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SUMMARY

The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court affirmed dismissal of a former wife’s complaint seeking

relief from a divorce judgment based on alleged fraud concerning the valuation of the husband’s

business. The court held that the alleged misrepresentations and omissions did not support an

independent equitable action, fraud on the court, or relief under Mass. R. Civ. P. 60(b)(6). The court

concluded that the wife had not shown a manifestly unconscionable judgment or the extraordinary

circumstances required to overcome finality.
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The wife brought an independent equity action and sought relief under
Mass. R. Civ. P. 60(b) from a prior divorce judgment, alleging that the
husband's fraud produced an unconscionable division of marital
property. The Probate and Family Court granted the husband's motion
for summary judgment and dismissed the complaint. The Supreme

Judicial Court granted direct appellate review and affirmed.

Summary judgment is reviewed by viewing the facts in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party and determining whether there is no
genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The determination whether evidence
warrants relief under Rule 60(b) is reviewed for abuse of discretion,
while the determination whether claims are time barred as a matter of

law is reviewed without deference.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the wife could obtain relief from the final divorce judgment through an independent equity
action under Mass. R. Civ. P. 60(b) based on alleged fraud and an assertedly unconscionable property
division.

2. Whether the husband's alleged misrepresentations and nondisclosures constituted fraud upon the court
under Rule 60(b).

3. Whether the wife could obtain relief under Rule 60(b)(6) when her asserted grounds were fraud and
newly discovered evidence falling within Rule 60(b)(2) and (3).

4. Whether the later-executed licensing agreements were marital assets that should have been included in

the valuation at the time of divorce.

HOLDINGS

1. An independent action seeking relief from a final judgment cannot be used to circumvent the specific
time limitations applicable to Rule 60(b)(2) and (3). When the claim essentially falls within those time-
limited grounds, the plaintiff must establish an additional equitable basis, such as circumstances
demonstrating that enforcement of the judgment would be manifestly unconscionable or would result in

a grave miscarriage of justice. The wife failed to make that showing.

2. Fraud upon the court requires clear and convincing proof of egregious conduct that corrupts the judicial
process itself or improperly interferes with the court's ability to adjudicate impartially. Nondisclosure to

the opposing party or the court, without more, does not constitute fraud upon the court.

3. Relief under Rule 60(b)(6) is available only in extraordinary circumstances, for a reason independent of
the grounds listed in Rule 60(b)(1)-(5). A party may not invoke Rule 60(b)(6) when the asserted grounds

are fraud or newly discovered evidence covered by Rule 60(b)(2) and (3).

4. A division of marital assets is based on property owned by the parties at the time of the divorce.
Licensing agreements entered into after the divorce trial were not existing assets of KSC at the relevant
valuation time and therefore were not required to be included in the property division absent evidence

that negotiations had been manipulated to delay execution.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a party should not be able to avoid the one-year or ‘reasonable time’ limits of Rule 60 (b) simply by

commencing an independent action seeking the same relief.” (401)

“She has failed to present any evidence demonstrating that enforcement of the judgment would be manifestly

unconscionable.” (405)



“Conduct such as nondisclosure to the adverse party or the court of facts pertinent to the matter before it,

without more, does not constitute fraud on the court for purposes of setting aside a judgment under rule 60
(b).” (406)

“Because the wife’s arguments are not requests for relief independent of subsections (b) (1)-(5), she may not
seek relief under rule 60 (b) (6).” (407)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The wife filed for divorce in 1994 after twenty-eight years of marriage. The principal marital asset at issue was
the husband's interest in Kenan Systems Corporation, which the Probate and Family Court valued at
approximately $4.9 million and divided by awarding the husband the company's shares while requiring him to
pay the wife $1,473,815 over five years. In 1999, Lucent Technologies acquired KSC in a transaction valued at
approximately $1.48 billion. The wife claimed that the disparity resulted from the husband's fraudulent

misrepresentations and omissions concerning KSC's financial prospects, contracts, and potential value.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The parties divorced after a trial at which the husband's interest in Kenan Systems Corporation was valued at
$4,912,717 and divided through a cash payment to the wife. After the company was acquired by Lucent
Technologies for approximately $1.48 billion, the wife filed a complaint alleging that the husband had
misrepresented or withheld material information during the divorce proceedings. Following discovery, the
Probate and Family Court entered summary judgment for the husband, concluding that the evidence did not
establish fraud and that the wife's claims could not overcome Rule 60(b)'s time limitations. The Supreme

Judicial Court affirmed.
DISPOSITION

affirmed
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