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PER CURIAM.

The Millers appeal the district court's  orders granting in part1

their petition for attorneys' fees, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 7430, after

they prevailed in litigation against the Internal Revenue Service.  We

affirm.

The Millers argue the district court abused its discretion in

reducing the number of hours they requested in their initial fee petition.

We conclude the district court did not abuse its discretion in granting the

Millers attorneys' fees for only half the hours they requested, and the

court did not have to undertake an hour-by-hour analysis of the Millers'

request.  See Kenagy v.
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United States, 942 F.2d 459, 463 (8th Cir. 1991) (standard of review); cf.

Standley v. Chilhowee R-IV School Dist., 5 F.3d 319, 324 (8th Cir. 1993)

(district court did not abuse discretion in reducing fee award by

percentage).  The district court's finding of excessive and redundant

billing was supported by the fee petition and billing statement, and was

not clearly erroneous.    

The Millers also argue the district court abused its discretion in

denying their Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) motion seeking fees for

the fee litigation.  Given the district court's familiarity with the

circumstances involved in this protracted litigation, we believe it did not

abuse its discretion by deciding further fees were not warranted.  See

Hensley v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 437 (1983) (district court

appropriately has discretion in determining fee award because of its

"superior understanding" of the litigation and desirability of avoiding

frequent appellate review of essentially factual matters); Commissioner,

INS v. Jean, 496 U.S. 154, 161-62 (1990) (district court has discretion to

award fees for fee litigation).  

Accordingly, the judgment is affirmed.
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