* UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
" FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI

INRE: o o P

JACQUELINEP.HARRIS, -~ CASENO.04-10581-:NPO
~ DEBTOR. .  CHAPTER7
'GMACFINANCIAL SERVICES B PLAINTIFF N
VS, . ADV.PROC.NO. 04-01097-NPO o
JACQUELINE P.HARRIS ‘DEFENDANT

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER DENYING COMPLAINT

| There came before the Court for trial (the Trral”) the Complamt (the “Complamt”) (Adv o ~
: .Dk No l) ﬁlcd by the Plamtxff GMAC Fmancral Services (“GMAC”), and the Response to ,

B -Complamt (the “Response”) (Adv Dk. No 8) ﬁled by the Defendant Jacquelme P Hams (the |
' :“Debtor”) in the above- styled adversaryproceedmg (the “Adversary’) Atthe Trial, J osephC Grbbs: .'
| represented GMAC a.nd Fredrlck B. Clark represented the Debtor The Court havmg conmderedl '.

._.the pleadmgs and the evrdence presented at the Tnal concludes for the followmg reasons that the_-.

- ' C_omplmnt is not we_ll taken and’ shoul_d be demcd.1

* Jurisdiction

This Court has jurisdicti'on-over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding pursuant '

! The followmg constrtutes the findings of fact and conclusions of law of the Court
= pursuant to Federal Rule of Ba.nkruptcy Procedure 7052 :
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_- to 28 U S. C § 1334 ThlS isacore proceedmg pursuant to28 U. S. C § 157(b)(2)(I) and (J) NOthC :

. of the Complarnt was: proper under the erreumstances

_ F acts 2
- The following facts are deriyed frorn the stipulations' inc’luded in the.P_re.trial Qrder (Adv. Dk.
' .:.No-,-39), as well as the evidence _presented at the Trial, including .the .u'n_rebutted and credible
testrmony of the Debtor B
| " The Debtor S boyfrrend Brian J ordan (“J ordan”), asked her to assist hrm in leasmg a 2003 :
Cadlllac Escalade (the “Vehrcle”) J ordan explamed to the Debtor that he already had worked out_ |
.' : the detarls of the lease with Kelth Gatewood (“Gatewood’ ’), a salesman w1th Cadillac-Saab of o
. Memphls, Tennessee (the “Dealershrp") J ordan further explamed to the Debtor that Gatewood had

advrsed Jordan that he would need an employed person to s1gn the paperwork in order to lease the -

) Vehlcle Jordan represented to the Debtor that if she would srgn the required paperwork for him, he-' h

. would be responsrble for all payments on the Vehicle and mamtam msurance on it. Based on hrs_ :

- promises to her the Debtor agreed to help J ordan lease the Vehicle.

i Thereaﬁer the Debtor received a blan.k credlt apphcatlon (the “Generlc Credit Applrcatron“) S h

o (Trral Tr Ex D-1) from a person narned “Smrtty "2 She completed the Generrc Credit Apphcatlon,

whlch reﬂected her employment asa legal assrstant at the Clark Law Office, her monthly income of '
-. $l 800 OO per month addltronal yearly 1ncome of $2, 400 00 derived from typmg _]ObS and her_ |
: .lrabrlrtles The Debtor srgned the Generlc Credit Appllcatlon and returned it to Smitty. -

Subsequently, Jordan mformed the Debtor that her credlt appllcatlon had been approved and

3 ot At Trial, Snutty was identified as‘a “bird dog,” i.e., a person who locates buyers for car. o |
'salesmen Smrtty was not employed by the Dealership or GMAC. - '
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' '_ adv1sed her that she would need to go to the Dealershtp to sign the paperwork for the lease The :

Debtor and Jordan went to the Dealershxp on Apnl 24 2003 for the lease CIOSrng (the “Closmg”) o

Gatewood met the Debtor and Jordan at the De’alcrshrp and escorted them to the ofﬁce of o o

