

prior counsel filed with the Bankruptcy Court was “true and correct.”144 But, of course, the 

Debtor had to acknowledge that she reviewed her schedules before her prior counsel filed 

them and that she signed them as being true and correct under penalty of perjury.145  

67. The Debtor testified at trial that she did not know whether she authorized her 

attorney to affix her electronic signature before filing her schedules.146 However, at her 

deposition, the Debtor admitted that she authorized her prior bankruptcy counsel to affix her 

electronic signature to her bankruptcy schedules and file them.147  

 
138 See Ex. 26 at 3.   
139 See Ex. 26; 03/25/26 Tr. at 165:13-167:19. 
140 See Exs. 35, 36. 
141 See Ex. 35 at 2. 
142 See Ex. 7, Schedule I; Ex. 8, No. 4. 
143 See Ex. 7, Schedule A/B, Nos. 1, 6-15. 
144 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 86:22-87:1. 
145 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 87:2-5. 
146 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 164:9-11. 
147 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 164:17-25. 
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68. Based on the totality of the evidence, the Court finds that the first Leavitt 

factor is satisfied. The record shows that the Debtor abused the bankruptcy process, 

misrepresented facts in an effort to gain benefits available under Chapter 13, and manipulated 

the Bankruptcy Code all to the prejudice of Bluestone and other creditors of this Chapter 13 

case.  

The Second Leavitt Factor Is Inapplicable 

69. The second Leavitt factor addresses the debtor’s history of filings and 

dismissals.148 Here, this factor is inapplicable because the Debtor filed no prior bankruptcy 

cases. That fact is not dispositive,149 however.  

70. Once she filed this Chapter 13 case, the Debtor engaged in a course of conduct 

to frustrate District Court Action and to deny Bluestone information it sought to challenge 

the Debtor’s purposes and grounds for filing for this bankruptcy.150  

The Third Leavitt Factor Is Satisfied 

71. The third Leavitt factor focuses on whether the Debtor’s bankruptcy filing 

was “strategic and for an improper purpose.”151 In the Ninth Circuit, “the strategic filing of a 

bankruptcy petition to frustrate and to impede a specific performance action in [another] court 

constitutes a bad faith filing.”152  

72. Here, the third Leavitt factor is satisfied because the record demonstrates that 

the Debtor filed her Petition to delay, if not obviate, the District Court Action. The Debtor 

filed for bankruptcy on the heels of a November 10, 2025 order by the District Court ordering 

 
148 See 171 F.3d at 1224. 
149 See In re Kintner, 2023 WL 8044847, at *2-3 (9th Cir. Nov. 21, 2023) (finding “sufficient evidence in the record” to 
sustain an inference that debtor “filed his Chapter 13 petition in bad faith” even though “the second Leavitt factor—the 
debtor’s history of filings and dismissals—[was] inapplicable as [debtor] had no prior bankruptcy filings”); see also In 
re Khan, 846 F.3d 1058, 1065-66 (9th Cir. 2017); In re Chuan Min Chang, 2021 WL 2283915, at *4 (9th Cir. B.A.P. 
June 3, 2021). 
150 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 139:8-146:20, 151:13-152:8. 
151 In re Peters & Freedman, 2022 WL 788670 at *4 (S.D. Cal. Mar. 15, 2022), aff’d, 2024 WL 5201225 (9th Cir. Dec. 
23, 2024).   
152 See In re Silberkraus, 336 F.3d 864, 871 (9th Cir. 2003) (citing In re Chinichian, 784 F.2d 1440, 1445 (9th Cir. 1986) 
(holding that Chapter 13 case was filed in bad faith because debtor commenced it “for the purpose of defeating [a pending] 
specific performance action”)); In re Bootjack Dairy 654 B.R. at 384 (finding bankruptcy case was filed in bad faith 
where debtors sought “to utilize § 365 to reject [their] Sale Agreement with [a creditor] and to have [the bankruptcy 
court] resolve questions of validity, enforceability, and remedies/damages, rather than the state court”). 
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her to produce documents and sit for depositions.153 The Debtor filed her Chapter 13 petition 

approximately a week before she was scheduled to be deposed and less than a month before 

the District Court Action trial.154 The Debtor sought to avoid these obligations by filing her 

Bankruptcy Petition. 

