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I. INTRODUCTION

This appeal arises in the chapter 13 case of Kenneth J. Ashcraft and Deborah
D. Ashcraft (the “Debtors”), which the Debtors filed in October 2020 amidst an
ongoing dispute with their mortgage lender, Citigroup Mortgage Loan Trust, Inc.
Asset-Backed-Pass-Through Certificates, Series 2007-AMC2, U.S. Bank National
Association, as Trustee (“Citigroup”). In 2019, Citigroup informed Debtors that it
intended to foreclose on their home due to significant accrued and unpaid fees and
charges. To prevent the loss of their home, and to afford an opportunity to negotiate
with Citigroup, the Debtors filed for relief under chapter 13 of the Bankruptcy Code,
which triggered the automatic stay under section 362(a). The parties’ dispute
continued throughout the chapter 13 proceedings, which are characterized by the
Bankruptcy Court as involving “almost exclusively [] disputes between the Debtors
and [Citigroup] over whether mortgage payments were overdue and how Citigroup or
its servicer was calculating or accounting for the Debtors’ obligations.” In re
Ashcraft, 2024 WL 1986078, at *1 (Bankr. D. Del. May 3, 2024) (the “Opinion”).
The dispute ultimately generated the two contested matters from which this appeal
arises.

First, the Debtors objected to Citigroup’s proof of claim, which asserted that

the Debtors owed $45,287 in prepetition mortgage payments and fees. The Debtors’



objection asserted, inter alia, that Citigroup had failed to properly credit their
payments or explain charges. (Bankr. D.1. 84.)! Second, Citigroup filed a motion
pursuant to section 362(d) of the Bankruptcy Code, seeking relief from the automatic
stay to permit it to exercise its remedies under the mortgage and foreclose upon the
Debtors’ home, on the basis that the Debtors were significantly behind on their post-
petition mortgage payments. (Bankr. D.I. 61.) The Debtors objected. (Bankr. D.I.
65.) The Bankruptcy Court held a two-day trial, beginning on December 19, 2023
and concluding on January 24, 2024, and then took the matter under advisement. On
May 3, 2024, the Bankruptcy Court issued its thorough Opinion and accompanying
Order (Bankr. D.I. 111) (the “Order”) denying Citigroup’s motion for stay relief and
sustaining in part the Debtors’ objection to Citigroup’s proof of claim.

On May 17, 2024, Citigroup filed a timely notice of the Order. D.I. 1. The
appeal was fully briefed on January 20, 2026.> D.I. 34, 35, 36, 37. No party

requested oral argument. For the reasons set forth herein, the Order will be affirmed.

"' The docket of the Chapter 13 case, captioned In re Ashcraft, No. 20-12725-BLS
(Bankr. D. Del.) is cited herein as “Bankr. D.I. __.” The transcript of the December
19, 2023 hearing (D.I. 9-6) is cited herein “12/29/23 Tr.__,” and the transcript of the
January 24, 2024 hearing (D.I. 37) is cited herein as “1/24/24 Tr. __.”

2 The Court held an initial mediation conference on June 24, 2024 (D.I. 10) which
was continued to a future date and then rescheduled multiple at the request of the
parties from August 2024 through May 2025. See D.I. 11-20. On May 27, 2025, this
Court issued an order (D.I. 21) (the “Scheduling Order”) withdrawing the appeal
from mediation and setting a schedule to govern briefing of the merits of the appeal.
On August 4, 2025, the Court entered an order approving the parties’ joint stipulation
(D.I. 27) to extend the deadlines contained in the Scheduling Order (D.1. 28) (the
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II. BACKGROUND

The Opinion sets forth the factual background of this dispute, which is not
challenged or otherwise addressed in Citigroup’s opening brief. As I write primarily
for the parties, only a short summary is necessary here.

A.  The Property and the Mortgage

The Debtors have lived at their home, located at 653 McGovern Road,
Hockessin, Delaware 19707, for more than 19 years. In 2006, the Debtors executed a
mortgage and note with Argent Mortgage Company, LLC, in the amount of
$212,000.00 plus interest. D.I. 9-4, Ex. C-1 & C-2. Citigroup maintains that, via
transfer and assignment, it is the current holder of the note and mortgage. /d., Ex. C-
3. Cenlar FSB (“Cenlar”) acts as servicer of the mortgage. In their Chapter 13 Plan,
the Debtors indicate they are retaining their home. Bankr. D.I. 154.

