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What does de novo standard of review mean

          The standard review focuses on the defense of a court roughly giving the district court decisions, jurors or agencies.  Paul G. Ulrich, P.C. &amp;amp; Sidley Austin, LLP, 1 Fed. Appeal Prac. Guide 9th Cir. 2d § 4:1 (2011).  Standard appropriate revision is a matter of federal procedure and is therefore governed by federal law.  See Freund v. Nycomed Amersham, 347 F.3d
752, 762 (9th Cir. 2003).   [D]judges by judges are traditionally divided into three categories, denominated questions of law (revised without value), fact questions (reviewed for key errors), and track of discretion (revised for abuse of discretion).  See Harman v. April, 211 F.3d 1172, 1174 (9th Cir. 2000) (quotation mark and summons omitted).  The selection of the appropriate
standards of review is countlawial.  See V Usa. Mateo-Mendez, 215 F.3d 1039, 1042 (9th Cir. 2000).  For example, the Novo Standard applies when the issue of law predominates in district court decisions.  Id. When a mixed question of law and reality is presented, the standard of review is turned on whether real affairs or legal affairs predominate.  See Id.; see also Holly D. v.
California Inst. of Tech., 339 F.3d 1158, 1180 n.27 (9th Cir. 2003) (nothing would apply different standards in review depending on district court intentions); Navellier v. Sletten, 262 F.3d 923, 944 (9th Cir. 2001) (noting the standard of review on appeal .depends on the nature of the claiming error.).  The Standard of Review may be critical to the outcome of the case.  See Dickinson
v. Zurko, 527 UNITED STATES 150, 152-61 (1999) (The upshot in terms of judicial reviews is some practical difference in results depending on what standards they use.); see also Southwest Vote Registration Educ.Pro.v. Shelley, 344 F.3d 914, 917 (9th Cir. 2003) (Bulk Bank) (Not curious) (Noting standards in relevant review of our resolutions in this case); Krull v. SEC, 248 F.3d
907, 914 (9th Cir. 2001) (by defense standards in our revision constraints, though we might decide otherwise were it to leave in our independent judgment); Paid CV. Borg, 982 F.2d 335, 338 (9th Cir. 1992) (The relevant standards of review are important to the result of this case.); Walsh v Sr. Centeio, 692 F.2d 1239, 1241 (9th Cir. 1982) ([T]it results in the instant case turning to
the standard of review ..).  In some cases, the court elected not to decide which standard of review applicable to the ground that the outcome should not be changed by applying different standards of review.  See, for example, T. Cantil-Sakauye, No. 10-15248, --- F.3d ---, 2012 WL 763541 at *2 n.3 (9th Cir. March 12, 2012) (per Curious); United States v. Laurienti, 611 F.3d 530,
551 (9th Cir.2010); United States v. Rivera, 527 F.3d 891.908 (9th Cir.2008); United States v. 339 F.3d 959, 967 n.10 (9th Cir. 2003). For more reading on Standard Review generally, see Steven Alan Childress &amp; Bryan Martha S. Davis, 1-1 Fed. Standards of § 1.01(2011); Steven Alan Childress, Standards of Primary Review: Federal Appeal, 229 F.R.D. 267 (2005). B.     
