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Bef ore BARKSDALE, DeMOSS, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
RHESA HAVKI NS BARKSDALE, Circuit Judge:

In the first of these two rel ated appeals, Dr. G Mark Jenkins
contests the sunmmary judgnent awarded Methodist Hospitals of
Dallas, Inc. and affiliated individuals (collectively, Hospital)
agai nst his claimunder 42 U S.C. § 1981 (providi ng equal contract
rights for all persons under the |aw). Anong ot her things, at
issue is whether Dr. Jenkins, who is black, failed to establish,
sufficient to defeat summary judgnent, t hat i ntentional
discrimnation on the basis of race interfered with his ability to
make or enforce contracts. At issue in the other appeal is whether
the district court abused its discretion in inposing, sua sponte,
under Federal Rule of Gvil Procedure 11, public-reprinmnd
sanctions against Dr. Jenkins' attorney for a m srepresentation in
his brief. JUDGVENT AND SANCTI ONS AFFI RVED.

| .

Dr. Jenkins, a cardiol ogi st, joined North Texas Cardi ovascul ar
Associates (NTCA) in 1998, after <conpleting a cardiology
fellowship. NTCA in turn had a contractual relationship with the
Met hodi st Hospitals of Dallas to provide cardiac services to
patients. Accordingly, shortly after joining NTCA, Dr. Jenkins
applied for nedical-staff privileges at the Hospital.

Dr. Jack Barnett, then chief of the Hospital’s departnent of

medi cine, initially opposed the application, purportedly due to Dr.



Jenki ns’ om ssion of an unsatisfactory itemin his nedical-training
hi st ory. When Dr. Barnett’s opposition failed to persuade his
approval - process col |l eagues, however, he gave Dr. Jenkins’
application his support. Upon being granted staff privileges at
the Hospital in late 1998, Dr. Jenkins began working in the cardiac
catheterization |aboratory (cath lab), where he perforned, inter
alia, primary angi opl asty.

The admnistrative director of the cardiology departnent
testified by deposition that, starting approximately six nonths
after Dr. Jenkins arrived, cath-|ab enpl oyees comruni cated to her
they felt they were working in a hostile environnent. As a result,
in md-2000, she requested a neeting with the cath-lab staff, a
human-r esour ces Vi ce presi dent, and t he new y- assi gned
adm nistrator for cardiology. Follow ng that neeting on 12 July,
the cardiology admnistrator: net with Dr. Robert Ednonson, then
director of cardiology, and Dr. Barnett, anong others; and forned
an ad hoc conmmttee to determ ne whether he should be subject to
corrective action.

That commttee intervi ewed a nunber of cath-lab staff nenbers,
cardi ol ogy-section nenbers, hospital admnistrators, and Dr.
Jenki ns. As stated in a commttee docunent, the commttee:
concl uded “there [was] a hostile environnent in the Cath Lab, which

is potentially injurious to patient care”, due in “large part” to



Dr. Jenkins; and, on 21 July, reconmmended term nation of his
medi cal -staff nmenbership and privil eges.

The comm ttee’ s recommendati on was forwarded to the corporate
medi cal board (Board). On 25 July, after neeting that day with Dr.
Jenkins, the Board summarily suspended Dr. Jenkins’ cath-Iab
privileges, pending further review

On 27 July, after further review of the evidence related to
Dr. Jenkins’ cath-lab conduct, however, the Board recommended t hat
Dr. Jenkins retain his staff nmenbership and privileges under
certain conditions, such as his acknow edgi ng he created a hostile
environnent in the cath | ab and apol ogi zing both in witing and in
person to the cath-lab enpl oyees, agreeing to undergo psychiatric
eval uati on and ongoi ng counseling froma psychiatrist selected by
the Board, and agreeing to the nonitoring of his cath-1ab behavi or
for an indefinite period of tinme by a commttee recomended by the
Boar d. Dr. Jenkins agreed to all of the conditions, except
eval uation by a Board-chosen psychiatrist; he requested choosing
hi s own.

Accordingly, on 23 August, Dr. Jenkins requested further
review by a fair-hearing conmttee of the nedical staff. And, on
7 Sept enber, the above-described sunmary suspensi on was reported to
the national practitioner data bank (NPDB).

