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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Evelyn W Singleton appeals the district court’s order re-
mandi ng a civil case she renoved froma South Carolina state court
under 28 U. S.C. § 1441 (1994). Because the district court renmanded
t he case on grounds expressly provided for in 28 U . S.C. A § 1447(c)
(West Supp. 2000) (defects in renoval procedure or |ack of subject
matter jurisdiction), the remand order is not appeal abl e under 28
U S C 8 1447(d) (1994). We therefore dism ss the appeal for |ack

of subject matter jurisdiction. See id.; Quackenbush v.Allstate

Ins. Co., 517 U.S. 706, 711-12 (1996); Borneman v. United States,

213 F.3d 819, 824-25 (4th Cr. 2000). We di spense with oral
argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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