UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

In re Hillcrest Ventures, LL.C

Case No. 1:25-bk-11472-MB - No. 1:25-bk-11472-MB - Decided March 18, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States Bankruptcy Court for the Central District of California ruled on Royal Business

Bank’s motion for relief from the automatic stay in Hillcrest Ventures, LL.C’s Chapter 11 case. The

court found that the bank lacked adequate protection, that the debtor had no equity in the collateral,

and that the debtor failed to show a reasonable prospect of successful reorganization. The court
granted relief under 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) and (d)(2) but declined to waive the 14-day stay under
Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4001(a)(3).
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Royal Business Bank moved for relief from the automatic stay under
11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) and (d)(2) to foreclose on, and seek appointment
of a receiver for, the debtor's Main Property. After an evidentiary
hearing, the bankruptcy court granted the motion but declined to waive

the 14-day stay under Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4001(a)
3.

The court applied the burdens of proof in 11 U.S.C. § 362(g): the
movant bears the burden on the debtor's equity in the property, and the
opposing party bears the burden on all other issues, including adequate
protection and whether the property is necessary to an effective

reorganization.

Unknown; memorandum decision from a bankruptcy court, with no

published reporter citation or stated precedential designation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether cause existed under 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(1) to grant relief from the automatic stay because the

bank's interest was not adequately protected.

2. Whether relief was required under 11 U.S.C. § 362(d)(2) because the debtor lacked equity in the Main
Property and failed to show that the property was necessary to an effective reorganization within a

reasonable time.

3. Whether the court should waive the 14-day stay applicable to an order granting relief from the automatic
stay under Federal Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 4001(a)(3).

HOLDINGS

1. Cause existed to grant relief from the automatic stay because no equity cushion protected the bank's

interest in the Main Property and the debtor was unable to make adequate protection payments.

2. The debtor had no equity in the Main Property because the property's value was less than the aggregate

amount of liens encumbering it.

3. The debtor failed to prove that the Main Property was necessary to an effective reorganization because it

failed to demonstrate a reasonable possibility of successful reorganization within a reasonable time.

4. The court declined to waive the 14-day stay applicable to the order granting relief from the automatic

stay.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“What this requires is not merely a showing that if there is conceivably to be an effective reorganization, this
property will be needed for it; but that the property is essential for an effective reorganization that is in
prospect. This means ... that there must be a reasonable possibility of a successful reorganization within a
reasonable time.” (at 375-76)

“The Court is firmly convinced that the as-is fair market value of the Main Property is squarely between the
two.” (Section IV.A)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hillcrest Ventures, LL.C was redeveloping an incomplete office building in Inglewood, California, into a mixed-
use project with apartments, entertainment space, and retail. Royal Business Bank held a first-priority deed of
trust securing a construction loan, and the debtor defaulted after the loan matured while the project remained
unfinished. The court valued the Main Property at $31,890,000, found the bank's claim had increased to
$32,631,226.60 through postpetition interest, and found that the debtor had only $3,634.61 in monthly rental



income. The debtor had marketed the property and received nonbinding proposals but had not obtained the

capital necessary to complete the project or a feasible reorganization.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The debtor filed a chapter 11 petition on August 13, 2025, after defaulting on a construction loan and while the

bank's state-court receivership motion was pending. The bank filed its motion for stay relief on November 10,

2025. Following preliminary proceedings, motions in limine, and a three-day evidentiary hearing on February
17-19, 2026, the court issued this memorandum of decision granting relief under both § 362(d)(1) and § 362(d)
).
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