Follow ng a hearing in Decenber 2000 and January 2001, the

fair-hearing commttee unaninously disagreed with Dr. Jenkins’



summary suspensi on and, on 5 February 2001, reconmended petitioning
the NPDB to void the adverse recomendation. Upon receipt of the
fair-hearing conmmttee’'s report, the Board made a final
reconmendati on on 20 February to reinstate Dr. Jenkins’ cath-1lab
privileges, to establish a nonitoring commttee, and to petition
the NPDB to void the adverse recommendation. |In sum Dr. Jenkins’
suspension | asted approxi mately seven nonths.

In this action, Dr. Jenkins presented nunerous federal and
state-law clains against the Hospital. Only one is on appeal:
under 8§ 1981, for racial discrimnation inpairing his ability to
make or enforce contracts.

The district court granted summary judgnent in favor of the
Hospital. For the 8 1981 claimat issue, the court held: there
was no contract in the record to formthe basis of a § 1981 claim
and, even if there were, Dr. Jenkins failed to create a genuine
i ssue of material fact on whether the Hospital had the intent to
discrimnate against him on the basis of race. Jenkins v.
Met hodi st Hosps. of Dallas, Inc., No. 3:02-CVv-1823-M 2004 W
3393380 (N.D. Tex. 14 Aug. 2004).

Dr. Jenkins’ brief in oppositionto summary judgnent cont ai ned
a msstatenent in quoting a comment, according to Dr. Jenkins, nade
to him by Dr. Barnett. Accordi ngly, pursuant to the show cause
procedure for sua sponte sanctions under Rule 11, the court inposed

public-reprimand sanctions against Dr. Jenkins’ attorney in an



opi ni on. Jenkins v. Methodi st Hosps. of Dallas, Inc., No. 3:02-CV-
1823-M 2004 W 2871006 (N.D. Tex. 14 Dec. 2004).
1.

The 8 1981 and sanctions issues are addressed in turn. For
the fornmer, Dr. Jenkins failed to show a material fact issue
concerning clainmed racial discrimnation. For the latter, the
district court did not abuse its considerable discretion.

A

A summary judgnent is reviewed de novo, applying the sane
standard as the district court. E. g., Wweeler v. BL Dev. Corp.
415 F.3d 399, 401 (5th Gir.), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 798 (2005).
Summary judgnent is appropriate if there is no genuine issue of
material fact and the novant is entitled to judgnent as a matter of
| aw. FED. R Qv. P. 56(c). “We resolve doubts in favor of the
nonnovi ng party and make all reasonabl e i nferences in favor of that
party.” Dean v. Cty of Shreveport, 438 F.3d 448, 454 (5th GCr.
2006). No genuine issue of material fact exists if the summary-
j udgnent evidence is such that no reasonable juror could find in
favor of the nonnovant. E.g., Mayberry v. Vought Aircraft Co., 55
F.3d 1086, 1089 (5th GCr. 1995).

Section 1981 provides: “All persons ... shall have the sane
right ... to make and enforce contracts ... as is enjoyed by white

citizens”. 42 U S.C § 1981. Section 1981 clains are anal yzed



under the same franework as Title VIl clainms. Roberson v. Altel
Info. Servs., 373 F.3d 647, 651 (5th Cr. 2004).

To defeat sunmary judgnent, Dr. Jenkins was required, inter
alia, to show a genuine issue of material fact. The follow ng sub-
i ssues concern the underlying process for determ ning whet her he
made that material -fact-issue show ng.

First, Dr. Jenkins had to establish a prima facie case of
i ntentional discrimnation. Bellows v. Anpbco G| Co., 118 F.3d
268, 274 (5th Cr. 1997). He had to show. (1) he is a nenber of
aracial mnority; (2) the Hospital had the intent to discrimnate
against him on the basis of race; and (3) the discrimnation
concerned the making or enforcenent of a contract. 1d. Upon Dr.
Jenkins’ making this showing, the Hospital was required to
articulate a legitimate, non-discrimnatory reason for the summary
suspension. E.g., Rachid v. Jack in the Box, Inc., 376 F.3d 305,
312 (5th Gr. 2004). The burden then shifted to Dr. Jenkins to
show. either the proffered reason was not true, but rather a
pretext for discrimnation; or the reason, although true, was only
one reason for the suspension, and Dr. Jenkins’ race was another
nmotivating factor. 1d. To neet the notivating-factor prong, Dr.

Jenkins had to show his race actually played a role in [the

Hospital’s decision-nmaking] process and had a determ native

i nfl uence on the outcone’”. Reeves v. Sanderson Pl unbing Prods.,

Inc., 530 U.S. 133, 141 (2000) (quoting Hazen Paper Co. v. Biggins,
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507 U.S. 604, 610 (1993)). Thr oughout the burden shifting, Dr.
Jenkins had the ultinmate burden of showing a genuine issue of
material fact on whether the Hospital intentionally discrimnated
against himon the basis of race. See id. at 143.