73. The Debtor testified that she was aware that Bluestone sought specific 

performance of the contracts it executed with the Debtor in the District Court Action.155 The 

Debtor further testified that, when she filed her petition, her “intent was to reject the 

Membership Interest Purchase Agreement” with Bluestone.156 The Debtor attempted to 

effectuate her strategy through her emergency Motion to Reject Membership Interest 

Purchase Agreement. In those pleadings she requested an order “rejecting” her contracts with 

Bluestone.157 In that motion, the Debtor acknowledged that she filed for bankruptcy to avoid 

defeat in Bluestone’s District Court Action. That motion claimed that “if [this bankruptcy] 

case is dismissed, Bluestone will quickly obtain a large monetary judgment (eliminating any 

non-exempt homestead equity for unsecured creditors) and dismantle any value to” Caring 

Presence in Home Care, LLC.158 Significantly, in a footnote the Debtor stated that: “[i]f 

Bluestone wanted to perform under the [Membership Interest Purchase Agreement] and pay 

the balance of the purchase price to Debtor,” i.e., an additional $2.5 million, then “the Debtor 

would reconsider rejection.”159  

74. The Debtor’s testimony and court filings in this case show that she filed for 

bankruptcy for strategic and improper purposes. The Debtor apparently believed she could 

use (a) the automatic stay to stop the District Court Action from progressing, and (b) Section 

365 to reject her contracts with Bluestone or to leverage a favorable settlement with 

Bluestone. The Debtor’s misuse of the Bankruptcy Code to defeat Bluestone’s specific 

 
153 See Ex. 5; 03/25/26 Tr. at 64:15-18. 
154 See Ex. 3; Ex. 5. 
155 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 59:19-60:1. 
156 See Ex. 77 at 82:14-17; 03/25/26 Tr. at 67:2-11. 
157 The Debtor also expressed her intent to reject the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement in her proposed Plan. 
(See 03/25/26 Tr. at 68:11-14; Ex. 9). (See Ex. 61 at 9). 
158 See Ex. 61 at 8. 
159 See Ex. 61 at 7 n. 5 (emphasis added). 
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performance suit “constitutes a bad faith filing.”160  

The Fourth Leavitt Factor Is Satisfied 

75. The final Leavitt factor concerns “the egregiousness of the Debtor[’s] 

behavior….” In re Khan, 846 F.3d at 1066. Egregious conduct can be ascertained in a debtor’s 

“failures to disclose and misrepresentations in the sworn schedules,”161 evidence of “a 

scheme to shelter” assets “by transfer to an insider,”162 the “suspect timing of” a debtor’s 

bankruptcy petition,163 the debtor’s “failure and refusal to provide” material information 

bearing on the bankruptcy,164 and “false testimony.”165 

76. “[Additional] characteristics of a bad-faith Chapter 13 case include the 

presence of few creditors, filing on the eve of a foreclosure sale or on the eve of some other 

litigation event in another court, the debtor’s failure to meet deadlines for filing or amending 

the statement, schedules or the plan, the debtor’s failure to attend the meeting of creditors or 

other hearings, a plan that proposes little payment to creditors, a plan that has no hope of 

confirmation and general lying, cheating or stealing by the debtor.”166  

77. The record in this case contains an abundance of evidence to support this 

Court’s findings of egregious conduct by the Debtor.  

78. In addition to the Court’s findings above, the Court finds the Debtor failed to 

participate in or appear for two court hearings. Moreover, the Debtor “frustrate[d] the § 341 

meeting of creditors” by evading nearly every question her creditors asked.167 The Debtor 

refused to answer basic questions at the § 341 meeting, such as whether she is paying any 

bills; who is paying her bills; or how her husband earns his income.168 Instead of giving 

straight, honest answers to simple questions, the Debtor responded to dozens of questions by 

 
160 In re Silberkraus, 336 F.3d at 871. 
161 In re Duran, 630 B.R. 797, 805 (9th Cir. B.A.P. 2021). 
162 In re Duran, 630 B.R. at 813. 
163 In re Khan, 846 F.3d at 1066. 
164 In re Khan, 846 F.3d at 1066. 
165 In re Duran, 630 B.R. at 813-14. 
166 In re Ramsell, No. 23-BK-08763, 2024 WL 3949835, at *7 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. Aug. 27, 2024) (citing In re Ellsworth, 
455 B.R. 904, 918 n. 11 (9th Cir. B.A.P. 2011)). 
167 In re Kulick, No. 21-BK-10017, 2022 WL 17848939, at *2-4 (9th Cir. B.A.P. Dec. 16, 2022) (finding Chapter 13 
debtor’s “attempts to avoid any inquiry into his assets” supported finding of “egregious conduct”). 
168 See Ex. 13. 
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stating, “I’ll have to get back to you.”169 At trial, the Debtor admitted that she “should have 

answered better” at the § 341 meeting.170  

79. When pressed on the approach she took at her first meeting, the Debtor 

explained that she “did not know how to properly answer” the questions her creditors were 

asking.171 The Debtor solemnly swore and affirmed to provide the truth, the whole truth and 

nothing but the truth at § 341 Meeting.172 The Debtor could and should have “properly 

answer[ed]” her creditors’ questions by providing complete, accurate, honest responses.173  

80. The Debtor failed to appear at a hearing the Court scheduled for January 29, 

2026 on her expedited motion to extend case deadlines.174 The Court allowed all parties to 

appear via videoconference to facilitate attendance.175 The Debtor still failed to appear.176 

Rather than attend that hearing, the Debtor emailed the Court Courtroom Deputy that day 

requesting that her case be dismissed.177  

81. The Debtor “fail[ed] and refuse[d] to provide” material information bearing 

on the bankruptcy in discovery.178 In her motion to extend the case deadlines, the Debtor 

agreed to supplement her Rule 2004 production and cooperate in scheduling her Rule 2004 

exam.179 The Debtor did neither.  