Devo Novo Devo means that this court views the case from the same position as the district court.  See Lawrence v. Interior Dep't, 525 F.3d 916, 920 (9th Cir.2008); see also Lewis v. United States, 641 F.3d 1174, 1176 (9th Cir. 2011). The appeal court should consider the question, as if no decision has already been rendered.  See Freeman v. DirecTV, Inc., 457 F.3d 1001, 1004
(9th Cir. 2006).  Review is independent, see Agyeman v. INS, 296 F.3d 871, 876 (9th Cir. 2002), or plain, see Stilwell v. Smith &amp; Nephew, Inc., 482 F.3d 1187, 1193 (9th Cir. 2007); United States v. Waite, 198 F.3d 1123, 1126 (9th Cir. 2000).  District Court is not awarded.  See Barrientos v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., 633 F.3d 1186, 1188 (9th Cir. 2011); Ditto v. McCurdy, 510
F.3d 1070, 1075 (9th Cir. 2007); Rabkin v. Oregon Health Sciences Univ., 350 F.3d 967, 971 (9th Cir. 2003) (When no review is required to complete, no form of appeal deferably is acceptable.). 1. Revised Law Questions from Novo ·        Mootness, mercy, stands out.  See Sierra Forest Legacy v. Cherman, 646 F.3d 1161, 1176 (9th Cir. 2011); Wolfson v Sr. Brammer, 616 F.3d
1045, 1053 (9th Cir.2010); Porter v. Jones, 319 F.3d 483, 489 (9th Cir. 2003). ·        Legal interpretation.  See Schleining v. Thomas, 642 F.3d 1242, 1246 (9th Cir.2011); Beeman v. TDI Care Controller, 449 F.3d 1035, 1038 (9th Cir. 2006); see also Vega v. Holder, 611 F.3d 1168, 1170 (9th Cir. 2010) (reviewed BIA's interpretation of status, but explained that [i]f, the Congress has
not directly addressed the exact question in question, a revised court must defer to the construction of the agency to the status as long as it is reasonable. (quotation marks and quotation quotes)). ·        Contract interpretation.  See Doe I v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 572 F.3d 677, 681 (9th Cir. 2009); Milenbach v. Commissioned, 318 F.3d 924, 930 (9th Cir. 2003); but see Tyler v.
Cuomo, 236 F.3d 1124, 1134 (9th Cir. 2000) (stating that the interpretation of a contract is a mixed question of law and fact reviews are none so). ·        Constitutional stature.  See V Usa. Peelman, 658 F.3d 1134, 1134-35 (9th Cir. 2011); United States v. Vongxay, 594 F.3d 1111, 1114 (9th Cir. 2010); United States v. Bolanos-Hernandez, 492 F.3d 1140, 1141 (9th Cir. 2007). ·       
Interpretations of federal rules.  See V Usa. Urena, 659 F.3d 903, 908 (9th Cir. 2011) (evidence); United States v. Alvarez - Moreno, 657 F.3d 896, 900 (9th Cir. 2011) (criminal proceedings); Riordan v. Farm Mut. Auto Ins., 589 F.3d 999, 1004 (9th Cir. 2009) (civil proceedings). ·        Judicial estoppel.  See Tritchler v. Count of Lake, 358 F.3d 1150, 1154 (9th Cir. 2004). 2. Mixing
Questions of Law and Reality A mixed question of law and fact occurs when the historical facts are established, the rule of law is unconstituteed, and the issue is whether the facts meet the legal rule.  See Pullman - Standard v. Swint, 456 UNITED STATES 273, 289 N.19 (1982); see also Khan v. Holder, 584 F.3d 773, 780 (9th Cir. 2009); The zoo's suzy CV. Commissioned, 273
F.3d 875, 878 (9th Cir. 2001) (which stated that a mixed question exists when the primary facts are incompetent and ultimate inference with the legal consequences of litigation).  Mixed questions of law and reality generally require the consideration of legal concepts and conduct the exercise of judgment on the values that hosted legal principles.  See Smith v. Commissioned, 300
F.3d 1023, 1028 (9th Cir. 2002).  Mixed questions of law and reality are generally revised novo.  See Mathews v. Chevron Corp., 362 F.3d 1172, 1180 (9th Cir. 2004); but see Haile v. Holder, 658 F.3d 1122, 1125 (9th Cir. 2011) (We reviewed ... mixed question determination of law and facts for substantial evidence.).  Examples include: ·        If ERISA competent duty has been
violated.  See Mathews, 362 F.3d in 1180. ·        Whether marital privileges have been cancelled.  See Feldman v. Allstate Ins. Co, 322 F.3d 660, 665 (9th Cir. 2003). ·        If taxpayer is a producer.  See the Suzy Zoo, 273 F.3d at 878. ·        Suspect is in custody.  See United States v. Female Juvenile (Wendy G.), 255 F.3d 761, 765 (9th Cir. 2001). ·        What advice rights were
