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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 2: 04-CVv-1580

Before JOLLY, DAVIS and OAEN, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

J. Courtney WIlson, attorney for plaintiff Kedrick D
Conerly in this 42 U S.C. § 1983 action, seeks to appeal the
sanctions order issued following his failure to appear at a

schedul ed pretrial conference and the magi strate judge’s

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



No. 04-31193
-2

determ nation that he had not adequately conplied with her
resulting order requiring himto wite a letter of apology to
opposi ng counsel .

This court nust exam ne the basis of its jurisdiction on its

own notion, if necessary. Mosley v. Cozby, 813 F.2d 659, 660

(5th Gr. 1987). The sanctions order being appealed is not a
final decision within the neaning of 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 as it did

not end the litigation on the nerits. See Cunninghamyv. Hamlton

County, Chio, 527 U. S. 198, 204 (1999). Contrary to Wlson's

assertion, the order is not an imedi ately appeal abl e civil

contenpt order. See Int’'l Union, United Mne Wirkers of Am .

Bagwel |, 512 U. S. 821, 827-28 (1994). The order inposing
sanctions against WIlson as an attorney, whether inposed pursuant
to FED. R Qv. P. 16(f) or the court’s inherent power, is not an

i mredi atel y appeal abl e collateral order. See Cunni ngham 527

US at 206-10; WIllians v. Mdwest Enployers Cas. Co., 243 F. 3d

208, 209-10 (5th Cr. 2001); dick v. Abilene Nat’'l Bank, 822

F.2d 544, 545 (5th Cr. 1987).
Accordi ngly, the appeal is DI SM SSED for |ack of

jurisdiction.



