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tha n i W Tacw ihnes who testify
sguins mnil Use righl b ennidact eross-
renmination® Peaneploassa o Kelchie, S0
115 39 B, 10T 500 Sey, 0o W L E4dEd 40
(iaETE  Alkhough an out-of cowrl siatemend
relulasd by & wilnens sl Lrial constilutes “les-
tumany” apminsl the scoused. “Lhe Confronks.
tios Claume s nol wiolsted by sdmilling a
absclarant’s owl-of eourt slalements, as long
s L declarant (s tesidying as & wilneas and
miliject Lo full sl effective orgns-sxaming-
then®  Cislgformm v Greew, 395 U5 148, LE8,
W 500 10, was, o LEd.2d 480 (1970,
Hers, the oul-of-court declarsnt, AT, was
physivally preseni an Use wilness scand for
rrums-asaminaon.  Tome conlenils, however,
that him right le conducl cross-ecemisston
was violaled becawss Lthe wilnesm did mol
reapond saficiently o his gquestions. We
dasagree.

It ia clear thsl “ssmply patling s child on
the stand, regunllsas of har meslal mebarity,
s mel, i Thelmml 1o wlimisaia all Canfrosiation
Clause comerna™  L'mided Stutes w. Spolfed
War Bimnedl, 63 F2d 1471 14T b Cir
1), et dbemien] — UE. ——, 112 S.00L
LIET, 1T L.EdEd 420 (10921 see [Faaled
Nimles v [hoorian, B0 F20 1438, 1446 (b
Cir 1886 (eoncluding thst fve-yeer ol wit
nems was wnabile L Loty msanngiully be-
s of age and frightl; see el Commsin-
wealth u Kisvias, 405 Mass 567, 543 N E 24
10, FTE-T4 (19%9) (wilness resisted answer-
ing mexrly all guestions asked during rross-
ecaminetiom).  Dhare I8 ol however, & silus
tbun where Lhe childl wylness was wnalils Lo
sniwer ijuesibons on Lhe stand. Hailier, ss
dlsruisaed ahwve, the recond |ndisles fAfy-
wight transeripl pages of AT.'s oruss-ezami-
nitlom during which she was generally re-
aponsive.  Tome neveriheless challengea the
nilffiddency of thie ¢roas-saaminglion becmuse,
in resguieE L & -I'hhl'urq_hq-hl,,:r
wilher gave no mwlible responss or Hm
that she could mul remember many gy

112] The Cosfrontatben Cleuss ~gpimpEn
leen anly sn epportunily for effective croas-
sRAMsEl R, Al cross-ezaminalion thal =
#iferiive bn whatever way, aml in whalever
ealenl, the deferme maght wish = Lebuanioe
i Feusderer, 474 V1S 15, A0, DiNE 8280 s

i, M4 L KOS 06 MRS The roneerns
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animaling 1be Confron Clawsss wre sais-
Mesd am bung as the defendant bhes the opper
tusily b rxposs wesknesses in the wilsaas’
testimuny. See Choema, 484 US. ot 509, 18
B.0L al Bl see odes Kembucky w Stimess,
4k US. 70, T4d, 10T S0 2GR, BAGT,
LEd2d @l (187). Forgetfulness, for -
amiple, dors not render oruss-essavisetios
constiliglimally infirm bacsass the defense
can ade Lhe wilnme's poor memory snd sl
demeancr Ly sbladk Use wilnusa's eredilality,
Orewma, dbl UH. st B58-00, 108 B.0L sl B4B-
43; Femsiever, 474 1.5, at 80, 106 SCL
296, In this case, the defendant likewise bad
the apporunily Lo meanl & suocessful alisck
aguinsl the partially nonresponsive witnass
and, in fnel, rarely missed an opportunily i
comment s Lha differgnce between AT.s
Lestimony on direet ssd on croas-sxEmins-
tem,  Therefore, netwithatsnding AT.'s il
wre Lo pespond o some questions s cross.
sasminstion, we find that Toms's rights en-
der the Confrontston Cleuss wers not vislsl-
ed hevmine AT.S lestimony provided him &

sulficient upporiunily Lo discredil her out-al o

rourl #latsimnasla

L Use of Leading Questions, X
g )