82. On January 22, 2026, the Debtor made a document production through her 

bankruptcy counsel, Helen Santilli, before she sought to withdraw from this case. Debtor’s 

document production omitted several categories of documents which the Court ordered the 

Debtor to produce, including loan applications, personal financial statements, and emails 

from the personal Yahoo account Debtor used to conduct business.180 Ms. Santilli notified 

 
169 See generally Ex. 13. 
170 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 129:20-130:3. 
171 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 132:7-11. 
172 See Ex. 13 at 2:7-10. 
173 See In re Strong, 661 B.R. 638, 654 (Bankr. C.D. Cal. 2024) (“Creditors should not have to ‘drag the truth’ from the 
debtor and the debtor should be required to abide by the ‘cardinal rule: when in doubt, disclose.’”). 
174 See DE 88. 
175 See DE 96. 
176 See DE 109. 
177 See DE 104.   
178 In re Khan, 846 F.3d at 1066; In re Kintner, 2023 WL 8044847, at *2. 
179 See DE 88 at 2.   
180 See Ex. 46. 
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Bluestone’s counsel that the Debtor “is aware she needs to disclose additional documents, 

including the related correspondence (i.e., Yahoo emails and text message). [Debtor] has 

indicated she is working on the foregoing.”181  

83. At trial, however, the Debtor testified she did not recall any such discussion 

with Ms. Santilli.182 The Debtor never made the supplemental production which Ms. Santilli 

represented was forthcoming.183 The Debtor testified that she had no recollection of any steps 

she took to gather responsive documents from her Yahoo e-mail.184 The Debtor testified that 

she did not know whether she had ever reviewed the Court’s Rule 2004 Order directing her 

to produce documents to Bluestone.185 The Debtor further testified that she did not know or 

recall whether she produced all responsive documents.186  

84. When Bluestone sought to take the Debtor’s Rule 2004 exam, the Debtor filed 

an “Emergency Motion to Stay or Quash Rule 2004 Examination and Notice of 

Deposition.”187 The Debtor subsequently withdrew her motion and stipulated to appear for 

her deposition on March 11, 2026.188 Shortly thereafter, the Debtor filed another motion to 

vacate all pending proceedings, necessitating an additional hearing to address whether the 

Debtor would appear for her Rule 2004 examination.189  

85. On March 13, 2026, the Debtor appeared for her Rule 2004 examination but 

evaded those questions she apparently preferred not to answer.190 The Debtor testified that 

she “could not recall” when Bluestone’s counsel asked more than 200 questions regarding 

Debtor’s Petition, schedules, financial condition and business pursuits. Like the defendant in 

U.S. v. Shuemake, the Debtor’s “[d]ubious claims of memory loss” included “inexplicable 

claims of faulty memory” and “evasive testimony.”191  

 
181 See Ex. 47. 
182 See Ex. 77 at 123:24-125:8. 
183 See Ex. 77 at 123:10-23. 
184 See Ex. 76 at 125:9-12. 
185 See Ex. 76 at 103:14-104:7. 
186 See Ex. 76 at 104:4-7. 
187 See DE 116. 
188 See DE 123. 
189 See DEs 152, 163. 
190 See Ex. 77. 
191 United States v. Shuemake, 124 F.4th 1174, 1177–78 (9th Cir. 2024). 
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86. The Debtor disclosed that her father paid $230,000 to Weinberger Law on 

October 17, 2025 on Debtor’s behalf as “prepaid” fees “to cover all of trial in the District 

Court” against Bluestone.192 In exchange for the $230,000 transfer, the Debtor purportedly 

conveyed title to several vehicles to her father, namely a 1966 Chevy Corvette, a 1972 Chevy 

Suburban, and two trailers.193 No documents memorialize this agreement between the Debtor 

and her 86-year-old father.194 While not making any findings regarding the validity or 

avoidability of those transfers, the Court certainly senses this smoke may be evidence of a 

fire. The $230,000 payment is more than six times the $34,426.85 in deposits that the Debtor 

claimed to own in her financial accounts.195 The $230,000 payment is apparently more than 

double the total fees that the Debtor had paid to Weinberger Law for the entirety of its 

representation of the Debtor to that point in her litigation with Bluestone.196 Based on the 

timing, purported purpose and amount of the transfer, it appears that Debtor may have 

intended to push value out of her future bankruptcy estate into the hands of her father and 

Weinberger Law by skewing her assets and liabilities.197  

87. The Debtor displayed a lack of candor when testifying during trial. In bench 

trials, “the judge weighs the evidence, determines the credibility of the witnesses, and finds 

the facts.”198 This Court had an opportunity to observe the Debtor’s testimony, her demeanor, 

and how she evaded questions over two days. The Debtor consistently claimed lack of 

recollection apparently in an effort to avoid providing answers which she knew would be 

damaging if she testified truthfully. “[T]rial courts can consider various factors—such as (i) 

inexplicable or questionable explanations for the lack of recollection, (ii) vague and evasive 

responses suggesting a refusal to answer truthfully, and (iii) potentially conflicting 

