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

No. 00-30647
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOSEPH JOHNSON; WARDELL QUEZERGUE
Pl ai ntiffs-Appellees,
vVer sus
TUFF N RUMBLE MANAGEMENT, INC., Etc; ET AL.,
Def endant s,
JCE JONES, JR., doing business as Mel der Publishing,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CV-1374-R

 April 11, 2001
Before JOLLY, H GE NBOTHAM and JONES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

After Joe Jones, Jr., filed a notice of appeal fromthe
district court’s order granting the plaintiff-appellees’ notion
for summary judgnent and i nposing sanctions agai nst hi m pursuant
to Fed. R CGv. P. 11, the clerk of this court ordered the

parties to brief the issue whether this court had jurisdiction

over the appeal. Jones has not done so.

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291, federal appellate courts have
jurisdiction over appeals fromfinal orders and "a small class of
orders, which finally determ ne issues separate fromthe nerits
of the case, which have been deened appeal able as col | ateral

orders."” See Dardar v. Lafourche Realty Co., Inc., 849 F.2d 955,

957 (5th Gr. 1988). The district court’s sunmmary-judgnent
determ nation that Jones did not own a copyright interest does
not conclusively determ ne the copyright-infringenent claimand
t hus does not fall under the collateral -order doctrine. See

Matter of Aucoin, 35 F.3d 167, 170 (5th GCr. 1994); Lakedreans V.

Taylor, 932 F.2d 1103, 1107 (5th Gr. 1991). The court’s order
awardi ng Rul e 11 sanctions is not final under 8 1291 and is not
appeal abl e pursuant to the collateral-order doctrine. dick v.

Abi l ene Nat’'|l Bank, 822 F.2d 544, 545 (5th Cr. 1987).

Accordingly, the appeal is DISM SSED for |ack of jurisdiction.
See Fed. R App. P. 34(a)(2). Al outstanding notions are
DENIED. In addition, we | MPOSE a $500 sanction agai nst Jones for
filing this frivol ous appeal and for the contunaci ous | anguage in

his appellate filings.