cancelled.  See V Usa. Hantzis, 625 F.3d 575, 579 (9th Cir. 2010); United States v. Collector, 250 F.3d 720, 725 (9th Cir. 2001); see also Drought v. Ignacio, 549 F.3d 789, 805 (9th Cir. 2008) (Miranda claims to present mixed questions in law and fact.). ·        Whether reasonable suspicion exists.  See V Usa. Jimenez-Medina, 173 F.3d 752, 754 (9th Cir. 1999).  ·        If the district
court would deny the use of immunity.  See V Usa. Wilkes, 662 F.3d 524, 532 (9th Cir.2011); United States v. Straub, 538 F.3d 1147, 1156 (9th Cir. 2008). ·        If exact circumstances existed.  See V Usa. Indeed, 224 F.3d 986, 991 (9th Cir. 2000). ·        If there was effective assistance to advice from girlfriends habeas procedures.  See Rhoades v. Henry, 638 F.3d 1027, 1034
(9th Cir. 2011). Note that actual results[f]hidden in District Court reviews for clear errors.  Wilkes, 662 F.3d at 532 (internal quotation marks and quotation omitted).  if, the application of law provides facts to require an investigation that is essentially reality, revision is for clear errors.  See Darensburg v. Metro.Transp.n, 636 F.3d 511, 518-19 (9th Cir. 2011) ([M]ixed questions in fact
and the revised laws have no devotion, unless the mixed question is primary fact.  (internal quotation marks and quotations are omitted); Zivkovic v. S. California Edison Co., 302 F.3d 1080, 1088 (9th Cir. 2002); see also Exxon Co. v. Sofec, Inc., 54 F.3d 570, 576 (9th Cir. 1995) (This Standard of Review is an exception to general rules that mix questions of law and facts reviewed
to none.).  For example: ·        If proxymate causes to display.  See Harper v. City of Los Angeles, 533 F.3d 1010, 1027 n.13 (9th Cir. 2008); Tahoe-Sierra Preservation Council, Inc. v. Tahoe ReglIng Planning Agency, 216 F.3d 764, 783 (9th Cir. 2000). ·        If you establish fact constitute neglect.  See whats cv. Commissioned, 82 F.3d 918, 920 (9th Cir. 1996). ·        If individual is
disabled for ERISA plan purposes.  See Deegan v. Continental Cas. Co, 167 F.3d 502, 506 (9th Cir. 1999). C. Clearly Erroneous A district court reviews under the standard clearly false.  See Fed.Civ.P.52(a)(6); United States v. Cazares, 121 F.3d 1241, 1245 (9th Cir. 1997) (standards applied to both civil and criminal procedure).  Getting into facts made on the basis of audiences
disappears and usually involves determination of credibility, which explains why reviews preferably under the standard are clearly false.  Rand v. Rowland, 154 F.3d 952, 957 n.4 (9th Cir. 1998) (Bulk Bank).  Special defense paid for court results of a court.  See Anderson v. Bessemer Town, 470 UNITED STATES, 573 (1985); McClure v. Thompson, 323 F.3d 1233, 1241 (9th Cir.
2003).  Revised under the standard is clearly unrestable is significantly defensive, which requires a firm and firm conviction that an error has been committed.  See Easley v. Cromartie, 532 UNITED STATES 234, 242 (2001); Fisher v. Tucson Unified Sch. Dist., 652 F.3d 1131, 1136 (9th Cir. 2011); U.S. v. Comprehensive Drug Testing, Inc., 621 F.3d 1162, 1175 (9th Cir. 2010)
(Singapore Bank) (per Curious); see also Miller v. Pass Int'l, Inc., 519 F.3d 879, 888 (9th Cir. 2008) (the district court clearly erred).  If district court receipts of the plausible evidence in light of the entire record, the Court of Appeal cannot be reversed, though it would weigh the evidence a different way.  See Husain v. Olympic Airways, 316 F.3d 829, 835 (9th Cir.2002); see also
United States v. McCarty, 648 F.3d 820, 824 (9th Cir.2011); Katie A., ex. Rel. Ludin v. Los Angeles County, 481 F.3d 1150, 1155 (9th Cir. 2007).  Where there are two permissible views of the the choice of the factor between them cannot be explicitly formed.  United States v. Elliott, 322 F.3d 710, 715 (9th Cir.2003); see also United States v. Stanley Cup, 653 F.3d 946, 952 (9th
Cir. 2011); Al Nasser, 555 F.3d 722, 727 (9th Cir. 2009). Court appeal reviews key errors where: ·        District Court adopts proposed the results submitted by the parties.  See Anderson v Bessemer City, 470 U.S. 564, 571-73 (1985); see also Silver v. Executive Car Leaving Long Term Disability Plan, 466 F.3d 727, 733 (9th Cir. 2006); Our Commodity Futures Trading cV.
