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B.A.IM Finds Tax Injunction Act Bars
Bankrupicy Court From Exercising
Jurisdiciion

In Linited Taconite, [LI.C v, State ol
Vinnesota (In re Eveleth Mines, L.L.C ),
No. 04-6045:04-6048 (8" Cir B.A P,
December 23, 2004) (he 8" Circuil B.AP
reversed a ruling in lavor ol the State of
Minnesota on the grounds that the Tax
[njunction Act barred the Bankruptey Court
from exercising jurisdiction

Cleveland ChlTs, Inc.. and Faiwu
Steel Group, Ltd . formed United Taconite,
LLC {~United Taconite™ )y, in order to bid on
the sale of Fveleth Mines, [L.1. C d/b/a
EATAC Mg and Thunderbird Mining
Co ("Dcebtor™y, On October 29 2003 the
Court approved a set of procedures tor
soliciting bids. At all tmes. the Minnesola
Department of Revenue ("MDORT) had
notice and appeared in the case. On
November 72003 Ulnited Taconite tiled an
Assel Purchase Agreement (the
“Agreement” ) with the Bankruptey Court
{the “Court™). United Taconite agreed to
pav cash in the amount ot 3 million and to
assume nearly $40 mlhon m habilines The
Court approved the Debionr s sale ol its
operating asscts to United Taconite and
entered an order approving the sale on
November 26, 2003 (the ~Order™),

In pertinent part, the Agreement
states that United Taconite shall not assume
or pay any of the Debtor’s labilities,
mcluding “any taconite production (ax
attributable (o the mining and beneliciation
ot taconite ore into enriched iron ore pellets
that has been or may be assessed by any
Taxing authority, meluding but not lmited
(o the Minnesota Department of
Revenue. .7 The Order contains a similar
provision to the one in the Agreement,
quoted above, and explicitly states (hal
Lmited Taconite 1s not (0 assume any
taconite production tax assessed for any

[

taconite production by the Deblor pursuant
to sceetion 298 24-298 27 of the Minncsota
Statutes. The Order also states that
“Pursuant (o 8§ 105(a) and 303(D ol the
Bankruptey Code, the Debtor 1s authorized
to transter title to the Mining Assets to the
Buver tree and clear of (a) all interests,
pledees. lens, . oblications for the payment
ol taconite production taxes related (o the
mining and production operations by [the]
Debtor using the Mining Assets, on [sic]
restrictions or charges ol any kind or nature
whatsoever....” The Order was entered
without objection trom any party and was
not appealed. The sale was closed.

MDOR assessed a taconile
production tax aczainst United Taconite
bascd, in part, on the Debtor’s production.
Lnited Taconite, believing that such an
assessment violated the Order, immediately
Nled a motion seeking (o enlorce the Order.,
claiming that both the Agrcement and the
Order specifically prohibited MDOR trom
using any lacomte production of the Deblor
1 its taconite production tax assessed
against United Taconite,

The Court determined that it had
jurisdiction (o interpret and enlorce the
Order because 1t had jurisdiction (o enter the
Order. The Court then found that this

Jurisdiction was not barred by the Tax

Injunction Act because there was not a plam,
speedy, and ellicient remedy m state court,
[t held there was no “plain™ remedy in state
court because there was uncertainty
concerning the avatlability or effect ol a
remedy [or a lederal Taw issue, namely the
application ot section 303(t) ot the
Bankruptey Code Furthermore, the
admimistrative agency track and judicral
track under Minnesola procedure were nol
speedy or efticient. The administrative
ageney track lacked a remedy tor the alleged
wrong identilied by United Taconite, and
there was 1oo much uncertaty lfor a prompl
and ctticient adjudicated resolution under



the judicial track  Based on (hese lindings,
the Court found it had tull authority to
address United Taconite’s motion. fef. at 19