Dr. Jenkins clains: by sunmarily suspending his cath-Ilab
privileges for seven nonths and reporting this action to the NPDB,
the Hospital intentionally discrimnated agai nst him and thereby
interfered wth the maki ng or enforcenent of his contracts with the
NTCA, patients needing angioplasty, and a different hospital at
whi ch he wanted to acquire staff privileges. (Because Dr. Jenkins
contends the suspension of his cath-lab privileges and report to
the NPDB interfered with his ability to nake and enforce contracts,
we first exam ne  whet her those actions were racially
discrimnatory. |If they were not, we need not determ ne whether
each defendant separately engaged in racially discrimnatory
conduct.) The Hospital responds that the alleged contracts cannot
form the basis for a 8 1981 claim In the alternative, it
contends: the suspension was due, not to racial aninmus, but to
concern that Dr. Jenkins was creating a hostile environnent in the
cath lab which could potentially result in a |lower standard of
patient care; and it was legally required to report the action to
t he NPDB

Essentially for the reasons stated in the district court’s

extrenely detailed and well-reasoned opinion, and assum ng Dr.



Jenkins nmade a prima facie case of discrimnation, he failed to
show the requisite material fact issue on whether the Hospital’s
proffered reason for suspending his staff privileges pending
investigation of the alleged hostile-working environnent was not
| egitimate and non-di scrimnatory. Accordingly, we need not reach
t he question of whether the Hospital’s actions interfered with his
maki ng or enforcenent of a contract.

The primary evidence relied upon by Dr. Jenkins for the
asserted reason for the suspension’ s being pretextual and racial
bi as’ bei ng anot her notivating factor for the Hospital’'s actions is
11 alleged remarks by individuals affiliated with the Hospital.

[I]n order for coments in the workplace to

provi de sufficient evidence of discrimnation,

they nust be “(1) related [to the protected

class of persons of which the plaintiff is a

menber ] ; (2) proximate in time to the

[ conpl ai ned- of adverse enpl oynent decision];

(3) made by an individual with authority over

the enploynent decision at issue; and (4)

related to the enpl oynent decision at issue”.
Patel v. Mdland Memi| Hosp. & Med. Ctr., 298 F. 3d 333, 343-44 (5th
Cr. 2002) (alterations in original) (quoting Rubinstein v. Admirs
of Tul ane Educ. Fund, 218 F.3d 392, 400-01 (5th Gr. 2000)).

Dr. Jenkins attributes several of the alleged remarks to Dr.
Bar nett. As a participant both on the ad hoc commttee that
initially recommended suspension of Dr. Jenkins’ cath-1ab

privileges and in the Board's review of this recomrendation, Dr.

Barnett was obviously in a position to influence the decision to



suspend Dr. Jenkins. Although Dr. Barnett’s all eged remarks about
Dr. Jenkins reflect a mstrust of him and his professional
capabilities, none shows the requisite racial aninus towards him
Dr. Barnett’s other alleged remarks were either not nade in
reference to blacks and/or occurred many years prior to Dr.
Jenki ns’ suspensi on.

The remai ning five all eged remarks attri buted to persons ot her
than Dr. Barnett |i kew se do not neet Dr. Jenkins’ sumrary-judgnent
bur den. One involved the “probable” use of a racial epithet in
reference to Dr. Jenkins off hospital grounds by two individuals,
one of whom was a witness before the ad hoc commttee. Thi s
singular alleged remark is insufficient to show the comnmttee’s
actions were notivated by racial bias. Dr. Jenkins has provided no
evidence that wtness either welded power over the commttee
menbers or provided inaccurate information the conmttee relied
upon wi t hout conducting an i ndependent investigation. See Long v.
Eastfield Coll., 88 F.3d 300, 307 (5th GCr. 1996). Another all eged
remark did not involve blacks, while another involved a black
speaker, neither of which suggests the Hospital’s reason was
pretextual or notivated by racial bias against blacks. The final
two comments were sinply opinions, with no supporting evidence,
that Dr. Jenkins was resented in the cath | ab and suspended because

he was bl ack.
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Dr. Jenkins al so asserts that a nunber of other actions by the
Hospital indicate its racial notivation, including: the Hospital’s
failure to call his attention to the cath-lab problem prior to
begi nni ng the peer-review process; the clained bad faith with which
the ad hoc conmttee conducted that review, affidavits show ng the
cl ai ns about his behavior were false; the “gratuitous severity” of
his summary suspension; the Board's refusal to negotiate with him
regarding the conditions for reinstatenent of his privileges; and
t he unani nous rejection of the charges against him

