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PER CURIAM.

In these consolidated appeals, Laura Hammett appeals the district court’s1

adverse grant of summary judgment on her claims under state law and the Fair Debt

Collection Practices Act, adverse grant of costs, and denial of her post-judgment

motion to correct errors in a transcript.

We lack jurisdiction to review the denial of her post-judgment motion because

the notice of appeal (NOA) as to that order was untimely.  See Fed. R. App. P.

4(a)(1)(A) (NOA must be filed within 30 days after entry of order appealed); see also

Dieser v. Cont’l Cas. Co., 440 F.3d 920, 923 (8th Cir. 2006) (timely NOA is

1The Honorable Lee P. Rudofsky, United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Arkansas.
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mandatory and jurisdictional).  After careful review of the record and the parties’

arguments on appeal in the other matters, we agree with the district court’s thorough

and well-reasoned analysis of Hammett’s claims, see Kuntz v. Rodenburg LLP, 838

F.3d 923, 924 (8th Cir. 2016) (standard of review); and we discern no error in the

grant of costs, see Dindinger v. Allsteel, Inc., 853 F.3d 414, 431 (8th Cir. 2017)

(standard of review).  As to Hammett’s arguments challenging the district court’s

rulings on a host of other issues, we find no basis for reversal.

Accordingly, we dismiss the appeal of the denial of Hammett’s post-judgment

motion, and otherwise affirm.  We also deny her pending motions.
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