UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Latunski, by Conservator Paul Latunski v. Deehl

Latunski v. Deehl - No. 25-03052-jda - Decided March 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States Bankruptcy Court for the Eastern District of Michigan addresses cross-motions for

summary judgment in an adversary proceeding concerning whether a state-court judgment for trespass
and ejectment is nondischargeable under 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(2)(A) or § 523(a)(6). The court concludes

that res judicata and the Rooker-Feldman doctrine do not bar the dischargeability proceeding. Based

on the excerpt, the court grants summary judgment concerning the § 523(a)(6) claim and denies

summary judgment concerning the § 523(a)(2)(A) claim, while recognizing that the debtor's vicarious

liability presents a dispositive issue under § 523(a)(6).
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Adversary proceeding seeking a determination that a state-court
trespass and ejectment judgment was nondischargeable under 11
U.S.C. 8§ 523(a)(2)(A) and 523(a)(6), decided on cross-motions for

summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when no genuine dispute of
material fact exists and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court applied collateral estoppel under the law that
would be given effect by the state court and reviewed the
dischargeability issues de novo within the bankruptcy court's exclusive
jurisdiction.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether res judicata barred the bankruptcy court from determining the dischargeability of the state-court

judgment.

. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred the bankruptcy court from determining the

dischargeability of the state-court judgment.
. Whether collateral estoppel established the elements of nondischargeability under 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(6).

. Whether a debt arising from Deehl's fraudulent interference with Latunski's redemption rights was
nondischargeable under 11 U.S.C. § 523(a)(2)(A) when Deehl did not obtain money or property from

Latunski.

. Whether the entire state-court judgment, including statutory treble damages and other liabilities

traceable to the injury, was nondischargeable under § 523(a)(6).

OLDINGS

Res judicata does not bar a bankruptcy court from determining the dischargeability of a state-court

judgment because bankruptcy courts have exclusive jurisdiction over dischargeability proceedings.

. Rooker-Feldman does not prevent the bankruptcy court from determining whether the state-court

judgment is dischargeable, although it prevents review of the existence or merits of the state-court debt.

. Collateral estoppel established that Deehl's debt arose from a willful and malicious injury under § 523(a)
(6), and the debt is nondischargeable.

. The state-court judgment was not shown to be nondischargeable under § 523(a)(2)(A) because Deehl did

not obtain money, property, services, or credit from Latunski through fraud.

. The entire $906,933 state-court judgment, including statutory treble damages and other relief traceable

to the willful and malicious injury, is nondischargeable under § 523(a)(6).

EY QUOTATIONS

“On this record, this Court cannot see how this injury can be construed as anything but willful.” (Section
[V.A.1.a)

“In this case, Defendant did not obtain money or property from Plaintiff.” (Section IV.A.2)



“Because all of the damages underlying the Circuit Court judgment are traceable to Defendant’s willful and

malicious conduct, the entire judgment is nondischargeable.” (Section IV.A.3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2020, Steven Deehl purchased a foreclosed property subject to Mark Latunski's redemption rights, despite
receiving notice that Latunski, through his conservator, intended to redeem the property. Deehl posted and
recorded a notice falsely claiming abandonment, entered and treated the property as his own, and permitted his
son Alex to occupy the property, remove personal property, and make alterations while Latunski was kept out. A
Michigan circuit court found Deehl and Alex liable for trespass and ejectment, imposed joint and several
liability, and entered a $906,933 judgment against Deehl; the Michigan Court of Appeals affirmed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Steven Deehl filed a Chapter 7 petition on April 24, 2025. Mark Latunski, through his conservator Paul
Latunski, filed an adversary complaint concerning a state-court judgment for trespass and ejectment. The parties
filed cross-motions for summary judgment. The bankruptcy court granted Plaintiff's motion as to § 523(a)(6),
denied it as to § 523(a)(2)(A), denied Defendant's motion as to § 523(a)(6), and granted it as to § 523(a)(2)(A).
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