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SUMMARY

The U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Washington denied Caryl Danita Carby’s motion to
change venue and motion for an extension of time to serve the defendants. The court found the venue
request unclear and determined that an extension was unnecessary because the plaintiff’s 90-day
service period under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m) had not expired.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to change venue and separately moved for an
extension of time to serve the complaint and summons. The district
court considered both motions without oral argument and denied them.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Abuse-of-discretion or discretionary individualized consideration
under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) for a motion to transfer venue.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; precedential status not indicated
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civil procedure venue service of process

QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether plaintiff's motion to change venue should be granted when the requested relief was unclear,
unsupported, and did not identify an alternative venue.

2. Whether plaintiff was entitled to an extension of time to serve when the 90-day period under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m) had not expired.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to change venue was denied because the requested relief was unclear, plaintiff did not
present arguments supporting transfer or identify an alternative venue, and the requested relief appeared
unnecessary.

2. The motion for an extension of time to serve was denied as unnecessary because plaintiff had until April
30, 2026, to properly serve defendants under Rule 4(m), which was later than the March 31, 2026,
deadline she requested.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under § 1404(a), the district court has discretion ‘to adjudicate motions for transfer according to an
individualized, case-by-case consideration of convenience and fairness.’” (at 1)

“Therefore, Plaintiff has until April 30, 2026, to properly serve Defendants.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed her complaint on January 30, 2026. She used a Ninth Circuit extension-of-time form to request a
change of venue, but the writing was difficult to understand, she did not identify an alternative venue or provide
supporting arguments, and she requested a service deadline earlier than the deadline already provided by Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m).

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the complaint on January 30, 2026, and then filed a motion to change venue and a motion for an
extension of time to serve. The court concluded that the venue request was unclear and unsupported and that an
extension was unnecessary because the Rule 4(m) service period had not expired.
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