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City of Jackson, Mississippi v. Jackson Oaks Limited Partnership

City of Jackson - No. Nos. 2002-CA-00254-SCT and 1999-CA-00714-SCT - Decided January 23, 2002

SUMMARY

The Mississippi Supreme Court affirmed the denial of the City of Jackson's Mississippi Rule of Civil
Procedure 60(b) motion for clarification and relief from a $1.1 million judgment in favor of Jackson
Oaks Limited Partnership. The court held that the settlement-credit issue was moot and that the City
could not use Rule 60(b) to relitigate issues previously addressed after renewal of its summary

judgment motion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the chancellor abused his discretion by finding that the John Hancock settlement-credit issue

was moot after Jackson Oaks tendered the entire settlement amount to the City.

2. Whether the chancellor abused his discretion by denying Rule 60(b) relief based on the City's contention

that the court failed to address its motion to dismiss or, alternatively, motion for summary judgment.

3. Whether the City's renewed Rule 60(b) motion could properly raise additional issues beyond those
contained in the original motion addressed by the prior appellate remand.

HOLDINGS

1. The chancery court correctly limited its consideration on remand to the issues raised in the City's
original December 1998 motion for clarification and relief; additional issues in the City's renewed

motion were beyond the scope of the prior remand.

2. The settlement-credit issue was moot because Jackson Oaks tendered to the City the entire amount it

received in settlement from John Hancock.

3. The chancellor did not abuse his discretion in denying Rule 60(b) relief even though he incorrectly
stated that the City had failed to renew its motion for summary judgment, because the chancellor had

heard argument on and denied the renewed motion on its merits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Relief under Rule 60(b)(6) is reserved for "extraordinary and compelling circumstances."” (at 3)

“Rule 60(b) is not an escape hatch for litigants who had procedural opportunities afforded under other rules

and who without cause failed to pursue those procedural remedies.” (at 5)

“"Rule 60(b) is designed for the extraordinary, not the common place."” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jackson Oaks alleged ongoing erosion and flood-control problems along Hanging Moss Creek near Ridgewood
Road, which caused loss of land, damage to parking facilities and drainage pipes, and damage to or threatened
loss of its only ingress and egress. Jackson Oaks also sued John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Company, but
that claim was settled and dismissed before trial. After trial, the chancery court entered a $1.1 million judgment
for Jackson Oaks, and the City later sought relief based partly on the John Hancock settlement and partly on

issues raised in an earlier dispositive motion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jackson Oaks sued the City over erosion and flood-control problems, seeking injunctive relief and damages.
Following a 1998 trial, the chancery court entered a $1.1 million judgment for Jackson Oaks. Rather than
directly appeal, the City filed a motion for clarification and relief from judgment; the Mississippi Supreme Court
previously remanded for consideration of that motion on its merits. On remand, the chancery court denied relief,

and the Supreme Court affirmed.
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