UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 02-10188
Summary Cal endar

FRANK J. STANGEL, ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,
FRANK J. STANGEL; GAIL A CORRENTI,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
A-1 FREEMAN NORTH AMERI CAN, INC., Etc.; ET AL.,
Def endant s,

A-1 FREEMAN NORTH AMERI CAN, I NC., Agent for North Anerican
Van Lines, an Gkl ahoma Cor porati on,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(3:01-CVv-2200-1)

Novenber 12, 2002
Bef ore BARKSDALE, DEMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Plaintiffs Frank J. Stangel and Gail A Correnti, pro se,
appeal the district court’s order remanding their case to state

court (plaintiffs had renoved it to district court) and awardi ng A-

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



1 Freeman North Anerican, Inc. (A1), $2,639.15 in attorney’s fees
and costs.

Because the district court determned that it did not have
subject matter jurisdiction over the controversy, this court |acks
jurisdiction. The appeal nust be DISM SSED | N PART. See 28 U. S. C.
8§ 1447(c) & (d); see also, e.g., Heaton v. Mnogram Credit Card
Bank of Ga., 231 F.3d 994, 997 (5th Cr. 2000), cert. denied, 533
U S. 915 (2001).

Because Stangel and Correnti have not shown that the district
court abused its discretion in awarding attorney’s fees and costs,
see Valdes v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 199 F.3d 290, 292 (5th Cr.
2000), that ruling is AFFI RVED

Stangel and Correnti’s notion to “supplenent, nodify and
clarify the record” is DENIED. See Theriot v. Parish of Jefferson,
185 F. 3d 477, 491 n.26 (5th Cr. 1999).

DI SM SSED | N PART AND AFFI RVED |N PART; MOTI ON DEN ED



