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Before:  HAWKINS, McKEOWN, and CHRISTEN, Circuit Judges. 

 

Dean Browning Webb and Scott Erik Stafne, who represented the plaintiffs 

in the merits portion of the underlying lawsuit, appeal the district court’s 

assessment of sanctions pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.1  Because 

the parties are familiar with the facts, we do not recite them here.  We have 

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we review for abuse of discretion the 

district court’s award of Rule 11 sanctions.  Cooter & Gell v. Hartmarx Corp., 496 

U.S. 384, 405 (1990).  We affirm. 

In a previous appeal, we affirmed the district court’s imposition of Rule 11 

sanctions.  Cervantes Orchards & Vineyards, LLC v. Deere & Co., 731 F. App’x 

570, 573–74 (9th Cir. 2017).  However, we vacated the attorney’s fees award and 

remanded for “further explanation regarding the basis, amount, and reasonableness 

of the attorney’s fees.”  Id. at 574. 

On remand, the district court fully explained the deterrent value of attorney’s 

fees and how it calculated the amount.  The court clarified that the plaintiffs had 

not prevailed on any issues of substance, so it declined to exclude any fees based 

on the plaintiffs’ claimed success.  Importantly, it reduced its prior award by 

carefully excluding fees incurred before the plaintiffs filed the offending pleading. 

 

                                           
1 Besides this narrow issue, the issues Appellants raise on appeal are foreclosed. 
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These determinations and calculations were well within the district court’s 

discretion and amply explained.  The attorneys’ conduct warranted deterrence—

even as to Webb, whose suspension from the practice of law lasts only eighteen 

months.2  To ensure it awarded only the relevant, reasonable fees, the district court 

thoroughly parsed the fee submission. 

We deny the request for attorney’s fees on appeal (Dkt. 19). 

AFFIRMED. 

                                           
2 We grant the request for judicial notice of Webb’s notice of suspension (Dkt. 8), 

the request for judicial notice of a sanctions award against Stafne Law Firm 

(Dkt. 18), and the motion to file a corrected answering brief (Dkt. 38). 


