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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California lifts the stay in Lafonzo R.
Turner’s § 1983 action and directs defendants to file a responsive pleading. The court recommends
denying Turner’s motion to enforce a 2018 global settlement agreement arising from separate
Northern District of California cases, concluding that it lacks jurisdiction to enforce the agreement or
reopen those cases under Rule 60(b)(6). The court also concludes that Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 70 and 71 do not provide a basis for enforcement because the agreement was not a
judicially sanctioned judgment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner filed a motion in his Eastern District of California §
1983 action seeking to enforce a global settlement agreement
resolving two earlier Northern District of California civil-rights
actions. The magistrate judge ordered the stay lifted, directed
defendants to file a responsive pleading, and issued findings and
recommendations that the motion be denied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The motion was evaluated under the jurisdictional requirements for
ancillary jurisdiction, Rule 60(b)(6), and Rules 70 and 71. The
findings and recommendations were issued under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)
(1), subject to de novo review of timely objections by the assigned
district judge.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; magistrate judge's order and findings and
recommendations, with no reporter citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Eastern District of California had ancillary jurisdiction to enforce a settlement agreement
resolving different actions in the Northern District of California.

2. Whether Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(6) supplied an independent basis for federal jurisdiction
or authorized this court to reopen the Northern District cases.

3. Whether Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 70 and 71 authorized enforcement of the settlement
agreement as a judgment or order.

HOLDINGS

1. The Eastern District of California lacked ancillary jurisdiction to enforce the 2018 global settlement
agreement because neither the agreement nor the Northern District dismissal orders retained jurisdiction,
and any enforcement authority would belong to the court that entered the dismissal orders.

2. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(6) does not independently confer federal jurisdiction and cannot
authorize the Eastern District of California to reopen another district court's dismissed cases.

3. Rules 70 and 71 did not authorize enforcement of the settlement agreement because those rules apply to
enforcement of judgments or orders, and the agreement was not a judicially sanctioned final judgment
enforceable by this court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts “have no inherent power to enforce settlement agreements entered into by parties litigating
before them.”” (at 1)

“Enforcement of the settlement agreement … is more than just a continuation or renewal of the dismissed suit,
and hence requires its own basis for jurisdiction.” (at 1-2)

“Jurisdiction, however, is not derived from Rule 60(b)(6) itself.” (at 3)

“Rules 70 and 71, however, provide only for the “enforcement of judgments.”” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Turner is a state prisoner proceeding pro se under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. In April 2018, he entered a global
settlement agreement resolving two civil-rights actions in the Northern District of California. He alleged that



prison officials were denying durable medical equipment and medical chronos required by that agreement. The
agreement and voluntary dismissal orders did not retain federal-court jurisdiction over enforcement proceedings,
and Turner sought enforcement in this separate Eastern District action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The case was referred to a post-screening alternative-dispute-resolution pilot project and stayed. A settlement
conference was held on June 23, 2024, but the case did not settle. Turner then moved to enforce a 2018 global
settlement agreement from two Northern District of California actions under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
70, 71, and 60(b)(6). The magistrate judge concluded that this court lacked jurisdiction to enforce or reopen the
Northern District cases and recommended denial of the motion.
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