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SUMMARY

The Vermont Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s denial of Sulaiman Jadallah’s request to revise
or vacate a settlement involving Gabriel Handy and Sidon Pantry, LL.C. The Court also affirmed
summary judgment for the Town of Fairfax and Stacy Wells, holding that Jadallah’s claims were

barred by the statute of limitations and that no evidentiary hearing was required.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff appealed from the trial court's denial of his motion for relief

from a settlement agreement and its grant of summary judgment for
the Town of Fairfax and Stacy Wells.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court reviewed the trial court's treatment of the Rule 60 motion
and denial of relief for abuse of discretion. It reviewed summary
judgment rulings de novo, applying the same standard as the trial
court. The Court also reviewed the decision not to hold an evidentiary

hearing for abuse of discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court properly treated Jadallah's Rule 60 motion as a motion to revise an interlocutory
dismissal order under Vermont Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b).

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion in denying relief from or reformation of the settlement

documents.

3. Whether summary judgment was proper because Jadallah's claims against the Town and Wells were
barred by the statute of limitations.

4. Whether incarceration or alleged fraudulent concealment tolled the applicable statute of limitations.

5. Whether the trial court erred by deciding the motions without conducting an evidentiary hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. Because the order did not adjudicate all claims and the rights and liabilities of all parties, it was
interlocutory and subject to revision under Vermont Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b); a Rule 60 motion

was therefore inappropriate.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Jadallah's request for relief or reformation because

justice did not require reopening the settlement or altering the deed.

3. Summary judgment for the Town and Wells was proper because Jadallah's civil claims accrued no later
than May 2008 and his October 2014 complaint was filed after the applicable limitations period had

expired.

4. Neither Jadallah's later incarceration nor the alleged fraudulent concealment tolled the statute of

limitations.

5. The trial court acted within its discretion in deciding the motions without an evidentiary hearing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As there was no final order adjudicating all claims against all parties, a Rule 60 motion was inappropriate.”
(111)

“Therefore, we hold that appellant was on inquiry notice of the cause of action—that a deed, fraudulent or
not, was recorded—at the earliest in April 2008 and at the latest May 2008 and thus the statute of limitations
expired in May 2014—at least four months before appellant filed his complaint.” (] 18)

“Therefore, appellant’s claims were time-barred, and the trial court properly granted the Town and Wells’s

motion for summary judgment.” (9 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Jadallah operated a restaurant on property he owned and obtained a 2007 loan from Gabriel Handy secured by a
quitclaim deed that could be recorded upon default after notice and an opportunity to cure. Jadallah defaulted
while incarcerated, Handy recorded the deed in April 2008, and Jadallah received notice of the recording from
Handy, a mortgagee, and a bankruptcy-related title search by May 2008. In 2015, Jadallah settled his claims
against Handy and Sidon Pantry and executed a deed confirming their title, but later sought to undo the
settlement and continued litigating claims against the Town and Stacy Wells.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jadallah sued all four defendants on claims including slander of title, negligence, fraud, deceptive acts and
practices, trespass, and conversion; he also asserted breach-of-contract and intentional-interference claims.
Jadallah settled and dismissed his claims against Handy and Sidon Pantry, while claims against the Town and
Wells continued. The trial court treated Jadallah's Rule 60 motion as a motion to revise an interlocutory
dismissal order, denied relief, and granted summary judgment to the Town and Wells because the claims were
time-barred and unsupported by evidence.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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