UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Jon Evans v. Critter Control Operations Incorporated, et al.

Evans - No. CV-22-02049-PHX-JJT - Decided December 3, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona denied Jon Evans’s motion for
reconsideration of an order denying his request to modify an earlier order dismissing his punitive-
damages claim. The court held that the motion was untimely under Local Rule 7.2(g) and that Evans
failed to show good cause for the delay, manifest error, or new facts or legal authority warranting

reconsideration.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Arizona
JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Arizona

DECIDED December 3, 2025

DOCKET CV-22-02049-PHX-JJT

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for reconsideration of an interlocutory order denying

his prior motion to modify an earlier order that dismissed his punitive-

damages claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion seeking reconsideration of an interlocutory ruling is
evaluated under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b), as
supplemented by District of Arizona Local Rule 7.2(g).
Reconsideration ordinarily requires manifest error or new facts or legal
authority that could not previously have been presented with

reasonable diligence; an untimely motion also requires good cause.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether District of Arizona Local Rule 7.2(g)'s fourteen-day deadline and good-cause requirement
supplement and apply to motions for reconsideration of interlocutory orders under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 54(b).

2. Whether Plaintiff established good cause, manifest error, or newly presented facts or legal authority

warranting reconsideration of the denial of his untimely motion to modify.

HOLDINGS

1. District of Arizona Local Rule 7.2(g) supplements Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b), so a party
seeking reconsideration of an interlocutory order must comply with the local rule's fourteen-day deadline

unless good cause for delay is shown.

2. Plaintiff did not establish good cause for filing his motion to modify outside the fourteen-day period and
did not show manifest error, new facts, or new legal authority that could not earlier have been presented
with reasonable diligence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court will ordinarily deny a motion for reconsideration of an Order absent a showing of manifest error
or a showing of new facts or legal authority that could not have been brought to its attention earlier with

reasonable diligence.” (at 2)

“If the motion is untimely, a party is not permanently obstructed from raising his motion for reconsideration
—he must merely show good cause for the delay.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The court had dismissed Plaintiff's punitive-damages claim in an earlier order. Plaintiff filed a motion to modify
that order 84 days later, relying on Rule 54(b) and the court's inherent authority, but did not comply with Local
Rule 7.2(g)'s fourteen-day filing period or establish good cause for the delay. Plaintiff's subsequent motion for
reconsideration repeated the same argument that Rule 54(b)'s authorization to reconsider interlocutory orders "at
any time" prevented application of the local deadline.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously dismissed Plaintiff's punitive-damages claim on July 24, 2025. Eighty-four days later,
Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) and the court's inherent authority to modify that
ruling. The court denied that motion as untimely under District of Arizona Local Rule 7.2(g) and for lack of

good cause. Plaintiff then moved for reconsideration of that denial, and the court denied the motion.
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