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SUMMARY

The court denies Jamie Baldwin’s motion for relief under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 59(e) and
60(b) from an order remanding the case to the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes Tribal Court.
The court holds that the magistrate judge had authority to enter the remand order under 28 U.S.C. §
636(c), because the parties had consented to magistrate-judge jurisdiction. The court concludes that
Baldwin failed to establish grounds for altering or vacating the remand order.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant Jamie Baldwin moved under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 59(e) and 60(b)(4) for relief from the order remanding the
action to the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes Tribal Court.
The court denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Rule 59(e) relief is extraordinary and generally requires newly
discovered evidence, clear error, or an intervening change in
controlling law. Rule 60(b) relief is available only on the grounds
specified in the rule, including when a judgment is void.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Baldwin was entitled to relief under Rule 59(e) from the order remanding the case to CSKT
Tribal Court.

2. Whether the remand order was void under Rule 60(b)(4) because a magistrate judge allegedly lacked
authority to enter it.

3. Whether a magistrate judge exercising civil jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c) may issue an order
remanding a case for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. When the parties consent to a magistrate judge's exercise of civil jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c),
the limitations applicable to magistrate judges handling pretrial matters under § 636(b) do not apply, and
the magistrate judge was authorized to issue the remand order.

2. The remand order was not void because the magistrate judge had authority to issue it under § 636(c);
therefore, Baldwin was not entitled to relief under Rule 60(b)(4).

3. Baldwin did not demonstrate newly discovered evidence, clear error, an intervening change in
controlling law, or other grounds warranting alteration or amendment of the remand order.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Section 636(b)’s limitations on magistrate authority are therefore inapplicable to the order of remand.” (5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mathias and Baldwin are parents of a minor child. Mathias filed a petition in CSKT Tribal Court seeking a
parenting plan, allocation of parental decision-making responsibilities and parenting time, child support, and
other orders concerning the child's best interests. Baldwin removed the matter to federal court, but the federal
court determined that the purported removal did not establish federal subject-matter jurisdiction and remanded
the action to tribal court.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mathias commenced a parenting-plan and child-support proceeding in the CSKT Tribal Court. Baldwin removed
the matter to the federal district court, and Mathias moved to remand. After the parties consented to magistrate-
judge jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c), the court remanded the case for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.
Baldwin then sought alteration of the remand order under Rule 59(e) and relief under Rule 60(b), arguing that
the magistrate judge lacked authority to enter the remand order.
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