
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO, WESTERN DIVISION

Eric Esquire Deters v. Judge Michael Barret, et al.
Deters · No. 1:25-cv-640 · Decided January 16, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio denied Eric Esquire Deters’s motion
for reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e). Although the court found no basis to
reconsider its dismissal for lack of standing, immunity, and implausibility, it vacated and ordered
sealed its prior opinion and judgment to correct an inaccurate statement regarding Deters’s Kentucky
law-license status.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) for
reconsideration of the court's prior memorandum opinion and
judgment dismissing the complaint under Rule 12(b)(1).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Deters established a basis for relief under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e).

2. Whether the court should vacate and correct its prior memorandum opinion and judgment because they
inaccurately described the status of Deters's Kentucky law license.

HOLDINGS

1. Deters was not entitled to reconsideration because he did not demonstrate clear error of law, newly
discovered evidence, an intervening change in controlling law, or a need to prevent manifest injustice.

2. Although the factual error did not justify reconsideration of the dismissal, the court vacated and sealed
the prior memorandum opinion and judgment and ordered issuance of corrected documents.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to justify the alteration or amendment of a judgment under Rule 59(e), the movant must
demonstrate: ‘(1) a clear error of law; (2) newly discovered evidence; (3) an intervening change in
controlling law; or (4) a need to prevent manifest injustice.’” (at 2)

“For the foregoing reasons, the motion for reconsideration is denied; however, for reasons discussed above,
the Court’s memorandum opinion and order and related judgment entry (Doc. Nos. 37 and 38) are hereby
vacated, and the Clerk is ordered to seal those documents.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The court's prior opinion inaccurately stated that Deters had been disbarred from practicing law in Kentucky.
Upon review, the court determined that Deters had never been disbarred but was a former Kentucky Bar member
whose license had been suspended for disciplinary reasons and whose reinstatement had been denied. The court
concluded that this factual error was not germane to the prior dismissal ruling.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 23, 2025, the court dismissed the complaint against all defendants under Rule 12(b)(1), finding
that Deters lacked Article III standing and that many claims were barred by immunity or were implausible.
Deters moved for reconsideration, principally asserting that the court had inaccurately stated that he had been
disbarred in Kentucky. The court denied reconsideration, but vacated and sealed the prior memorandum opinion
and judgment so that corrected documents could issue.
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