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In Appellant Ronald Dible’s and Appellant Megan Dible’s prior appeal to

this court, we held the district court abused its discretion when it imposed

sanctions on the Dibles pursuant to Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure, because “Rule 11 does not provide for the imposition of sanctions upon

the clients for the sins of their attorney.”  Dible v. City of Chandler, 242 Fed.

App’x 473, 474 (9th Cir. 2007).  After our mandate issued in that appeal, the

district court granted Appellees’ Rule 60(a) motion to correct a clerical mistake in

the judgment and ordered the clerk of the court to vacate its prior judgment and

enter an amended judgment imposing the Rule 11 sanctions against the Dibles’

counsel.  The Dibles now appeal the district court’s order granting Appellees’ Rule

60(a) motion.  Because the district court did not abuse its discretion in granting the

motion, we affirm.

The record clearly reflects the district court originally intended to impose the

Rule 11 sanctions against the Dibles’ counsel and not against the Dibles

personally.  The district court stated in its July 8, 2005, order that it was imposing

the sanctions “against Plaintiffs’ counsel” and set forth in detail counsel’s conduct

that supported the sanction award.  Therefore, the district court’s subsequent

mistake in its February 13, 2006, order directing the clerk of the court to enter

judgment on the sanction award “against Plaintiffs” was the type of “clerical
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mistake” correctable under Rule 60(a).  See Blanton v. Anzalone, 813 F.2d 1574,

1577 (9th Cir. 1987).

AFFIRMED.