B. Citigroup’s Prior Motion

Citigroup filed a prior motion for stay relief, which was ultimately resolved.
There, it was undisputed that the Debtors were behind on their post-petition mortgage

obligations, but the parties negotiated a lump sum payment to bring the Debtors

“Amended Scheduling Order”). On September 17, 2025, Citigroup filed a motion to
stay all deadlines in the Amended Scheduling Order (D.I. 29) (the “Motion to Stay”)
pending the Bankruptcy Court’s ruling on the chapter 13 trustee’s motion to dismiss
the Debtors’ chapter 13 case (Bankr. D.I. 104), which I granted. D.I. 31. The chapter
13 trustee’s motion to dismiss was later withdrawn. Bankr. D.I. 164. On November
13,2025, the Court issued an order setting a schedule by which briefing on the merits
of the appeal would conclude by January 20, 2026. D.I. 33.
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current on their mortgage and to resolve the stay relief motion. But as the
Bankruptcy Court explained in the Opinion:

Pursuant to that agreement, Mrs. Ashcraft prepared and sent in
by mail separate checks for each of the months covered by the
agreed lump sum payment. Weeks passed, and Mrs. Ashcraft
contacted the servicer to confirm receipt of the payments and
that she was indeed current on her mortgage. Unfortunately,
Mrs. Ashcraft was informed that no payments had been
received and therefore she was still in material default on the
mortgage to her home. At considerable personal expense, she
stopped payment on all of the checks (which she assumed had
been lost) and made arrangements for direct and immediate
replacement payment via cashier’s check to Cenlar, which was
negotiated by Cenlar.

The problem continued, however, when Cenlar then attempted
to negotiate the collection of checks that Mrs. Ashcraft had
stopped payment upon. Those checks bounced (costing the
[Debtors] more bank fees) and riddled the mortgage payment
history with a collection of notations for payments received
and then reversed for insufficient funds. The record reflects it
required substantial effort by the Debtors and their lawyer in
2021 to sort this mess out: indeed, it was only at trial in
December 2023 that the two sides were able to agree that the
[Debtors] were in fact current on their mortgage obligations as
of June 2021 by

virtue of the payment resolving the first stay relief motion.

In re Ashcraft, 2024 WL 1986078, at *4-5 (footnotes omitted).

C. Citigroup’s Second Motion

On August 2, 2022, Citigroup filed the second motion for stay relief, asserting
that the Debtors again had fallen behind in the post-petition mortgage payments, and

therefore “cause” existed under section 362(d) of the Bankruptcy Code to allow it to



exercise its remedies, including foreclosure. (See Bankr. D.1. 61.) Citigroup offered
evidence in the form of a payment history, which was admitted into evidence (D.I. 9-
4, Ex. C-4). In the context of Citigroup’s stay relief motion, the Bankruptcy Court
explained, “it is incumbent upon the Court to sift through the evidence and identify
the post-petition arrearage, if any, and thereupon direct payment of that arrearage to
provide Citigroup with adequate protection of its interest in the Property.” In re
Ashcraft, 2024 WL 1986078, at *7.

As the Bankruptcy Court found, the payment history reflects the stopped
checks from May 2021, and also indicates that the Debtors missed payments in July,
November, and December 2021. At trial, Mrs. Ashcraft acknowledged that the July
2021 payment did indeed bounce because she had written the check for that month
from the wrong bank account. 12/19/23 Tr. at 128:2-20. It was her testimony that
she promptly submitted a replacement check, but that the payment was not reflected
in the payment history. /d. at 129:7-21. Through hours of testimony, Mrs. Ashcraft
walked the Bankruptcy Court through the multiple account statements that she
received from Cenlar. Based on the documents and testimony, the Bankruptcy Court
found “substantial daylight between Cenlar’s policies and standards for managing
mortgage accounts, and its actual practices,” as its files contained no letters from
Debtors and no records of a phone call. See In re Ashcraft, 2024 WL 1986078, at *4.

“[T]he monthly statements and invoices issued to the [Debtors] regularly failed to



account for payments made, contained inaccurate or misleading information as to
when—or even whether—payments were due, and identified sizable amounts
immediately due (well in excess of the standard monthly mortgage payment) with no
explanation and no apparent basis for the amount alleged to be due.” Id. at *5-6. The
Bankruptcy Court found that the monthly statements provided to the Debtors “are at
best confusing, and at worst, wrong or unsupported,” and the Opinion sets forth
several examples. See id.

The Bankruptcy Court further credited Mrs. Ashcraft’s testimony that on one
of her many calls, Cenlar’s “representative old her to stop submitting any payments
that were less than the full $12,000 amount demanded and that it would otherwise no
longer accept her payments.” Id. at *7 (citing 12/19/23 Tr. at 174:5-17; 175:20-24;
176:1-18). “Typically, a debtor who decides to withhold rent or mortgage payments
during a dispute is expected to escrow or segregate those monies for payment when
the dispute is resolved.” Id. at *8. “Here, however, it was [Citigroup] (through its
agent) that directed the Debtors to stop making payments. It demanded payment in
full of a large and questionable sum, as to which the Debtors had repeatedly
requested an explanation and received no response.” 1d.