': Franco Quesada (“Quesada ) the finance manager > In accordance wrth the Dealershrp s usual -

| procedures, Gatewood had created and provrded to Quesada pr1or to the Debtor s amval a folder' 5
K .whlch 1ncluded credrt bureau reports a copy of the Debtor s drivers’ license,’ the GMAC Insurance.
_ Infonnatron F orm (the “Insurance F onn”) (Trial Tr. Ex. P-7), and the GMAC SmartLease Agreement .'
(the’ f‘Lease Agreement”) (T rial Tr. Ex.-P-l). The folder also 1ncluded a GMAC credtt apphcatron , |

| (the “GMAC Credlt Appl1cat1on”) which purportedly had been completed by the Debtor The -

o GMAC Credrt Apphcatwn reflected that the Debtor was employed asan attorey (src) at Clark’s (src) -

N Law Ofﬁce, and that she earned an annual 1ncome of $85 000. OO The GMAC Credit Appllcanon_'
also llsted an incorrect telephone number for the Debtor’s employer Quesada d1d not know who =
 had comple_ted the GMAC Credit Applrcatl-on that was provided to h1m.

- Quesada prepared the Insurance Form® and the Lease Agreement” in the Debtor’s presence,

3 Quesada was employed by the Dealershtp, not GMAC

- % The Debtor disputed that she supphed her dnvers license to Quesada at the Closmg, -

' - but stated that she did fax Quesada a copy of it the following week

o * 1f the Debtor a legal assrstant had completed the GMAC Credit Appllcatron 1t is o
'_reasonable to assume that she would have correctly spelled “attorney” and correctly listed the
‘name and telephone number of’ her employer. :

¢ The Debtor testified that she did tell Quesada that she had insurance coverage wrth
Progresswe Insurance on her own Ford Mustang, but that it was her understanding from Jordan
. that both Quesada and Gatewood expected him to obtam his own msurance on the Vehrcle '

_by J ordan
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7 Thc Lease Agreement reﬂects a down payment amounit of $2, OOO 00, whrch was pard - o




- and the Debtor srgned both documents Quesada then typed the mformatlon obtained from ‘the
y GMAC Credlt Apphcatlon into the Dealersh1p $ computer system and submltted it, along w1th the

- _Lease Agreement, to Debble Dees (“Dee_s”),_ a GMAC Employee.

‘Dees reviewed the GMAC‘_ Credit Application information and ran an_independent credit

o bureau'report on_ the. Debtor, which reﬂected the Debtor’s employer, but not her income.' Dees -

determmed the Debtor tobea credlt-worthy customer W1th the capac1ty to make the payments on the

. Vehlcle Based on the mformatlon prov1ded by the Dealershrp, GMAC approved the Lease _ -

..Agreementa =

- Upon Quesada s receipt of the Lease Agreement approval the Debtor executed all of the -

| 'remammg documents 1ncludmg the GMAC Cred1t Appllcatlon The Debtor did. not however
. _rev1ew any of those documents Rather she assumed that the GMAC Credlt Appllcat1on whlch she '
. 'executed at the Closmg properly reﬂected the mformatlon that she had prov1ded on the Generlc_'
Credlt Appllcatron prevrously supplred to Srmtty When the Lease Agreement transactlon was.
finished, Gatewood dehvered the Vehlcle to J ordan _The Debtor left the Dealershlp in her Ford | -.

> Mustang

~The Debtor testified that her intention in regard to financing the Vehicle was only'to -
accommodate Jordan. She never intended to make the payments, obtain insurance, purchase a car
tag, nor reta-in possession of the Vehicle. The Debtor also Stated that the Lease Agreement was her

ﬁrst 1mportant ﬁnanc1al transachon The purchase of her own Ford Mustang pr1mar1ly had been

- handled by a co-srgner and the Debtor beheved that the Lease Agreement transactlon would work _

