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MEMORANDUM*

Appeal from the United States District Court

for the District of Arizona

Paul G. Rosenblatt, District Judge, Presiding
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Before:  WARDLAW, CLIFTON, and N.R. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Arizona state prisoner Raymond Ludwig Frost appeals pro se from the

district court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging First

Amendment violations.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review
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for an abuse of discretion the district court’s application of judicial estoppel. 

Hamilton v. State Farm Fire & Cas. Co., 270 F.3d 778, 782 (9th Cir. 2001).  We

affirm.

The district court did not abuse its discretion by dismissing Frost’s claims on

the basis of judicial estoppel because Frost was aware of, but failed to disclose,

those claims during his bankruptcy proceedings, and the bankruptcy court relied on

the omission in initially granting a discharge.  See id. at 784-85 (applying judicial

estoppel where debtor knowingly failed to disclose the existence of a cause of

action as an asset in a bankruptcy proceeding, and the bankruptcy court relied on

the nondisclosure).

AFFIRMED.


