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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland denied Defendant Valery Jean’s motion
for reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e). The court held that the evidence
regarding repayment of the promissory note was not newly discovered, that Defendant had not acted
diligently, and that he failed to establish clear error or manifest injustice. The prior judgment awarding
Plaintiff $100,000 in principal, $7,500 in interest, $10,360 in attorney’s fees, and $547 in costs
remained in effect.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) for
reconsideration of the judgment awarding Plaintiff the unpaid
principal and interest on a promissory note, as well as attorney's fees
and costs.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 59(e) motion is reviewed under a limited standard; the district
court has broad discretion, and reconsideration is warranted only for
an intervening change in controlling law, newly available evidence, or
clear error of law or manifest injustice.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district court memorandum opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant satisfied the grounds for reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
59(e) based on an intervening change in controlling law.

2. Whether Defendant was entitled to reconsideration based on newly discovered evidence.

3. Whether the judgment constituted clear error of law or resulted in manifest injustice because Defendant
claimed to have repaid the principal and additional interest.

4. Whether the awards of attorney's fees and costs should be reconsidered.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) may be granted only to accommodate an
intervening change in controlling law, account for new evidence not previously available, or correct a
clear error of law or prevent manifest injustice.

2. A party seeking reconsideration based on newly discovered evidence must show that the evidence was
newly discovered after judgment, that the party exercised due diligence, that the evidence is not merely
cumulative or impeaching, that it is material, and that it would likely produce a different result or require
amendment of the judgment.

3. A Rule 59(e) motion may not be used to relitigate old issues, raise arguments, or present evidence that
could have been presented before judgment.

4. Mere disagreement with the Court's prior ruling does not establish clear error or manifest injustice
sufficient to support Rule 59(e) relief.

5. The existing awards of $10,360 in attorney's fees and $547 in costs remained in effect because
Defendant did not contest those awards.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“reconsideration of a judgment after its entry is an extraordinary remedy which should be used sparingly.”
(Third Element: Clear Error of Law or Manifest Injustice)

“mere disagreement” with this Court’s prior ruling “does not support a Rule 59(e) motion.” (Third Element:
Clear Error of Law or Manifest Injustice)

“For the aforementioned reasons, ECF No. 59 is DENIED. The judgment entered in this case, ECF No. 58,
remains in effect.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff alleged that Defendant breached a promissory note by failing to repay $100,000. At summary judgment,
Plaintiff submitted a declaration and bank records supporting her payment of the $100,000, while Defendant did
not submit authenticated and admissible evidence sufficient to create a genuine dispute. After judgment,
Defendant conceded that Plaintiff had paid him $100,000 and presented purported bank records and deposit
receipts claiming that he had repaid the principal and paid additional interest, but the Court found the materials
insufficiently reliable.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sued Defendant under diversity jurisdiction for breach of a promissory note and moved for summary
judgment. The Court entered summary judgment for Plaintiff and ordered repayment of $100,000, later awarding
$7,500 in interest, $10,360 in attorney's fees, and $547 in costs. Defendant moved for reconsideration twenty-
eight days after judgment, relying on newly obtained bank records and arguments that he had repaid the
principal and additional interest. The Court denied reconsideration and left the judgment in effect.
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