113,141 The bekal juidge persilitod=ihe
doverniieil b e leading quwedtline Wuring
AT s diredt exsmination. We review Lhat
decisbon for an mﬂj{um Sra
flusled States & NodvipSes-Ougein, 860 F 2
166k, 1670 {10k Ciil%EN  “In this realm
the wilen! puossible™laliiude i given o the
Julge on 1he & ®  Rodaguer v Roses
Cenk urp, :!F,ﬁ'l T, UE (led Chr.l0wa

Fed BN B ic) provides that “[1heading
ipuestitgs should mol be used on ihe direct
ffw'ﬂ B witness excepil &1 may bs

o dlevelop the wilness' testimony.”
m'?m hsa lung recogmized the neceasity
P iming leading quesbions Lo slicdl Leslimony
Trum ehalif sen alivse wirilma, Ser Awieliope
i Ulmitedl Sfafes, 185 F3d 174, 175 (1
Cir U630 Inibessd, the Afvory Cumméilise
Moles w lale §100e) expreasly identify Lhe
examination af child wilhesses as an excep-
tin to i geswersl jirshibition o the usa of
Fewling spurslions durimg dlieeet #aamirnation
Fedd L Evel  @llle) mibvsory  sommities’s
wle, &% alsie [aaled Slales w0 Dialme-

Homern, B F.0il 842, 343-4 (ith

"ﬂ-ﬂi-rru-nldusﬂﬂ_mhll
I-MM.LT'HM:;.::MH
.ﬂhlllﬂnl-ﬂﬂﬂl.nﬂllr By ek
Livsa. Ilu-ﬂ‘H-IﬂII'lWIJ'llr-tﬂ'ﬂ_,hrﬂH-
gr, Uhst AT, was reluctsnt bo Lestify wherul
b ks, Inflﬂ.mdqwhﬂﬂ
mrﬂihnuh-rdnfui.'r.hmi-afw
pompetsiire  ®nd willingeeas Lo dimcuss Uhe
granin al msua. Thie idefanses Tsios

ta the lesding questlons; bath dis-
iriet. jusige decided to permis N Unider
(el cifCUMBANCES, Wa ihat ithe
districl eour m&‘h im dhatar-
MMW{ f T REEATY
W develop AT.'s Lesbimeny.
I'l-E Cumulative Error and Fundamentsl
\ S Afolsirnes

"@m argues thet “[tfhis Court

) ihiin emse fundamentally unfair® We ister
/" prot this sssertion Lo reise two distinet aryu-
ikl

Firsl, Teme appear (s make & presmjiloary
strike wi 8 potenissl harmbess error pnalyais
Im thin regard, ke costends Lhal, sven if tha
alleged irial errors wWiE inilvidually harm
jems, they ware nol harmless in the sggre-
guie.  Thin srgument is unavaifing, brewver,
berause we siready have conchudad Chat Une
trad pourt’s irdividual rulings wers sl ermo-
wipas.  ~|A] camulslive-error il R BEETE-
gales only urlund ervors 16 delarmine their
eumulstive offsct.” Uuited Sindes & Hivirs,
ol F2d 142, 1470 (10th Ui 19905 (emphs-
sin ailibedy; see mlso [luied Siodes v Hoer
a1 P2 196K, 13T {00tk Cir0581) effect of
nupi-errors nob jeeloded bn wggregationl

(15, 16] Secund, we imterpret Tome's ar-
gamenl o ehallengi tha “landsmental Taif-
peas” of his trial under the Dus Provess
Clas of the Fifth Amendment A irial s
funsbsmentally anfsir usder the Fifth Amenil
meenil’s [hoa Process Clause if it b “ahesthing
G the anbremal serss of justioe” r-'u.m:i
Npuides p Memasefl 411 LS 45l 4R W 800
VT, 1, 36 L Fadihd S (1m il il

o RE OO " MARINE MUT. 454
T TR A
wipaoiatien omitied]. In Hiwm we il 1Bal

Gasding question used durisg direc ensml- LAY mrallar  piefalesed  curmal

“with
\tadly wnfair trisl” bl

plances (et dp mel mmoind s arror (e Uhe
gourss &f prnewing for Fundamanisl usfalr-
bt enly whes sctusl erpor has sl
reis, B0 Pl s I4TL  Thus, “the
_-ﬁ:}u mnalysin seemms Lo be Uhal an
was caommitbed which, when romldarad
caber Ercumatances, bed o s fusdumen-