 
192 See Ex. 7, Schedule A/B, No. 22; Ex. 7, Schedule E/F, No. 4.11 Ex. 8, No. 6; 04/01/26 Tr. at 74:17-75:5. 
193 See Ex. 8, No. 18.   
194 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 75:6-77:2; DE 77 at 8 n. 3. 
195 See Ex. 7, Schedule A/B No. 17. 
196 See Ex. 8, No. 6. 
197 See In re Ellsworth, 455 B.R. 904, 920 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2011) (affirming bankruptcy court’s bad faith findings where 
the Chapter 13 debtors “withdrew close to $10,000 from a bank account on the eve of their bankruptcy filing to prepay 
certain expenses, which skewed their reporting of both their assets and their expenses”). 
198 United States v. Brown, 2014 WL 4634983, at *2 (E.D. Cal. Sept. 10, 2014). 

Case 2:25-bk-10864-DPC    Doc 194    Filed 05/14/26    Entered 05/14/26 14:18:33    Desc
Main Document     Page 22 of 30



 
 

23 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

testimony—as signs that a witness is feigning memory loss.”199  

88. The Debtor struck the Court as a sophisticated, accomplished business person. 

Indeed, the Debtor showed great recall when recounting her professional history and 

accolades, which she previously memorialized for a potential business partner.200 The 

Debtor’s testimony on subject matters she thought portrayed her in a positive light 

demonstrated that she does not suffer memory loss.  

89. The Debtor purportedly had no recollection of recent events that a reasonable 

person would not easily forget. For instance, the Debtor purportedly did not know whether 

she applied for a multi-million-dollar loan in June 2025 to purchase commercial real estate 

through Security National.201 The Debtor also gave evasive testimony to distance herself from 

past financial disclosures she had made which might undermine, if not contradict, her sworn 

bankruptcy schedules. For instance, on June 25, 2025, the Debtor emailed a “Personal 

Financial Statement” to Darek Bartol of NAI Highland, LLC, a commercial real estate firm 

located in Colorado Springs, Colorado.202 The Debtor’s correspondence with Bartol indicates 

that she spoke with him about commercial real estate opportunities and planned to meet in 

person in July 2025.203 Yet, the Debtor had no recollection of these discussions.204 To one of 

her emails to Bartol, the Debtor attached a “Personal Financial Statement” that she 

electronically signed attesting to its accuracy.205 When asked whether she signed the 

document electronically, Debtor testified, “I don’t believe I did,” “Not that I recall,” and “I 

don’t know.”206  

90. The Debtor, on other hand, admitted that she electronically signed a different 

document, the First Addendum to the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement with 

Bluestone (“First Addendum”).207 That admission undermined Debtor’s testimony that she 

 
199 Shuemake, 124 F.4th at 1177–78. 
200 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 172:5-174:12; Ex. 29. 
201 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 175:16-19, 179:3-5. 
202 See Exs. 35, 36. 
203 See Ex. 36. 
204 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 6:20-8:12. 
205 See Ex. 35. 
206 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 11:8-11, 10:2-3, 10:21-22. 
207 04/01/26 Tr. at 12:3-17; Ex. 81. 
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did not sign the Personal Financial Statement she transmitted to NAI Highland: Debtor’s 

electronic signature to the Personal Financial Statement looks identical to the electronic 

signature she affirmed was hers in the First Addendum.208  

91. When the Debtor was confronted with the identical electronic signatures, she 

still refused to acknowledge that she electronically signed the Personal Financial Statement 

she sent to NAI Highland, LLC.209 The Debtor maintained that she did not sign that document 

“to [her] knowledge.”210  

92. The Debtor attempted to disavow knowledge or recollection of a Conditional 

Terms Sheet that she executed in June 2025 with Security National.211 The Conditional Terms 

Sheet memorialized the terms for a $2,450,000 commercial loan to purchase real property 

located at 13818 N. Thunderbird Boulevard, Sun City, Arizona (the “Thunderbird 

Property”).212 The Debtor electronically signed six different pages of the Conditional Terms 

Sheet.213 Security National’s corporate representative testified that the Debtor’s execution of 

the Conditional Terms Sheet signified that Debtor and Security National were moving 

forward in the loan application process.214  

93. In June 2025, the Debtor also transmitted a commercial loan application to 

Security National for a loan to purchase the Thunderbird Property.215 The Debtor was asked 

whether she submitted this loan application and testified, “I don’t believe I did.”216  

