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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

IN RE: 

 

 

Karen Elaine Walker, 

 

Debtor. 

 

C/A No. 25-04213-HB 

 

Chapter 7 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER ADDING 

PREJUDICE PERIOD OF TWO 

YEARS TO PRIOR DISMISSAL AND 

REFERRING MATTER TO THE 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

 

THIS MATTER came before the Court for a hearing on March 18, 2026, on the Rule to 

Show Cause Why Sanctions Should Not Be Imposed and Regarding Referral to the United States 

Attorney (“Second RTSC”).1  Pro se Debtor Karen Elaine Walker did not appear.  Having 

considered the record, the Court finds that the Debtor should be barred from refiling for bankruptcy 

relief under any chapter of the Bankruptcy Code in any court for a period of two (2) years and the 

matter will be referred to the United States Attorney.  

FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Debtor filed her Chapter 7 Voluntary Petition on October 29, 2025.  On November 25, 

2025, the Court entered an Order to Appear and Show Cause, providing the Debtor notice that her 

case may be dismissed due to her failure pay the filing fee, file a Certificate of Credit Counseling, 

provide the Chapter 7 Trustee with her bank account statements for the time period including the 

date of her filing the petition and her federal income tax returns for the most recent tax year, and 

fix the deficiencies in Form B101A (“First RTSC”).2  The First RTSC stated that her case may be 

dismissed if she did not file with the Court a written response or objection within twenty-one days 

of the notice of the First RTSC and appear at the scheduled hearing.  As the Debtor failed to cure 

 
1 ECF No. 39, entered Feb. 18, 2026. 
2 ECF No. 26.  
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any of the deficiencies listed in that First RTSC and timely file a response or objection, the 

Debtor’s case was dismissed on December 30, 2025.3  

The Court’s next record of contact with Debtor occurred when she visited the Court’s 

Columbia office on January 26, 2026, to request additional information about her case.  At that 

time, she viewed her case records on a computer in the Court’s lobby, printed a document, and left 

the Court.   

On January 27, 2026, the Court received correspondence from a creditor in this case with 

an attachment of what appeared to be an order entered on January 26, 2026, signed by the assigned 

judge, titled “Order Granting Debtor’s Motion to Reopen Chapter 7 Case and Motion for Relief 

from Dismissal” (the “January 26 Image”).4  On January 28, 2026, the Bankruptcy Court Clerk 

responded to an inquiry from the state court clerk’s office in Spartanburg County requesting 

information about the validity of the January 26 Image, as it had been presented to the state court 

in connection with an eviction proceeding there.  The Bankruptcy Court Clerk responded that the 

January 26 Image is not part of this Court’s official record.  The Court then entered the Second 

RTSC setting forth the information presented to the Court and directing the Debtor to respond and 

appear at the hearing.  As stated in the Second RTSC, Debtor altered a prior order of this Court or 

created an order, affixed an image of the judge’s signature and the Court’s seal, and attempted to 

use the January 26 Image to her advantage.  A copy of that Second RTSC was served on Debtor 

at the address she provided to the Court.  Given the failure to respond or appear at the hearing held 

on March 18, 2026, the facts alleged in the Second RTSC are undisputed.   

 
3 ECF No. 31. 
4 The January 26 Image refers to a motion to reopen the case and for relief from dismissal, which also does not appear 

on the docket.  A redacted image of that correspondence is filed on the case docket as private correspondence at ECF 

No. 42.  
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS OF  LAW 

This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1334 and 157.  This 

matter is a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b)(2)(A) and this Court may enter a final 

order.  

