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PER CURI AM

Ruben Dewayne Tayl or appeals the district court’s order
remandi ng his case to the bankruptcy court for further proceedi ngs.
We dism ss the appeal as interlocutory. This court may exercise
jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U S.C. § 1291 (2000), and
certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 US. C 8§ 1292

(2000); Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan

Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). “A final decision generally is one
which ends the litigation on the nerits and | eaves nothing for the

court to do but execute the judgnent.” Catlinv. United States, 324

U S 229, 233 (1945) (internal quotation marks omtted). D strict
court orders remanding to the bankruptcy court for further

consideration generally are not final orders. See Lega

Representative for Future Jdaimants v. Aetna Cas. & Sur. Co. (Inre

The Wallace & Gale Co.), 72 F.3d 21, 24 (4th Gr. 1995); Capito

Credit Plan of Tenn., Inc. v. Shaffer, 912 F.2d 749, 750 (4th GCr.

1990) (holding that district court order remanding for the
bankruptcy court to address two argunments not previously addressed
by the bankruptcy court was not a final decision).

Accordingly, the order of the district court is not an
appeal able order, and we dismss this appeal for lack of
jurisdiction. W grant Taylor’s notion to proceed in fornma pauperis

and dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |egal



contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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