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PER CURIAM:*

On 26 January 1999, Camelot Retirement Community (Camelot)

filed for bankruptcy under Chapter 11.  Colin Kelly Kaufman,

formerly an attorney for one of Camelot’s limited partners, filed

an application in bankruptcy court for attorneys’ fees in August

2000.  The court denied Kaufman’s application, holding that, as a

terminated attorney, he lacked standing to seek recovery under 11
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U.S.C. § 503(b).  See In re American Preferred Prescription, Inc.,

194 B.R. 721, 723 (Bankr. E.D.N.Y. 17 April 1996).  The court

further concluded that, even if Kaufman did have standing, he

failed to demonstrate a “substantial contribution” to the estate,

and was therefore precluded from recovering fees.  See Matter of

D.P. Partners, Ltd. Partnership, 106 F.3d 667, 673 (5th Cir. 1997),

cert. denied, 522 U.S. 815 (1998).

After the reorganization plan was confirmed, Kaufman filed a

second fee application, which was again denied by the bankruptcy

court in June 2002.  Kaufman appealed unsuccessfully to the

district court and to this court, which affirmed in February 2004

in a short, unpublished opinion.

Kaufman also sued Camelot in June 2002 to revoke the

bankruptcy confirmation order, based on allegations of fraud; he

sought payment of his attorney’s fees.  Those allegations were

substantially the same as those made in Kaufman’s other action.

The bankruptcy court dismissed his complaint.  On appeal, the

district court affirmed.  Essentially for the reasons stated in the

district court opinion, the judgment is

AFFIRMED.


