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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Frances Fox appeals an order of the district court dismissing this
action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Fox filed her action

under 28 U.S.C.A. § 1332(a)(1) (West 1993 & Supp. 1998), asserting
diversity of citizenship. As Fox did not bear her burden of establish-
ing complete diversity, we affirm the district court's order of dis-
missal. See Owen Equip. & Erection Co. v. Kroger , 437 U.S. 365, 377
(1978) (statute requires complete diversity and is strictly construed).

Fox a so appeals the district court's order granting defendants

request for costs and attorney's fees under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d). An
award of costs to the prevailing party is appropriate under Fed. R.

Civ. P. 54(d)(1). Under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(d)(2)(B), a party regquesting
attorney's fees must specify the statute, rule, or other ground that enti-
tles him to an award of the fees. The defendants in this case did not

S0 specify.



Under the American Rule, each party bears the costs of its own
attorneys, and attorney's fees are generally not a recoverable cost of
litigation unless a statute or agreement provides otherwise. Key
Tronic Corp. v. United States, 511 U.S. 809, 814-15 (1994). In diver-
Sity cases, state law is ordinarily followed to determine whether fees
are recoverable. Culbertson v. Jno. McCall Coal Co., 495 F.2d 1403,
1405-06 (4th Cir. 1974). The general rulein North Carolinaisthat "a
successful litigant may not recover attorney's fees, whether as costs
or as an item of damages, unless such arecovery is expressly autho-
rized by statute." Stillwell Enters., Inc. v. Interstate Equip. Co., 266
S.E.2d 812, 814 (N.C. 1980). Asthe defendants cited to no statutory
authority to support their request for attorney's fees, we hold that the
district court erred in granting the requested fees. Because the defen-
dants' itemized costs appear to be mixed in with the fee charges, we
vacate the award and remand to the district court for further consider-
ation of an appropriate award of costs. We deny the requests for sanc-
tions against Fox on appeal. We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
als before the court and argument would not aid the decisional pro-
Cess.

AFFIRMED IN PART; VACATED AND REMANDED IN PART
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