Topworth Int'l, Ltd., 205 F.3d 1107, 1112 (9th Cir. 2000) (not while review is for clear errors, the revised court will review and particularly close scruntiy when getting adopted). ·        Found in fact are based on stipulation.  See Smith v. Commissioned, 300 F.3d 1023, 1028 (9th Cir. 2002).   ·        Found in fact are based solely on written records.  See R.B., ex.rel. F.B. v. Napa Valley
Unified School District, 496 F.3d 932, 937 (9th Cir. 2007); Amanda Former Rel. Annette J. v. Clark County Sch.Dist., 267 F.3d 877, 887 (9th Cir. 2001). ·        Get into reality after a Pew trial.  See Oswalt v. Resolution Indus., Inc., 642 F.3d 856, 859 (9th Cir. 2011); Twentieth Century Fox Film Corp. v. Leisure Distribution, 429 F.3d 869, 879 (9th Cir. 2005); Friends of Yosemite
Valley. Norton, 348 F.3d 789, 793 (9th Cir. 2003), clarified by 366 F.3d 731 (9th Cir. 2004) (Order); see also Saltarelli v. Bob Baker Medical Group Trust, 35 F.3d 382, 384 (9th Cir. 1994) (In review of a bench trial, this court must not set aside district court results in fact, whether based on oral oral or documented evidence, unless they are explicitly forced.). D. Abuse discretion A
discretion abuse is a plain error, discretion exercised to an end is not justified by the evidence, a judgment that is clearly against the logic and effects of their reality as found.  Rabkin v. Oregon Health Sciences Univ., 350 F.3d 967, 977 (9th Cir. 2003) (quotation and internal quotation marks were omitted); see also Rerean Air Lines Co., Ltd., 642 F.3d 685, 698 n.11 (9th Cir. 2011). 
On standard abuse discretion, a revised court cannot reverse a definite conviction and firm that the district court has committed a clear error in its conclusion reached on a pressing relevant factor.  Watch McCollough v. Johnson, Rodenburg &amp;gt; Lauinger, LLC, 637 F.3d 939, 953 (9th Cir. 2011); Valdivia v Sr. Schwarzenegger, 599 F.3d 984, 988 (9th Cir. 2010) (CITES SEC v.
Coldicutt, 258 F.3d 939, 941 (9th Cir. 2001)); Harman v. Approx. 211 F.3d 1172, 1175 (9th Cir. 2000) (nothing under standard abuse discretion is possible only when the appeal court convinces firmly that the decision lies beyond the helm of reasonable justification under circumstances).  The abuse of standard discretion requires a court of appeal to uphold a district court
determination that falls within a broad range of permissible conclusions.  See Encoded v. Carlson, 596 F.3d 608, 612-13 (9th Cir. 2010) (per Curious); Grant v. City of Long Beach, 315 F.3d 1081, 1091 (9th Cir. 2002), amended by 334 F.3d 795 (9th Cir. 2003) (Order).  A district court abused its discretion when: ·        The district court does not apply the correct law or relying its
decision on a clear discovery of a material fact.  See Jeff D.v. Otter, 643 f.3d 278 (9th Cir. 2011) (citing Casey v. Inc., 362 F.3d 1254, 1257 (9th Cir. 2004)). ·        District court rules in an irrational manner.  See Chang v. United States, 327 F.3d 911, 925 (9th Cir. 2003); see also Cachil Dehe Band of Wintun Indians at Colusa Cmty American v. California, 618 F.3d 1066, 1084 (9th
Cir. 2010) (District Court concluded they did not rule in an irrational manner).  ·        District Court makes a mistake in law.  See Koon v. United States, 518 STATES 81, 100 (1996); Strase v.r in Soc.Sec.Admin., 635 F.3d 1135, 1137 (9th Cir.2011) (quoted Koon); Forest Grove School Dist. v. T.A., 523 F.3d 1078, 1085 (9th Cir.2008) (Applied Koon); United States v. Matin, 278 F.3d
988, 1001 (9th Cir. 2002) (Applied Koon).  Thus, the court abused its discretion not to unevenly interpret a law, united States v. Beltran-Gutierrez, 19 F.3d 1287, 1289 (9th Cir. 1994), or by relying its decisions on an exact view of the law, Richard S. v. Dep't of Dev. Servs., 317 F.3d 1080, 1085-86 (9th Cir. 2003).  See also Fox v. Vice, 131 S. Ct. 2205, 2211 (2011) (Recognized trial
court has wide discretion but only when, it calls the game by the right rules). ·        Records have no evidence to support the district court decision.  See Oregon Natural Res. Tips v. Mash, 52 F.3d 1485, 1492 (9th Cir. 1995). E. E.      Arbitrary and Caprid review of the agency's limited determination if the agency's actions were arbitrary, faded, a abuse of discretion or otherwise not
