
 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
 

FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT 
_________________________________ 

CYNTHIA ORTIZ,  
 
          Plaintiff - Appellant, 
 
v. 
 
CHARLES PERRY, individually; 
MATTHEW POWELL, individually; 
JOSH BURSON, individually; DAVE 
ROBERSON, individually,  
 
          Defendants - Appellees. 

 
 
 
 

No. 18-5057 
(D.C. No. 4:17-CV-00489-JHP-JFJ) 

(N.D. Okla.) 

_________________________________ 

ORDER 
_________________________________ 

Before LUCERO, MATHESON, and EID, Circuit Judges. 
_________________________________ 

This matter is before us on Appellant Cynthia Ortiz’s response to the court’s order 

of June 5, 2018 questioning our jurisdiction to consider this interlocutory appeal. Ms. 

Ortiz seeks to appeal the Northern District of Oklahoma’s order transferring her case to 

the Northern District of Texas, where it remains pending. She argues that the transfer 

order is either an appealable collateral order or involves a controlling question of law that 

may be certified for immediate appeal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b). Ms. Ortiz also 

asserts that the district court denied her requests for injunctive relief, and that denial is 

appealable under 28 U.S.C. § 1292(a). 

FILED 
United States Court of Appeals 

Tenth Circuit 
 

July 12, 2018 
 

Elisabeth A. Shumaker 
Clerk of Court 

Appellate Case: 18-5057     Document: 010110022104     Date Filed: 07/12/2018     Page: 1     



2 
 

It is well-settled that an order transferring a case to another venue is not an 

appealable collateral order. See F.D.I.C. v. McGlamery, 74 F.3d 218, 221 (10th Cir. 

1996) (noting courts agree that transfer orders are not appealable collateral orders); In re 

Dalton, 733 F.2d 710, 714 (10th Cir. 1984) (stating it is well-established that an order 

transferring venue, even to a district in another circuit, is not an appealable interlocutory 

order, except by certification under 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b)). Section 1292(b) cannot support 

our jurisdiction in this case, because the district court denied Ms. Ortiz’s request for a § 

1292(b) certification. While the denial of injunctive relief is immediately appealable 

under § 1292(a), the Northern District of Oklahoma did not deny Ms. Ortiz’s requests for 

injunctive relief. The district court docket reflects a clerical termination of those motions 

in light of the transfer, and the Northern District of Texas subsequently denied all 

motions that had not been addressed by the Northern District of Oklahoma without 

prejudice to renewal in the Northern District of Texas. 

We lack jurisdiction to review the district court’s transfer order. This appeal is 

dismissed, and all pending motions are denied as moot. 

Entered for the Court 
ELISABETH A. SHUMAKER, Clerk 

 
by: Jane K. Castro 
      Counsel to the Clerk 
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