The underlying evidence for these assertions, however, does
not show a genui ne i ssue of material fact on whether the Hospital’s
summary suspension of Dr. Jenkins was racially notivated. That
evi dence shows the ad hoc commttee was fornmed only after the
admnistrative director of the cardiology departnent received
numer ous conpl ai nts about Dr. Jenkins’ professionalismin the cath
lab and called neetings to try to resolve the discord. The
rejection of the commttee’s suspension reconmendati on does not
create a material fact issue whether its actions were racially
not i vat ed. Bryant v. Conpass Goup USA Inc., 413 F.3d 471, 478
(5th GCr. 2005) (“[E]Jvidence that the enployer’s investigation
merely came to an incorrect conclusion does not establish a raci al
noti vati on behi nd an adverse enpl oynent decision”.), cert. denied,
126 S. . 1027 (2006). Under 8§ 1981, courts are charged only with

determ ning whether such actions were racially discrimnatory;
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where they are not shown to be, courts cannot second-guess the
bases for them Id.
B

For the conpanion appeal, Donald H Flanary, Jr. (Jenkins’
attorney) challenges the district court’s sua sponte sanctioning
his conduct under Rule 11. In opposition to the Hospital’s
summary-j udgnent notion, Jenkins’ attorney filed both a response
and a supporting brief on 4 Novenber 20083. In presenting the
racial discrimnation clains, the brief quoted from Dr. Jenkins’
affidavit (which was filed with that brief after being signed and
notari zed at Jenkins’ attorney’'s lawfirmon the very day the brief
was signed).

Dr. Jenkins stated in his affidavit: Dr. Barnett said to him
“he [Dr. Barnett] would not let nme [Dr. Jenkins] treat his dog”.
The brief, however, quoted the statenent as “Boy, | would not |et
you treat ny dog”, wongly inserting the racially-charged word
“Boy” at the beginning of the statenent.

OQpposing  counsel imedi ately discovered the glaring
m sstatenent and pointed it out in their 19 Novenber 2003 reply
brief. Jenkins’ attorney, however, did not correct this
m srepresentation until alnpbst two nonths later, upon being
gquestioned about it by the district court at a 13 January 2004

summar y-j udgnent heari ng. Jenkins’ attorney apologized for the
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m srepresentation and offered to resubmt the brief with the
quot ati on corrected.

The district court rejected the request and found t he conduct
“unaccept abl e” because it changed a corment fromone which “onits
face has absolutely nothing to do wth race” to one that, “was, in
fact, racially related”. The district court adnoni shed Jenki ns’
attorney for “put[ting] before the Court a fal se piece of evidence”
and directed himto submt affidavits explaining his and his firms
actions in that regard.

Subsequently, in its 18 August 2004 opinion granting sunmmary
judgnent, the district court issued a show cause order to Jenkins’
attorney, specifying the conduct at issue. After review ng the
response to that order, the court in a Decenber 2004 opinion held
Jenkins’ attorney in violation of Rule 11(b)(3) (allegations and
factual contentions nust have evidentiary support) “for his
unpr of essi onal conduct in not verifying the accuracy of the all eged
quotation and in not pronptly withdrawing it when the error was
poi nted out in Defendants’ Reply Brief”. Jenkins, 2004 W. 2871006,
at *2. The court sanctioned himthrough a public reprimand in the
opi nion. Id.

In claimng the sanctions were unwarranted, Jenkins’' attorney
mai ntai ns the statenent at i ssue was an i nadvertent m stake and not
the result of serious msconduct. Rule 11 sanctions are reviewed

for an abuse of discretion. Witehead v. Food Max of Mss., Inc.,
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332 F.3d 796, 802 (5th Cr. 2003) (en banc). As noted in
Wi t ehead, this standard is “necessarily very deferential” for two
reasons:

First, based on its famliarity wth the

issues and litigants, the district court is

better situated than the court of appeals to

marshal the pertinent facts and apply the

fact-dependent | egal standard mandat ed by Rul e

11. Second, the district judge is

i ndependently responsi ble for maintaining the

integrity of judicial proceedings in his court

and, concomtantly, nust be accorded the

necessary authority.
ld at 802-03. (internal citations and quotation marks omtted).

