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Mason · No. Civil Action No. 15-1191-GBW · Decided April 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Delaware denied Stefanie D. Mason's motion to
reopen a previously dismissed action, motion for reimbursement of PACER fees, and motion for e-
filing rights and to amend the complaint. The court held that the alleged misrepresentations did not
warrant relief under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(3), that PACER fees were not subject to
reimbursement on the facts presented, and that the motion to amend was moot because the case was
not reopened. The order was entered on April 2, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(3) to
reopen a previously dismissed action, sought reimbursement of
PACER fees, and sought e-filing rights and leave to amend. The
district court denied the motion to reopen and fee reimbursement and
denied the motion for e-filing rights and amendment as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW To obtain relief under Rule 60(b)(3), the movant must establish fraud,
misrepresentation, or misconduct by an adverse party and show that
the conduct prevented the movant from fully and fairly presenting the
case. Relief may be warranted when the evidence would have made a
difference in advancing the case.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished memorandum order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to reopen the case under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(3) based
on alleged misrepresentations by Allen Guizzetti.

2. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to reimbursement of fees incurred accessing case documents through
PACER.

3. Whether Plaintiff's motion for e-filing rights and leave to amend should be granted after the motion to
reopen was denied.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to reopen was properly denied because Plaintiff failed to show that the alleged
misrepresentations were attributable to an adverse party in the case or that they would have made a
difference in advancing her claims.

2. The motion for reimbursement of PACER fees was denied because Plaintiff's lack of familiarity with
PACER did not establish entitlement to an exemption or reimbursement.

3. The motion for e-filing rights and leave to amend was denied as moot because the motion to reopen was
denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To prevail, the movant must establish that the adverse party engaged in fraud or other misconduct, and that
this conduct prevented the moving party from fully and fairly presenting h[er] case.”

“Relief may be warranted so long as the evidence ‘would have made a difference’ in advancing”

“As a general rule, once a judgment has been entered, a plaintiff is not allowed to amend his complaint unless
that judgment has been ‘set aside or vacated’ under Rules 59 or 60.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff's federal claims in her second amended complaint had previously been dismissed because she failed to
plead membership in a protected class under Title VII and because her ADA and USERRA theories were legally
barred or unavailable against the named defendants. Plaintiff later alleged that Allen Guizzetti had
misrepresented his relationship with her in proceedings before another tribunal, including statements made years
after this action had closed. She also sought reimbursement of PACER fees and permission to obtain e-filing
rights and amend her complaint.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff initiated the action on December 22, 2015. The original complaint was dismissed for failure to pay the
filing fee, the case was reopened, and an amended complaint was later dismissed for failure to exhaust
administrative remedies and failure to state a claim. After Plaintiff filed a second amended complaint asserting
Title VII, ADA, USERRA, and Delaware Merit Rules claims, the court dismissed the federal claims and
declined supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claim. Plaintiff then filed the motions addressed
in this memorandum order.
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