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PER CURI AM *

These appeal s concern sanctions issued pursuant to 28 U S. C
§ 1927 against the attorneys of the plaintiff, Mark Harry Gabriel.
Because we find that the district court’s awards were not an abuse
of discretion, we AFFIRMthe awards.

Gabriel brought an action under 42 U S. C. 8§ 1983 against the
Cty of Plano, the mayor, and several police officers for alleged
abridgenents of his right to free speech. The police had renoved
Gabriel, an anti-abortion protester, from a public area near a
| ocal high school

The litigation apparently becane uncivil early on. The
behavior by Gabriel’s counsel relevant to this appeal included
repeated requests for docunent discovery; the filing of an
opposition to Plano’s notion for |leave to designate expert
W tnesses; and the filing of disciplinary charges agai nst one of
the attorneys for Plano. Two i ssues al so arose regarding all egedly
frivolous clains: Gabriel’s attorneys’ failure to dismss Plano’ s

mayor, who had been sued only in his official capacity and had no

Pursuant to 5THGOR R 47.5, the court has determ 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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i nvol vement with the incident; and the failure to abandon an
excessive force claimuntil the first day of trial

After a bench trial in which the district court found the
clainms to be without nerit, the defendants noved for sanctions for
16 different acts by Gabriel’s attorneys. The district court
granted the notion regarding six of the alleged acts, for a total
sanction of $52,820.50. The court also noted that fees were
available for the Gty's preparation of the notion, and after the
City sought clarification of an anount, the court awarded $15, 000
for preparation tine. Gabriel tinely appeal ed both awards.

We first address whether we nmay hear this appeal on behal f of
all the appellants. Wile the first appeal was brought in
Gabriel’s nane, the appeal is actually on behalf of his five
attorneys. Even if a notice of appeal does not list the parties
who actually intend to appeal, it is sufficient if it 1is
objectively clear that a party intended to appeal. See FED. R APP.
P. 3(c) advisory commttee’'s note to 1993 Anendnents (2000). In

Garcia v. Wash, we held that a notice of appeal of sanctions was

sufficient where only the attorney, not the litigant hinself,
recei ved sanctions. 20 F.3d 608, 610 (5th Cr. 1994).

W find that it is clear that all of Gabriel’s attorneys
i ntended to appeal the order. The district court’s sanctions order
does not distinguish anong them As Gabriel was not a sanctioned
party, it is obvious that his attorneys and not Gabriel are the

actual appell ants.



Turning to the nerits, we find no abuse of discretion in the
district court’s awards of sanctions. Sanctions under § 1927 are
allowed for actions that are both unreasonable and vexati ous.

See Edwards v. General Mtors Corp., 153 F.3d 242, 246 (5th Gr.

1998). The district court’s account enjoys factual support and its
| egal basis was not in error. Moreover, it set forth detailed
reasons for each of the sanctions and awarded anounts based on an
item zed notion filed by Plano. That it rejected sanctioning
Gabriel’s attorneys for nost of the conpl ai ned-of conduct indicates
that it sanctioned themonly when § 1927 sanctions were required.

Gabriel’s attorneys raise no specific challenge to the award
for the preparation of the Gty's notion, and we find no error in
it.

AFFI RMED AS TO BOTH APPEALS.



