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PER CURIAM: 

 Manuela Holmes appeals from the district court’s order 

dismissing her action for breach of contract and promissory 

estoppel against her former husband, Morgan H. Moore.  The 

district court premised its dismissal on lack of subject matter 

jurisdiction, applying the domestic relations exception to 

diversity jurisdiction.  Holmes contends that her claims are not 

barred by the domestic relations exception because, she claims, 

the property settlement agreement that she seeks to enforce does 

not involve issues related to the divorce decree; the settlement 

agreement is a contract on its own terms subject to contract law 

of South Carolina; and the court erred in failing to grant her 

summary judgment (although she did not move for summary 

judgment) because there were no remaining issues of fact. 

 We review legal questions, including the breadth of a 

district court’s jurisdiction, de novo.  Simmons v. United 

Mortg. & Loan Inv., LLC, 634 F.3d 754, 762 (4th Cir. 2011).  We 

have reviewed the record and the parties’ briefs and find no 

reversible error.  Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated 

by the district court.  Holmes v. Moore, No. 3:13-cv-01254-TLW 

(D.S.C. June 23, 2014). 

 We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 
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before this court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


