UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

LOUISIANA

In re: Dynamic Industries Saudi Arabia Limited

In re Dynamic Industries - No. 25-1381 - Decided March 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana affirmed bankruptcy court orders

denying counsel’s motion to withdraw and motion for reconsideration. The court held that withdrawal

without substitute counsel could prejudice collection efforts and enforcement of an outstanding

attorney-fee judgment against a corporate creditor. The court concluded that the bankruptcy court did

not abuse its discretion.
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25-1381

affirmed

Appeal from United States Bankruptcy Court for the Eastern District
of Louisiana orders denying counsel's motion to withdraw and motion

to reconsider that denial.

The court reviews bankruptcy-court conclusions of law de novo,
findings of fact for clear error, and mixed questions of law and fact de
novo. A ruling on withdrawal of counsel is reviewed for abuse of

discretion.
Unknown; district court order affirming bankruptcy court orders.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the bankruptcy court abused its discretion by denying counsel's motion to withdraw without
substitute counsel while an outstanding attorney-fee-and-cost award and compliance proceedings

remained unresolved.

2. Whether the bankruptcy court properly denied reconsideration of its withdrawal ruling.

HOLDINGS

1. The bankruptcy court did not abuse its discretion by denying counsel's motion to withdraw because
withdrawal without substitute counsel could prejudice DISA's efforts to collect the outstanding fee-and-

cost award and disrupt the bankruptcy court's compliance assessment.

2. The bankruptcy court properly denied reconsideration of its order denying withdrawal because the
asserted characterization of the fee-and-cost award as a judgment rather than sanctions did not eliminate

the risk of prejudice or the need for counsel during compliance proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Attorney withdrawal is “entrusted to the sound discretion of the court and will be overturned on appeal only

R

for an abuse of that discretion.
“The court must assure that the prosecution of the lawsuit is not disrupted by the withdrawal of counsel.”

“The court has a substantial interest in seeing its orders and judgments executed.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The bankruptcy court dismissed an involuntary chapter 7 petition filed against Dynamic Industries Saudi Arabia
Limited and awarded DISA attorney fees and costs under 11 U.S.C. § 303(i). Counsel for the petitioning
creditors sought to withdraw after two creditors settled and the remaining creditor, Ultra Deep Picasso Pte. Ltd.,
terminated counsel. Counsel requested withdrawal without substitute counsel and provided Ultra's contact
information in Singapore. The bankruptcy court denied withdrawal because the fee-and-cost award remained
outstanding, compliance proceedings were pending, and Ultra, a corporation, could not represent itself.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ultra Deep Picasso Pte. Ltd., Zakher Marine Saudi Company Limited, and Stanford Marine LLC filed an
involuntary chapter 7 petition against Dynamic Industries Saudi Arabia Limited. After the bankruptcy court
dismissed the petition, it awarded DISA attorney fees and costs under 11 U.S.C. § 303(i). Counsel for the
petitioning creditors later sought to withdraw without substitute counsel, but the bankruptcy court denied
withdrawal and denied reconsideration because the outstanding fee-and-cost award and related compliance

proceedings could prejudice DISA and be disrupted by withdrawal. The district court affirmed.
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