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PER CURI AM *

* Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Satellite Dealers Supply, Inc. (“SDS’) appeals the district
court’s grant of the notion of Echostar Comruni cati ons Corporation
(“ECC") to dismss these consolidated cases for |ack of personal
jurisdiction. For its part, ECC appeals the district court’s
deni al of ECC s post-judgnent notions for sanctions. W affirmthe
district court’s rulings on jurisdiction but vacate its denial of
sanctions and remand for further treatnent of that issue.

As a prelimnary matter, we reject ECC s challenge to SDS s
jurisdictional statenment inplicating its notice of appeal, which
identified the district court’s Septenber 23, 2002 deni al of SDS s
nmotion for reconsideration rather than the court’s Septenber 18,

2001 dismssal for |ack of personal jurisdiction. See Foman v.

Davis, 371 U. S. 178, 180-81 (1962); C.A. May Marine Supply Co. V.

Brunsw ck Corp., 649 F.2d 1049, 1056 (5th Gr. 1981) (“The party

who nmakes a sinple mstake in designating the judgnent appeal ed
from does not forfeit his right of appeal where the intent to

pursue it is clear.”); Kelley v. Price-Mcenon, Inc., 992 F. 2d

1408, 1412 n.6 (5th Gr. 1993)(stating that an “appeal from the
denial of [a Rule 59 notion] may al so be considered as a tinely
appeal from the underlying order granting ... [a] notion for
summary judgnent”).

As for personal jurisdiction, we have carefully reviewed the
facts and the | egal argunents as reflected in the record on appeal,
the appellate briefs of the parties, and the oral argunents
presented by counsel. As a result, we are firnmly convinced that
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the district court’s rejection of SDS s assertions of persona
jurisdiction over ECC on alternative grounds of alter ego, general
jurisdiction, and specific jurisdiction, is firmy grounded in fact
and in law and thus should be affirned.

We have no way of reaching a conclusion either way, however,
about the district court’s denial of ECC s notions for sanctions
under Federal Rule of G vil Procedure 11 and 28 U.S.C. § 1927, even
t hough we revi ew such rulings under the highly deferential abuse of
di scretion standard. Denying both sanction notions, the district
court stated only that “[a]fter reviewng the notions, the
responses and the applicable law, the court has determ ned that
sanctions are not warranted.” |n response to ECC s contention that
we should remand the sanctions question for a nore detailed
explanation by the district court of its reasons for denying
sanctions, SDS argues that the trial court need not give reasons
when it denies sanctions, only when it grants them and that the
record on appeal and the briefings of the parties are sufficient to
support the conclusion that the district court did not abuse its
di scretion in denying sanctions.

SDS's contention reiterated at oral argunent by counsel, that
remand for explicationis required only when sanctions are granted,
but not when they are denied, is wong. In the recent case of

Copel and v. WAsserstein, Perella & Conpany, Inc., 278 F. 3d 472 (5th

Cr. 2002), the district court —Iike the court in this case —
denied sanctions in an oral ruling from the bench wthout
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substantive expl anati on. W remanded, stating that we “nust be
able to wunderstand the district court’s disposition of the
sanctions nmotion.” 1d. at 484. Because the district court’s oral
findings in Copel and were broadly and summarily nmade, and —as in
this case —the novant had al |l eged the expenditure of vast suns in
attorney’s fees and expenses, we concluded that we were “sinply
unable to review this issue on appeal without at least a brief
statenent, on each point, of the reasons for denyi ng sanctions from
t he perspective of the judge who is in the best position to expound
on these matters.” |d. W are bound to follow that precedent
her e.

Al t hough, as in Copel and, ECC cl ai ns hundreds of thousands of
dollars in legal expenses and costs, and although the district
court’s denial of sanctions contains even | ess express reasoning
than was given by the district court in Copeland, SDS has advanced
substantial |egal and factual reasons in support of affirmng the
district court’s denial of sanctions against it. Even though we
m ght conb the record and appellate briefs of the parties in a de
novo effort to find support for the court’s ruling, the fact
remains that we require a reviewabl e explanation of a sanctions
ruling, whether it be a grant or a denial.

Inall likelihood, the district court can and will explainits
ruling on sanctions as a non-abusive exercise of its discretion.
Even though we are reluctant to add to that court’s workl oad by
remanding this tangential dispute over sanctions, we nust have
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sonething from that court denonstrating that it exercised its
di scretion w thout abusing it.

For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the district court’s
dism ssal of these consolidated cases for I|ack of personal
jurisdiction, but we vacate its denial of ECCs notions for
sanctions and remand for an expl anation of whatever ruling it m ght
make on the sanctions issue on remand.

AFFI RVED in part, VACATED in part, and REMANDED