Hers, & in Kiwrn, Tome Fguasia & Fup-
damestal anfslFness snalysis wilhout eny -
fusl efror on which to hang his vt ial
hat. ‘Teme eopterds thal this is & cee whers
ihe govermmant’s scripied evidence, Inbro-
duead through lesding questions, aed the
defenae’s (nabilily Lo croas-ewumisg 1]
gource of that evidence combined synergs
irally to deny Lhe defendand & fair trial
However, ww alresdy have & of the
use of lesding questions in this case and have
determined that AT. was svailable for cross-
seamination under both Rule 501 asd ik
Confrosiation (Isuse. Mareover, the recond
reveals Uhal the defendant presentsd his owm
witpeases wnil evidence whils mesnting #
conlinuing aiisck wi the roedilslily of the
governmiit's wilnesss, AT wnclubed, The
faci thal & sumber of important evidestiary
ismian were decided sgainst him, ad that the
Jury chmse 1o believe the guvernmenl's wil
nesses rabher than his, simply does nol shiock
any universal sense af jusiice Tanee's trial,
thowgh nol perfect, was Fair

We AFFIRM,

In re OUEAN MARINE MUTUAL FRO-
TECTION AN INBEMNITY ASSOCE-
ATION, LT, Bebert Dhavia, df's Tlaxis

- Wladkiie Inaurmnee Agenry, nnd Murimar
Marine Dndasiries, Ine, Peiiliomens.

Pl W0 KR,

Umitee] Siates Lot ol Agipeals,
Eleventh Lirewit

Mepl 1R, 19
United States
Insirers syl wTil of Pﬁg@m‘u. Q',f 3

ahlErnatively a writ al prahilstsn s veed
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rernaee] imswed hy the United Htsles
Mhimiruct Court for the Soathern District of
Florida, Mo 92-10014-Civ, Donald 1. Grs-
ham, J. The Court of Appesls held that
remand order bssed upon Umely motion o
remand for defects in remeoval procedice was
mol reviewsble.

iHamiasod,

1. Removal of Cases @=107%)

Oirder off remand bisssd upan Umely mne
tian bo pemend for deferts in removel procs-
diire s unreviewslde. 20 USCA § 19T,
di.

L Hemoval of Cases =62

Frocedursl requirensents of rules man-
dating thst sll defendanls join in removil
within 30 daye of when rase becomes remuy-
mhle ars o & reanivsl
undar the Comvenlion om Usé Hecigmition and
Enforrament of Forelgn Arbliral Awerds §
UBCA § 200 st seg; SBUSCA § 1446,
bl

L Hemoval of Cases =101

Fallsre o cumply with rules repening
that all defendanis must join s removel
within 8 days of casa becoming mamovabla
comalilales & defect in removal procedurs
wilhin measing of mile ronceming moliona s
remand o0 bass of delect n procedurs. 2
USCA BY ldd6a, b), [44Tic)

i, Bemaval o Cases &= [0T(8)

Fedarsl disiriet court's remand onder
witd Bol Fevkewalils whears 10 was hased ujpsen
tmedy motion to remend for defects in -
maoval procedure. 28 USCA § 44T, di

Dawid 8. Hstcheller, Mismi, FL, for Oesan
Marine and Davia. .

Robert M. Mayer, Minmi, FL, for Quyih

Sharon L. Walle, Co-Counael, Miain, FL,
fur Dherus. '

Ulm Petition Ter Wril of Mundemis or on
Petition for Wt of Prohibeton to i Usded

I Cismiminn gmn ihe Hecogmiies and Pebsos
il ol Fopeign Liliial dwaids, Fone 10, i95E,
FIUST 2% Vi ir W TS 18, rpeinied ol

Haatss [HaiAet Cowrt Hgathern Dis-

triet of Flonda

Bafore EDMONDSON, COX amal
CABRNES, Circual Judges.

FER CUKIAM:

FACTE AND PHOCEDURAL HISTORY

Rieanbs Deras filed sn setion |n Florids
stabe couri in 19ES ageieat Oopun Marine
Mutual Protection snd Indemmity Associs-
than, Lid, s British imsurer (*(eean Mo
mme”), Hobert Davie, snd Marimar Manine
Industries, Ine. ("Marimar®)., Derss’ claims
aguinat Oeean Marine are baed om en insar:
wncd agreemant; Uhe claims aguinst Dwvds
wnid Merimar allege nagligeses for fallure to
ohitain sdegquate inmursnee coverage. In De-
rember 1831, Dersa oblained o delaall jodg-
maenl aguinil Oeean Marine, which never am-
mwared his compleint.  In My 1802, Man-
mar ssseried thsi ihe cass fell usdar the
Canvention on ihe Hecegnitlon snd Enloros-

