UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
INDIANA, FORT WAYNE DIVISION

Troy Martin v. Commissioner of Social Security

Cause No. 1:25-cv-00464-ALT - No. 1:25-cv-00464-ALT - Decided May 1, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana denied Troy Martin’s motion to
reconsider dismissal with prejudice of his action seeking review of the Commissioner of Social
Security’s denial of disability benefits. The court held that counsel’s calendaring error did not establish
excusable neglect or an extraordinary circumstance warranting relief from judgment or extension of
the statutory filing deadline under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana, Fort

Wayne Division
WRITING FOR THE COURT Andrew L. Teel

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana, Fort

Wayne Division

DECIDED May 1, 2026

DOCKET 1:25-cv-00464-ALT

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 6(b)(1)(B) and

60(b) for reconsideration of the dismissal with prejudice of his Social
Security disability appeal and for an extension of the statutory filing

deadline. The district court denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Relief from a final judgment under Rule 60(b) is an extraordinary
remedy available only in exceptional circumstances. A post-deadline
extension under Rule 6(b)(1)(B) requires good cause and excusable

neglect.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished federal district court opinion; persuasive but generally

not binding beyond the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Martin's complaint was barred by the sixty-day statute of limitations for judicial review under
42 U.S.C. § 405(g).

2. Whether counsel's calendaring error and alleged postal delay constituted excusable neglect warranting
an extension under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 6(b)(1)(B).

3. Whether those circumstances constituted an extraordinary circumstance warranting relief from the final

judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b).

4. Whether Macure v. Lynn required reconsideration because Martin failed to respond timely to the
Commissioner's motion to dismiss.

HOLDINGS

1. Martin's complaint was barred by the sixty-day limitation period governing judicial review of the

Commissioner's final decision.

2. Counsel's calendaring error and alleged postal delay did not establish excusable neglect or justify

extending the deadline for filing Martin's complaint.
3. Martin was not entitled to relief from the judgment under Rule 60(b)(1) or Rule 60(b)(6).

4. Macure v. Lynn did not require reconsideration because the dismissal rested on the untimeliness of the
complaint, not solely on Martin's failure to respond to the motion to dismiss.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“the lack of response [to a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6)] alone is insufficient” (at 3)

“As a general rule, relief from a judgment under [Federal Rule of Civil Procedure] 60(b) is an extraordinary

remedy and is granted only in exceptional circumstances.” (at 3)

“Plaintiff has not shown excusable neglect or any extraordinary circumstance beyond his or his counsel’s

control that prevented him from timely filing this judicial review action.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

An ALJ denied Martin's application for Social Security disability benefits on July 22, 2024. The Appeals Council
denied review on June 17, 2025, and notified Martin of his right to seek judicial review within sixty days. Martin
filed his federal complaint on September 3, 2025, twelve days after the district court determined the applicable

deadline had expired. He attributed the delay to counsel's calendaring error and slow postal service.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Appeals Council denied review of the ALJ's decision on June 17, 2025. Martin filed his complaint in the
Northern District of Indiana on September 3, 2025, after the sixty-day period prescribed by 42 U.S.C. § 405(g).
The court granted the Commissioner's unopposed motion to dismiss on December 15, 2025, dismissed the action
with prejudice, and entered judgment for the Commissioner. Martin then moved for reconsideration, asserting
counsel's calendaring error and postal delay constituted excusable neglect; the court denied relief on May 1,
2026.
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