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

No. 01-30082
Summary Cal endar

JOSEPH JOHNSON; WARDELL QUEZERGUE,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
TUFF N RUMBLE MANAGEMENT, INC., Etc; ET AL.,

Def endant s,

TUFF N RUVBLE MANAGEMENT, | NC., doi ng business
as Tuff Cty Records,

ver sus Def endant - Appel | ee,
JCE JONES, JR., doing business as Ml der Publishing,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

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

 March 12, 2002
Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Joe Jones, Jr., d/b/al/ Ml der Publishing appeals the grant of
summary judgnent in favor of Joseph Johnson, Wardell Quezerque,

and Tuff-n-Runbl e Managenent, d/b/a/ Tuff Cty Records in the

underlying declaratory judgnment and copyright infringenent

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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action. Jones avers that the district court erred in finding
that there was no genuine issue as to a material fact with regard
to his alleged part ownership of a copyright interest in the
subj ect song and erred in finding that the docunents which he
relied upon to show his ownership interest were irrel evant and/or
forgeries.

We have reviewed the record and conclude that the district
court did not err in finding that the proffered docunents upon
whi ch Jones relied to establish his ownership interest were

irrelevant and/or forgeries. Berry v. Arnstrong Rubber Co., 989

F.2d 822, 824 (5th Gr. 1993). In light of the record before the
district court which was devoid of any conpetent summary-judgnent
evi dence establishing Jones’ part ownership interest in the song,
the district court did not err in granting sumrary judgnent in
favor of the appellees on their infringenent claimand awardi ng

damages and attorneys fees. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S.

317, 322 (1986). In light of Jones’ continued reliance on
docunents previously determ ned by the court to be irrel evant
and/or forgeries, the appeal is DI SM SSED as frivol ous.

This is not the first tine that Jones has filed frivol ous

appeals in this court. See Makedwde v. Johnson, No. 95-30472,

(5th Gr. Mar. 27, 1997); Mkedwde v. Johnson, No. 97-30899, (5th

Cr. My 6, 1999); Johnson v. Tuff-n-Runble Managenent, Inc., No.

01-30082 (5th Cr. Apr. 11, 2001).
Despite the district court and this court’s repeated
war ni ngs regarding the filing of frivol ous pleadings and the

i nposition of sanctions, Jones continues in his abuse of the
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judicial system Jones’ continued reliance on docunents found to
be irrelevant and/or forgeries and his continued insinuations
before the district court and this court that the appell ees and
their attorneys commtted fraud in the prosecution of their case
warrants the inposition of nonetary sanctions.

We hereby put Jones on notice and order Jones to show cause
why we shoul d not award reasonable attorney’ s fees and doubl e
costs to the appellees pursuant to FED. R App. P. 38. See Shinn

V. College Station Indep. Sch. Dist., 96 F.3d 783, 786-87 (5th

Cr. 1996). Jones’ response shall be filed within 15 days of the
i ssuance of this opinion.

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS. See 5THCGR R 42.2; ORDER
TO SHOW CAUSE | SSUED



