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Grace Baek, Richard Baek, Baek 153, LLC, and Pacific Commercial Group,
LLC (collectively, “the Baeks”) appeal the district court’s order affirming the
bankruptcy court’s order denying the Baeks’ motion to recuse the bankruptcy
judge in the main bankruptcy proceeding. We dismiss for lack of jurisdiction.

We lack jurisdiction to review the denial of the Baeks’ motion to recuse the
bankruptcy judge. Denial of a motion to recuse is not a final order. See Stewart
Enters., Inc. v. Horton (In re Horton), 621 F.2d 968, 970 (9th Cir. 1980); United
States v. Washington, 573 F.2d 1121, 1122 (9th Cir. 1978). The pragmatic
approach to finality in bankruptcy appeals under 28 U.S.C. § 158(d)(1) does not
change this conclusion. See Eden Place, LLC v. Perl (In re Perl), 811 F.3d 1120,
112627 (9th Cir. 2016); SS Farms, LLC v. Sharp (In re SK Foods, L.P.), 676 F.3d
798, 802 (9th Cir. 2012). A bankruptcy court order is final under § 158(d)(1) when
it “1) resolves and seriously affects substantive rights and 2) finally determines the
discrete issue to which it is addressed.” Gugliuzza v. FTC (In re Gugliuzza), 852
F.3d 884, 894 (9th Cir. 2017) (internal quotation marks omitted). The order
denying the Baeks’ motion to recuse is not final; it merely preserves the status quo.
The bankruptcy judge’s actions “may be reviewed throughout the bankruptcy
proceedings” and may be revisited later should additional grounds for recusal

become apparent. SK Foods, 676 F.3d at 802; see also Liteky v. United States, 510



U.S. 540, 543, 114 S. Ct. 1147, 1151, 127 L. Ed. 2d 474 (1994).!

DISMISSED.

" The fact that the Baeks chose to file their recusal motion in the main
bankruptcy proceeding rather than in the bankruptcy adversary proceedings where
the alleged bases for recusal arose does not affect our conclusion.
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