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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
 

FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT 
_________________________________ 

GRANT CHARLES, in his official 
capacity as attorney for Roosevelt City, 
Utah,  
 
          Plaintiff - Appellee,  
 
v. 
 
RICHITA HACKFORD,  
 
          Defendant - Appellant,  
 
and  
 
UTE INDIAN TRIBE OF THE UINTAH 
AND OURAY RESERVATION; 
BUSINESS COMMITTEE FOR THE UTE 
TRIBE OF THE UINTAH AND OURAY  
RESERVATION; TRIBAL COURT FOR 
THE UTE TRIBE OF THE UINTAH AND 
OURAY RESERVATION; THELMA 
STIFFARM, in her official capacity as 
Chief Judge of the Ute Tribal Court,  
 
          Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

No. 18-4024 
(D.C. No. 2:17-CV-00321-DN) 

(D. Utah) 

_________________________________ 

ORDER 
_________________________________ 

Before HOLMES, McHUGH, and MORITZ, Circuit Judges. 
_________________________________ 

Defendant Richita Hackford appeals from the district court’s dismissal with 

prejudice of the underlying litigation against the plaintiff and in favor of all defendants. 

After the appeal was opened, this court challenged Ms. Hackford to demonstrate whether 
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she had standing to appeal the dismissal. Ms. Hackford filed a memorandum brief in 

response, to which both the plaintiff-appellee Grant Charles and the other defendants 

responded in opposition. Upon consideration of the parties’ responses, the entire record, 

and the applicable law, we have determined that this appeal must be dismissed. 

A party must have standing to seek appellate review. Thomas v. v. Metropolitan 

Life Ins. Co., 631 F.3d 1153, 1159 (10th Cir. 2011). The appellant, as the party seeking to 

invoke federal jurisdiction, bears the burden of establishing standing. Lujan v. Defenders 

of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 561 (1992). Generally, only a party aggrieved by a district 

court decision may exercise the statutory right to appeal from the judgment or order. 

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma v. United States, 656 F.3d 1129, 1137 (10th Cir. 2011) (citing 

Deposit Guaranty Nat’l Bank v. Roper, 445 U.S. 326, 333 (1980)). A defendant who 

achieves all that was asked for – dismissal with prejudice of all claims against her – is not 

aggrieved by a district court dismissal order, regardless of the grounds on which the 

district court dismissed the claims. See California v. Rooney, 483 U.S. 307, 311-12 

(1987).  

In this case, Ms. Hackford appealed the district court’s order dismissing with 

prejudice all claims asserted against her by the plaintiff. She had filed a document titled 

“Motion to Deny Complaint,” which the district court construed as a motion to dismiss. 

The district court dismissed with prejudice all claims against her, albeit on different 

grounds than she argued in her motion. But the dismissal with prejudice means the 

plaintiff cannot return to federal court with the same claims. See Styskal v. Weld County 

Bd. of County Comm’rs, 365 F.3d 855, 859 (10th Cir. 2004). And because the dismissal 
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was with prejudice, Ms. Hackford cannot appeal the dismissal. Cf. Brown v. Baeke, 413 

F.3d 1121, 1124 n.3 (10th Cir. 2005) (explaining why defendant has right to appeal 

without prejudice dismissal). A favorable resolution of this appeal would not provide any 

relief to the defendant beyond what was already achieved in the district court 

proceedings. Ms. Hackford’s response to the court’s show cause order does not persuade 

us otherwise, so she has not met her burden to establish standing to appeal. 

Accordingly, this appeal is dismissed. 

Entered for the Court 
ELISABETH A. SHUMAKER, Clerk 

 
by: Lara Smith 
      Counsel to the Clerk 

Appellate Case: 18-4024     Document: 01019970888     Date Filed: 04/05/2018     Page: 3     


		Superintendent of Documents
	2021-04-04T19:12:07-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




