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

No. 95-60031

LAMAR | SHEE and ANGELA N. | SHEE
i ndividually and on behal f of
CAITLIN S. | SHEE, a m nor,
Pl aintiffs-Appell ees,
vVer sus
McDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATI ON, ET AL.,
Def endant s,
McDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATI ON,
Def endant - Appel | ee,
and
CRUMVAN Al RCRAFT COMPANY, ET AL.
Def endant s,
vVer sus

GRUMVAN TECHNI CAL SERVI CES, INC., ET AL.
Def endant s- Appel | ant s.
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ANGELA N. | SHEE, Individually and on
behal f of Caitlin S. Ishee, a Mnor and
as Admnistratrix of the Estate of
Lamar | shee,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
McDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATI ON, ET AL.

Def endant s,



McDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATI ON,
Def endant - Appel | ee,
and
CRUMVAN Al RCRAFT COMPANY, ET AL.
ver sus
JERRY KEUCHVAN, ET AL.
Def endant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Southern District of M ssissippi
(3:93-CV-474-BrN)

April 12, 1996
Bef ore REYNALDO G GARZA, JOLLY, and DUHE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

In an earlier unpublished opinion, we remanded this case to
the district court for further proceedi ngs on the narrow question
whet her McDonnel | Dougl as properly renoved the case based on the
Federal O ficer Renobval Statute, 28 U S . C. 8§ 1442 (the "FORS").
The district court, in an unpublished opi nion dated March 27, 1996,
determ ned that MDonnell Douglas was not entitled to renove this

case under the FORS. It thus held that it did not have subject

"Pursuant to Rule 47.5, the court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



matter jurisdiction over the case! and renmanded it to state court
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).

Because the district court remanded the case to state court
under 28 U. S.C. 8 1447(c) for lack of subject matter jurisdiction,
we do not have appellate jurisdiction to review this order. Hook

v. Mrrison MIling Co., 38 F.3d 776, 780 (5th Cr. 1994). The

appeal is therefore

DI SMI SSED

The district court also relied on its earlier opinion and
order dated Decenber 15, 1994, in which it determ ned that no ot her
party had properly renoved the case to federal court.



