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In these consolidated appeals, Guillermina Aguilar appeals pro se from the
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judgment of the Bankruptcy Appellate Panel (“BAP”) affirming the bankruptcy
court’s orders granting relief from the automatic stay and dismissing Aguilar’s
adversary proceeding. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 158(d). We review
de novo BAP decisions, and apply the same standard of review that the BAP
applied to the bankruptcy court’s ruling. Boyajian v. New Falls Corp. (In re
Boyajian), 564 F.3d 1088, 1090 (9th Cir. 2009). We affirm.

The bankruptcy court did not abuse its discretion by granting relief from the
automatic stay because Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC presented evidence
establishing that it had a colorable claim to the property at issue. See Arkison v.
Griffin (In re Griffin), 719 F.3d 1126, 1128 (9th Cir. 2013) (per curiam)
(“[B]ecause final adjudication of the parties’ rights and liabilities is yet to occur, a
party seeking stay relief need only establish that it has a colorable claim to the
property at issue.”); Moldo v. Matsco, Inc. (In re Cybernetic Servs., Inc.), 252 F.3d
1039, 1045 (9th Cir. 2001) (setting forth standard of review).

Aguilar has waived any other challenge to the order lifting the automatic stay
and any challenge to the bankruptcy court’s order dismissing her adversary
proceeding for lack of standing. See Smith v. Marsh, 194 F.3d 1045, 1052 (9th Cir.
1999) (“[O]n appeal, arguments not raised by a party in its opening brief are
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deemed waived.”); see also Greenwood v. FAA, 28 F.3d 971, 977 (9th Cir. 1994)
(“We review only issues which are argued specifically and distinctly in a party’s
opening brief.”).

AFFIRMED.
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