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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

IN RE: 

 

 

Michael Gene Putnam, 

 

Debtor(s). 

 

C/A No. 25-04591-HB 

 

Chapter 7 

 

ORDER GRANTING MOTION FOR 

RELIEF FROM STAY 

 

THIS MATTER came before the Court for a hearing on January 7, 2026, to consider the 

Motion to Modify and Lift Stay (the “Motion”) filed by Greenville Federal Credit Union 

(“Movant”) on November 21, 2025, which seeks relief from the automatic stay of 11 U.S.C. § 362 

as to a 2019 Infiniti QX60 (the “Vehicle”).1  Pro se Debtor Michael Gene Putnam (“Putnam”) 

filed a response.2  Appearances were made by Putnam and Sabrina B. Cleveland for Movant.  

Exhibits were submitted into evidence without objection, and the parties agreed to the Court 

considering the Motion and attachments thereto, the exhibits attached to Putnam’s response, and 

Movant’s Certification of Facts (ECF No. 30) and attachments thereto in ruling on this matter.  

The Court finds as follows. 

UNCONTESTED FACTS 

Pre-petition, on October 30, 2023, Putnam and Movant entered an agreement for Movant’s 

financing of Putnam’s purchase of the Vehicle, and Movant obtained a lien on the Vehicle.3  In 

August of 2024, Putnam defaulted on his loan with Movant.4  In April of 2025, Movant initiated a 

Claim and Delivery action against Putnam in state court.  Putnam filed an Answer and 

Counterclaim in that action, which is still pending.  On November 3, 2025, Movant received a 

 
1 ECF No. 11. 
2 ECF No. 18, filed Dec. 6, 2025.  
3 Ex. A to the Motion. 
4 This sentence and the remainder of this paragraph summarize allegations in the Motion that have not been contested 

by Debtor. 
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statutory notice of abandoned vehicle from a towing company stating the Vehicle had been towed 

by a third party on October 20, 2025.5  The same day, Movant redeemed the Vehicle and sent a 

Notice of Sale to Putnam,6 though he contends it was sent to an address where he has not lived for 

several years.7  Movant has been in possession of the Vehicle since prior to the petition date. 

On November 20, 2025, Putnam filed a petition for relief under Chapter 7 of the 

Bankruptcy Code, schedules, and statements to initiate the above-captioned case.8  On his 

Statement of Intention for Individuals Filing Under Chapter 7 (“Statement of Intention”) filed with 

the petition, Putnam indicated he intended “to challenge the repossession as unlawful as there was 

no Notices given, no Right to Cure, no Intent to Sell, etc. - Vehicle has not been sold.”9   

The next day, on November 21, 2025, Movant filed the Motion seeking relief from stay as 

to the Vehicle based on Putnam’s failure to make payments under the loan and lack of adequate 

protection.  Movant’s Certification of Facts asserts the Vehicle is worth approximately $17,358.00 

and Movant’s lien is approximately $18,760.32.10   

On November 26, 2025, Movant filed a Motion to Stay due to Bankruptcy in a pre-petition 

action against Putnam in the Court of Common Pleas for Greenville County, South Carolina (C/A 

No. 2025CP2302285) requesting that the action “be stricken from the active roster of pending 

cases” due to the filing of this case and the automatic stay “with leave to restore the action…after 

the Bankruptcy case is dismissed or [Movant] has been granted a relief from the automatic stay by 

the Bankruptcy Court.”11  The state court granted that motion the same day.12  Putnam asserts that 

 
5 See Ex. A to the Motion. 
6 See Ex. A to the Motion. 
7 See Ex. D to Putnam’s response.  However, the address in question appears on Putnam’s South Carolina driver’s 

license submitted to the Court as proof of identification when he filed his bankruptcy petition (ECF No. 5).  
8 ECF No. 1. 
9 ECF No. 1, p. 54. 
10 ECF No. 30, filed Jan. 5, 2026. 
11 Ex. H to Putnam’s response. 
12 Ex. H to Putnam’s response. 
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the motion should not have been granted without him being given an opportunity to be heard, as 

he asserted a counterclaim in that action. 

On December 6, 2025, Putnam filed a response to the Motion, alleging that, as of the 

petition date, he had not received a Notice of Sale, and did not receive it until November 26, 2025 

(post-petition).  The response asserts that Movant’s alleged failure to properly serve him with a 

Notice of Sale “provides lack of standing” and “represents a breach of...the Automatic Stay”, 

which “allow Debtor to assert liability for damages, attorney’s fees, and sanctions for contempt of 

the automatic stay.”  Putnam also asserts Movant has not provided accurate payoff information.  

He requests the Court deny the Motion, find Movant willfully violated the automatic stay, order 

Movant to turn over the Vehicle to him, and sanction Movant for willful misrepresentations. 

Putnam was hospitalized from December 6 to 11, 2025.13 

On December 13, 2025, Putnam amended his Statement of Intention to state the following: 

“counsel for the lien-holder has been asked by debtor numerous times to explain the decrease in 

payoff, some $3,108.00 from the payoff stated in the Complaint filed in Common Pleas.  Debtor 

can not in goof [sic] faith fashion a Plan for ‘reaffirmation’ with such a large unexplained 

discrepancy.  Given the growing consequences of violating the automatic stay and Turnover 

refusal per Sec. U.S.C. 11 542, GFCU should sign title to vehicle over to Debtor to avoid future 

litigation.”14   

On December 16, 2025, the meeting of creditors pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 341 was held, and 

the Chapter 7 Trustee filed a Report of No Distribution abandoning the assets of the bankruptcy 

estate.15 

 
13 Putnam’s Ex. A. 
14 ECF No. 20, p. 37. 
15 ECF No. 25. 
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On December 30, 2025, Putnam further amended his Statement of Intention to state that he 

intends to retain the Vehicle and “362(k) and 542 motions pending” with a comment that asserts 

the “repossession” was unlawful because Movant violated the automatic stay and states Putnam’s 

intention to file a Motion for Immediate Turnover and request for expedited hearing thereon.16   

On January 6, 2026, Putnam filed an incomplete pleading, which omitted the first nine 

pages, requesting the Court order Movant to immediately turnover the Vehicle to him, find Movant 

violated 11 U.S.C. §§ 362 and 542, and award Putnam damages.17  The pleading was refiled later 

the same day to include those pages.18 

The Court held a hearing on this matter on January 7, 2026. 

