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PER CURIAM.

In this pro se interlocutory appeal, Dave and Catrenia Dawn Campbell

challenge district court  orders denying their motions seeking recusal in their 421

U.S.C. § 1983 action.  We conclude that the orders at issue are not immediately

appealable, see Scarrella v. Midwest Fed. Sav. & Loan, 536 F.2d 1207, 1210 (8th Cir.

1976) (per curiam) (“A determination by a district judge not to disqualify himself is

reviewable by appeal only from a final judgment in the cause in which the motion for
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disqualification was filed.”), and that appellants’ reliance on the collateral order

doctrine is misplaced, see Mischler v. Bevin, 887 F.3d 271, 271 (6th Cir. 2018) (per

curiam) (holding that “an order denying recusal is not immediately appealable under

the collateral order doctrine”); United States v. Brakke, 813 F.2d 912, 913 n.3 (8th

Cir. 1987) (per curiam) (concluding that an order denying recusal did not fall within

the collateral order exception to the final judgment rule).  Accordingly, we dismiss

the appeal for lack of jurisdiction, and we deny as moot appellants’ pending motion.  2

______________________________

We note that since this appeal was filed, the district court entered a final2

judgment.  This does not affect our analysis.  See Dieser v. Cont’l Cas. Co., 440 F.3d
920, 924 (8th Cir. 2006) (concluding that Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(2) does not permit a
notice of appeal from a clearly interlocutory decision to serve as an effective notice
of appeal from a subsequent entry of final judgment); State ex rel. Nixon v. Coeur
D’Alene Tribe, 164 F.3d 1102, 1106-07 (8th Cir. 1999) (“To prevent parties from
using frivolous appeals to delay or interrupt proceedings in the district court, that
court does not normally lose jurisdiction to proceed with the case when one party
appeals a non-appealable order.”).  Appellants have not appealed the entry of
judgment in appellees’ favor, and the time for doing so has passed.  See Fed. R. App.
P. 4(a)(1)(A) (appeal in civil case must be filed with the district court within 30 days
after the entry of judgment or the order appealed from). 
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