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PER CURIAM:"

Leeland O. White appeal sthedistrict court’ sdismissal with prejudice pursuantto FED. R. Clv.
P. 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim of his pro se, in forma pauperis complaint and the district

court’s denial of his motions for reconsideration of its judgment of dismissal.

" Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined that this opinion should not be
published and isnot precedent except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR.
R.47.54.



Although this court directed White to brief the issue whether he timely filed his notice of
appeal, White addressed thisissue in only a conclusional fashion. A notice of appeal must be filed
withthedistrict court clerk within 30 daysafter thejudgment or order appealed fromisentered. FED.
R.APP.P.4(a)(1)(A). Thisrequirement “is mandatory and jurisdictional and absent compliance, the
appeal must be dismissed.” Burnside v. Eastern Airlines, Inc., 519 F.2d 1127, 1128 n.2 (5th Cir.
1975). Pursuant to FED. R. APP. P. 4(a)(1)(A), White s notice of appeal had to befiled by March 14,
2003, 30 days after the district court’s February 12, 2003, order denying his initial motion for
reconsideration. White's notice of appeal was not filed until May 21, 2004, and it is thus untimely.

White' ssubsequent post-judgment motionsalleged substantially smilar groundsfor relief that
were set forth in hisinitial motion for reconsideration and thus do not provide White with a second
opportunity for appellatereview. SeeBurnside, 519 F.2d at 1128; Ellisv. Richardson, 471 F.2d 720,
720-21 (5th Cir. 1973). White's notice of appeal, filed one day after the district court’s oral order
indicating that it would issue sanctions, wastimely only asto the district court’ soral order indicating
that it would issue sanctions. However, the district court’ s oral order indicating that it would issue
sanctionsisaninterlocutory decision that was not fina until thedistrict court determined the amount
of sanctions, and this court therefore lacks jurisdiction over the sanction order. See Thornton v.
General MotorsCorp., 136 F.3d 450, 453 (5th Cir. 1998); Echolsv. Parker, 909 F.2d 795, 798 (5th
Cir. 1990). Also, evenif the court considered the notice of appeal timely with respect to the sanction
order, White' s notice of appeal doesnot refer to either order, nor does heraisethisissuein hisbrief.
Therefore, this court iswithout jurisdiction over these orders. SeeFeD. R. APP. P. 3(¢)(1)(B); Trust

Co. of Louisiana v. N.N.P. Inc., 104 F.3d 1478, 1485 (5th Cir. 1997).



White' s appeal islacking in the essential elements of an appeal, such as a notice of appeal of
a cognizable order and an argument on a cognizable issue. White has even failed to address the
threshold issue of jurisdiction in anything but a conclusional fashion, even after this court provided
abriefing notice that set forth the relevant jurisdictional issue in detail. This court has expressed an
intolerance for unmeritorius appeals without articulable support in the law and when no reasonable
argument ismade to support the appeal. See Coghlanv. Sarkey, 852 F.2d 806, 809 (5th Cir. 1988).
Additionaly, White has used his pleadings before this court to insult the district court judges who
presided below. While this court liberally construes pro se petitions and pleadings,
[n]either the modern view of civil pleading nor theliberal pro se practice of thiscourt
has done away with the time honored notion that the law and the courts of the United
States are important parts of American society worthy of respect. This court smply
will not alow liberal pleading rules and pro se practice to be a vehicle for abusive
documents.

Theriault v. Slber, 579 F.2d 302, 303 (5th Cir. 1978).

White's appeal presents no legal points that are arguable on their merits. It is therefore
DISMISSED AS FRIVOLOUS. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cir. 1983); 5TH
CIR.R.42.2.

White's motions to amend the record and to remand his case are DENIED AS MOQT.
Findly, the appelleesrequest intheir brief “adetermination that White' sappeal isfrivolous, pursuant
to FED. R. APp. P. 38, and requests leave to file an application for an award of attorneys' fees and
double costs.” The appellees' s request for sanctions is DENIED without prejudice to the filing of
amotion seeking sanctions.

APPEAL DISMISSED AS FRIVOLOUS; MOTIONS DENIED; REQUEST FOR

SANCTIONS DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE TO THE FILING OF A MOTION SEEKING

SANCTIONS.