“The principal purpose of the Bankruptcy Code is to grant a ‘fresh start’ to the ‘honest but 

unfortunate debtor.’”  Dubois v. Atlas Acquisitions, LLC (In re DuBois), 834 F.3d 522, 526 (4th 

Cir. 2016) (quoting Marrama v. Citizens Bank of Mass., 549 U.S. 365, 367 (2007)).  The integrity 

of the bankruptcy system must be maintained.  A judicial system cannot operate where parties 

appearing before it are dishonest or—as is the case here—forge a judge’s signature and fabricate 

an order.  Moreover, bankruptcy courts have the inherent power to sanction parties who abuse the 

litigation process in bath faith.  11 U.S.C. § 105(a); Law v. Siegel, 571 U.S. 415 (2014) (noting 

that a bankruptcy court has the inherent power to sanction abusive litigation practices but, in 

exercising it, may not contravene specific provisions of the Bankruptcy Code); Kestell v. Kestell 

(In re Kestell), 99 F.3d 146, 149 (4th Cir. 1996) (“the Bankruptcy Code, both in general structure 

and in specific provisions, authorizes bankruptcy courts to prevent the use of the bankruptcy 

process to achieve illicit objectives.”); Blue Cross Blue Shield of N.C. v. Jemsek Clinic, P.A. (In 

re Jemsek Clinic, P.A.), 850 F.3d 150 (4th Cir. 2017).  

Such inherent authority includes the discretion to dismiss a case with prejudice, 

particularly for bad faith conduct and abuse of the bankruptcy 

process.  See, e.g., In re Richardson, 649 B.R. 708, 715 (Bankr. D.S.C. 

2023) (dismissing case with prejudice for one year under any chapter of the 

Bankruptcy Code after the debtor admitted to altering a prior order of the 

Court); In re Ellenburg, 639 B.R. 676, 678 (Bankr. D.S.C. 2022) (dismissing case 

with prejudice for one year under any chapter of the Bankruptcy Code because the 

debtor’s filing of a forged credit counseling certificate constituted “an attempted 

fraud upon the Court, [was] egregious, and warrant[ed] a significant penalty”)[.] 

 

In re Norman, 665 B.R. 26, 32 (Bankr. D.S.C. 2024). 
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A person who, having devised or intending to devise a scheme or artifice to defraud 

and for the purpose of executing or concealing such a scheme or artifice or 

attempting to do so—(3) makes a false or fraudulent representation, claim, or 

promise concerning or in relation to a proceeding under title 11, at any time before 

or after the filing of the petition, or in relation to a proceeding falsely asserted to be 

pending under such title, shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 

years, or both. 

 

18 U.S.C. § 157.  Additionally, 18 U.S.C. § 505 provides that whoever forges the signature of any 

judge of any United States Court or counterfeits the seal of any such court “for the purpose of 

authenticating any proceeding or document, or tenders in evidence any such proceeding or 

document with a false or counterfeit signature of any such judge…or a false or counterfeit seal of 

the court…knowing such signature or seal to be false or counterfeit, shall be fined, imprisoned not 

more than five years, or both.”  

Given Debtor’s failure to contest the facts outlined in the Second RTSC, the Court finds 

that Debtor has created a false order and forged a judge’s signature and court seal for her benefit 

for the purpose of delaying or frustrating creditors and parties in interest and has wasted court 

resources.  Further, Debtor’s actions constitute a false or fraudulent representation concerning, or 

in relation to, a proceeding under Title 11 of the United States Code, or falsely asserted to be 

pending under Title 11.  Sanctions in the form of adding a prejudice period to the prior dismissal 

and referral of this matter to the United States Attorney are clearly warranted to deter this Debtor 

and others from similar acts and thereby preserve the integrity of the judicial system.  

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED: 

1. Debtor Karen Elaine Walker is hereby barred from refiling a petition for bankruptcy relief 

in any court under any chapter of the Bankruptcy Code for a period of two (2) years from 

the date of entry of the Order dismissing this case (December 30, 2025), unless otherwise 

ordered by a Court of competent jurisdiction; and 
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2. The Clerk of Court shall serve this Order on the United States Trustee for Region 4, the 

United States Attorney for the District of South Carolina, the Debtor, the Chapter 7 Trustee, 

and all creditors and parties in interest appearing in this matter.  

 

FILED BY THE COURT
03/24/2026

Chief US Bankruptcy Judge
District of South Carolina

Entered: 03/24/2026


