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

No. 93-3302
Conf er ence Cal endar

M CHAEL OSWALD
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

vVer sus
UNION O L COVPANY OF CALI FORNI A ET AL.,

Def endant s,
CHARLES HANEMANN

Movant - Appel | ant,

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. CA 92 1442 D
(Decenber 14, 1993)
Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Attorney Charl es Hanemann appeals the inposition of costs
and fees assessed against himby the district court pursuant to

28 U S.C. 8§ 1927. This Court nust consider its jurisdiction sua
sponte if necessary. dick v. Abilene Nat. Bank, 822 F.2d 544,

545 (5th Gr. 1987). An order awardi ng sanctions pursuant to

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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Fed. R Cv. P. 11 is not a final order when the case remains
pendi ng before the district court. 1d. at 545. Likewise, a Rule
11 order is not appeal able pursuant to the collateral order

doctrine of Cohen v. Beneficial Life Ins. Co., 337 U S. 541, 69

S.C. 1221, 93 L.Ed. 1528 (1949). 1d. Moreover, sanctions

i nposed under Rule 11 are not differentiated fromthe sanctions
that the district court may enter pursuant to Fed. R GCv. P. 37
or 28 U S.C. 1927. |1d. Inasrmuch as the district court did not
termnate the litigation when it ordered the mstrial and inposed
sanctions under 8§ 1927, this Court |lacks jurisdiction to review
Hanemann's appeal. Hanemann is counsel for a defendant which
remains a party in the still-pending suit.

The appeal is DI SM SSED