The Court then held that Minnesola’s
taconite production lax scheme and 11s
application by the Minnesota Department of
Revenue did not create, recognize, or
enforce an “inleresl” in property that was
subject o 11 ULS.C. 8 3631, The Coun
also held that the terms of the asset sale
order itsclt did not foreclose the Minnesota
Department of Revenue lrom applying the
statutory averaging [ormula

The Bankruptey Appellate Pancl tor
the Eighth Cireuit {the “Pancl ™) starting by
noting that the question of subject matter
Jurisdiction 1 subject (0 de nove review
The Panel went into an in-depth analvsis on
the Tax [njunction Act (the “Act™),
ultiimately concluding that the Act barred the
Court Irom exercising jurisdiction. The
Panel agreed with United Taconite's
argument that the Court has jurisdiction to
mterpret and enlorce the Order because the
Court had jurisdiction to enter the Order
The Panel then pointed out that the Act is a
rule of abstention, not jurisdiction. The
Panel therelore delined the 1ssue as nol
whether the Court had jurisdiction, but
whether the Act required the Court to
abstain trom exercising that jurisdiction.

In finding that the Act barrved the
Court rom exercrsing jurtsdiction, the Panel
determined that because the Act was
trigeered through the reliet sought by United
Taconite, the Court could only e\erciqe
jurisdiction il a plain. speedy. and elTicient
remedy could not be hdd in State Court,
Disagrecing with the Bankruptey Court, the
Panel determimed that the Minnesota courts
were indeed a plam, speedy. and ellicient
torum tor a couple ot reasons. First, under
the Erie Transter Procedure, the Tax Court
can transler any ¢constitutional 1ssues (o the
state District Cowrt, which then decides the
issuc or reters it back to the Tax Court tor a

decision  In other words. the Tax Court and
District Court have _|LII'ISdIC-’[I()I‘1 to decide all
ot the issues raised in United Taconite’'s
motion,

Second, the Panel Tound
unpersuasive United Taconite’s argument
that Minncsota courts may not give proper
delerence (o the ellect ol a section 363 sale
under the Bankruptey Code laxpaver’s
lack ot contidence in the state court process
is not . the standard to be applicd.”™ United
Taconite did not prove that the Minnesola
Procedure was not plamn. speedy. and
ctticlent. and theretore the matter was
remanded to the Court to enter an order
abstaming m lavor of the Minnesola courts,

Post-Petition Presenimeni Of Posi-Dated

Checks Doces Not Violale Aulomatic Siav

In Thomas v Money Mart Financial
Services, Ine. (Inre Thomas)y, No. 04-
HO3SWM (8" Cir B.AP. December [
2004) the Bankruptey Appellate Panel lor
the Fighth Circuit held that a pay day
lender’s post-petition presentment of post-
dated checks which it received trom a debtor
15 excepted Irom the automatic stay pursuant
(o Bankrupiey Code Section 362(b) 1)

The panel agreed with the Bankruptey Court
that, under Missourl law, the lender was
entitled (o enlorce the checks. Therelore,
the lender’s demand [or payment constituted
presentment covered by the exceeption to the
automatic stay.

On November |5, 2003 the Debtor
oblained lowr pay day loans [rom Money
Mart Financial Scrvices, Inc.. ("Money
Mart™) cach in the amount of $30 00 In
exchange, (he Debtor gave Money Mart [our
checks, each i the amount ol $77.00, post-
dated December 15 20030 1t was the party's
expectation that the Debtor would be paid
on or about that date, which would provide
sulTicient [unds for the checks 1o be paid




On November 18, 2003 the Debtor
tiled a chapter 7 petition. On the same date,
her attorney sent Money Mart a notice
mdicating that the Debtor had liled a
bankrupiey petition. Money Mart also
received a court notice regarding the
commencement ot the Debtor’s case.

