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OPINION DENYING UNITED STATES TRUSTEE'S TIME BAR OBJECTION TO CONFIRMATION
 

 WALTER SHAPERO, Bankruptcy Judge.

 *1 The matter before the Court is United States Trustee's Objection to Confirmation of Debtor's Chapter 11 Plan pursuant to 11 U.S.C. 1129(e).

I. BACKGROUND
 Maxx Towing, Inc. ("Debtor") filed its Chapter 11 bankruptcy petition on October 2, 2009. On its bankruptcy petition, Debtor indicated that it was a small business debtor as defined in 11 U.S.C. § 101(51D). Debtor filed its original Chapter 11 Plan and Disclosure Statement on March 31, 2010 (Docket No. 36). Pursuant to this Court's order, Debtor filed Amended Plans on April 14, 2010 (Docket No. 40) and May 9, 2010 (Docket No. 55). On May 10, 2010, the Court entered an Order Granting Preliminary Approval of the Disclosure Statement (Docket No. 56), setting a confirmation hearing date for June 17, 2010. Debtor requested an adjournment of that confirmation hearing to June 24, 2010 because the June 17, 2010 date conflicted with a bankruptcy conference the Court and many attorneys were attending.

 At the confirmation hearing on June 24, 2010, Debtor's counsel indicated that most of the objections to confirmation had been resolved and that the primary remaining objection related to valuation of real property. The Court scheduled an evidentiary hearing on the property valuation issue for August 25, 2010. That evidentiary hearing was adjourned by stipulation of the parties four times. At that evidentiary hearing, finally held on January 12, 2011, the United States Trustee ("UST") raised a preliminary objection to confirmation, arguing that the Court cannot confirm Debtor's Plan because the deadline set under § 1129(e) for confirmation in small business cases had passed. At that time, the Court decided to defer ruling on the § 1129(e) issue, an issue of first impression on this Court, until after it had time to review the record and make its decision on the property valuation issue that was the subject of the evidentiary hearing (and that needed to be determined prior to confirmation because the valuation result might preclude confirmation in any event). On March 28, 2011, the Court entered its Opinion Regarding Value of Real Property and Sustaining Creditor's Valuation Objection to Confirmation of Debtor's Plan (Docket No. 90), and also set a status conference for April 21, 2011 to discuss the effects of that decision on the confirmability of Debtor's Plan. At that status conference, the Debtor's counsel indicated that the only remaining confirmation issues were a question of feasibility raised by a creditor and the § 1129(e) issue raised by the UST. At a newly set May 5, 2011 confirmation hearing, the Court indicated that it would first rule on the § 1129(e) issue, and, if the Court ruled against the UST on that issue, it would set an evidentiary hearing on the remaining feasibility issue.

 The UST's position is that 11 U.S.C. § 1129(e) requires a small business debtor to obtain confirmation of a plan within 45 days from the date of filing of the plan unless the time is extended under § 1121(e)(3) and, because such didn't timely occur, no plan can be confirmed and the case must be dismissed. Debtor contends that (1) since it is primarily involved in the business of owning and operating real property, it is not a small business debtor as defined in § 101(51D); (2) § 1129(e) does not prohibit confirmation of a plan after the 45 day deadline has passed and does not require that a case be dismissed for failure to confirm that plan within that time; and (3) it complied with the requirements of § 1121(e)(3) in getting the deadlines extended.

II. DISCUSSION
A. Whether the Case is to be Administered as that of a Small Business Debtor
 *2 Debtor argues that it is not a "small business debtor" as defined in  11 U.S.C. § 101(51D). Under the circumstances of this case, that question need not be addressed. On its petition, Debtor checked a box designating that "Debtor is a small business debtor as defined in 11 U.S.C. § 101(51D)." Debtor has not attempted to amend its petition with regard to its status as a "small business debtor" and it has not previously argued that it is not a "small business debtor." Under Fed. R. Bankr.P. 1020(a), "the status of the case as a small business case shall be in accordance with the debtor's statement[,]" which means the case is to be administered as so designated unless, under Rule 1020(b), (1) objections by the UST or an interested party were timely raised and the Court as a result finds the designation incorrect, or (2) the Debtor timely amended the designation. No objections were timely raised by either the UST or an interested party and the Debtor has not amended the designation. Therefore, this case is considered to be that of a "small business debtor" and administered as such.

