UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Gayland Coles v. Flex N Gate Forming Technologies, L.L.C.

Coles - No. 2:04-cv-73671 - Decided February 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan denied Plaintiff Gayland Coles’s

motions seeking relief and certification under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b), and denied a

miscellaneous motion as moot. The court held that the case had been fully closed by a stipulated

dismissal with prejudice nearly 20 years earlier, leaving no pending claim eligible for Rule 54(b)

certification, and that Coles’s related allegations concerning settlement fraud, Rule 11, due process,

and Rule 60 were either not actionable under the cited rules or untimely.
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Plaintiff filed post-judgment motions seeking relief under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 54(b), asserting that a failure-to-promote claim
remained pending and requesting certification for an appeal. The
district court denied the motions and denied a miscellaneous motion as

moot.

The opinion does not expressly identify a standard of review for the
Rule 54(b) motions. It applies the text of Rules 54(b), 60(b), and 60(c),
and notes that district courts have discretion to determine whether a

Rule 60(b) motion was made within a reasonable time.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) authorized entry of judgment and appellate certification

when the entire case had already been dismissed with prejudice.

2. Whether Coles could obtain relief nearly twenty years after the stipulated dismissal based on alleged

fraud, attorney misconduct, or due-process violations.
3. Whether Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11(b) provided an actionable basis for the relief sought.

4. Whether any motion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) was timely under Rule 60(c).

HOLDINGS

1. Rule 54(b) relief and certification were unavailable because the case was no longer open and no claim

remained pending after the stipulated dismissal order resolved the entire action with prejudice.

2. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11(b) did not provide an actionable basis for the relief sought because it
governs representations made in pleadings, motions, and other papers rather than providing a remedy for

alleged settlement fraud or unfairness.

3. Any motion for relief under Rule 60(b) was untimely because it was filed nearly twenty years after the
relevant order and therefore was not made within a reasonable time; grounds under Rules 60(b)(1), (2),

and (3) also are subject to a one-year limit.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A decision is final if it ends the litigation on the merits and leaves nothing for the court to do but execute the

judgment.” (Section 1)

“Civil Rule 54(b) allows the district court to enter final judgment on one or more claims that have been

determined when the case remains open because other claims remain pending” (Section I11.A)

“Nearly 20 years later is not within a reasonable time.” (Section I11.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coles alleged that FNG failed to promote him because of his race and asserted related discrimination, hostile-
work-environment, and retaliation claims. After partial summary judgment and reconsideration proceedings, the
parties settled, and the court dismissed the action in its entirety with prejudice. Coles later alleged that the
settlement was fraudulent and that the failure-to-promote claim had not been included, but the district court and

Sixth Circuit treated the settlement and dismissal as resolving the case.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Coles sued Flex N Gate for racial discrimination, hostile work environment, and retaliation under 42 U.S.C. §
1981, Title VII, and the Michigan Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act. The district court granted summary judgment
in part on the federal failure-to-promote claim, later reinstated the state-law failure-to-promote claim on
reconsideration, and subsequently dismissed the entire case with prejudice pursuant to the parties' settlement.
The district court denied Coles's later motion to vacate the summary judgment order as untimely, and the Sixth

Circuit denied his appeal. Nearly twenty years later, Coles filed the motions addressed in this opinion.
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