On December 17, 2003, the [our
checks were presented for payment (o the
Debtor's bank. On January 15, 2004, the
Debtor filed a complaint under Scetion
362(0) based on her claim that Money Mart
had violated the automatic stay when 1l
presented her cheeks for pavment. After
trial. the Bankruptey Court held that Money
Mart s actions i presenting the checks were
excepled lrom the automatic stay pursuant 1o
Section 362(b 11

The Bankruptey Court turther held
that the payment of the checks was an
unauthorized post-petition transler avoidable
by the Trustee under Scetion 349(a). The
Court, however, did not award the Debtor
damages [or violation of (the automatic stay,
but did order Money Mart to return the sum
ot $308 .00 to the Debtor. The Debtor
appealed.

This ¢case revolves around the
apphicability of Section 362(b)} 1), wineh
excepts trom the automatic stay “the
presentment ot a negotiable instrument and
the giving ol notice ol and protesting
dishonor of such an mstrument.” The
partics agrceed that the tour cheeks were
negotiable instruments. At Issuc was
whether or not what Money Mart did
constitutes “presentment” ol the checks

The Court stated that at tirst blush,
“The answer scems obvious. Under any
commonly understood use ol the word
“presentment,” that 1s exactly what Money
Mart did. In order to obtain pavment of the
cheeks, it presented them, either directly or
idirectly, (o the debtor’s bank 7 TTowever,
the Courl noted that there is no delinition of
“presentment” in the bankruptey code. The

cowrt leoked (o Missourt law (the U.C.C))
which detines “presentment” as:

“A demand by or on behall ol a
persan enfitled fo cnforce an
instrumern (1) to pay the instrument
madc to the drawee or a party
obliged (0 pay the instrument, or in
the case ol'a note or accepted drali
pavable at a bank, to the bank, or (i)
to accept a dratt to the drawee. Mo,
Rev Stat Section 400.3-30011a)
(emphasis added).”

Missourl law turther provides:

“Fxcept as stated m subsection (b),
the right to entorce the obligation ot
a party to pay an instrument is
subject (o the [ollowing: (1) a
delense ol the obligor based on .
(v discharge of the obligor in
insolvency proceedmgs. Mo Rev,
Stat Section 400 3-303(a)( 1))
(emphasis added).”

The Missourl statute clearly states
that, 1 an obligor has recerved a dischareze m
bankrupicy. the holder ol a nevotiable
instrument is no longer a person entitled to
entoree it When Money Mart presented the
checks, the Debior had not received her
discharge, and whether she would or not was
uncertain. ‘The Court noted that some courts
have suggested that, “'I'he tact that the debt
may later be discharved. brings o play the
Missoun statute vitiating (he holders status
as a person entitled to enforee an
instrument.”

ITowever, the Courl said, "We
simply cannot agree. The stalute savs
nothing ot the kind and such a reading
would virtually destroyv the applicability ot
the exception (o the automatic stay and 1s
certainly inconsistent with 11s language. Tl
would put presenters ot cheeks in the



position ol trying 1o make judements aboul
whether or not debtors wondd receive a
discharge in the tuture and., it so, whether or
nol the debtor’s debt 1o 1t would excepled
From such a discharge.” That analysisis
highly impracticable and would render the
exception to discharge “virtually
meaningless ~

Livesiock Owner/Contracior Held To Be
Farmer

In Coop. Supply. Ing, v, Corn-Pro
Nonstock Coop  Inc., {In re Corn-Pro
Nonstock Coop ., Inc ), No. 04-

AOTOE0T /G072 NE (8th Cir BLAT
December 16, 2004) the B A P allirmed
the Bankruptey Court tinding that the
Debtor was a tarmer not subject to an
involuntary petition. Turther, the B A P,
allirmed the demal ol sanctions acainst the
petitioning creditors,