94. The Debtor’s personal relationship with Vinesa Gomez, the Security National 

loan officer who processed the loan application, makes the Debtor’s lack of recollection not 

credible.217 The Debtor testified that Gomez was a “friend” who sold Debtor every residential 

home she has purchased.218  

 
208 Compare Exs. 35 and 81. 
209 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 12:22-24. 
210 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 12:22-24. 
211 See Ex. 37. 
212 See Ex. 37. 
213 See Ex. 37. 
214 See Ex. 76 at 38:14-39:19, 41:3-43:9. 
215 See Ex. 39; Ex. 76 at 54:3-13, 54:17-20, 56:16-58:7. 
216 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 27:10-11.   
217 See Ex. 37. 
218 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 175:16-21; Ex. 77 at 35:21-36:1. 
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95. Despite having a friendship and history working with Gomez, the Debtor 

testified that she has no recollection of ever applying for a multi-million-dollar loan with 

Security National through Gomez.219  

96. On the loan application, the Debtor represented that she earned $30,000 in 

monthly income and identified her employer as “Arizona Angels Assisted Living - PV.”220 

That information, of course, contradicts the Debtor’s disclosures in this case. Not only did 

the Debtor disclose zero income for 2025, but she also swore that “Arizona Angels PV LLC” 

has been inoperable.221 The Court finds the Debtor electronically signed that loan application, 

swearing that the information she provided therein was “true and correct as of” June 25, 

2025.222  

97. At trial, the Debtor tried to undercut the notion that she executed this loan 

application by claiming that she had no familiarity with the entity that the application 

identified as her employer, “Arizona Angels Assisted Living - PV.” Debtor testified under 

oath, “I don’t know what Arizona Angels Assisted Living - PV is.”223 The Debtor insisted that 

“Arizona Angels Assisted Living - PV” does not refer to the company she owns, Arizona 

Angels PV LLC, which she disclosed owning in her schedules.224  

98. The Court directly asked the Debtor whether she had an entity by the name 

of “Arizona Angels Assisted Living-PV.”225 The Debtor responded: “No. I wouldn’t have 

wrote it -- documented it down in that -- in that way. I would have -- I would have used the 

LLC because that’s the official name.”226 The Court again asked Debtor whether she ever 

owned an entity with the name, “Arizona Angels Assisted Living - PV.”227 The Debtor 

responded, “No.”228  

 
219 See 03/25/26 Tr. at 137:14-18; 04/01/26 Tr. at 21:13-23:1, 24:3-7. 
220 See Ex. 37 at SNMC000559. 
221 See Ex. 8, Nos. 4, 27. 
222 See Ex. 37 at SNMC000560. 
223 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 27:20-24 (emphasis added). 
224 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 27:25-28:20. 
225 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 28:12-13. 
226 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 28:14-16. 
227 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 28:17-19. 
228 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 28:20. 
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99. The Court finds that testimony was not truthful. The Debtor knew that she 

owned an entity that she identified by the name, “Arizona Angels Assisted Living – PV.” In 

discovery, the Debtor produced to Bluestone only one email chain from her personal Yahoo 

account.229 In that email between the Debtor and her accountant, Corrin DeBono of DeBono 

Financial Services, Inc., the Debtor explicitly identified “Arizona Angels Assisted Living-

PV” as a company she owns as of January 18, 2026.230 The Debtor initiated the email chain 

by asking DeBono about tax-related information for “arizona angels.”231 DeBono responded 

by asking when the Debtor closed that company.232 The Debtor replied: “Arizona Angels 

closed in 2022.”233 DeBono then questioned whether the Employer Identification Number 

(“EIN”) in the tax documentation the Debtor was reviewing matched the EIN of “Az 

angels.”234 The Debtor responded:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(See Ex. 48 at Stidham001127). 

100. Earlier in the trial, the Debtor testified that she has no doubt she sent the above 

email from her Yahoo account to her accountant.235 The email shows that the Debtor recently 

used the name, “Arizona Angels Assisted Living PV,” to refer to her company, “Arizona 

Angels PV LLC,” just as she did in her June 25, 2025 loan application to Security National.236 

 
229 See Ex. 48. 
230 On January 27, 2026, the Court entered an order granting Bluestone’s application for Rule 2004 examination of 
DeBono Financial Services, Inc. and the production of documents. (DE 99, 101). See 04/01/26 Tr. at 58:23-59:14. 
231 See Ex. 48 at Stidham001128.   
232 Id. 
233 Id. 
234 Id. 
235 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 58:23-59:11. 
236 See Ex. 37 at SNMC000559; Ex. 8, No. 27. 
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The Debtor’s testimony to the Court that she never would have used the name, “Arizona 

Angels Assisted Living-PV,” was an attempt to disassociate herself from the information she 

transmitted in her loan application. 