menl of Foraign Arbitral Awsrds ' asd re-
meved L e federal eourt pursisnt o @

UEC § Hb (1965,
hwnuwﬂildlﬂmlh'nﬂhuhﬁﬂ

ihis eass o elabs eoari D..ru

thut the sctios did not full ur.ﬁr Hn-

York Cosvention snd that)

failed o Dllow proper

leecause all of the ia ¢ Tlﬁl-jl:llun
remeval ns required LLSC § Jddsin)
(1868). Divis joimed in tha pe-

tllhql'urﬂuw l:lu-qH.lnllﬁ.hd
L] “EL wmﬂ.l
I-HgE.L

.lhlﬂll.nel.uurlpu.tll

l.i remassd “Tor [efendants’

¥ wilh § J446s) and (b)"
Q&ulﬂrn‘uﬂd ol 1. Toa suppori iia
‘Mmemmdm amung other
‘nlﬂll Widstn o, hewia Marne Mul Profec
Tiow & fulewe Ass'n, Mo 52-1606-CIV-
NESRITT i5.0.Fla Aag. 4, 12 voonded,
el 10, V02, reinsinded, Jam, T, 1998 (cun-
tluding that 8 UHC § 206 relains ihe
b 148D thirty-day ime Gimit for fling no-
tsew of remuval) and Wosds v Firestone Tire

pmg W USL A § 20 (Wew Supp 1991 Iheeinal
ser M YVork Coawsemisasnl

IN RE (W, .5 MARINE MUT. 455
Fokd 98B fiisLin 19E

i Wl e, B6D F Sepp. 558 (5, e, 15000
(Bobding ksl sll deféndunls musl juin (s ibe
nulics of resmovall,

[HSCUSSI0N

The iefendunis (petitioners] seek & wril ﬂ"

m.l.nd..nul-.. or allernalively & wnit of i
dhﬂﬂ]ﬂ‘lhdlﬂl‘lﬂ.lﬂu‘thl‘ﬂﬂ.i
Ovder of Hemand. Derss responds’

I'wv
pursuant to 28 ULS.C. § 1447(d) (hem! the

district couri’s remard order @SSt
bile on mandamis. B : ude that
b 14ETE) precludes Ilr';_‘l'ﬂul\! ithe distmet
eoiirt's remand rdu‘;‘ﬁiw the petitdon

for lack of jurisdiction,
Hy ité termagd W4Tid) appears to pro-
piTiba, u;_;m remand orders.  In

T i Inc. v Mermousdorfer,
iE 1.8, %{ S.C0 S84, a0 L Fd2d fau
::mw the Suprems Courl hebd
m MATI) only prohshited review of re-

ilhl-'l isswed pursuant e 33 USC
i e When Therwirun waa deciiled,
A Tic) provided for remanid of cises Ll
had been removed “improvidesiy ani i
il jumsdiction.” 423 US wi 942, b S0 @l
B Hemands besed on eonslils ralbons anil-
mide § 144%e), &g, & erowilsl dockel, wers
an exceplion to § 14ATd) asd remained sulb-
et B0 review an mandsmiss,  Td st =46,
S 500 i GBSO

In igE8, Congress amended § 144700 8
reaif:

A motios to remand the case om Lhe basis
ol amy dafect in penoval procedire must
be wnsle witkin 30 days aller the filog of
the potice of reméeval under pertion
Bddm) 00 st any Ume befure Moal juilg
menk il appears ihsl the dlisiricl coary
lachs subject mater jurisdiction, the cae
shall be Femanded

LoOJE s N RNl | DEED e

An sniled iemandeng & vase 1o she Siale oesii
Iromi wilisily il was ictoved w0 peviesable
i mpjecsl wi wilberwee, excep thay g wsade
iemidiiling & cese du ahe Seale couin ben
whan s i wan romsserd arviaid b sec e b
of e iisle whaall bt peviewable by apjeral o=
ambarraiue

