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PER CURIAM: 

Amrik and Seemin Hendiazad appeal the district court’s orders granting the 

Defendants’ motion to dismiss and subsequently and summarily denying the Hendiazads’ 

motion to remand to state court.  We have reviewed the record and determine that the 

district court erred in denying the Plaintiffs’ remand motion as moot after considering the 

merits of the motion to dismiss.  Before proceeding to the merits, “[a] federal court must 

satisfy itself that it has jurisdictional power to rule on the merits of a case.”  Goldsmith v. 

Mayor & City Council of Baltimore, 845 F.2d 61, 64 (4th Cir. 1988); see also Steel Co. v. 

Citizens for a Better Env’t, 523 U.S. 83, 110 (1998) (“However desirable prompt resolution 

of the merits . . . question may be, it is not as important as observing the constitutional 

limits set upon courts.”).    

Because the district court should have determined whether it could properly exercise 

removal jurisdiction before ruling on the motion to dismiss, we vacate the district court’s 

orders and remand for further proceedings.  The district court must first determine if it can 

properly exercise removal jurisdiction.  If so, the district court may then determine the 

issues raised in the Defendants’ motion to dismiss.  We dispense with oral argument 

because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this 

court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

VACATED AND REMANDED 
 


