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MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER REGARDING YELVERTON LAW FIRM, PLLC'S PROCEDURALLY
DEFECTIVE OBJECTIONS TO COURT'S RULINGS
 

 S. MARTIN TEEL, JR., U.S. Bankruptcy Judge.

 *1 This court entered orders regarding remanding this adversary proceeding to the Superior Court. Those orders are reviewable by way of appeal under 28 U.S.C. § 158 and part VIII of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure. A notice of appeal requires the payment of fees. [FN1]
FN1. Filing a notice of appeal requires a $250 fee under item (14) of the Miscellaneous Fee Schedule (Appendix to 28 U.S.C. § 1930) and a $5 fee under 28 U.S.C. § 1930(c).

 Instead of filing a notice of appeal, the Yelverton Law Firm, PLLC has sought review, in a way that does not generate a filing fee, by filing Defendant's Objections Pursuant to 28 U.S.C 157(c)(1) and Request for Relief from a United States District Judge .
I

 Seeking review under 28 U.S.C. § 157(c)(1) was improper. [FN2] This bankruptcy court issued no proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, so there are no such proposed rulings to which the defendant can object. Instead, the court issued final orders that can be reviewed by way of taking an appeal. If the bankruptcy court erred in issuing final orders under § 157(b)(1) instead of proposed rulings under § 157(c)(1), the proper vehicle for correcting that error is an appeal, not an objection to non-existent proposed findings and conclusions.

FN2. Section 157(c)(1) provides: 

A bankruptcy judge may hear a proceeding that is not a core proceeding but that is otherwise related to a case under title 11. In such proceeding, the bankruptcy court shall submit proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law to the district court, and any final order or judgment shall be entered by the district judge after considering the bankruptcy judge's proposed findings of fact and conclusions and after reviewing de novo those matters to which any party has timely and specifically objected.

    II

 Despite the lack of any proposed rulings as to which review under § 157(c)(1) might be invoked, the proper course is to treat the objections as an attempt to invoke review under § 157(c)(1), with the district court to decide whether there are any proposed rulings to review under that provision.

III

 The district court, I think, will agree that the invocation of § 157(c)(1) was improper, and will not address whether the bankruptcy court erred in treating the motion to remand as a core proceeding. If it were to address that issue, I note for its benefit the following analysis.

 Core proceedings include proceedings "arising in" a bankruptcy case. See  Wood v. Wood (In re Wood),
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Motions seeking dismissal based on an alleged lack of subject-matter jurisdiction are core proceedings. See Casey v. Grasso (In re Riccitelli),
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IV

 *2 In accordance with the foregoing, it is

 ORDERED that the clerk shall process the Defendant's Objections Pursuant to  28 U.S.C 157(c)(1) and Request for Relief from a United States District Judge as though relating to proposed findings of fact and conclusions law (even though no such proposed findings and conclusions exist) and transmit the same to the district court in accordance with D.Ct.LBR 9033-1.
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