[ an carlier decision in the Corn-Pro
case, the B A P relused 1o hear the parties
cross-appeals. ruling that they were
interlocutory. ‘The appeals arose from an
involuntary bankruptey petition. The
Debtor, Com-Pro. filed a motion 1o dismiss
allecing that 1t was a “farmer” within the
meaning ot Bankruptey Code § 101{20) not
subject to an involuntary tiling. Thereatter,
the parties [iled cross-motons for summary
judement. The Bankruptey Court granted
Corn-Pro’s motion tor summary judement,
denied the motion of the petitioning
creditors, and subsequently dented a motion
by Corn-Pro seeking attornevs™ lees and
costs pursuant to Bankruptey Code §
SO3(1K 1y and (2). Corn-Pro appealed the
order denying its motion [or attorney lees
and costs, and the petiioning creditors
appealed the order granting summary
Judement in tavor ot Corn-Pro. The B AP,
deternnined that both appeals were
mnterlocutory i nature because the
Bankruptey Court had tailed to rule on

Com-Pro’s motion (o dismiss. This decision
was explored in an carlicr Bankruptey
Section Newsletter.

Alter the dismissal ol the appeals.
the Bankruptey Court entered an order
dismissing the casc, bascd upon its prior
determination that Corn-Pro was a tarmer
within the meaning ol the Bankrupicy Code,
The parties azain filed cross-appeals.

Bankruptey Code § 303(a) provides
that an involuntary petition may only be
commenced Tagamst a person. excepl a
Farmer . 7 1 LS C 303(a), Com-Proas
a Ncbraska nonstock cooperative
association: a corporation tor the purposes
ol Nebraska law and thus a “person” [or the
purposes ol the Bankruptcy Code, 11
L.S.C8 10141 {detining a person to
include corporations). Bankruptey Code §
303 provides (hat a person can be a larmer 1l
more than 80 percent ol such person’s
income comes tfrom a farming operation.

All of Cormn-Pro’s income was derived trom
livestock production. The BLAP thus
mamtamed that the 1ssue was whether the
livestock production that Corn-Pro was
involved in was a “tarming operation”
within the meaning of Bankruptey Code §
TO1(21).

Corn-Pro’s business involved buving
pigs from a tarrower, contracting with hog
producers and arranging, through
independent-contractor managers, lor third
partics to transport the pigs to producers’
tacilitics. The producers ted and raised the
pres and when ready for slaughter, Corn-Pro
sold the prus 1o packers and hired trucking
companics to ship the hoes to the packers.

A prior 8th Circuit case, Otoe Co. Nat'|
Bank v Taston (Inre Caston), 883 T 2d 630

(8th Cir 1989, had held (hat a passive
investor, with no connection to the
production of crops or livestock, is not
engaved in larming operations  The
petittoning crecitors argued that Com-Pro
was merely a passive investor becausce,



while Corn-Pro owned the pras, 1t hired third
partics to raise and finish them, and Corn-
Pro was managed by independent
contractors and had no emplovees,

The BAP disaureed The Coun
noted that the independent contractors were
Corn-Pro members who managed the
operations as representatives ol and on
behallof Corn-Pro - Thus, the Court
concluded that Corn-Pro was not a passive
investor: it had signiticant involvement in
rasing the pigs. the sale ol which generated
all ol Com-Pro s income, The BADP
determined that the Bankruptey Court’s
tinding that ("()m—Pm was a tarmer within
the meaning ol the Bankrupicy Code was
correct and that the Bankruptey Court had
theretore pmpcrl_\-' dismissed the involuntary
petition.

Bankruptey Code § 303(0(1)
provides that the bankruptey court "may”
grant judgment against petitioners in tavor
ot the debtor tor attorney's tees and costs
where the court distmsses the petition other
than on the consent ol all petitioners and the
debtor. The Bankruptey Court declined to
exercise its diseretion to award fees and
costs (o0 Cormn-Pro based upon 11s
determination that the legal 1ssue of whether
Corn-Pro was a “tarmer” was “a very close
question.” The B.AP. agreed and tound no
abuse ol discretion n the Bankruptey
Court’s demal of Corn-Pro’s motion seeking
its attorneys” tees and costs.