R Dees testlﬁed that if the GMAC Credit Apphcatlon had reﬂected the information

: contmned -on the Generlc Credit Apphcatton she would not have. approved the Lease o
: Agreement : S
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thé same vvay,'i.e., that she wo_uld ekecute the documents, but that J ordan would poaeess the Vehicle K
and be reeponsible for the'.p'ayments, insurance, and tag. She alao believed that'th-e Certificate of
" Title would be isslled in Jordan’s na.me.9 !
| _ Subsequently, the Debtor? received teleohone calls from Gatewood and Quesada that. -
payrnents \vere not __being made and that' insurance was not 1n place on the Vehicle. The Debtor
.infor_rned. Quesada that J o'rdan had pbssession_ of the Vehicle in Texas. When Jordan later contacted
' '_ the Debtor and shel advised him of the tele'phone calls frorn Gatevvood -and Quesada Jordan prOmised
that he would ‘make the payments on the Vehtcle The Debtor then lost contact W1th | ordan :
Eventually, the Debtor began worklng w1th GMAC to locate Jordan but those efforts were'
o | unsuccessful The Debtor thereafter reported the Vehlcle as stolen, and it ultlmately was located by
"the Police Department in Memphis; Tennessee |
Davrd Luke (“Luke”) the GMAC corporate representatlve at the Trial, testlﬁed that he was :
: mformed that the Vehicle had been recovered and was located at 2 an 1mpound lotin Memphls The __ _'
'_.Vehlcle had been strlpped and abandoned and was towed to storage for GMAC Luke testlﬁed that | .
| the VCthlC was sold at auction “as is” for $22 000.00, leavmg a deficiency balance of $38 270. 96 |
'plus attorneys fees - |
Faced with the deﬁcwncy, the Debtor ﬁled a voluntary petmon for rehef under chapter Tof

3 _the Bankruptcy Code (the “Petrtlon”) (Dk No Don February 4 2004.1 On J une 14, 2004 G\/IAC

) '.1_n_1t1ated the 'Adversary by _ﬁlmg the Comp’lamt. In the_ Complalnt, GMAC contends that the Debtor |

- ® The Certlﬁcate of Title was issued by the State of M1551551pp1 to GMAC in care of the '
| _Debtor and GMAC is reflected as the first llenholder (Trial Tr. Ex P-2).

1 On June 29, 2004, an Order was entered whereby the Debtor rejected the Lease .
_Agreement and abandoned the Vehlcle (Adv. Dk. No. 3) - Lo
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o nlade ‘material false representations which ihdu'ced GMAC to'enter the Lease Agreement and'that _

the Debtor made rnaterlal mlsrepresentanons w1th regard to possess1on of and payment for the

' Vehicle. Asa result GMAC mamtams that the Debtor should be precluded from dlschargmg her S o

debt to GMAC pursuant to 11US.C. § 523(a)(2)(A) and (B) or, alternatwely, that the Debtor should .
be- demed a dlscharge of all debts pursuant to § 727(a)(4)

In her Response the Debtor maintains that she is entitled to dlseharge the GMAC debt as
well as all other debts. The Debtor contends that she prov1ded accurate - credit apphcatlon
_mforn_ratlon to.Smltty, but that he 'and/o.r' Gatewood altered that i.nformation 50 that the_.Lease_ :
Agreement' -Woutd' be approved for Jordan to ohtain_ the Yehicle.'_ The Debtor also asserts.-that' the
. Dealership, throug.h.'.Gatewood, not only was aware that'Jordan was to have possession o_f, m.ake'.
payments | on, and _insure. the‘__Ve_hiele,.' .but also, through. Quesada,. _.transmitted. the incorrect
- -'information ..to GMAC. - The Debtor thus asserts that. she did not ~make any nraterial L

K .nrisrepresentations in regard-to the Lease Ag’reement, In'faet, the Debtor _takes-the position that she,..
. t.oo,. isa v.i.ct.irn of Smlttys .G.atewood’s, and J _ordan’s fraudulent actions. | |
.. 5 | ﬁiscussion
L1 U.s.c._'§ SB@O@A)
: Section 52.’3(a)(2)(A) encepts_from discharge a debt:.

_for money, property, serv1ees or an extensron, renewal or. reﬁnancmg of credlt to |
. the extent obtamed by .. . :

(A) false pretenses a false representatxon or actual fraud

- 11 uU.s. C § 523(a)(2)(A) L Sectlon 523 should be construed hberally in favor of the debtor See" o

= 1w Heremafter all code sections refer to the Umted States Bankruptcy Code found at Title
' __11 of the Umted States Code unless otherwrse noted. .
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Boyle v. Abilene Lumber, Inc. (In re Bovle), 819 F.2d 583, 588 (5" Cir. 1987).