by law, or if taken without observance of required law proceedings.  5 UNITED STATES § 706(2)(A); see also Barnes v. U.S.Dep'of Transp., 655 F.3d 1124, 1132 (9th Cir. 2011) (Review under the arbitrary standard and caprior is narrow, and we do not replace our judgment for what the agency does.); Gardner v.S. Country Office Mgmt., 638 F.3d 1217, 1224 (9th Cir. 2011);
Downtown Los Angeles v.S. Dep.of Commerce, 307 F.3d 859, 874 (9th Cir. 2002).  An agency decision will exceed as long as there is a rational connection between facts found and the conclusions made.  Barnes, 655 F.3d at (quote Siskiyou Rule L Educ. Project v. Forest Serv., 565 F.3d 545, 554 (9th Cir 2009)). Under the arbitrary standard and fad, a revised court must consider
whether an agency's decision was based on a waiver of the relevant factors and whether there was a clear error in judgment.  See Envltl. Def. Ctr., Inc. v. EPA, 344 F.3d 832, 858 n.36 (9th Cir. 2003).  The court can be reversed only when the agency relied on waterproof factors, failed to consider an important aspect of the matter, offered an explanation for its decision that ran
contrary to the evidence or so implausible it could not descript a difference of view or of agency expertise.  See Id.; Counting in Los Angeles v. Leavitt, 521 F.3d 1073, 1078 (9th Cir. 2008).  The standard is highly deferably, presenting the agency's actions to be valid and affirming the agency's actions if a reasonable basis exists for its decisions.  See Ranchers Cattleman Legal
Action Fund Emirates Stockgrowers of Am. v. U.S. Dep't of Agriculture, 499 F.3d 1108, 1115 (9th Cir. 2007) (internal summons with omitted summons); see also Sacora v. Thomas, 628 F.3d 1059, 1068 (9th Cir. 2010); Northwest Ecosystem Alliance v.S. Fish &amp; Wildlife Service, 475 F.3d 1136, 1140 (9th Cir. 2007); Arizona Cattle growers'n'v. U.S. Fish &amp; Gas Wildlife, 273
F.3d 1229, 1236 (9th Cir. 2001) (Court must determine whether the agency handwritten a rational connection between facts found and the choice was made); Price Rd. Neighborhood Asss N v. U.S. dep by transp., 113 F.3d 1505, 1511 (9th Cir. 1997) (courts must consider whether the agency's decision is based on a reasonable assessment of relevant factors). 1. Defense of the
Interpretation Agency at Statute or Regulation generally, the interpretation of an agency to a legal provision or regulation charged with the administration has the right to deference.  See Legal Biodiversity Finds. Badgley, 309 F.3d 1166, 1175 (9th Cir. 2002).  However, this deferably is not absolute.  See Nat'l Wildlife Federation v. Nat'L Marine Fisheries Service, 524 F.3d 917, 931
(9th Cir. 2008) (explains de-prong analysis used to determine whether the agency of its own regulations has defensive rights). 2. Cases where no defense is guaranteed ·        Agency rest decisions on misinterpretation of Supreme Court present.  See East Bay Automotive Tips v. NLRB, 483 F.3d 628, 633 (9th Cir.2007); Lucas v. NLRB, 333 F.3d 927, 931 (9th Cir. 2003). ·       
Agencies did not have the authority to act.  See Northern Plain Res. Council v. Fidelity Exploration and Dev.co,325 F.3d 1155,1164 n.4 (9th Cir. 2003). ·        Congress has directly spoken to the exact question of the exact question.  Cmty. Hosp. of Monterey Penensula v. Thompson, 323 F.3d 789 (9th Cir. 2003) (internal quotation mark and citation omitted). ·        Agency is simply
advancing litigation positions, not an official interpretation of its policies.  USA v. Seafoods Tridents Corp., 60 F.3d 556, 559 (9th Cir. 1995); see also Iron Sung Uhm v Humana, Inc., 620 F.3d 1134, 1155-56 &amp;n.34 (9th Cir. 2010); United States v. Able Time, Inc., 545 F.3d 824, 836 (9th Cir. 2008); Alaska v. Federal Subsistence Board, 544 F.3d 1089, 1095 (9th Cir. 2008). ·       
Agencies that ligature positions are fully supported by policies, leaders, or administrative practices.  See Invs Resources., Inc. v. United States Army Corps of Rs Eng', 151 F.3d 1162, 1165 (9th Cir. 1998). ·        The radically inconsistent interpretation of a status by an agency, depended on a good faith by the public, by ordering the usual measure of deferring action to agency. 
