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

No. 01-31155
Summary Cal endar

ARVI NE ADKI SSON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant

VERSUS
SCHLUMBERGER TECHNOLOGY CORPORATI ON,
Def endant - Appel | ee

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Louisiana
(01- CVv-329)

April 9, 2002

Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The appel | ant, Arvine Adkisson, appeals the district court’s
August 27, 2001 order which dism ssed his ADEA claimfor failure to
tinely file an admnistrative charge with the EEQOC Adki sson’ s

Loui si ana state | awdi scrimnation clai mrenmai ns pendi ng before t he

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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district court. Thus, final judgnment has not been entered in the
case.

Schl unberger contends that we are without jurisdictionto hear
this appeal because Adkisson is not appealing from a final
judgnent. We disagree. W have jurisdiction to hear the appeal
under the collateral order doctrine because the district court’s
ruling conclusively determ ned the disputed question; resolved an
issue that is conpletely separate from the nerits of Adkisson’s
ADEA claim and woul d be effectively unrevi ewabl e on appeal froma
final judgnent. D gital Equipnent Corp. v. Desktop Direct, Inc.,
511 U. S. 863, 867 (1994). Thus, Schlunberger’s notion to dismss
t he appeal for |ack of jurisdiction which has been carried with the
case i s DEN ED.

W now turn to the issue of whether the district court
properly dism ssed Adkisson’s ADEA claim for failure to file a
tinmely EEQOC charge. After carefully reviewing both parties’
argunents, the applicable |aw, and the district court’s nmenorandum
ruling, we AFFIRM for essentially the sane reasons stated by the
district court in its August 27, 2001 order.

AFF| RMED.



