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

No. 93-8564

Summary Cal endar

IN THE MATTER OF: DWGHT L. LIEB,

Debt or .
DWGHT L. LIEB
Appel | ee,
ver sus
FREDERI CK L. "RI CK" THOVSCN,
Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
( SA- 89- CA-828)

(May 13, 1994)
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Dwight L. Lieb filed suit in 1988 alleging that Paul J.
Ti Il man defrauded himin connection with the sale of stock, a suit
to which Lieb joined Frederick L. Thonmson. Thonson prevail ed and

the court awarded himcosts to be paid by Lieb.

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



When Thonmson submtted a Bill of Costs to the court, Lieb
responded with seven pages of detail ed objections to their anount,
Thonmson's nethods for calculating them and the fact that they were
not verifiable. 1In a single line at the end of these objections,
Lieb stated that the order of the court confirmng Lieb's Chapter
11 reorgani zati on had di scharged the debt for the costs pursuant to
11 U.S.C. § 1141. Thonson attenpted to refute Lieb's objections
but overl ooked this argunent. The district court concluded that
the costs had been di scharged. Thonson argued in an unsuccessful
nmotion to reconsider that the obligation to pay court costs arose
after, and therefore was unaffected by, the order confirmng Lieb's
reorgani zati on.

On appeal, both parties largely ignore the basis for the
district court's ruling. Thonson argues that the district court
reversed its decision to award costs, which it did not. He notes
i n passing, however, that the district court assigned costs after
the reorgani zation and that Lieb's debt therefore remains.

Lieb responds that the court rejected Thonson's Bill of Costs
because of various inadequacies, which is untrue. Lieb makes no
effort to defend the actual grounds for the district court's
deci si on.

The bankruptcy judge signed the order confirmng Lieb's
reorgani zati on on January 14, 1991. The court awarded Thonson

costs in a judgnent signed April 16, 1993. Bankr upt cy



reorgani zati on does not discharge debts incurred subsequent to
confirmation.! This general rule governs the present case.

REVERSED and REMANDED.

1 See 11 U.S.C. 1141(d).