Pfaff v. United States Not Housing &amp; Resources Urban Dev., 88 F.3d 739, 748 (9th Cir. 1996). ·        State agencies interpret federal status.  See Orthopedic Hosp.v. Belshe, 103 F.3d 1491, 1495 (9th Cir. 1997); cf. JG v. Douglas Country School District, 552 F.3d 786, 798 n.8 (9th Cir. 2008) (stated that despite the interpretation of a state agency through a federal law not
entitled to defense, the Secretary of Education at the interpretation of this agency is due to some defense). 3. Cases where less deference can be guaranteed ·        Agency interpretations conflict and interpretation of the agency earlier.  See Nat'l Wildlife Fed N v.L Marine Fisheries Serv., 524 F.3d 917, 928, 933 (9th Cir. 2008); Young v. Janet 114 F.3d 879, 883 (9th Cir. 1997); cf.
Irvine Medical Ctr. v. Thompson, 275 F.3d 823, 831 N.6 (9th Cir. 2002) (no longer required to establish permissive duration policies); Queen of Angels/Hollywood Presbyterian Med. Ctr. v. Shalala, 65 F.3d 1472, 1481 (9th Cir. 1995) (noting an agency is not disqualified from changing its mind). ·        [J]deferably udicial doesn't necessarily guarantee where courts are experienced in
the area and are completely fully competent to decide the question.  Int'l Monex, Ltd v. Commodity Futures Trading Us , 83 F.3d 1130, 1133 (9th Cir. 1996) (internal quotation mark and author quotation).  F Sr.      Substantial evidence means more than a simplistic scintilla container; this means relevant evidence as a reasonable idea could be accepted as adequate to support a
conclusion.  Watch Richardson v. Perales, 402 UNITED STATES 389, 401 (1971); Gebhart v. SEC, 595 F.3d 1034, 1043 (9th Cir.2010); How says former Rel. Wolff v. Barnhart, 341 F.3d 1006, 1011 (9th Cir. 2003).  The Court of Appeal must consider the record as a whole, weighing both supporting evidence and declaring evidence in the agency's decision.  See Mayes v.
