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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida grants Irene J. Pridgen’s motion
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) for relief from the final judgment dismissing her
complaint as a shotgun pleading. The court vacates the judgment, reopens the case, and permits
Pridgen to file a second amended complaint by January 27, 2026.
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DISPOSITION vacated

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 59(e) and
60(b) to reconsider, vacate, and reopen the case after the court
dismissed her complaint without prejudice as a shotgun pleading and
entered judgment when she failed to amend by the date certain set in
the dismissal order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Relief from a final judgment under Rule 60(b) is discretionary and
may be granted for excusable neglect; the court evaluated the timing of
the motion, the reason for delay, the minimal duration of the delay, and
prejudice to the defendants.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Rule 6(d)'s three-day extension for service by mail applied to a deadline set on a specific
calendar date.

2. Whether Pridgen was entitled to relief from the final judgment under Rule 60(b) based on excusable
neglect.

3. Whether the judgment should be vacated and the case reopened to permit Pridgen to file an amended
complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. Rule 6(d) does not extend a deadline stated as a fixed calendar date; it applies when a party must act
within a specified period after service.

2. Rule 60(b) relief was warranted because Pridgen's deadline miscalculation, possibly delayed receipt of
the dismissal order, and related circumstances constituted excusable neglect.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““‘[E]xcusable neglect’ is understood to encompass situations in which the failure to comply with a filing
deadline is attributable to negligence.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pridgen, proceeding pro se, received the dismissal order by mail later than expected and did not file an amended
complaint or request an extension by the December 18 deadline. After judgment was entered, she sought an
extension and later moved under Rules 59(e) and 60(b), explaining that a family member's medical emergency
impaired her ability to prepare an amended complaint. The court found that her deadline miscalculation, possibly
delayed receipt of the order, minimal delay, and lack of discernable prejudice constituted excusable neglect
warranting relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court dismissed Pridgen's complaint on December 4, 2025, gave her until December 18 to amend, and
entered judgment on December 22 after she failed to amend or timely seek an extension. Pridgen filed an
extension motion after judgment, which the court denied. She then filed an emergency motion for
reconsideration and relief from judgment. The court granted Rule 60(b) relief, vacated the judgment, reopened
the case, and allowed her to file a second amended complaint by January 27, 2026.

DISPOSITION



vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk was directed to vacate the judgment and reopen the case. Pridgen was permitted to file a second
amended complaint remedying the shotgun-pleading defects no later than January 27, 2026.
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