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OPINION*

MATEY, Circuit Judge.

Appellant Michael Kimm appeals the District Court’s order imposing attorneys’
fees, but the parties stipulated to a dismissal of the matter before the District Court. To
the extent the dismissal does not moot the pending appeal, we lack jurisdiction. Congress
has granted this court jurisdiction over “appeals from all final decisions of the district
courts.” 28 U.S.C. § 1291. A final decision under this statute is one that “ends the
litigation on the merits and leaves nothing for the court to do but execute the judgment.”
Weber v. McGrogan, 939 F.3d 232, 236 (3d Cir. 2019) (internal quotation marks and
citation omitted). An order imposing monetary sanctions is not a final decision unless it
specifies the amount that the sanctioned party must pay. See Napier v. Thirty or More
Unidentified Fed. Agents, Emps., or Officers, 855 F.2d 1080, 1089 (3d Cir. 1988); In re
Jeannette Corp., 832 F.2d 43, 45 (3d Cir. 1987). The District Court’s order does not
specify an amount that Kimm must pay, so we lack jurisdiction to hear Kimm’s appeal.

Accordingly, we will dismiss this appeal.

“This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and, pursuant to 1.O.P. 5.7,
does not constitute binding precedent.