The Debtor Filed and Prosecuted This Chapter 13 Case for Improper 
Purposes and on Frivolous Grounds Under Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9011 

101. “Rule 9011(b) imposes on attorneys, and also on unrepresented parties, the 

obligation to insure that all submissions to a bankruptcy court are truthful and for proper 

litigation purposes.”237 Rule 9011(b) provides, in pertinent part:  

(b) Representations to the Court. By presenting to the court a petition, 
pleading, written motion, or other document--whether by signing, filing, 
submitting, or later advocating it--an attorney or unrepresented party certifies 
that, to the best of the person's knowledge, information, and belief formed 
after an inquiry reasonable under the circumstances: 
 
(1) it is not presented for any improper purpose, such as to harass, cause 
unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase litigation costs; [and] 
 
(3) the allegations and factual contentions have evidentiary support--or if 
specifically so identified, are likely to have evidentiary support after a 
reasonable opportunity for further investigation or discovery…. 
 
102. Rule 9011(c) authorizes a bankruptcy court “to impose sanctions on persons 

who violate Rule 9011(b)….”238  

103. Sanctions may include a nonmonetary directives, an order to pay a penalty to 

the court, or “an order directing payment to the movant of all or part of the reasonable 

attorney’s fees and other expenses directly resulting from the violation.”239 The Court may 

also “award to the prevailing party the reasonable expenses and attorney’s fees incurred in 

presenting or opposing the motion” for sanctions.240  

104. Here, the Court finds that the Debtor filed and prosecuted this bankruptcy 

case in violation of Rule 9011(b)(1) and (b)(3).241 The record, including sworn testimony and 

 
237 In re DeVille, 361 F.3d 539, 543 (9th Cir. 2004).   
238 In re DeVille, 361 F.3d 539, 544 (9th Cir. 2004). 
239 Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9011(c)(4). 
240 Fed. R. Bankr. P. 9011(c)(2). 
241 See 04/01/26 Tr. at 139:8-146:20, 151:13-152:8. 
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filings by the Debtor in this case, demonstrate that she instituted this action for improper 

purposes. It is clear to the Court that the Debtor was trying to delay or completely derail 

discovery in the District Court Action and forum shop that dispute to this Court. The Debtor 

acknowledged that she anticipated being found liable for substantial damages if the District 

Court Action proceeded to trial. The Debtor attempted to resolve that litigation either by 

unwinding her contracts with Bluestone or leveraging Bluestone into a settlement favorable 

to the Debtor. The Debtor also filed false or incomplete papers in this bankruptcy case.  

105. For all these reasons, the Court finds that the Debtor filed and prosecuted this 

case on frivolous grounds and for improper purposes, namely, to delay and frustrate the 

District Court Action.242  

The Debtor’s Filing and Prosecution of This Case in Violation of Rule 
9011 Warrants Imposing Remedial Measures 

106. “Once a bankruptcy court has determined that dismissal is appropriate, it must 

decide which form of dismissal should apply.”243 11 U.S.C. § 349(a) “establishes a general 

rule that dismissal of a case is without prejudice but expressly grants a bankruptcy court the 

authority to dismiss the case with prejudice—i.e., a permanent bar to refiling.”244 “The § 

349(a) power of the court ‘for cause’ to ‘order otherwise’ necessarily confers judicial 

discretion to impose a wide variety of consequences of dismissal regarding discharge of debts 

in the dismissed case and for filing future petitions.”245  

107. “[T]he governing standard for § 349(a) bad faith is totality of circumstances 

determined through [the] four-consideration matrix” set forth in Leavitt.246 “Consideration of 

the totality of the circumstances means that these four considerations are not essential 

elements and need not be computed with arithmetic precision. For instance, a bankruptcy 

 
242 See, e.g., In re Stimson & Gale Ent., Inc., 61 F. App’x 346, 347–48 (9th Cir. 2003) (finding that debtor’s bankruptcy 
petition was “filed solely for” the improper “purposes of delay and harassment, rather than any genuine intent to utilize 
the substantive protections of the Bankruptcy Code”); In re Baham, No. 19-BK-15039, 2020 WL 5816747, at *4 (B.A.P. 
9th Cir. Sept. 30, 2020) (affirming findings that Chapter 13 debtor filed petition an improper purpose citing “a lengthy 
record of protracted litigation, misrepresentations and concealment in filings, and a facially unconfirmable plan”). 
243 In re Watkins, 2023 WL 7448745, at *7 (9th Cir. B.A.P. Nov. 9, 2023). 
244 Id. (citation omitted). 
245 In re Duran, 630 B.R. 797, 809 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2021). 
246 Id. 
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could be found to have been filed in § 349(a) ‘bad faith’ even though the debtor had no prior 

bankruptcy case.” 247 

108. Here, the Court need not make a for-cause determination under § 349(a) 

because the Debtor consented to a two-year refiling bar. However, the Court does find and 

conclude that cause exists under § 349(a). A two-year refiling bar is appropriate to prevent 

further abuse of the bankruptcy process by the Debtor during the pendency of the District 

Court Action.248  

109. Additionally, “[a] restitutionary award compensating the opposing party for 

unnecessary litigation expenses—as opposed to a punitive fine paid to the court—is a 

particularly appropriate sanction in cases involving manipulative petitions filed principally 

for purposes of delay and harassment.”249  

110. The Court finds that a fee award is appropriate in this case not as a 

punishment, but as a restitutionary award. A fee award would compensate Bluestone for 

expenses the Debtor imposed on it by filing and prosecuting this case. The Debtor sought to 

use her bankruptcy to derail, if not defeat, the District Court Action or pressure Bluestone to 

a settlement. The Debtor’s obstruction during her bankruptcy drove up Bluestone’s litigation 

costs. Many of Bluestone’s trial exhibits were emails that the Debtor sent, never produced 

and testified she did not recall. Had Bluestone not contested the Debtor’s bankruptcy, the 

Debtor could have used it to affect other creditors’ rights. Bluestone reasonably invested in 

its defense to protect its rights and overcome the Debtor’s disclosure failures.  

