IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-40011
Summary Cal endar

IN THE MATTER OF: Joseph A. Hansl er, doing
busi ness as Autonmted Services, |Inc.,

Debt or .
JOSEPH A. HANSLER,
Appel | ant,
vVer sus
ALLEN L. POITER,
Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(96-20848- C- 13)

Novenber 26, 1999
Before POLI TZ, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, C rcuit Judges.
Per Curiam’

Thi s appeal presents one issue: \Wether the bankruptcy court
had jurisdiction to approve and di sburse attorney’s fees to Allan
Potter (“Potter”) after Chapter 13 debtor Joseph Hansler (“debtor”)
exercised his right to dismss the proceeding. W hold that it
di d.

The debtor invoked his right to dismss under 11 U S C 8§
1307(b) on August 13, 1997. Twel ve days later, on August 25,

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determn ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Potter, the debtor’s forner attorney who had represented t he debt or
in his Chapter 13 proceeding, filed a notion with the bankruptcy
court to reconsider its August 13 order dism ssing the case. The
sol e purpose of the notion was to get the court to approve and the
trustee to disburse attorney’s fees. Eventually, this disbursenent
was funded in part by the trustee’s recovery of funds that had been
erroneously disbursed to another creditor. The Code expressly
provide that the debtor’s attorney can apply to the court, and the
court may approve, conpensation for services rendered to the
estate.?

Li ke other courts that have considered this issue, we hold
that dism ssal of a Chapter 13 proceeding “does not result in the
bankruptcy court losing jurisdiction to consider the all owance of
attorney fees to Debtor’s counsel.”! Mreover, until the estate is
fully adm nistered and the court has discharged the trustee, the

trustee has the power, inter alia, to correct errors made during

the admnistration process.? Although the debtor’'s § 1307(b)
di sm ssal may have precl uded t he bankruptcy court fromtaki ng ot her
actions, the court had jurisdiction to approve and disburse

attorney’s fees to Potter.

’See 11 U.S.C. 88 330, 331.

'n re Harshbarger, 205 B.R 109 (Bankr. S.D. Chio 1996)
(quoting In re Fricker, 131 B.R 932, 938 (Bankr. E.D. Pa. 1991));
see also In re Lawson, 156 B.R 43, 46-47 (B.A P. 9th Gr. 1993),
aff’d 999 F.2d 543 (9th Cr. 1993) (holding that court had
jurisdictionto award attorney’s fees even after the bankruptcy was
di sm ssed).

211 U.S.C. 8 350; cf. Lathorp v. Meyer (In re Helena B.
Lat horp), 49 B.R 885, 887 (1985).
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As our hol ding on this point resolves this appeal, we need not
address other issues raised by the parties. The judgnent of the

bankruptcy court is AFFI RVED



