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Before:  SILVERMAN, NGUYEN, and HURWITZ, Circuit Judges. 

 In these cross appeals, Jayn Crouchaine and Ronald P. and Teresa J. Simon 

appeal pro se from the district court’s order remanding to state court the Simons’ 

action arising out of a child custody dispute.  We review de novo the district 

court’s decision to remand, and we have the authority to consider our own 

jurisdiction.  Corona-Contreras v. Gruel, 857 F.3d 1025, 1028 (9th Cir. 2017).  

We dismiss for lack of jurisdiction.  

We lack jurisdiction over these appeals because the challenged order is not 

reviewable on appeal.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1447(d) (providing that, subject to certain 

exceptions, “[a]n order remanding a case to the State court from which it was 

removed is not reviewable on appeal or otherwise”); Powerex Corp. v. Reliant 

Energy Servs., Inc., 551 U.S. 224, 232 (2007) (explaining that when a district court 

remands because it lacks subject-matter jurisdiction, “the remand is covered by  

§ 1447(c) and thus shielded from review by § 1447(d)”); Sharma v. HSI Asset 

Loan Obligation Tr. 2007-1 by Deutsche Bank Nat’l Tr. Co., 23 F.4th 1167, 1170, 

1173 (9th Cir. 2022) (explaining that federal courts “must enforce congressionally 
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enacted limits on our jurisdiction,” and thus remand was required where non-

defendant removed action under 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a)).  We reject as unsupported 

by the record the parties’ contention that removal was under 28 U.S.C. § 1443(1) 

and therefore that appellate review is not barred.   

Even if we were to construe the appeals as petitions for a writ of mandamus, 

we would lack jurisdiction over the petitions.  See DeMartini v. DeMartini, 964 

F.3d 813, 825 (9th Cir. 2020) (explaining that “[w]hat § 1447(d) prohibits on 

appeal, it also prohibits on petition for mandamus”).  

DISMISSED.  


