
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Brandon Eugene Hunter v. Sacramento County, et al.
No. No. 2:22-cv-01282-DC-EFB (PC), United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

(December 16, 2025)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied Brandon Eugene
Hunter’s motion for reconsideration of the dismissal of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action for failure to
prosecute. The court applied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b), found no justification for
reconsideration, and ordered that the case remain closed.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for reconsideration of the court's dismissal of his 42
U.S.C. § 1983 action for failure to prosecute after he failed to oppose
defendants' motion for summary judgment despite multiple
opportunities. The court treated the motion as arising under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) and denied it.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion filed more than 28 days after entry of judgment is governed
by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b). Relief from judgment under
Rule 60(b) requires one of the rule's specified grounds or another
reason justifying relief; reconsideration ordinarily is unavailable
absent highly unusual circumstances such as newly discovered
evidence, clear error, or an intervening change in controlling law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; persuasive rather than precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff's motion for reconsideration was governed by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) or
Rule 60(b).

2. Whether plaintiff demonstrated a basis for relief from the judgment under Rule 60(b).

HOLDINGS

1. Because plaintiff filed the motion more than 28 days after entry of judgment, Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 60(b), rather than Rule 59(e), governed the motion for reconsideration.

2. Plaintiff was not entitled to reconsideration because he failed to present a reason justifying relief under
Rule 60(b), including newly discovered evidence, clear error, or an intervening change in controlling
law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion for reconsideration should not be granted, absent highly unusual circumstances, unless the ... court
is presented with newly discovered evidence, committed clear error, or if there is an intervening change in the
controlling law.” (at 2)

“Plaintiff has not presented a reason justifying reconsideration.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff brought this action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and proceeded without counsel. The court dismissed the
case for failure to prosecute after plaintiff failed to oppose defendants' motion for summary judgment despite
receiving multiple opportunities to do so. Plaintiff later sought reconsideration, but the court found that he had
not presented a reason warranting relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously dismissed the action for failure to prosecute after plaintiff failed to oppose defendants'
motion for summary judgment despite multiple opportunities. Plaintiff filed a motion for reconsideration on
March 10, 2025. Because the motion was filed more than 28 days after entry of judgment, the court applied Rule
60(b), found no basis for relief, denied reconsideration, and ordered that the case remain closed.
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