The party objeeting to 'di.scharge of the debt must demonstrate that: (1) the debtor made""

B representatlons (2) at the trme they were made the debtdr knew they were false (3) the debtor made

" the representatlons w1th the intention and purpose to decerve the creditor; (4) the creditor actually —

and Justtﬁably rehed on the representations; and (5) the creditor sustamed losses as a prox1mate
result of the representatlons General Electnc Capital Qom v. Acosta (In re Acosta), 406 F 3d 367 :
b -. 372 (5"‘ Cll‘ 2005) AT&T Umv Card Servs v. Mercer (Inre Mercer) 246 F.3d 391 403 (5"‘ Cir. .
| 2001) see also: B_emprﬁge_ﬁv_%tw_ost 44 F.3d 1284 1292 (5‘h Crr 1995), Bank of
| .. Louisiana v, Bercre ( nre Bercler) 934 F. 2d 689, 692 (5“‘ Cir. 1991) Moreover “[t]he credltor . |
-. must prove by a preponderanee of the evidence that the debt 1s nondlschargeable o Mgg_E_tig_ -
L.P.,44F.3d at 1292 (mtmg Gmgan v: Garner 498 U S 279, 286 1 11'S.Ct. 654,659, 112 L Ed.2d N
: _'755 (1991)). |
- '. - In regard to the first element GMAC has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evrdence
| that the Debtor made representatrons When the Debtor 31gned the GMAC Credrt Apphcatron she N g

made a representatton to GMAC that she was an attorney who earned an annual mcome of

$85 OOO 00. Furthermore by srgnmg the Lease Agreement and other documents, she made .

- representatlons to GMAC that she would make the payments on, maintain insurance on, and retain -
- 'possessmn of the Velncle '
. In regard to the second element GMAC has demonstrated by a preponderance of the_ .

evrdence that the Debtor knew that at least some of her representatrons were false at the tlme she
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: rnade them 2 ‘That is, -the Debtor’ made written representations that she wo'uld be responsible for
.payments and insurance on the Vehicle. Whrle she had been assured by Jordan that Gatewood '_
N Quesada and GMAC had approved the Iease transactioh w1th the understandmg that J ordan would |

o _po_sse'ss and be re'spo_nsr_ble for the Vehicle, she nevertheless knew at the time she made those .

particular representations that they were false.

In regard to the third element however GMAC has failed to demonstrate by a preponderance -

g of the ewdence that. the Debtor made the representatlons with the 1ntent10n and purpose to decelve

) GMAC “Debts that satlsfy the th1rd element the scienter requlrement are debts obtatned by frauds' -

"_ 1nvolv1ng moral turpttude or 1ntent10nal wrong, and any mtsrepresentatrons must be knowmgly and

: fraudulently made ” ln re Acost 406 F 3d at 372 (quotmg irst Nat’l Bank Lagrange v. Martin _
( nre Martm) 963 F.2d 809 813 (5“‘ C1r 1992)). “An mtent to decetve may be mferred from. -
| reckless d1sregard for the truth or falstty of a statement combmed w1th- the sheer magnrtude of the. -
" resultant mrsrepresentatton o Id (quotlng Norris v. First Nat | Bank (Inre Noms) 70 F 3d 27, 30 )

n 12 (5‘h Ctr 1995)) “Nevertheless anhonest behef even if unreasonable thatarepresentatlon is _'

true and that the speaker has mformatton to Justtfy it does not amount to intent to decetve ? Id

3 ,(cmng Pglmaccrv Umprerre 121 F3d 781, 788 (1* Cir. 1997)).

In thts case the Debtor d1d not knowmgly and intentionally deceive GMAC She beheved

- the GMAC Credlt Apphcatlon properly reﬂected the information she had provrded on the Genertc '_ 3

Credtt Appltcatlon Moreover, whtle the Debtor made wrttten representatrons that she would make S

12 While, as noted, the evidence at the Trial established.that.the .Debtor' did not know -that.-'

the representations on the GMAC Credit Application were untruthful, she nonetheless knew that -
some of the other representatlons she made in regard to the lease transactron were false at the
- time she made them C - :
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the payrnents on and.main_ta.in insurance_ on the Vehicle, she made those representations with the"
- | understandtn'g that t'he [.)eale.r.ship’s ernployee Gatewood had arranged the transaction for Jordan’s -
_' beneﬁt not for the Debtor s. In addttlon the Debtor sortly prior important ﬁnancral transactron was L
| the purchase of her Ford Mustang, which as noted had been handled by a eo-s1gner The Debtor '

| belreved that the Lease Agreement transaction would be srmrlar and that after she executed the .

docume_nts, Jordan would retain possession, make payments on, an_d. maintain msurance on the

_ Vehrcle

Furthermore GMAC offered no evidence at Trral to refute the Debtor ) testlmony Nelther _ '_ | |
Smitty,.Gatewood nor J’ordan were present to contradrct her," and n none of the GMAC wrtnesses '
who were called at Trlal ha.d any knowledge of the events that transplred before the Debtor and..'

