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Chapter 7 debtor Shanel Ann Stasz appeals pro se from the Bankruptcy
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Appellate Panel’s (“BAP”) judgment affirming the bankruptcy court’s order

compelling turnover of estate property.  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 properly concluded that the funds held on account of

the West Hollywood Domestic Non Grantor Trust were property of the bankruptcy

estate because the law of the case established that Stasz had rescinded that trust

before filing for bankruptcy.  See Thomas v. Bible, 983 F.2d 152, 154 (9th Cir.

1993) (law of the case doctrine generally precludes reconsideration of an issue that

has already been decided by the same court, or a higher court, in the identical

case); see also Abele v. Phoenix Suns Ltd. P’ship (In re Harrell), 73 F.3d 218, 219

(9th Cir. 1996) (per curiam) (bankruptcy estate “includes ‘all legal or equitable

interests of the debtor in property as of the commencement of the case’” (quoting

11 U.S.C. § 541(a)(1)).

We do not address issues raised for the first time on appeal.  See Brown v.

Gen. Tel. Co. of Cal., 108 F.3d 208, 210 n.1 (9th Cir. 1997) (per curiam).

Stasz’s contentions concerning collateral estoppel, the trust’s alleged exempt

status, and the necessity of an adversary proceeding are unpersuasive for the
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reasons stated by the BAP.  

AFFIRMED.


