UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Fred Feleki Martinez v. Peterson

No. 2:21-cv-01779-DAD-JDP (PC) - No. No. 2:21-cv-01779-DAD-JDP (PC) - Decided October 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied plaintiff Fred Feleki

Martinez’s motion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) to alter or amend the judgment

granting summary judgment to defendant Peterson. The court held that the motion merely rehashed

previously rejected arguments, identified no new evidence or intervening change in law, and did not

establish clear error; the plaintiff’s request for a ruling was also denied as moot.
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Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) to alter or
amend the judgment entered after the court adopted a magistrate
judge's findings and recommendations and granted defendant's motion
for summary judgment.

A Rule 59(e) motion may be granted based on newly discovered
evidence, clear error or manifest injustice, or an intervening change in
controlling law. Reconsideration is an extraordinary remedy used
sparingly, and a motion may not be used to rehash arguments
previously presented or to raise arguments or evidence that could have

been presented before judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff was entitled to relief under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) based on newly

discovered evidence, clear error, manifest injustice, or an intervening change in controlling law.

2. Whether plaintiff's motion improperly rehashed arguments and evidence that had already been

considered before entry of judgment.

3. Whether plaintiff's request for a ruling remained justiciable after adjudication of the Rule 59(e) motion.

HOLDINGS

1. A Rule 59(e) motion is not a vehicle for rehashing arguments previously presented or for raising

arguments or evidence that could have been raised before judgment.

2. Plaintiff was not entitled to alter or amend the judgment because the motion identified no new evidence,
presented no new argument, and did not show clear error, manifest injustice, or an intervening change in

controlling law.

3. Plaintiff's request for a ruling was denied as moot because the court resolved the pending Rule 59(e)
motion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A Rule 59(e) motion may be granted if ‘(1) the district court is presented with newly discovered evidence, (2)
the district court committed clear error or made an initial decision that was manifestly unjust, or (3) there is

an intervening change in controlling law.’” (at 1)

“Plaintiff’s pending motion does not identify new evidence, present new argument, or support a finding that

the court committed clear error in reaching this conclusion.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, brought a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 based on an alleged serious mental-health episode and self-inflicted physical injury on April 8, 2021. In
granting summary judgment, the court relied on institutional and medical records that allegedly rendered
plaintiff's account implausible and directly refuted it. Plaintiff's Rule 59(e) motion relied on explanations and
materials previously presented concerning the absence of a work order for a broken light bulb and the absence of

medical records documenting the alleged injury.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The magistrate judge recommended granting defendant's motion for summary judgment. After considering

plaintiff's objections, the district court adopted the findings and recommendations, granted summary judgment,



entered judgment, and closed the case on March 28, 2025. Plaintiff then moved to alter or amend the judgment

under Rule 59(e); the court denied that motion and denied as moot plaintiff's request for a ruling.
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