As of the date of entry of this Order, Putnam has not entered a reaffirmation agreement, 

filed a request to redeem the Vehicle, surrendered the same, or stated any intention of doing so. 

APPLICABLE LAW AND DISCUSSION 

The 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)(G), and the Court may enter a final 

order.   

Section 362 of the Bankruptcy Code provides the Court shall grant relief from stay “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” the party requesting relief from stay.  11 

U.S.C. § 362(d)(1).  Relief from stay is also warranted if “the debtor does not have an equity in 

such property” and “such property is not necessary to an effective reorganization[.]”  11 U.S.C. § 

362(d)(2).  “The party requesting relief has the initial burden of proving cause exists for relief from 

 
16 ECF No. 29, p. 8. 
17 ECF No. 33. 
18 ECF No. 37.  ECF Nos. 33 and 37 are both dated December 5, 2026.  
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the automatic stay, including lack of adequate protection, and lack of equity in the property.”  In 

re Morgan, 630 B.R. 476, 479 (Bankr. D.S.C. 2021) (citing 11 U.S.C. § 362(g); In re Toomer, C/A 

No. 10-07273-JW, 2011 WL 8899488, at *2 (Bankr. D.S.C. Oct. 5, 2011)).  “Once the creditor 

makes a prima facie case, the burden shifts to the debtor on all other issues.” Id. (quoting In re 

Garcia, 584 B.R. 483, 488-89 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2018)). 

At the outset, the Court notes that “the stay available to a Chapter 7 debtor is generally of 

limited duration”,  In re Moss, 633 B.R. 711, 714 (Bankr. D.S.C. 2021), and may not be in effect 

as to the Vehicle, as the Chapter 7 Trustee has already abandoned the assets of the estate, including 

the Vehicle.  Further, given Putnam’s failure to file a Statement of Intention with a permissible 

intention with respect to the Vehicle and debt or to perform such an intention, the automatic stay 

may have already expired or be set to expire soon as to the Vehicle.  See In re Wright, 657 B.R. 

26, 31-32 (Bankr. D.S.C. 2024). 

To the extent the automatic stay is still in effect with respect to the Vehicle, the Court 

concludes it should be terminated to allow the state court proceedings to resume.  Putnam concedes 

that he has not made a payment to Movant in about a year and a half, and the Vehicle has been 

abandoned by the Chapter 7 Trustee as an asset of the bankruptcy estate.  The Vehicle is in the 

possession of Movant, but other than this fact and stating he has insurance, Putnam has not offered 

Movant any form of payment or proposed to surrender the Vehicle, redeem the Vehicle, or reaffirm 

the debt.  His primary argument against relief from stay is that Movant did not properly serve him 

with the Notice of Sale, but that would be a defense to the sale of the Vehicle to be raised, if 

appropriate, in state court, together with any other viable pre-petition claims he has properly 

asserted and pursued.    
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Regarding bankruptcy causes of action, if Putnam wishes to pursue sanctions for any 

alleged willful violation of the automatic stay pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 362(k), he may pursue those 

requests through the separate motion he has filed.  However, on this record, that request does not 

constitute cause to delay termination of the automatic stay, and Putnam’s allegations and 

arguments regarding alleged post-petition willful stay violations—based on actions by Movant 

that appear to have been taken to maintain the status quo until the automatic stay could be 

addressed—appear dubious.  Further, regarding any request for turnover of the Vehicle pursuant 

to 11 U.S.C. § 542, it does not appear that Putnam has standing to seek turnover of the Vehicle to 

himself.  See 11 U.S.C. § 542(a) (“an entity, other than a custodian, in possession, custody, or 

control, during the case, of property that the trustee may use, sell, or lease under section 363 of 

this title, or that the debtor may exempt under section 522 of this title, shall deliver to the trustee, 

and account for, such property or the value of such property, unless such property is of 

inconsequential value or benefit to the estate.”) (emphasis added); In re Little, No. 24-04146-JD, 

2024 WL 5182324, at *4 (Bankr. D.S.C. Dec. 19, 2024) (citing cases for the proposition that “the 

Trustee alone has standing to assert a turnover claim in chapter 7 cases.”).   

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED: 

1. The Motion to Modify and Lift Stay filed by Greenville Federal Credit Union is granted, 

and the automatic stay of 11 U.S.C. § 362 is terminated as to the 2019 Infiniti QX60 to the 

extent necessary to permit Movant to take such action as may be necessary under applicable 

law to enforce its interests in the Vehicle; and 

2. Counsel for Greenville Federal Credit Union shall file a copy of this Order in C/A No. 

2025CP2302285 in the Court of Common Pleas for Greenville County, South Carolina, to 
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indicate that the automatic stay has been terminated, and that case may be restored to the 

active roster of pending cases. 

FILED BY THE COURT
01/09/2026

Chief US Bankruptcy Judge
District of South Carolina

Entered: 01/09/2026