111. Under these circumstances, an award of Bluestone’s reasonable attorneys’ 

fees and expenses incurred as a direct result of the Debtor’s improper conduct in this case is 

 
247 Id. at 810. See In re Kulick, 2022 WL 17848939, at *4 (affirming two-year refiling bar on Chapter 13 debtor whose 
“conduct clearly supported a finding of bad faith or abuse of the bankruptcy process”). 
248 See In re Kulick, 2022 WL 17848939, at *4; In re Watkins, BAP No. EC-22-1245-GLS, 2023 WL 7448745, at *7 
(B.A.P. 9th Cir. Nov. 9, 2023). 
249 In re Marsch, 36 F.3d 825, 831 (9th Cir. 1994) (ordering debtor to pay creditor amount equal to the “attorney’s fees 
and costs incurred [] in fighting the petition” because they were “properly calculated to remedy the debtor’s misconduct” 
under Rule 9011); In re Stimson & Gale Ent., Inc., 61 F. App’x at 348 (awarding for fees that were “reasonably and 
actually incurred”); In re Baham, 2020 WL 5816747, at *4 (affirming bankruptcy court’s exercise of its inherent authority 
to order payment of attorneys’ fees because they were “appropriately calibrated to compensate [the opposing party] for 
damages caused by” the debtor’s bad faith filing); In re Silberkraus, 336 F.3d 864, 871 (9th Cir. 2003) (affirming 
bankruptcy court’s “decision to engage in fee shifting” considering its “extensive findings of bad faith”). 

Case 2:25-bk-10864-DPC    Doc 194    Filed 05/14/26    Entered 05/14/26 14:18:33    Desc
Main Document     Page 29 of 30



 
 

30 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

an appropriate remedial measure that would comport with “both F.R.B.P. Rule 9011 and 11 

U.S.C. § 105(a).”250  

112. Bankruptcy requires debtors to make “full, candid, and complete 

disclosure…of their financial affairs.”251 The Debtor flouted those requirements in this case. 

She filed incomplete, inaccurate schedules with the Court. The Debtor withheld information 

and documents the Court ordered her to produce. At her deposition and trial, the Debtor gave 

evasive and conflicting testimony and feigned lack of recall. The Debtor undertook these 

actions while using her bankruptcy case to delay or eliminate her largest creditor’s pending 

specific performance action. Based on the totality of the circumstances, the Court concludes 

that the Debtor filed and prosecuted this Chapter 13 case in bad faith, for improper purposes 

and on frivolous grounds. Therefore, based on all of the foregoing, and good cause appearing, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED dismissing the Debtor’s bankruptcy case. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Debtor is barred for a period of two (2) years 

from the date of this Order from filing any bankruptcy case under any chapter of the 

Bankruptcy Code, in this District or any other District. A copy of this Order may be filed in 

any future bankruptcy case filed by the Debtor as evidence of the Court’s two-year refiling 

bar.  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED awarding Bluestone, and ordering the Debtor to 

immediately pay, reasonable attorneys’ fees incurred by Bluestone in connection with the 

Debtor’s bankruptcy case in the amount of $414,612.60, and reimburse Bluestone for its out-

of-pocket costs in the amount of $10,023.74 as restitution, together with interest on the 

foregoing sums at the Federal Judgment Rate of 3.7% per annum from the date of this Order 

until the foregoing sums have been paid in full.  

DATED AND SIGNED ABOVE. 

 
250 In re Silberkraus, 253 B.R. at 913. 
251 In re Searles, 317 B.R. 368, 378 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2004), aff’d, 212 F. App'x 589 (9th Cir. 2006); Ah Quin v. Cnty. of 
Kauai Dep’t of Transp., 733 F.3d 267, 273 (9th Cir. 2013) (“[T]he importance of full disclosure in bankruptcy 
proceedings cannot be overemphasized.”) (citation omitted)). 
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FL.           PHOENIX, AZ 85007−2650
17998690 AMERICAN EXPRESS NATIONAL BANK           C/O BECKET AND LEE LLP           PO BOX

3001           MALVERN PA 19355−0701           
17974310 AMERICREDIT FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC.           DBA GM FINANCIAL           P O BOX

183853           ARLINGTON, TX 76096           
17959784 AMEX           PO BOX 981537           El Paso TX 79998           
18021082 ARHC RHSUNAZ01, LLC           Stephen M. Montgomery           424 Church Street, Suite 800           Nashville, TN