- "__'Jordan met w1th Quesada Thus the Court s left w1th the Debtor s unrefuted and credrble testlmony -
- that while she srgned all of the lease transaction documents she did so w1-th the assumptron that they. '

‘were completed correctly and w1th the understandmg that. the entire Lease Agreement transactron :

_ _had been orchestrated by the Dealersh1p 'S employee Gatewood and approved by GMAC Thus

. wh11e the Debtor may be mexpenenced and naive, the evrdence drd not persuade the Court that she :
'_ | 1ntended to decelye GMAC. In.fact', viewing the series of events as a whole., the evrdence sugges_ts ' .. o
that the Debtor was a victim ofa financial fraud perpetrated by Srnitty, .Gatewood_,.and_/or ;Iordan.'. |
Having f'ailed to'meet .its. burd'en with regard to the third factorl" the Court need not address_ ‘
" the remarnrng elements GMAC has farled to demonstrate by a preponderance of the evrdence the '

factors whrch would preclude the dlschargeabrhty of the debt to GMAC under § 523(a)(2)(A).- S

B "Apparehtly, GMAC employed professtonal investrgators to locate those three

. _individuals prior to Trial, but were unable to find them, including the former employee of the o
- Dealers}np, Gatewood The Debtor had no knowledge of thelr whereabouts
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- 2. 11USC §523(a)(2)(B) |

" -' Under § 523(a)(2)(B) an md1v1dual debtor is not dlscharged from any debt

!

for money, property, services, or an extensmn, renewal or reﬁnancmg of credlt to the
 extent obtalned by: :

(B) " use of a statement in writing - -
o . thatis nlaterially' false;

(i) - respecting the debtor’s or an insider’s

- financial condition; :

(iii) - on which the creditor to whom the debtor is
liable for such money, property, servtces, or

“credit reasonably relied; and

(iy) that the debtor caused to be made or pubhshed _' '
T w1th intent to deceive. '

- § 523(a)(2)(B) As stated prevmusly, each of the factors regardmg a false ﬁnanc1al statement must -
be proved by a preponderance of the evidence. See Groganv. Garne 498 U S at 286 Accordmgly, L
GMAC must prove by a preponderance of the evidence: 1) the ex1stence ofa statement in wntlng,-j

2) the wrltmg must be matenally false 3) the writing must concern the debtor s ﬁnanmal condltlon L

'4) the creditor must have reasonably rehed on the statement; and 5) the statement must be made or

- _pubhshed W1th the 1ntent to decelve Byrd V. Bank of M1551sslpp 207 BR. 131 134 (S D. MISS |

199n

GMAC agam has falled to meet 1ts burden w1th regard to the last element the Debtor s'

_intent. The Debtor testlﬁed at the Trial that she completed the Generic Credlt Apphcatlon Wthh o
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correctly' r.eﬂecte:d her employment info'rmmlon and __lncorne, and suhml’tted 1t to Smitty. -'She also '

B “a'c'lmit'ted.that she subsequently' executed the GMAC Credit Application. Yet she did not re.view the
= GMAC Credxt Appllcatton and thus, was unaware that her employment information and income had '_

' .been altered when it was transferred to the GMAC Credlt Apphcatlon In addltlon, as noted

' prev-tously, the Debtor b_elleved that the entire Lease Agreement transact1on had been coordmated o

'_by'the Dealershlp’s'employee GateWOod and approved..hy GMAC.

leen the Debtor s credlble test1mony that she did not review the GMAC Credit Appllcatlon,':' .
| and g1ven GMAC S. fallure to produce Smltty Gatewood or Jordan to: deny thelr apparent - "
| _ partxcnpatxon in this alleged scheme the Court t'mds that GMAC has falled to demonstrate by the '_ :
-.preponderance of the ev1dence that the Debtor executed the GMAC Credlt Appllcatlon w1th the .. B

'mtent to decelve GMAC Thus GMAC has falled to establlsh the elements whjch would preclude-_ .

