Primarily | Case by
TRUSTEE LAST Primarily* | Non- Case

STATE DISTRICT APPT. CITY NAME Conduit | Conduit Basis
Alabama Northern Tuscaloosa Cottingham v
Alabama Northern Birmingham Caraway v
Alabama Northern Decatur Hatcher 4
Alabama Northern Gadsden Gore v
Alabama Middle Montgomery McKinney 4
Alabama Southern Mobile O’Brien 4
Alaska Anchorage Jipping v
Arizona Phoenix/Yuma Phoenix Brown v
Arizona Phoenix Maney v
Arizona Tucson/Pinal Tucson Kerns

Eastern and Western ) ]
Arkansas (no local rule) Little Rock Babin

Eastern and
Arkansas Western Little Rock Gooding 4

Eastern and North Little
Arkansas Western Rock McCarty v
California Central Los Angeles Curry v
California Central Los Angeles Dockery v
California Central Orange Cohen v
California Central Riverside Danielson Ve
California Central Sherman Oaks | Rojas v
California Eastern Fresno Meyer ke
California Eastern Modesto Greer VELL
California Eastern Sacramento Johnson v Rk
California Eastern Sacramento Cusick VaLL
California Northern San Jose Derham-Burk v
California Northern Foster City Burchard, Jr. v
California Northern Hayward Bronitsky v
California Southern San Diego Billingslea, Jr. v
California Southern San Diego Skelton v
Colorado Denver Kiel
Colorado Denver Goodman v
Connecticut Hartford Whiton v
Delaware Wilmington Joseph v
D.C. Grigsby v
Florida Middle Bradenton Waage v
Florida Middle Jacksonville Neway v

Florida Middle Sun City Remick
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Florida Middle Winter Park Weatherford VoRxE
Florida Northern Tallahassee Hart v
Florida Southern Ft. Lauderdale | Weiner v
Florida Southern Miramar Neidich v
Georgia Middle Columbus Hurst v
Georgia Middle Macon Hope 4
Georgia Northern Atlanta Goodman 4
Georgia Northern Atlanta Townson v
Georgia Northern Atlanta Whaley v
Georgia Southern Augusta Le v
Georgia Southern Brunswick Massey 4
Georgia Southern Savannah Meredith v
Hawaii, Guam
& North.
Mariana Islands Honolulu Hu v
Idaho Boise MccCallister v
Idaho Coeur d'Alene | Zimmerman v
lllinois Central Newman Combs-Skinner v
Illinois Central Peoria Clark v
lllinois Central Springfield Germeraad v
Illinois Central Rock Island Combs-Skinner v
lllinois Northern Chicago Marshall v
Illinois Northern Chicago Vaughn v
lllinois Northern Lisle Stearns v
Illinois Northern Rockford Meyer v
llinois Southern Benton Kearney v
lllinois Southern Swansea Simon v
Indiana Northern Fort Wayne Miller v
Indiana Northern Lafayette Rosenthal 4
Indiana Northern Merrillville Chael v
Indiana Northern South Bend Miller v
Indiana Southern Evansville Musgrave, 11 v
Indiana Southern Indianapolis Brothers 4
Indiana Southern Indianapolis DeLaney v
Indiana Southern Seymour Black, Jr. v
Indiana Southern Terre Haute Decker 4
lowa Waterloo Dunbar VEX
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Kansas Overland Park | Griffin v

Kansas Topeka Hamilton v

Kansas Wichita Williams v

Kentucky Eastern Lexington Burden v
Kentucky Western Louisville Lawrence v
Louisiana Eastern Metairie Beaulieu v
Louisiana Middle Baton Rouge Crawford v
Louisiana Western Alexandria Thornburg

Louisiana Western Lafayette Rodriguez v

Louisiana Western Monroe Hastings

Louisiana Western Shreveport Sikes

Maine Brunswick Fessenden v

Maryland Baltimore Thomas v
Maryland Bowie Grigsby v
Maryland Laurel Branigan v
Massachusetts Boston Bankowski v
Massachusetts Worcester Pappalardo v
Michigan Eastern Detroit Carroll v

Michigan Eastern Detroit Terry v

Michigan Eastern Flint Bekofske v

Michigan Eastern Saginaw McDonald, Jr. v

Michigan Eastern Southfield Ruskin v

Michigan Western Grand Rapids | Rodgers v

Michigan Western Kalamazoo Foley v

Minnesota Barnesville Carlson v
Minnesota Minneapolis Keller v
Mississippi Northern Brandon Vardaman

Mississippi Northern Jackson Barkley

Mississippi Southern Gulfport Cuntz v
Mississippi Southern Hattiesburg Bell

Mississippi Southern Jackson Barkley, Jr. v
Mississippi Southern Jackson Henley, Jr. v

Missouri Eastern St. Louis Daugherty v
Missouri Western Kansas City Fink v

Montana Great Falls Drummond v
Nebraska Omaha Laughlin v
Nevada Las Vegas Leavitt v
Nevada Las Vegas Yarnall