B.A.P. Upholds Sanction Aeainst
Attorney for E-Filine Petition Without
Obiaining Deblor’s Signature

In Brives v TLaBarge (In e
Phillips), No 04-6023EM (8" Civ B.AP
November 24, 2004 the Bankruptey
Appellate Pancl upheld the Bankruptey
Courts order requiring Deblor’s allormey 1o
return all [unds received from the Debior,
pay a tine ot S730 to the Court, payvment of

$300 for the trustee’s attlorneys lees and
deliver a copy ot the Court's findings to the
ottice ot the chief disciplinary counsel and
the U'nited States Attorney lTor the Fastern
Distnct of Missour,

On October 20, 2003 the Debtor
tiled a Chapter 13 petition with her attorney
[.eon Sutton of Critique Tegal Services. The
case was dismissed on November 5, 2003
tor tailure to file a plan. On December 5,
2003, Ross H Briggs. another attorney at
Critique Tegal Services, electromcally [iled
a second Chapter 13 petition lor the Debtor
The Debtor did not sien the petition, did not
give Briggs permission to tile a second
petition and had never even spoken 1o
Briggs  On December 29, 2003 while the
sceond case was still pending, the Debtor
retained another attorney and tiled a third
Chapter 13 petition. At the request ol the
Trustee n the second case. the Bankruptey
Court dismissed the sceond case on January
14, 2004

Shortly therealier, the Trusiee liled a
motion pursuant 1o Rule Q011 Tor sanctions
against Briggs tor clectronically tiling a
petition without obtaining the Debtor’s
stgnature  The Bankruptey Court granted
the Trustee s motion lor sanctions and held
that: { 1) Briggs tiled a document tor which
he did not have an original signature ot the
debtor in violation of Rule 9011 and Tocal
procedures, (2) Brivgs filed a petition lor a
debtor with whom he did not meet in
violation of Walton v, LaBarge (In re
Clark). 223 T 3d 839 (8" Cir 20000 and (3)
Rriugs [led a lalse d]adoame ol
compensation of attorney tor debtor torm

claiming that the debtor paid him 599 tor his
services when she had not  Briges appealed
the B'-ml\'rup cy Cowrt order areuing lh'-1
Rule @011 does not require the Debtor’s
signature on a petition.

In alfirming the Bankruptey Court,
the B.A P noted that 1115 the olficial
bankruptey petition. not Rule @011 requires



a debtor’s sienature 1o verly the lacts
contained in the petition. In addition, the
case management/eleetronic case filing
(CMTCT Yy adnimistrative procedures
manual o1 the Bankruptcy Court for the
Eastern District of Missouri, requires that all
petitions be tiled electronically and that the
debtor’s electronic signature appear on all
voluntary petitions, The BLA P noted that
CM/ECE procedure indicates, “the tiling or
submission of a document required to be
stigned by another person 1s the filers
representation that the party whose signalure
is required has in tact signed the document ™
The Bankruptey Appellate Panel found that
Rrivgs vielated Rule 9011 by nserting the
Debior's signature and liling 1t 1sell
indicating that the Debtor had signed it in
accordance with local procedure when the
Debtor had in fact not signed the document.

B. AP, Reverses Non-Dischargeable
De¢termination

In Waring v. Austin /In re Austin/,
No. 04-6035 (8" Cir B AP 2004), the 8"
Circuit B AP reversed the Bankruptey
CourCs ruling that a debt was excepled lrom
discharge pursuant to 1 LS C§
S230aN2HA)

