IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-10581

JCEL F. ARNOLD; ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,
BOBBY MAXWELL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF | NTERI OR,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:96-CV-3077-P

March 19, 2001
Before FARRI S, JOLLY and DAVIS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM **
Bobby Maxwel |, one of three plaintiffsina Title VIl |awsuit
against the U S. Departnent of the Interior, appeals the district
court’s award of attorneys’ fees. In the underlying |lawsuit, a

jury found that the U S Departnent of the Interior had

"Circuit Judge of the Ninth Circuit, sitting by designation.
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and is not precedent except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR. R. 47.5.4.



di scrim nated agai nst the three plaintiffs by considering race and
gender in its pronotions. O the three plaintiffs, however, the
district court found that only Bobby Maxwell was entitled to
conpensatory danages. The court also granted summary judgnent

against the other two plaintiffs on their claim of retaliation.

See Arnold v. U S. Dep’'t of the Interior, 213 F. 3d 193 (5th Cr.
2000) (describing the facts and affirmng the district court’s
ruling that the other plaintiffs were not entitled to conpensatory
damages) .

In conputing attorneys’ fees, the district court found that
all three plaintiffs inthe suit were prevailing parties, entitled
to an award of fees under Title VII. See 42 U S.C. 8§ 2000e-5(k).
After calculating a revised |odestar anmount, the district court
reduced the fee by 35 percent, noting that the total fee award of
$211,469. 25 for all three plaintiffs was not reasonabl e due to the
limted success of the lawsuit. Mxwell, the only plaintiff to
appeal this ruling, now argues that the district court should have
considered the plaintiffs’ success on an individual basis, and
shoul d not have reduced his award, because he was fully successful
in his suit.

We reviewthe district court’s determ nation of an attorneys’

fee award for abuse of discretion. Hadley v. VAMP T S, 44 F.3d

372, (5th Cr. 1995). |In determning an appropriate fee award in
a situation where only sone clains were successful, a district

court can consider the overall result obtained if the clains



i nvol ve a common core of facts or related | egal theories. Hensley

v. Eckerhart, 461 U S. 424, 435 (1983). Here, although there were

three separate plaintiffs, they were represented by the sane
attorneys. The plaintiffs submtted a joint conplaint arising out
of the sanme core of facts and based on the sane | egal theories, and
al so submtted a joint application for attorneys’ fees. Although
it mght have been preferable for the district court to consider
attorneys’ fees on an individual basis, we cannot concl ude that the
district court abused its discretion by considering the fee award
for the case as a whole. Furthernore, the district court did not
abuse its discretion in reducing the award as excessive in rel ation
to the results obtained.

Because we find that the district court did not abuse its
discretion in reducing the total attorneys’ fee award by 35
percent, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RMED



