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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denies Plaintiff King Solomon’s
motion for reconsideration of the order striking his motion to compel discovery. The court construes
the motion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) and concludes that Plaintiff showed neither
grounds for reconsideration nor manifest injustice.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) for
reconsideration of the court's order striking his motion to compel
discovery. The court denied reconsideration.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 59(e) motion may be granted for newly discovered evidence,
clear error, or an intervening change in controlling law;
reconsideration is an extraordinary remedy committed to the sound
discretion of the district court.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff established grounds under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) to reconsider the
order striking his motion to compel discovery.

2. Whether denying reconsideration would result in manifest injustice.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff was not entitled to reconsideration because he did not show newly discovered evidence, clear
error, or an intervening change in controlling law.

2. Plaintiff was not entitled to reconsideration on a manifest-injustice theory because he identified no
direct, obvious, and observable error in the prior order.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A district court may grant a Rule 59(e) motion if it ‘is presented with newly discovered evidence, committed
clear error, or if there is an intervening change in the controlling law.’” (at 1)

“Reconsideration is an “extraordinary remedy, to be used sparingly in the interests of finality and
conservation of judicial resources.”” (at 1)

“A Rule 59(e) motion “may not be used to relitigate old matters, or to raise arguments or present evidence
that could have been raised prior to the entry of judgment.”” (at 1)

“The Court struck the Motion to Compel because Plaintiff did not first attempt to resolve his discovery
dispute with defense counsel before filing his Motion to Compel.” (at 2)

““Manifest injustice,” as it pertains to Rule 59(e), is not to be used as a Trojan Horse to breach a court order
for a second chance at litigating the same issue.” (at 2-3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed a one-paragraph motion to compel discovery without certifying that he had attempted to resolve
the discovery dispute with defense counsel through the required meet-and-confer process. The court struck that
motion as facially deficient. In seeking reconsideration, Plaintiff asserted that he had mailed the motion to the
court and to defense counsel, but that the copy to counsel was presumably lost in institutional mail. The court
found that service on defense counsel was not the basis for striking the motion; the deficiency was Plaintiff's
failure to attempt to resolve the dispute before filing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On January 21, 2025, the court struck Plaintiff's motion to compel as facially deficient because it lacked the
required certification that Plaintiff had attempted to comply with the meet-and-confer requirement. Plaintiff filed
a motion for reconsideration on February 3, 2025, asserting that he had mailed a copy of the motion to defense
counsel. The court construed the motion as arising under Rule 59(e) and denied it.
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