B. Whether § 1129(e) Prohibits Confirmation of Debtor's Plan
 Section 1121(e)(2) provides, that in a small business case, the plan and disclosure statement shall be filed not later than 300 days after the order for relief. 11 U.S.C. § 1121(e)(2). In this case, that date was July 29, 2010, and the initial plan was filed on March 31, 2010. Two amended plans were filed on April 14, 2010 and May 9, 2010, which included corrections made at the Court's request. Section 1129(e) states: "In a small business case, the court shall confirm a plan that complies with the applicable provisions of this title and that is filed in accordance with section 1121(e) not later than 45 days after the plan is filed unless the time for confirmation is extended in accordance with section 1121(e)(3)." 11 U.S.C. § 1129(e). The statute is not clear whether the 45-day period should begin running on the date the original plan is filed or whether a new 45-day period is allowed after the filing of amended plans. In this case, that 45 day deadline was either May 15, 2010 (if the date the original plan was filed is the proper date) or June 23, 2010 (if the date the last amended plan was filed is the proper date). Section 1121(e)(3) allows for an extension of the time limitations imposed under § 1129(e) (plan confirmation in this case) if three requirements are met. That section states, in relevant part: 

the time fixed in section 1129(e) within which the plan shall be confirmed, may be extended only if-- 

(A) the debtor, after providing notice to parties in interest (including the United States Trustee), demonstrates by a preponderance of the evidence that it is more likely than not that the court will confirm a plan within a reasonable period of time; 

(B) a new deadline is imposed at the time the extension is granted; and 

(C) the order extending time is signed before the existing deadline has expired. 

  *3 11 U.S.C. § 1121(e)(3).

 In this case, there was no formal request, nor was there an order timely entered, extending whatever was the 45-day confirmation deadline. Thus, the UST argues, confirmation must be denied, and the case dismissed.

 Most of the few cases considering this issue in essence support the UST's position. In re Roots Rents, Inc.,
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 A recent case bearing on the issue, In re Crossroads Ford, Inc.,
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  *4 In re Crossroads Ford, Inc.,
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 This Court agrees with the reasoning and conclusion articulated in the In re Crossroads Ford, Inc. case and would apply such to this case. As noted, Debtor timely filed its plan within 300 days of the petition date in accordance with § 1121(e). It should be noted that the Chapter 11 Case Management Order Establishing Deadlines and Procedures for a "Small Business" Debtor ("Case Management Order") (Docket No. 15) set a March 31, 2010 deadline for the Debtor to file a combined plan and disclosure statement and set a confirmation hearing date of May 13, 2010 (which was 43 days after the plan filing deadline). It should also be noted that the Order Granting Preliminary Approval of the Disclosure Statement, which granted preliminary approval of the Amended Plan filed on May 9, 2010, changed the date of the confirmation hearing from May 13, 2010 (the date indicated in the Case Management Order) to June 17, 2010 (which was 39 days after the date the Amended Plan was filed, but 78 days after the original plan was filed). As noted earlier, that June 17, 2010 confirmation hearing was adjourned to June 24, 2010 due to a bankruptcy conference. At that June 24, 2010 confirmation hearing, the Court set an evidentiary hearing for August 25, 2010 to hear evidence regarding the value of the Debtor's real property for lien stripping, which was the only remaining issue hindering confirmation. That evidentiary hearing was adjourned by stipulation of the parties four times. At that evidentiary hearing held on January 12, 2011, the United States Trustee ("UST") first raised a preliminary objection to confirmation pursuant to § 1129(e). At that time, the Court decided to defer ruling on the § 1129(e) issue until after it had time to review the record and make its decision on the property valuation/lien stripping issue. On March 28, 2011, the Court entered its Opinion Regarding Value of Real Property and Sustaining Creditor's Valuation Objection to Confirmation of Debtor's Plan (Docket No. 90). At a status conference the Court set for April 21, 2011, Debtor's counsel indicated the only remaining issues were a question of feasibility raised by a creditor and the § 1129(e) issue raised by the UST. While it was then past the applicable un-extended 45- day period, the reasons for the delays were not due to want of prosecution of this case; rather, such were due to the necessity of determining the property valuation/lien stripping issue prior to confirmation. While it is true that the evidentiary hearing on that issue was adjourned several times, such was done by stipulation of the parties and with Court permission. Further, the Court acted as expeditiously as possible in rendering its opinion on the property valuation/lien stripping issue, which was a key to confirmation. If the Court were to hold that a small business debtor's case must be dismissed simply because it is not confirmed within 45 days under the recited circumstances in this case (including the belatedness of the UST in raising the issue and/or not objecting to adjournments or proceedings scheduled for date(s) beyond the statutory limits now being asserted), the debtors in such cases would have little, if any, time to deal with any objections to confirmation and the statutory scheme would be frustrated and rendered impractical, requiring dismissals and re-filings for no particular reason. For the indicated reasons, the Court therefore does not adopt the UST's argument in this particular case.

 *5 The only remaining issue in this case regards feasibility of the plan, which Debtor claims should be easily addressed based on the fact that Debtor has been profitable since filing its petition, and that its revenues have exceeded projections. Attempted confirmation of the plan in this case is in the best interest of the parties and dismissing the case for failure to confirm the plan within the 45-day period would otherwise be inequitable and inappropriate for the reasons stated. An order is being entered concurrently, which sets an evidentiary hearing date at which the Court will hear evidence regarding the feasibility objection and any other objections to confirmation.
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