Massanari, 276 453, 459 (9th Cir. 2001); see also Int'l Union of Painter &amp; Allied Trades v. J&amp;R Flooring, Inc., 656 F.3d 860, 865 (9th Cir. 2011); Hawaiii Stevedores, Inc. v. Ogawa, 608 F.3d 642, 652 (9th Cir. 2010) (the ALJ is expected to regard the record as a whole, including all testimonies and each medical report, prior to the entry obtained).  The court must affirm
where there is such relevant evidence as reasonable spirits can be accepted as adequate to support a conclusion, though it is possible to draw conclusions contrary from the evidence.  See Howard, 341 F.3d in 1011. 1. The determination of the fact of an agency an agency must be updated supported by substantial evidence of the record.  See United States v. Eurodif S.A., 555
UNITED STATES, 316 US.6 (2009); Dickinson v. Zurko, 527 U.S. 150, 152-61 (1999) (rejects explicitly unrebeatable standards and reaffirmed substantial evidence standards in agency's revision); Bonnichsen v. United States, 367 F.3d 864, 879-80 (9th Cir. 2004). The determination of the credibility to be destroyed unless they are inherently or patently reasonable, Retlaw
Broad.Co.v. NLRB, 53 F.3d 1002, 1006 (9th Cir. 1995) (internal summons were cited), or not supported by specific reasons, health agent reasons, see Manimbao v. Ashcroft, 329 F.3d 655, 658 (9th Cir.2003); Reddick v Sr. Chater, 157 F.3d 715, 722 (9th Cir.1998); Deleon-Barrios v INS, 116 F.3d 391, 393 (9th Cir. 1997).  See also Morgan v. Mukasey, 529 F.3d 1202, 1210 (9th
Cir. 2008). 2. Jury Verdicts in a civil case, the Court of Appeal reviewed a verdict jury determining whether it is supported by substantial evidence.  See Hangarter v. Bay of Life and Accidental Ins. co, 373 F.3d 998, 1008 (9th Cir. 2004); see also Engquist v. Oregon Dep't of Agric., 478 F.3d 985, 993 (9th Cir. 2007).  Substantial evidence is as important as reasonable spirit could be
accepted as adequate to support a conclusion even though it is possible to draw a contrary conclusion from the evidence.  See Pavao v. Paddle, 307 F.3d 915, 918 (9th Cir.2002); see also McCollough v. Johnson, Rodenburg &amp;gt; Lauinger, LLC, 637 F.3d 939, 955 (9th Cir. 2011); Harper v. City of Los Angeles, 533 F.3d 1010, 1021 (9th Cir. 2008).  Neither the court nor the
court appealed may weigh the evidence or assess the credibility of witnesses to determine whether substantial evidence exists.  See Gilbrook v. City of westminster, 177 F.3d 839, 856 (9th Cir. 1999); see also McCollough, 637 F.3d at 957; Three Boys Music Corp. v. Bolton, 212 F.3d 477, 482 (9th Cir. 2000) (Credibility Witnesses are a matter for the jury and is generally not
subject to review call monitor.). In criminal cases, a verdict jury must also be standing if supported by substantial evidence.  See, e.g., United States v. Hanna, 293 F.3d 1080, 1088 (9th Cir. 2002).  substantial evidence is evidence that reasonable minds could be accepted as adequate to support a conclusion.  See V Usa. Nordbrock, 38 F.3d 440, 445 (9th Cir. 1994).   G G Sr.     A
reasonable action an agency increases legal predominantly rather than real issues can be revised under a reasonable standard.  See, e.g., Idaho Sporting Congress, Inc. v. Rittenhouse, 305 F.3d 957, 964 (9th Cir.2002); Kakani &gt;O Kohala Ohana Inc. Water Supply Ring, 295 F.3d 955, 959 (9th Cir. 2002).  The review court must determine whether the agency's decision was a
reasonable exercise in its discretion, based on the consideration of the relevant factors, and supported by the record.  See California v. FCC, 75 F.3d 1350, 1358 (9th Cir. 1996).  The scope of judicial review under this standard is narrow and interpretation of an agency in its own policy and order prior to defense rights.  California v. FCC, 4 F.3d 1505, 1511 (9th Cir. 1993).  However,
the court requires freedom to provide a reasonable analysis.  See California v. FCC, 39 F.3d 919, 925 (9th Cir. 1994).  Moreover, if the record reveals that the agency fails to consider a significant aspect of the matter or offered an explanation for its decisions that run contrary to the evidence before [it], we must find the agency in violation of the APA.  Id. (Internal quotation
quoted).  The reasonable standard was described as more solid than the arbitrary standard and capricious standards.  See, e.g., Ka Makani, 295 F.3d at 959 (described reasonable standards as less preferential).  The Supreme Court noted, however, 'the difference between 'arbitrary and fad' and 'reasonable' standards is not of major pragmatic consequences. California v. Dep
Agriculture., 575 F.3d 999, 1011 (9th Cir. 2009) (quoting Marsh v. Or. Natural Res. Board, 490 U.S. 360, 377 US.23 (1989)).  This court observed that [t]he governed analysis purpose analysis and the review for discretion abuse essentially the same.  See Kern v U. S. Bureau of Homeland Security, 284 F.3d 1062, 1072 (9th Cir. 2002). 2002).
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