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Judge.

Appellants—a proposed class of elderly investors in a metal-coatings
company—appeal from the district court’s order awarding attorneys’ fees to
Appellees and sanctioning their attorney, Marc Lazo. The lone issue raised is the
propriety of Lazo’s sanction. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.
Reviewing “the district court’s imposition of sanctions and award of attorneys’
fees for abuse of discretion,” De Dios v. Int’l Realty & RC Invs., 641 F.3d 1071,
1076 (9th Cir. 2011), and its “underlying finding of bad faith” for clear error,
Newtok Vill. v. Patrick, 21 F.4th 608, 615 (9th Cir. 2021), we affirm.

The district court awarded $375,635.55 in attorneys’ fees to Appellees, and
it sanctioned Lazo by holding him jointly and severally liable for that amount.
Lazo argues that the district court deprived him of procedural due process—and
therefore abused its discretion—by sanctioning him without first providing notice
and an opportunity to be heard. To be sure, “an attorney subject to discipline is
entitled to procedural due process, including notice and an opportunity to be
heard.” Pac. Harbor Capital, Inc. v. Carnival Air Lines, Inc., 210 F.3d 1112, 1118
(9th Cir. 2000) (quoting Weissman v. Quail Lodge Inc., 179 F.3d 1194, 1198 (9th
Cir. 1999)). As we have held, however, “[t]he opportunity to brief the issue fully
satisfies due process requirements.” Id. And Lazo had such an opportunity:

Appellees moved the district court to hold him personally responsible for their



attorneys’ fees, and Lazo opposed that motion. Accordingly, the district court’s
sanction did not violate Lazo’s right to procedural due process.

Lazo also challenges the district court’s finding of bad faith, which was a
necessary predicate to its sanction under 28 U.S.C. § 1927. See Kohler v. Flava
Enters., Inc., 779 F.3d 1016, 1020 (9th Cir. 2015). But the district court provided
at least seven justifications for its bad-faith finding, and Lazo challenges only two
of them. Even if we agreed with Lazo as to the two bad-faith justifications that he
challenges, the five he fails to address would suffice to support affirmance of the
court’s bad-faith determination. See Recording Indus. Ass 'n of Am. v. Diamond
Multimedia Sys., 180 F.3d 1072, 1076 n.3 (9th Cir. 1999) (“We can, of course,
affirm on any grounds supported by the record.”); cf. United States v. Stauffer, 922
F.2d 508, 516 (9th Cir. 1990) (“When a district court lists several reasons for
taking a certain action, and one of the reasons is flawed, the district court’s
decision should still be upheld if other reasons support the ruling.”). We therefore
conclude that the trial court did not commit clear error in determining the issue of
bad faith, nor abuse its discretion in the imposition of sanctions and the award of
attorneys’ fees against Lazo.

AFFIRMED.!

! Appellees pending motion for judicial notice is DENIED as moot.
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