This casr wad ms §oEseved s b § LT

whinh pramides b e ieinmal o ol tighia

LdlaTh

2 US.C. § 1Tl (iumE), Whike i was
generally secepiel ihal casce remanded far
I||_'t @l malijee] maller jursdifosn remeined
from review aller ihe 1948 amenil-
g, Mwria o Mlie O Niee
A, 851 F24 325, -2 (11

in removal procedure wed besa cer
LlJn. Ser MeDerwaonl Dl T o [dugals Under
writery af Lowdiveg, B34 F2d 118, 1204 (S
Cir i1891). The reviewalility of & remsnid
order based om 8 tmiely 4 1AT(ch motion &
remand for defects in removal procedire i
an dmauw of firel Empression is Uss sircoit

(1] Two other eirneie keve addresse)
thia issise, lbewsver, comdwding  thal
§ 1447100 précludes reveew of mn order of
ramind based upan a Gmely § 1447 me
tion o remand for defests in removal proee.
dira, I Madscogw Mariue Lid, 472 F 24
10T (S Cir 15925 Foeler g0 Muteal Fire,
Marne & Fndund fes o, Qs F 354 a6, b0
(dd Cirdogd); see alese Creekmory v Food
Liom, Ine, TT FSupp MG (F.D Ve 153
We find thesse miroails” regening persunsoe
il mpree Uhal & remanl onder el n -
Hmely § 14HITel midiva o remand for de
ferts in remnoval procedure s unreviewshile
parsuand e § 1447

[£,8] o this esse the isiniet courl re
manileild the setlim afler Derns filed @ tmely
madion mlleging mmapplicabiliny wf the MNew
York Comvention amsi] deforis i (e renmnal
precedurs smpluyel by the defendants. The
eoirt preivsel il decision e e delin-
dants” fuibare b comiply willi § Jddia) amil
Chl, giting cases which Lold ihai a8 defen
ilagils muasl juin Lhe sotee of removal sler
§ 1EERfal witkiin Chirty days of ke tme wlion
thit ease lecomes repurvalile mnider § P46
The praceidaral revquiremenis of § 14400

miul (8] wre gemerally applicalilic io & remg]

¥ B oiiwy b ahsn i anabon ol peesainl D om ss
ey v bei e il e ilebivais an PR
ol s edie i eevirnabhe un osmlsees %

P e Sl Al ', WD 0 0 NN %R i D90
wwrf alaw el ki % L NI S wid, 10a
L Bl el RO DIWUEL, Ae-Sdeekih, Fats w0 O sl
B P AN L D D% (lecmusr Devas' miu

i o ly, e S s imtéd 'StateS

shilng of & jemand s b AR bl i [y

e b pemmaiil bt dule s e !paga. ¥e) 3

iliii

———
= i
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wiibii e Mew York Cenvention, becsuse B
UHC § 86 provides thai “lijhs procedurs
for removal of resses stherwise provideil by
law shadl wpgily, enewpl that the grownd for
remaval provided in tss sectivs need net
appear on e feee af ihe complaint bal may
b b in Lo pelition for rameval®  See
I e Amoro Petroleum Addibies Ca, S84
F.2a s, 712 (Tuh Cir 198521, Failure o com-
ply with § 14ea) and (L) constitutes & de-
feet in ruimoval procedure within Use meanmg
al B 14470l See Wilsm n Oeneral Motors
Corp, 888 F 24 TT9, TH n | {100k Cir, LG8}

4] The disirict courls remasd order is
hased upon & Umely § 14470) motion de re-
mand for deferdn in removel procedars®
Therefore the remand order, “whelher srro-
nac or Bol,” |8 nol sabjecd b review in Lhis
coiart pusrwussl to § 1AT).  Thermelirom, 453
UH st 548, W S0 sl BBR.  Hecauss e
iistrict court’s erder s nol mabject Lo revies,
wa i nol resth e gquestion of the agplics-
hilty of the Mew York Cosventon (e [eres’
slaks ool eftien of the question of delen-
dania’ pdmler; we alals no oplnkn as L ke
engreciness of Lhe dislrict rourt's ronclusion
that ¥ ILHLE, § 206 relaine (he thirtyday
lima limil of § 1446k} Tsr the ssme rea-es

The islemdanis’ ajiplicaton for @ wml of
manidamua, or allernstively & wnt of prohads
Wog, I8 dismisssd for lack of jursdirises