37219           
17987510 Affirm, Inc.           Resurgent Capital Services           PO Box 10587           Greenville, SC 29603−0587           
17963400 AmeriCredit Financial Services, Inc. dba GM Financ           P O Box 183853           Arlington, TX 76096           
17959785 Arizona Department of Revenue           c/o Tax, Bankruptcy and Collection Sct           2005 N Central Ave, Suite

100           Phoenix AZ 85004           
17959786 BANK OF AMERICA           PO BOX 982238           El Paso TX 79998           
17959787 BLUESTONE CARE MANAGEMENT LLC           C/O LEE MUENCH           71 S. WACKER DRIVE, SUITE

1600           Chicago IL 60606           
17959788 BLUESTONE CARE MANAGEMENT, LLC           C/O HUSCH BLACKWELL LLP           2415 E. CAMELBACK

ROAD, SUITE 500           Phoenix AZ 85016           
17959789 BMO BANK N.A. DEPARTMENT           AIS PORTFOLIO SERVICES, LLC           4515 N. SANTA FE AVE.

DEPT. APS           Oklahoma City OK 73118           
17958405 BMO Bank N.A. Department           AIS Portfolio Services, LLC           4515 N Santa Fe Ave. Dept.

APS           Oklahoma City, OK 73118           
17959790 BMOHARRISBK           PO BOX 2008           Milwaukee WI 53201           
18013755 Bank of America, N.A.           PO Box 673033           Dallas, TX 75267−3033           
17976676 Bluestone Care Management, LLC           c/o Todd A. Burgess           The Burgess Law Group           3131 E.

Camelback Rd., Suite 224           Phoenix, AZ 85016           
17959791 CAP1/KOHLS           PO BOX 31293           SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84131           
17959792 CAPITAL ONE           PO BOX 31293           Salt Lake City UT 84131           
17959793 CARING PRESENCE IN HOME CARE LLC           805 WHIPPLE STREET           Prescott AZ 86301           
17959794 CENLAR FSB           C/O ALDRIDGE PITE, LLP           3333 CAMINO DEL RIO SOUTH, SUITE 225           San

Diego CA 92108           
17959795 CITI           PO BOX 6217           Sioux Falls SD 57117           
17956497 Cenlar FSB           c/o ALDRIDGE PITE, LLP           3333 Camino del Rio South, Suite 225           San Diego, CA

92108           
17959796 FIRST SVG CC           PO BOX 5019           Sioux Falls SD 57117           
17959797 FNCC           PO BOX 5097           Sioux Falls SD 57117           
17959798 GLOBAL FCU           PO BOX 196613           McKinleyville CA 95519           
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17959799 GM FINANCIAL           PO BOX 181145           Arlington TX 76096           
17959800 GTE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION           711 EAST HENDERSON           Coosada AL 36020           
18014046 GTE Federal Credit Union DBA GTE Financial           c/o Cenlar FSB, Attn BK Dept           425 Phillips

Blvd           Ewing, NJ 08618           
17959801 INCOMMONS BANK           301 EAST COMMERCE STREET           Mexia TX 76667           
18025799 Incommons Bank, N.A.           Blake Rasner           100 N. Ritchie Road, Suite 200           Waco, TX 76712           
17959802 Internal Revenue Service           Centralized Insolvency Operation           PO Box 7346           Philadelphia PA

19101           
17959803 JEFF AND SUN PLUMMER           18709 EAST MAZATZAL CIRCLE           Rio Verde AZ 85263           
17959804 MADISON STIDHAM           38825 NORTH 29TH AVENUE           Phoenix AZ 85086           
17959805 PANORAMA MORTGAGE GROUP           DMA AMERICAN HOME LOANS           1125 OCEAN

AVENUE           3/2023 NJ 08701           
17956768 Pinnacle Credit Services, LLC           Resurgent Capital Services           PO Box 10587           Greenville, SC

29603−0587           
17959806 ROADRUNNER           PO BOX 6505           Carol Stream IL 60197           
17959807 ROBERT STIDHAM           38825 NORTH 29TH AVENUE           Phoenix AZ 85086           
17985474 Rocket Mortgage, LLC f/k/a Quicken Loans, LLC           635 Woodward Ave.           Detroit, MI 48226           
17959808 SOURCE ONE FINANCIAL SERVICES, LLC           PO BOX 631727           Irving TX 75063           
17959809 SYNCB/PPMC           PO BOX 71727           Philadelphia PA 19176           
18024793 Synchrony Bank           by AIS InfoSource LP as agent           PO Box 4457           Houston, TX 77210−4457           
17959810 TBOM/CONTFIN           PO BOX 8099           Newark DE 19714           
17959811 WEINBERGER LAW           17767 N. SCOTTSDALE ROAD, SUITE 200           Scottsdale AZ 85255           
18013627 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.           PO Box 10438, MAC F8235−02F           Des Moines, IA 50306−0438           

TOTAL: 50
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