Rule 11 is designed to “reduce the reluctance of courts to
i npose sanctions by enphasizing the responsibilities of attorneys
and reinforcing those obligations through the inposition of
sanctions”. Thomas v. Capital Sec. Servs., Inc., 836 F.2d 866, 870
(5th Gr. 1988) (en banc). Along that line, attorneys certify to
the best of their know edge that “allegations and other factua
contentions [submitted to the court] have evidentiary support”.
FED. R CQv. P. 11(b)(3).

For obvi ous reasons, the procedure for sanctions inposed sua
sponte differs fromwhen requested by counsel. Conpare FED. R Qv
P. 11(¢c)(1) (A wth 11(c)(1)(B). |If, after notice and a reasonabl e
opportunity to respond, the court determ nes Rule 11 sanctions may
be warranted, it may sua sponte i ssue a show cause order specifying
the offending conduct and, following a response, nmy Inpose

sanctions. FeD. R CGv. P. 11(c)(1)(B), (c)(3).
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As hereinafter discussed, “the standard under which the
attorney is mneasured [under Rule 11] is an objective, not
subj ective, standard of reasonabl eness under the circunstances”.
Wi t ehead, 332 F. 3d at 802 (quoting Childs v. State Farm Mit. Auto.
Ins. Co., 29 F.3d 1018, 1024 (5th Cr. 1994) (enphasis added)).
Accordingly, an attorney’s good faith will not, by itself, protect
against the inposition of Rule 11 sanctions. Childs, 29 F.3d at
1024.

Concerning this objective standard, Jenkins’ attorney cl ai ns:
where, as here, sanctions are inposed sua sponte, the standard
shoul d i nst ead be whet her he acted in subjective bad faith, akinto
being in contenpt of court. He bases this on his not having the
21-day saf e- harbor provision he woul d have had to correct the error
under Rule 11(c)(1)(A) for sanctions requested by counsel. E. g.,
In re Pennie & Ednonds LLP, 323 F.3d 86 (2d Cr. 2003).

In this regard, the sanctions inposed i n Witehead and Chil ds
wer e pursuant to counsel’s notion. The sanctions inposed in Childs
were under the Rule as anended in 1983, which permtted sua sponte
sanctions. The anendnent in 1993 concerni ng such sanctions sinply
added the above-described show cause procedure. See Advisory
Committee Notes on FED. R Cv. P. 11 (1993 Anendnents). The rule

as anended in 1993 was at issue in Witehead. That opinion nmakes
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no di stinction between the initiating basis by which sanctions are
bei ng consi der ed.

Admttedly, this distinction was not at issue in Witehead;
but, obviously, the reasons for our abuse-of-discretion standard of
review being “necessarily very deferential” are as applicable to
sua sponte sanctions as to those inposed on notions by counsel
Nor is there any basis for nmaking a distinction based on who
initiates the sanctions inquiry. Utimately, unless the safe-
harbor provision is utilized for sanctions requested by counsel,
the district court nust decide whether to inpose them I n each
i nstance, the party subject to sanctions is given the opportunity
to show why they should not be inposed.

Accordingly, Witehead and Childs are controlling; they
require an objective standard. See also Young v. Gty of
Provi dence ex rel. Napolitano, 404 F.3d 33, 38-40 (1st Cr. 2005);
Kaplan v. DaimerChrysler, A G, 331 F.3d 1251, 1255 (11th Gr.
2003). In the alternative, Jenkins counsel nmaintains sanctions
were inproper under an objective standard.

In response to the show cause order, Jenkins’ attorney
provi ded the follow ng: An associate in his law firm assuned
primary responsibility for drafting the section of the brief
containing the m sstatenent. (On two instances earlier, in the
response and supporting brief, the statenent was quoted correctly.)

The brief was then reviewed by two partners in the firm who
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checked, anong other things, all quotations for accuracy and added
supporting record citations. Jenkins attorney then proofread the
brief. Despite these internal-review procedures, the error
remai ned. As noted, approximtely two weeks after the brief was
filed, the error was brought to Jenkins’ attorney’s attention by
opposi ng counsel’s reply brief.

