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SUMMARY

The court denied Terrence Higgins’s motion for reconsideration of the judgment dismissing his case
with prejudice. The court held that the motion was untimely under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
59(e), did not establish grounds for relief under Rule 60(b), and could not reopen the case to enforce a
settlement agreement or remove a related state-court action.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for reconsideration of the clerk's judgment dismissing
the case with prejudice pursuant to the parties' stipulation of dismissal.
The motion was denied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Rule 59(e) relief is available only in exceptional circumstances
involving a manifest error of law or fact or newly discovered evidence,
and the motion must be filed within 28 days of the challenged
judgment. Rule 60(b) relief is an extraordinary remedy available only
in exceptional circumstances.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's motion for reconsideration was timely and warranted relief under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 59(e).

2. Whether Plaintiff established grounds for relief from judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
60(b), including fraud or misconduct by the opposing party.

3. Whether the federal court had ancillary jurisdiction to enforce the parties' settlement agreement after
dismissing the case.

4. Whether the alleged Missouri state-court action provided a basis to reopen this federal case or remove
the state action to federal court.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff could not obtain relief under Rule 59(e) because his motion was filed more than 28 days after
entry of judgment.

2. Plaintiff failed to establish any basis for relief from judgment under Rule 60(b).

3. The court could not enforce the settlement agreement because it had neither an independent basis for
federal jurisdiction nor an order incorporating the settlement or expressly retaining jurisdiction to
enforce it.

4. The alleged Missouri state-court action did not justify reopening this case, and Plaintiff identified no
valid basis for removal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under Rule 59(e), a court can amend or alter a judgment in “exceptional cases” only if there is a manifest
error of law or fact or if it presents newly discovered evidence that was not previously available.” (at 2)

“Enforcement of a settlement agreement falls beyond the scope of the ancillary jurisdiction of the federal
courts, even if the district court had jurisdiction to hear the underlying case.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties entered into a settlement agreement and stipulated to dismissal of this action with prejudice. After
dismissal, Defendant initiated a Missouri state-court breach-of-contract action against Plaintiff. Plaintiff
contended that the state-court claim had been released by the settlement and sought to reopen or reexamine the
federal case.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Court dismissed the case with prejudice on November 13, 2024, pursuant to the parties' stipulation of
dismissal, and entered judgment the same day. Plaintiff moved for reconsideration on May 23, 2025, asserting
that a later Missouri breach-of-contract action implicated claims released by the parties' settlement agreement.
The court denied reconsideration and left the dismissal with prejudice in place.
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