A Wr have pereinnsly  sisanl Sl “|-|.ht’|rp|1.
BTN applerating o bwwiral v s 1r-
muswd from siste it pRireaant B0 SFCTRR
T440EE) ~ Iw pe Freral Sav & Loam dnp Ciep
BT F B @RF a0k QihiE Tl lW8  We nade
i aiabrmem 0@ cowr remael] unadey | F IS
W ETNHENT) DiRaE e h auiberiaes iha FSLI
ti ifiued 8 Ieilenal connd wleen aamng e the
Peupindr il @ ledleial savings aid bean aves e
e, b b dlia e a8 je @ daey ieiiaerd umles
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Wikliam I- LOHANGER, nadioiduslly snad
a8 surviving son s sole heir of Carolyn
M. Loranger, decensed. and ss personal
represeniative of the estale of Carolyn
M. Loramger, Plaintifl-Appellan,

Marrell STIERHEIM, #te,
el &l Defendants,

Stuart Simon, individuslly and in his for-
mer capacily a8 counly silermey [or
Metmopolitan  Dade  County, Stanley
Price, indisidually amd in his officis
capacily ns stubslant counly atlorney for
Metropolitan Dade County, Stusrt So-
bel, individuslly sl inm his official ca-

hia officisl capscity as an employes of
ihe Pulslic Worka Depariment of Metro-
politan Dade Couniy, Jack I.'EW
vilunlly wial in Bie official cap L]
larmer emiplager ol the 1% '||Jhlrhi
Depriment of Metrapolitas "’ Cosin-
iy, Jwhn Do, imdividdally in his
itheirt wlficanl rlnu‘lﬁwtitmplq-
een ol Metropol Ninide Counly, and
Metrupulitan dlady Cusndy, & puliticsl
Fubilivision of the Siate of Florids, De-
fendants A ppellees.
Mo, BE-5178,

Tft States Court of Appeals,
v Eleventh Clreall

Sept, B8, 106

Plaipif s stiornesy i oivil Aghts cass
e o award of fees snd recussl of judge.

gl saamers.  Masieieer, oiif slaiemind has
lupm peisided da conlholing wih the Suprems
Comiid v e viimsrs im Dsmind Kigey v Nicw, 137 LLE.
M es S5 E0 A6 W0 LMD VAL I8 Ser la e
AN Prag Cades Cosanl FIS40 F 2d AED, 18- 19
o0 Car D9 |, ew. ilrmmarad, — IR, ——_ B F
BCa IRad 107 L P 2 490 D00L Eederad Saw
& Lowws P8 Ol v Frusstidi My Codp, 857
F Tl w0 (b @ie 19EE]

Hak

The United Sisies [hs for ihe
Boutharn [Neiriet of Florids, Mo #1-412-
CIV-IJWE, James W, Kahos, 1, denieil me
ona. Appasl wes ks, The Court 6f Aj-
peuls, Johnson, Hendar Circuit dustlye,
(LTS {lJPHlﬂﬂ'lﬁ.hnquulrﬂi (e
trict eourt faidesd o enplein how it
—urmmummrm-hr.,u@q;ﬂ

nusmbir of elaiml beurn; & 3] ) eoasrt

fabedd 1o discuss whether case Sne of
Encwplional succpas, N

Affirmed in part wacited i part, and
Y

Cua, .I .-..r 4 -
dissan Lo hﬁ‘ﬂrﬂ opimian,

L Federsl Courts e=#13

Mﬂwmhm
ﬂ*ﬂ-} of disersiion. 28 UECA

A
\ L Judges #=in])

Dhsqualification on groond thet fnmpuar-
Hality might reascnably be questioned i re-
quiredl anly whan ulleged bist @ perssnsl in
nature. W USEC A § 4nbis)

1 Judges e=gui])

As general rube, Judge's nilings in same
thsd wre not valid grousds for recusad 7S
USCA § 4584a).

L Judges e&q%1)

Pervasive biss requining recussl was nol
shrwn by jodge's two-year ibelay hetween
molive for aitorney fees and initial order,
delay bebween remand of inithal fee award
bl dilstriet courls supglemesisl ardler, pui-
elly ol initla) wward, sl district eosr's fail
:r e areudlsle attorsey’s petitim for en

he review of imlisl awand;  eamplsins
sl wrial juilice wern mithing mare (han
seanplaints shout limaliness ap| milings. i
LLECA § 455(a

& Federal Uivil Procedure ==3717.4

Slarting point i feshiboning awsrd of
sllarney fees b to mulliply mumber of fesars
ressonabdy expsmiled by ressomabile |usriv
rute, ane this lodestar miny then be siljisted
Fer resills sbsladiedd

& v. BSTIERHEIM
Elwms b 7ol 004 (0isaie i¥000

& Federal Couris s=a3y 35‘
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