Based on the trial record, which revealed “a host of payments missed and
made, and accounting and billing that is both impenetrable and demonstrably wrong

in places,” the Bankruptcy Court determined that “the competing testimony and



accounting records do not provide a reliable basis for the Court to fix with precision
the post-petition amounts due from the [Debtors].” Id. at *6. “To the extent the
[Debtors] were behind on one or more payments, that problem was compounded by
the confusing and unsupported billing statements and a consistent failure to
communicate with the customer on basic questions that go to the heart of the
servicer’s business.” Id. at *7.
D.  The Opinion
Lacking any basis in the record to precisely calculate the post-petition amounts

due, the Bankruptcy Court denied Citigroup’s motion for stay relief and deemed the
Debtors current on their post-petition mortgage obligations. See id. at *8. As the
Opinion explains:

It would be profoundly inequitable to conclude this trial by

finding [Citigroup’s] accounting and customer service

practices largely caused the problem, but then place the

Debtors in immediate, material default on the mortgage by

requiring prompt remittance of the withheld mortgage

payments. Accordingly, the Court will find and conclude

that the Debtors are current under their post-petition

mortgage obligations (including but not limited to principal,

interest, escrows, fees, and charges) through April 30, 2024.

Debtors’ next regular monthly payment shall be due for the

month of May 2024.
Id. at *8. Regarding Citigroup’s claim for pre-petition arrearages, the Bankruptcy

Court partially sustained the Debtors’ objection, reducing Citigroup’s claim by



$9,839. Id. at *9. The Bankruptcy Court added that it would entertain a request by
Debtors’ counsel for an award of fees and costs. /d.
III. JURISDICTION AND APPLICABLE STANDARDS

The Court has jurisdiction over appeals “from final judgments, orders, and
decrees” of the bankruptcy court. 28 U.S.C. § 158(a). The Order, which denied
relief from the automatic stay and disallowed a portion of Citigroup’s proof of claim,
is a final, appealable order. Ritzen Grp., Inc. v. Jackson Masonry, LLC, 140 S. Ct.
582, 592 (2020) (order denying relief from automatic stay is final and immediately
appealable); In re Prosser, 388 F. App’x 101, 102 n.1 (3d Cir. 2010) (“An order
allowing or disallowing a claim is a final, appealable order”) (quoting Orsini Santos
v. Mender, 349 B.R. 762, 768 (1st Cir. BAP 2006)).

In undertaking a review of the issues on appeal, the District Court applies a
clearly erroneous standard to the Bankruptcy Court’s findings of fact and a plenary
standard to its legal conclusions. Am. Flint Glass Workers Union v. Anchor
Resolution Corp., 197 F.3d 76, 80 (3d Cir. 1999). “Clear error exists only if a finding
is completely devoid of a credible evidentiary basis or bears no rational relationship
to the supporting data.” Interfaith Cmty. Org. v. Honeywell Int’l, Inc., 399 F.3d 248,
254 (3d Cir. 2005). As the finder of fact, the Bankruptcy Court is entitled to
deference for its credibility determinations. See In re Myers, 491 F.3d 120, 126 (3d

Cir. 2007). A trial court’s decision to admit or exclude evidence is generally



reviewed for abuse of discretion. Philadelphia Workforce Dev. Corp. v. KRA Corp.,
673 F. App’x 183, 189 (3d Cir. 2016). A court abuses its discretion where its
decision was “arbitrary, fanciful or clearly unreasonable.” Democratic Nat’l Comm.
v. Republican Nat’l Comm., 673 F.3d 192,201 (3d. Cir. 2012).

IV. ANALYSIS

A.  The Bankruptcy Court Properly Denied Citigroup’s Motion for Stay
Relief

1A Legal Standard

Section 362(d) of the Bankruptcy Code provides:
(d) On request of a party in interest and after notice and a hearing, the
court shall grant relief from the stay provided under subsection (a) of
this section, such as by terminating, annulling, modifying, or

conditioning such stay - -

(1) for cause, including the lack of adequate protection of an interest in
property of such party in interest;

(2) with respect to a stay of an act against property under subsection (a)
of this section, if - -

(A) the debtor does not have an equity in such property; and
(B) such property is not necessary to an effective reorganization[.]
11 U.S.C. § 362(d).
Section 362(d)(1) provides that stay relief may be granted for “cause.” As the
Bankruptcy Court correctly explained, although the Bankruptcy Code does not define

“cause,” the Third Circuit has held that courts should consider the totality of






