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LaTasha Richardson appeals the Bankruptcy Appellate Panel’s (“BAP”)
decision affirming the bankruptcy court’s order denying her April 2021 motion for
contempt sanctions against Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc. (“SPS”). We have
jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 158(d). Reviewing the BAP’s decision de novo and
the bankruptcy court’s order for abuse of discretion, see In re Taggart, 980 F.3d
1340, 1347 (9th Cir. 2020), we affirm.

Richardson argues that SPS improperly litigated in state court because the
bankruptcy court stayed its remand order before the order took effect. To be sure,
a remand order “is not self-executing.” Bucy v. Nev. Constr. Co., 125 F.2d 213,
217 (9th Cir. 1942). Jurisdiction does not transfer to the state court until it receives
“[a] certified copy of the order of remand.” 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c); see Seedman v.
U.S. Dist. Ct., 837 F.2d 413, 414 (9th Cir. 1988) (per curiam) (“Once a [federal]
court certifies a remand order to state court it is divested of jurisdiction . . ..”).

However, Richardson forfeited her right to challenge SPS’s conduct because
SPS was merely responding to her attempt to undo the state court’s adverse
summary judgment ruling. See Bucy, 125 F.2d at 218-19; ¢f. Roman Cath.
Archdiocese v. Acevedo Feliciano, 140 S. Ct. 696, 700 (2020) (per curiam)
(explaining that parties may defend their interests in state court when the state
court proceeds on a removed case despite lacking jurisdiction).

AFFIRMED.
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