The Debtor was the president and
majority shareholder in a jewelry siore in
NMissoun (the “Jewelry Store™) The
Creditor was interested in buving stock in
the Jewcelry Store tfrom the Debtor. He
retamed an attorney 1o help him negotiate a
stock purchase agreement  During
negotiations, the Creditor asked the Debtor
to disclosc all assets and labilitics of the
Jewelry Store The lists for assets and
habilines were supposed 1o be icorporated
as exhibits in the stoek purchase agreement.
However, the Debtor never produced these

lists [or the Creditor 1o review. The Creditor

decided to purchase the stock even though
he did not receive these important

disclosures. On February 4. 2000, the
Creditor purchased 125 shares ot the
Jewelry Store trom the Debtor for
$ 100,000 00 The stock purchase avreement
stated that under certain circumsiances, the
Creditor could demand that the Debtor
repurchasc the 125 shares plus a 10% return
on the investment

Al the time of the stock purchase. he
Debtor told the Creditor that the Jewelry
Store was obligated to repay a loan in the
amount of $362.000 00 that was used 1o
purchase store [wmiture, [ixtures, and (o
remaodel the store. A fow davs atter the
Creditor had purchased his stock, the
$362.000 00 loan was relinanced and the
Debtor granted the new lender a blanke
sceurity interest on all assets ot the Jewelry
Store, including the jewelry. The grant of a
blanket security mterest on all of the assets
ol the Jewelry Store was not disclosed (o the
Creditor

Atter the stock purchase, the
Creditor took over the accounting practices
lor the Jewelry Store  Approximately one
vear atter the stock purchase, the Creditor
discovered that the Jewelry Store's
corporate status had been dissolved and that
there had been outstanding debts previously
undisclosed to him. Atter learning this and
other accounting irregularities, the Creditor
demanded that the Debtor repurchase his
stock from him - The Debtor could only
come up with $26.000.00 to repurchase the
stock. The Creditor, unsatisticd. demanded
that he be paid by jewelry [or his
mvestment, Tt was at this time that the store
manager, who is not the Debtor, told the
Creditor that a bank holds a sceurity interest
in all of the jewelry in the store. Undaunted
by this news, the Credior continue (o
demand his pavment in jewelry. Atter a
couple ot rounds of negotiation, the partics
agreed upon the proper selection of jewelry

that would satisly the Credior,



The Debtor continued making
pavments to the bank tollowing this episode.
However, within a vear ot the Creditor
(aking the jewelry rom the store. the Debtor
could not continue his business and hled lor
bankruptey. The bank filed a replevin action
against the Creditor tor the return of the
jewelry  The parties setiled the matter by

the Creditor agreemy 1o pay S23.000 00 and
to return jewelry valued at 577 000 .00 to the
bank.

Following the bank s replevin action,
he Creditor mstituted a 11 ULS.C,

S23(aN 2 ) A) non-dischargeability action
ludmat thc L)u btor sceking to exeept

$ 102,04 Yirom discharge under the
lheories ol Ialse prelense& lalse
representation, or actual traud . “To prevail in
a non-dischargeability action under Section
S23QN2)A)Y a creditor must prove by a
preponderance ol evidence that: (1) the
debtor made a talse representation: {2 at the
time the debtor knew the representation to
be Talse. (31 1he debtor made the
representation dehiberately and mtentionally
with the intention and purpose of deceiving
the creditor; (4) the creditor justitiably relied
on the representation: and (3) the creditor
sustaned Toss and damage as a provimate
result of the representation having been
madc. The Bankruptey Court tound that the
Creditor has sauishied these elements  The
Debtor appealed 1o the 8" Cir. BAD,
specitically contending the tirst, third, and
tourth elements: fal%c representation, intent
(o decerve, and justiliable rehance,

The determination ol whether a
requisite element ot a claim under Section
S23(a)2HA) Is present is a tactual
deternnination which appellate cours review
lor clear ervor

The Creditor's case relied on the
theory that the Debtor did not disclose that a
bank had a lien on the jewelry (hat was
given 1o the creditor (o sausly his debi
Debtor claimed the Creditor did not

