UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MISSOURI, SOUTHEASTERN DIVISION

Judy Arlene Redmond v. Paul Hopkins, et al.

Redmond - No. 1:24CV38 ACL - Decided January 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The court denies Judy Arlene Redmond’s motion for reconsideration of the dismissal of her

employment discrimination action and finds her motion to docket and provide public access moot. The

court concludes that the motion was untimely under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) and that the

post-dismissal evidence did not support relief under Rule 60(b). The action involved alleged denial of

disability accommodations during federal employment and failure to exhaust administrative remedies.
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Plaintiff moved for reconsideration of the court's prior order
dismissing her Title VII and Rehabilitation Act claims and separately
moved to docket and make publicly available the dismissal order and

related filings.

Relief under Rule 59(e) is limited to correcting manifest errors of law
or fact or considering newly discovered evidence, and a Rule 59(e)
motion must be filed within 28 days after entry of judgment. Rule
60(b) relief is available only in exceptional circumstances, and Rule
60(b)(2) applies only to evidence that existed at the time of the
judgment and could not have been discovered earlier with reasonable

diligence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Redmond's motion for reconsideration was timely under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e).

2. Whether evidence created after the prior dismissal supported relief under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 60(b)(2).

3. Whether Redmond's motion to docket and make the dismissal order and related filings publicly available

was moot.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion was untimely because Rule 59(e) required filing within 28 days after the October 17, 2024
judgment, but Redmond did not file until June 27, 2025.

2. Evidence that came into existence after the court's prior decision cannot support relief under Rule 60(b)
2.
3. The motion was moot because the dismissal order and all other filings in the matter had already been

docketed and were publicly available.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rule 59(e) motions serve the limited function of correcting ‘manifest errors of law or fact or to present newly

discovered evidence.’”
“Rule 60(b) authorizes relief in only the most exceptional of cases.”

“There can be no Rule 60(b)(2) relief for evidence which has only come into existence after the trial is over,

for the obvious reason that to allow such a procedure could mean the perpetual continuation of all trials.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Redmond alleged that defendants denied her reasonable accommodations for physical and mental disabilities
during her employment as a purchasing agent for the United States Department of Veterans Affairs. The court

previously dismissed her complaint in part because she had not exhausted administrative remedies for a



Rehabilitation Act claim. Redmond's reconsideration motion relied on administrative materials and

communications created between February and April 2025, after the court's October 17, 2024 dismissal.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Redmond filed a complaint alleging that she was denied reasonable accommodations for physical and mental
disabilities during her employment as a purchasing agent for the Department of Veterans Affairs. On October 17,
2024, the court granted defendants' motion to dismiss, concluding that the Title VII complaint failed to state a
claim and that Redmond had failed to exhaust administrative remedies for a Rehabilitation Act claim; the court
also denied leave to amend as futile. Redmond filed her motion for reconsideration on June 27, 2025, relying on
evidence arising after the dismissal. The court denied reconsideration and found her motion to docket and

provide public access moot.
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