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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky denied Larry Beckett’s motion
for relief from an agreed order dismissing his employment-discrimination action against Crothall
Healthcare, Inc. The court concluded that the motion, treated as one under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 60(b)(2), was untimely and lacked merit. The court also held that Beckett waived any
objection to arbitration by agreeing to dismissal and participating in arbitration for more than a year,
and denied his motions to stay arbitration as moot.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(6) for
relief from an agreed order dismissing his employment-discrimination
action without prejudice and moved to stay ongoing arbitration
proceedings. The court treated the newly discovered evidence theory
as arising under Rule 60(b)(2), denied relief from judgment, and
denied the motions to stay as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Relief under Rule 60(b) is committed to the district court's discretion,
but is extraordinary and constrained by the policy favoring finality of
judgments. A party seeking Rule 60(b) relief must establish the
asserted grounds by clear and convincing evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Beckett was entitled to relief from the October 7, 2024 dismissal order under Rule 60(b)(2) or
Rule 60(b)(6) based on an allegedly newly discovered internal email.

2. Whether Beckett could challenge Crothall's alleged waiver of arbitration after voluntarily agreeing to
dismissal and participating in arbitration for more than a year.

3. Whether the motions to stay arbitration proceedings should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion asserting that newly discovered evidence warrants relief from judgment is properly governed
by Rule 60(b)(2), not Rule 60(b)(6), because Rule 60(b)(6) applies only to grounds not addressed by the
first five clauses of the Rule.

2. The motion for relief from judgment was untimely because Rule 60(c)(1) requires a Rule 60(b)(2)
motion to be filed no more than one year after entry of the judgment or order, and Beckett filed more
than one year after the October 7, 2024 dismissal.

3. The email did not justify relief because it was not genuinely new in relation to Beckett's knowledge of
the case, and the motion was otherwise without merit.

4. Beckett waived any objection to the arbitrator's jurisdiction by knowingly consenting to dismissal in
favor of arbitration and participating in the arbitration for more than a year.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, “relief under Rule 60(b) is … extraordinary.””

“Even if Crothall waived its right to arbitration, Beckett waived his right to object to arbitration when he
voluntarily stipulated to the dismissal of his case and then participated in his arbitration for more than a
year.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Larry Beckett worked for Crothall Healthcare from 2009 until his termination on January 14, 2021. He alleged
race and age discrimination and retaliation under Kentucky law. After the action was removed and discovery
began, Crothall located a July 8, 2020 arbitration agreement; the parties then jointly stipulated to dismissal and
proceeded to arbitration. Beckett later sought to reopen the case based on an email concerning discovery of the
arbitration agreement and sought to stay the arbitration after participating in it for more than a year.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Beckett filed state-law race- and age-discrimination claims in Fayette Circuit Court, and Crothall removed the
action to federal court. After the parties discovered a 2020 arbitration agreement, they jointly stipulated to
dismissal; the court dismissed the complaint without prejudice on October 7, 2024. The parties proceeded to
arbitration, after which Beckett filed the present motions in March 2026 and additional emergency stay motions
in April 2026.
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