The

Justitiable reliance stated that

justifiably rely on the omission. The 8" Cir

B A P_in discussing what constitutes
~[a] person
15 7Teq uired 1o use his senses, and cannol
recover 1l he blindly relies upon a
misrepresentation the talsity of which would
be patent to him it he had utilized his
opporUNIly 10 make a cursory examination
or mmvestigation.” In [inding that the
Creditor cannot prove by a preponderance of
evidence that his reliance was justitiable the
8" Cir BAP citedto (1) the Creditors
willingness 1o purchase the stock withoul
sceing the complete list of the corporate
liabilities: {23 the Creditor was represented
by counsel durng the negol i'alion ol‘ he
stock purchase agreement, (3) alier the
puu,hdnc the Creditor had hm..m-cud
liabilities which the debtor had not
disclosed. and (4) the testimony by the store
manager (hat the bank held a security
interest in the jewelry. Because the
Creditor's reliance was not justitiable, the
8" Cir B.AP reversed and did not reach
(the remaiming 1ssues on appeal

Court Initiated Sanciions Upheld

In Cruz v Conseco Iinance
Servicing Corp. {In re Crottord), No. 04-
GU29EA (8" Cir. B AP December 14,
2004), the B.AP affirmed the Bankruptey
CourC’s Order imposing sanctions on Kathy
A Cruz, counsel tor the Debtors. In her
appeal, the Dchmr%“ counsel claimed that
the decrsion of the Tiughth Circuit Court ol

Appeals, Norsyn, Ine v Desai. 3531 T.3d
825 (8" Cir 2003y, dictated a vacation of
sanctions.

Cruv sugeested that the sanctions
had (o be vacated m therr entirety when a
trial court improperly awards attorneys™ tees
to an aggricved party where the Court, not
the agurieved party, initiated the imposition
ol the sanctions. The B.AP agreed thal
only sanctions initiated by motion ot an




agurieved party may be payable (o the
movant. Sanctions imposed on a Court s
initiative must be paid to the Court pursuant
(o Federal Rule of Bankrupley Procedure
OO 1{eH2) Tlowever. in this case, the
Bankruptey Court moditied its carlicr order
and determined that the sanctions previously
imposed on Cruz and payable (o Conseco
should be made pavable (o the Cour
Accordingly, the B AP attirmed.

NEWS

S Paul Bankruptey Couri To Move

On or near June 20, 2005 (he
Bankruptey Court in St Paul will move 1o
Minncapolis while the St Paul Warren
Burger Federal Building is renovated. The
renovation will (ake approximately 2 vears
Al this time, the plan 1s Tor Judge Kishel 10
sharce Judece Dreher’'s courtroom and Judge
() Brien to share Judee Kessel™s First
meelings will continue i St Paul at a
location 1o be named. More details will
tollow.

Chapter 13 Office News

The Chapter 13 oftice held another
in its series of Brown Bae Lunches on
Irday, January 21 This meetnyg was
designed for legal assistants only and,
despite the inclement weather, some 20 legal
assistants attended, from as far away as
Waseca, Ovwatonna, Mankato and 5t Cloud,
The atlendees heard a presentation on
drafting schedules and plans tor accuracy
and completeness, tollowed by a tour of the
Chapter 13 olfice and an opportunity 10
meel Jasmine Keller's stalt

Ms. Keller attended the midyear
mecting of the National Association ot
Chapter 13 Trustees in Washmgion, I ¢

le

January 27 -29,

[T R NN A R

O

Newlyv-appomted Milwaukee, WI
Chapter 13 Trustee Mary Grossman visited
the Chapter 15 ottices on Thursday,

January 20, 10 view the operations and 10 vel
a [irst hand look at the specialized soltware
used by the Chapter 13 oftice.

New Panel T'rustee Named in Duluth

The LS Trustee Ottice has
announced that Bridget Brine has been
named a new panel chapler 7 trustee n
Duluth Tler contact mlormation [ollows:

Bridget Brine

Brine Law T Tud
PO Box 608

Duluth. MN 55801
{218) 724-3570 {phone)
(218) 724-3370 (lav)
bridgerdibrinelaw com



