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Leslie P. Marks appeals pro se from the district court’s order concerning

various orders of the bankruptcy court in her adversary proceeding. We have
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jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §158(d). We review decisions of the bankruptcy court
independently without deference to the district court’s determinations. Leichty v.
Neary (In re Strand), 375 F.3d 854, 857 (9th Cir. 2004). We affirm.

The bankruptcy court properly denied Marks’s motion alleging a violation of
the automatic stay. See McCarthy, Johnson & Miller v. North Bay Plumbing, Inc.
(In re Pettit), 217 F.3d 1072, 1080-81 (9th Cir. 2000) (no violation of the
automatic stay where transferred property was not property of the estate).

The district court properly concluded that Marks’s notice of appeal was
untimely as to the other bankruptcy court orders that Marks challenged on appeal.
See Greene v. United States (In re Souza), 795 F.2d 855, 857 (9th Cir. 1986) (the
notice of appeal from a bankruptcy court decision must be filed within the time
provided by Bankruptcy Rule 8002).

Marks’s contention that the district court and bankruptcy court judges were
biased is unsupported by the record. See Focus Media, Inc. v. NBC (In re Focus
Media, Inc.), 378 F.3d 916, 929-30 (9th Cir. 2004) (judicial rulings alone rarely
evidence bias).

Marks’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

Marks’s request for judicial notice is denied.

AFFIRMED.
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