Nevada Reno Van Meter v
New Hampshire Manchester Sumski v
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New Jersey Cherry Hill Balboa v
New Jersey Fairfield Greenberg 4
New Jersey Trenton Russo v
New Mexico Albuquerque Skehen 4
New York Eastern Jericho DeRosa v
New York Eastern Melville Macco v
New York Northern Albany Celli 4
New York Northern Syracuse Swimelar v
New York Southern White Plains Sapir v
New York Western Buffalo Mogavero v
New York Western Rochester Reiber 4
North Carolina | Eastern Greenville Bledsoe v
North Carolina | Eastern Kinston Bledsoe v
North Carolina | Eastern New Bern Bledsoe v
North Carolina | Eastern Fayetteville Bledsoe v
North Carolina | Eastern Kinston Bledsoe v
North Carolina | Eastern Raleigh Logan v
North Carolina | Middle Durham Hutson v
North Carolina | Middle Winston-Salem | Bringle v
North Carolina | Middle Greensboro Troxler v
North Carolina | Western Asheville Gray 4
North Carolina | Western Charlotte Tadlock v
North Carolina | Western Statesville Tate v
North Dakota Fargo Carlson v
Ohio Northern Akron Rucinski v
Ohio Northern Canton Rosen v
Ohio Northern Cleveland Shopneck v
Ohio Northern Toledo Vaughan v
Ohio Northern Youngstown Gallo v
Ohio Southern Cincinnati Burks v
Ohio Southern Columbus English v
Ohio Southern Dayton Kellner v
Ohio Southern Worthington Pees v
Oklahoma Eastern Muskogee Bonney 4
Oklahoma Northern Tulsa Eck v
Oklahoma Western Oklahoma City | Hardeman v
Oregon Eugene Markel v
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Oregon Pendleton Godare v
Oregon Portland Godare 4
Pennsylvania Eastern Philadelphia Miller v
Pennsylvania Eastern Reading Reigle 4
Pennsylvania Middle Hummelstown | DeHart, 111 v
Pennsylvania Western Pittsburgh Winnecour 4
Puerto Rico San Juan Oliveras-Rivera 4
Puerto Rico &
Virgin Islands San Juan Carrion v
Rhode Island Providence Boyajian 4
South Carolina Columbia Simmons-Beasley v
South Carolina Columbia Stephenson, Jr. v
South Carolina Greenville Holland v
South Carolina Mt. Pleasant Wyman v
South Dakota Aberdeen Wein v
Tennessee Eastern Chattanooga West v
Tennessee Eastern Knoxville Kerney v
Tennessee Middle Nashville Hildebrand, 111 v
Tennessee Western Jackson vy v
Tennessee Western Memphis Brown v
Tennessee Western Memphis Stevenson v
Texas Eastern Plano Ebert v
Texas Eastern Tyler Talton v
Texas Northern Ft. Worth Bassel v
Texas Northern Irving Powers v
Texas Northern Amarillo Wilson v
Texas Northern Lubbock Wilson v

N. Richland v
Texas Northern Hills Truman
Texas Southern Corpus Christi | Boudloche v
Texas Southern Houston Heitkamp v
Texas Southern Houston Peake v
Texas Western Waco Hendren, Jr. As of 11/1/17
Texas Western Austin Langehennig v
Texas Western El Paso Cox As of 11/1/17
Texas Western Midland Norwood As of 11/1/17
Texas Western San Antonio Viegelahn As of 11/1/17
Utah Salt Lake City |Jenkins v
Vermont Norwich Sensenich 4
Virginia Eastern Alexandria Gorman v

Copyright © 2017 NACTT Academy for Consumer Bankruptcy Education, Inc. All rights reserved.



http://www.txs.uscourts.gov/bankruptcy/rulesformsproc/local_rules_2011.pdf
http://www.txwb.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/file/standing_order_ch_13_austin_mortgage_payments.pdf

Primarily | Case by
TRUSTEE LAST Primarily* Non- Case
STATE DISTRICT APPT. CITY NAME Conduit | Conduit Basis
Virginia Eastern Chesapeake Cotter v
Virginia Eastern Chesapeake Stackhouse v
Virginia Eastern Richmond Bates v
Virginia Eastern Richmond Wade v
Virginia Western Charlottesville | Beskin v
Virginia Western Roanoke Micale v
Washington Eastern Spokane Brunner v
Washington Western Seattle Fitzgerald, K.M. v
Washington Western Tacoma Malaier v
Northern and South
Wisconsin Eastern Milwaukee Lieske v
Wisconsin Eastern Oshkosh Garcia v
Wisconsin Western Madison Harring v
Wyoming Cheyenne Stewart v

*Special Notes: (1) Most (but not all) districts noted as “Primarily Conduit” are so ONLY in cases with an arrearage
at the time of filing. (2) This list is meant as a tool and should not be exclusively relied upon and not meant as a
legal determination.

**Only Arrearage paid through the plan.
***See Local Rule Attached

****Judge Johnson requires conduit payments in all cases where a debtor has arrears or was late on payments during the year
prior to filing the bankruptcy

*¥xxx* As of November 1, 2017, new district form goes into effect and WDTX Trusteeships will become conduit

Updated 10/20/17
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