O course, Jenkins' attorney does not contest either the
district court’s finding the statenent at issue false or that he
was responsi bl e because he signed the brief. Instead, he clains an
isolated factual error should not be the basis of Rule 11
sancti ons. Under certain circunstances, however, an isolated
factual m srepresentation may serve as the basis for them  See,
e.g., Precision Specialty Metals, Inc. v. United States, 315 F. 3d
1346, 1357 (Fed. G r. 2003) (affirmng a sanction for mscitation
and m scharacterization of authority “because, in quoting fromand
citing published opinions, [counsel] distorted what the opinions
stated by leaving out significant portions of the citations or
croppi ng one of them and failed to showthat she and not the court
had supplied the enphasis in one of theni).

As stated by the Advisory Commttee Note to Rule 11, a | awer
isrequiredto “‘stop-and-think’ before ... making | egal or factual
contentions”. Advisory Conmmttee Notes on FED. R CQv. P. 11 (1993
Amendnents). Needless to say, this duty is an extrenely inportant

one, especially for the situation at issue. As the district court
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stated, the “erroneous inclusion of the word ‘boy’ in the statenent

if relied upon by the Court, could have altered the outcone of
th[e] ... case”. Jenkins, 2004 W. 2871006, at *2. See also Aman
v. Cort Furniture Rental Corp., 85 F.3d 1074, 1083 (3d G r. 1996)
(holding racially-charged “code words” nmy provide the basis of
discrimnatory intent by “send[ing] a clear nessage and carry[i ng]
the distinct tone of racial notivations and inplications”).

“What ever the ultimate sanction inposed, the district court
should utilize the sanction that furthers the purposes of Rule 11
and is the |east severe sanction adequate to such purpose.”
Thomas, 836 F.2d at 878. For exanple, an adnonition by the court
may be an appropriate sanction, in instances where the attorney’s
sancti onabl e conduct was not intentional or malicious, where it
constituted a first offense, and where the attorney had already
recogni zed and apol ogi zed for his actions. E.g., Inre Kelly, 808
F.2d 549, 552 (7th Cr. 1986) (issuing a formal warning because
“the [offending paper] was clunsily rather than dishonestly
drafted, and ... counsel ha[d] ... acknow edged [the deficiency]

and has assured us that [he] wll not in the future nake
i nadequat el y substantiated statenents in court filings”); see al so
Traina, 911 F.2d at 1158. On the other hand, sanctions should be
“sufficient to deter repetition of [simlar] conduct”. Feb. R Q.

P. 11(c)(2).
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As the district court noted, the erroneous, racially-charged
quot ati on shoul d have been di scovered t hrough si npl e proofreadi ng.
Morever, as the court noted, even though the error was poi nted out
by opposing counsel in Novenber 2003, Jenkins' attorney did not
correct it until January 2004, roughly two nonths later, at the
summar y-j udgnent heari ng.

Jenkins’ attorney contends the court’s delayed-correction
statenent in its opinion was one of the two bases for sanctions and
that such a basis violated our court’s “snapshot” rule, which
“ensures that Rule 11 liability is assessed only for a violation
existing at the nonent of filing”. Skidnore Energy, Inc., v. KPM5
455 F. 3d 564, 570 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 127 S.Ct. 524 (2006).
It is not clear whether it was a basis, or sinply a factor that
resulted in not mtigating against sanctions. |n any event, such
reliance on this “snapshot” rule is inapposite; the district court
had al ready concluded the filing never satisfied Rule 11 to begin
with, a fact never contested by Jenkins’ attorney. See generally
id. (sanctions upheld on simlar grounds). Mor eover, at nost,
this was but one of two bases relied upon in inposing sanctions,
the other, as quoted above, being the attorney’ s “unprofessional
conduct in not verifying the accuracy of the alleged quotation”.
Jenkins, 2004 W. 2871006, at * 2. Therefore, although Jenkins
attorney did not have a continuing duty to <correct the

m srepresentati on, see Edwards v. Gen. Mdtors Corp., 153 F. 3d 242,
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245 (5th Cr. 1998), his pronptly doing so mght have been
considered by the district court as a mtigating factor. Jenkins’
attorney did not take that obvious, and nobst appropriate,
opportunity.

Pursuant to our quite deferential standard of review for

sanctions, we are extrenely mndful that district courts are “on
the front lines of litigation”. Cooter & Gell v. Hartmarx Corp.
496 U. S. 384, 404 (1990). As the district court noted, the error
was glaring and could have had a serious inpact on its summary-
j udgnent deci sion. The court did not abuse its discretion in
i nposi ng the public-reprimnd sancti ons.

L1,

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent and sanctions are

AFFI RVED.
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