_ the dlschargeabthty of the debt to GMAC under § 523(a)(2)(B)

- '3t 11 U s C. § 727(3)(4)

In addltlon to ob_]ectmg to. the dlscharge of the part1cu1ar debt owed toit, GMAC also obJects -

o _to the Debtor obtamlng a dlscharge ofall debts pursuant to § 727(a)(4) Sectlon 727 (a)(4) provrdes ) o

(a) The court shall grant the debtor a d1scharge unless --
‘ (4) the debtor knowrngly and fraudulently, in or in connectton w1th
the case - . - - o
(A made a false oath or account; .

| nusc §727(a)(4)(A)

The false oath or account contemplated by § 727(a)(4)(A) apphes to actions taken “m orin

connectton w1th the case,’ such as when a debtor makes ‘a false_ statement or omxssron in [l_ns] o -
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L

_'-bankruptcy schedules or. a false statement . . . at an examrnanon durmg the course of the o -

.:proceedmgs » Beaubouef v, Beaubouef (In re Beauboueﬂ 966 F 2d 174 178 (5“‘ Cir. 1992), see'j
| ] - alsa L. Klng, 6 Colher on Bankruptcy 'I 727 04[2] (Matthew Bender 15‘h Ed Rev 2001) Thus .:_ L
| .“[d]lscharge may [1] be demed if the debtor makes a false oath in connectlon w1th h1s bankruptcy ' L
ﬁlr—ngs.” Cadle Co. v. Pratt (In re Pratt)- 411 F .3d 561, 566 (5th Cir. 2005). In that GMAC has not |
) I"demonstrated that the Debtor made a false oath w1th regard to her bankruptcy schedules or durmg o
o .an exammatron such as the meetlng of cred1tors 4 § 727(a)(4)(A) seerrungly would not apply to the _. .'
i alleged false representatlons made in connectron wrth the GMAC Lease Agreement transacnon at -
1ssue. in thrs,case. Yet even assummg that § 727(a)(4)(A) does apply to the GMAC Lease _
g Agreement tra.nsac‘tron, GMAC nevertheless faces the same hurdle in successfully obje_ctmg to _the' L o
o Debtor’s'discharge as it does with.r.e'.gard to objecting'to the Debtor’s discharge ot' the particular-debt B
. owed to GMAC That 1s,§ 727(3)(4)(A) requires adebtor s fraudulent intent to decerve 1 However | : -
. as dlscussed GMAC has falled to demonstrate that the Debtor acted with fraudulent 1ntent
: '_"Accordrngly, GMAC has fa1led to persuade the Court by a preponderance of the evrdence the

| _ elements whlch would preclude the drscharge of the Debtor pursuant to § 727(a)(4)(A)

B ___-'f‘__See'§_ 341@)_. -

% For instance, “[t]o establish a false oath under this section, the creditor must show that - - -

‘(1) [the debtor] made a statement under oath; (2).the statement was false; (3) [the debtor] knew

- the statement was false; (4) [the debtor] made the statement with fraudulent intent; and (5)the -~
statement related materially-t to the bankruptcy case.” [nre Pratt, 411 F.3d at-566 (quotingInre - .~ -~
- Beaubouef, 966 F.2d at 178) And, as with objections to dlscharge of a particular debt, “[t]he - o
. elements of an objection to discharge under § 727(a)(4)(A) must be proven by a preponderance ol
. ofthe ev1dence ” In re Beaubouef, 966 F. 2d at 177 o - - L
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Conclusmn '

Based on the foregomg, the Court finds that GMAC has failed to demonstrate that the debt

to GMAC should be excepted from dlscharge pursuant ‘to § 523 (a)(2)(A) or § 523(a)(2)(B), or that. |
"_thc Debtor should be demed a dlscharge of debts-pursuant to § 7_27(a)(4)(_A). Accordlngly, the _Court .
; ﬁnds that the Complalnt is not well taken and should be demed |

A separate Judgment w1ll be entered in accordance with Federal Rules of Bankruptcy

Procedure 7054 and 9021

so ORDERED this the 3 day of August 2007

NellP Olack ~

- United States Bankruptcy Judge
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