UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 98-2246

FRANKLI N  COUNTY, a North Carolina Body
Politic,

Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

GEORGE E. BURDI CK; MARY K. BURDI CK,

Def endants - Appell ants.

No. 98-2247

FRANKLI N  COUNTY, a North Carolina Body
Politic,

Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

CEORCGE E. BURDI CK; MARY K. BURDI CK,
Def endants - Appell ants,

and

BEN N. WLLIAVSON, IIl, Trustee; FARM CREDI T
BANK OF COLUMBI A, Lienhol der,

Def endant s.



No. 98-2248

FRANKLI N  COUNTY, a North Carolina Body
Politic,

Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

GEORCGE E. BURDI CK: MARY K. BURDI CK,
Def endants - Appell ants,
and
JOHN TANTUM Trustee: Nationscredit Fi nanci al
Servi ces Corporation of Anerica, Lienholder,

Def endant .

No. 98-2249

FRANKLI N  COUNTY, a North Carolina Body
Politic,

Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

CEORCGE E. BURDI CK, MARY K. BURDI CK,
Def endants - Appell ants,

and



BEN N. WLLIAVBON, IIl, Trustee: Farm Credit
Bank of Colunbia, Lienholder; JOAN TANTUM
Trust ee: Nat i onscredit Fi nanci al Servi ces
Corporation of Anerica, Lienholder,

Def endant s.

Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at Raleigh. W Earl Britt, Senior D s-
trict Judge. (CA-97-481-5-BR-3, CA-97-482-5-BR-3, CA-97-483-5-BR- 3,
CA- 97- 484- 5- BR- 3)

Subm tted: COctober 20, 1998 Deci ded: Novenber 4, 1998

Before WLKINS and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

George E. Burdick, Mary K. Burdick, Appellants Pro Se. Steven Hune
McFar | ane, Louisburg, North Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

In these four consolidated appeals, George and Mary Burdick
appeal district court orders denying their notions for reconsid-
eration and notions to anend their notions for reconsideration of
four underlying orders remandi ng the four cases agai nst them back
to state court. Because the district court in this case renmanded
the cases on grounds expressly provided for in 28 U S.C. 8§ 1447(c)
(1994), | ack of subject matter jurisdiction, we are precluded from
reviewing the remand orders, see 28 U. S.C. 8§ 1447(d) (1994), and
consequent|ly orders denying notions for reconsideration of remand
orders. W note that 28 U S.C. § 1447(c) also authorizes the dis-
trict court to require a party to pay just costs and actual
expenses, including attorney’s fees.

In light of the foregoing, we dismss these four appeals for
| ack of jurisdiction. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court, and oral argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED



