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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

DASYAM SAMUEL RAJASEKHAR,
Plaintiff,

V. No. 3:20¢cv-00576(VAB)
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES,

INC.,
Defendant.

ORDER ON PLAINTIFF'S OBJECTIONS TO THE COURT'S ADOPTION OF THE
RECOMMENDED RULING

On October 2, 2020, Mr. Rajasekhar filed objections tarémommende®uling
adopted by this Court on August 17, 2020. Objections to Recommended Ruling, ECF No. 26
(Oct. 2, 2020) (“Pl.’s Object.”)

Because Rajasekhiampro se to the extent that these objections can be construed as a
motion to reopen the case, the Court will review them under that standard.

For the easons discussed beldvr. Rajasekhas objections are overruled, and to the
extent that they are construed as a motion to reopen this case, tDE&NAED .

.  BACKGROUND

OnApril 28, 2020, Dasyam Rajasekhar (“Plaintiff’) filed a Complaint against
Environnmental Data Resources, Inc. (“Defendant”) claimimgngful discharge and retaliation
Compl., ECF No. 1 at-®2 (Apr. 28, 2020)Proceedingro se Mr. Rajasekhar sought
permission to filen forma pauperisMot. for Leave to Proceed Forma Pauperis, ECF No. 2
(Apr. 28, 2020). This Court referred Mr. Rajasekhar’s case to Magistrate Badish to

conduct the requisit@quriesinto the plaintiff's ability to paysee28 U.S.C. § 1915(a), and the
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merits of the claimsee 28 U.S.C. § 915(e)(2)(B). Order Referring Case, ECF No. 17 (July 14,
2020).
On July 27, 2020, Judge Farrish submitted a recommended, neldmgnmendinghat the
Complaint be dismissed and the motion for leave to prandedma pauperide denid as
moot. Recommended Ruling, ECF No. 18 (July 27, 2020). As discussed in greater depth in the
recommend ruling, Judge Farrish recomnegiiiat Mr. Rajasekhar’'s Complaint be dismissed
becausél) the claims in the cases had already been litigated and thus, were barred by the
doctrine ofres judicataand(2) the Complaint failed to state a claim on which relief may be
grantedld. at 2. Judge Farrish also recommedthat Mr. Rajasekhar not be given leave to
amend his Complainkd. TheRecommendeRuling stated that any objections should be filed by
Augustl0, 2020Seed. at 14.
On August 17, 2020, the Court adopted the recommended,mbiting that M.
Rajasekhar failed to (1) file objections and (2) update his address as requhied_bgaRules
OrderAdopting Recommended Ruling, ECF No. 20 (Aug. 17, 2@Z9cause Plaintiff did not
file any timely objections or provide the Clerk of the Court with an address where Giang or
and rulings could be mailed, the Court adopts the Recommendied.R). On August 31, 2020,
the Court direadthe Clerk of the Court to close the case. Order, ECF No. 21 (Aug. 31, 2020).
On October 2, 2020, Mr. Rajasekhar filed objections té&rimommendeuling,
asserting that he providen updated address. Objections to Recommended Ruling, ECF No. 26
(Oct. 2, 2020) (“Pl.’s Object.”). He alleges, “l updated my address change (G@tD-19)
and instructed the Clerk of Court to note the change of address. Obviously, that nevesthappen
| don’t know if there was an error on my part or someone dropped the ball (more liketlg}.”

1. Mr. Rajasekhar also argues thi}tie delay for objections should be overturned since the
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Clerk of the Court mailed these copies to me including the envelope to the wrong ddidirass
1-2.
II.  STANDARD OF REVIEW

UnderRule60(b), the Court may relieve a party from a final judgment, order, or
proceeding forinter alia, “mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable negiest]'R. Civ. P.
60(b)(1) or “fraud, misepresentation, or misconduct by an opposing pafsg'R. Civ. P.
60(b)(3) “The decision as to whether relief should be granted tRdie60(b)is committed to
the sound discretion of the Coustevens. Miller, 676F.3d62,67 (2d Cir.2012)

Rule60(b)provides extraordinary relief, and a motion unBerie60should be granted
only if the moving party demonstrates “exceptional circumstanBasldingtorPartnersv.
Bouchard 34F.3d1132,1142(2d Cir.1993) MotorolaCreditCorp.v.Uzan 561F.3d123,126
(2d Cir.2009)(Rule60(b)provides “a mechanism for extraordinary judicial relief [available]
only if the moving party demonstrates exceptional circumstances, and relefthadule is
discretionary.”alteration in originaljinternal citations omiéd)). The Court, however, may
assess pro separty's motion unddRule60(b)using “a lesser standard than [a motion] drafted
by lawyers,” as it would assess gy sepleadingMaturav. United States189F.R.D.86,89
(S.D.N.Y.1999)
1. DISCUSSION

The determination of whether a party's neglect is “excusable” iude60(b)(1)is “at
bottom an equitable one, taking account of all relevant circumstances surrobhedagty's
omission.”Pioneerinv.ServsCo.v. BrunswickAssocsLtd. P'ship, 507U.S.380,395(1993)
These circumstances include “the danger of prejudice to the [other partyhdgtiedé the delay

and its potential impact on judicial proceedings, the reason for the delagimgpoihether it
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was within the reasonablewtrol of the movant, and whether the movant acted in good

faith.” Id. Ordinarily, ignorance of the rules or mistakes construing the rules do not constitute
“excusable” neglectd. at392 However, “neglect may be excusable where the language of a
rule isambiguous or susceptible to multiple interpretations, or where an apparerateaislis
between two rules.Canfieldv. VanAtta Buick/GMCTruck,Inc, 127F.3d248,250(2d Cir.

1997)

Rule60(b)(3)allows for relief from judgment when the movaneégents evidence of
“fraud (whether previously called intrinsic or extrinsic), misrepresentatr misconduct by an
opposing pagt.” Fed.R.Civ. P.60(b)(3) seeMatura, 189F.R.D.at89. “To prevail on
aRule60(b)(3)motion, a movant must show that the conduct complained of prevented [him]
from fully and fairly representing his cas&tateSt.Bank& TrustCo.v. Inversione&rrazuriz
Limitada, 374F.3d158,176(2d Cir.2004)(internal quotation marks and citation omitted).
“However, aRule60(b)(3)motion cannot be granted absent clear and convincing evidence of
material misrepresentations and cannot serve as an attempt to relitigate thpfrtagts
underlying decision].Flemingv. N.Y.Univ., 865F.2d478,484(2d Cir.1989)

Mr. Rajasekhar has presented no evidence of “fraud, misrepresentatidreror ot
misconduct” that would “prevent” him “from fully and fairly representing lase;” so any
motion under Rule 60(b)(3) fails. As for Rule 60(b){(MJ, Rajagkhar cannot claim excusable
neglect because the Local Rules@amambiguousis tohis responsibility to update his address in
atimely mannerSeeCanfield 127F.3dat250(holdingthat“failure to follow the clear dictates
of a court rule will generallpot constitute such excusable neglect”). Moreover, the delay was

significant, and Mr. Rajasekhar does not provide an adequate justificatitve thelaySee


https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000600&cite=USFRCPR60&originatingDoc=Iaaeb08c030a011e7bc7a881983352365&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)

Case 3:20-cv-00576-VAB Document 27 Filed 11/20/20 Page 5 of 7

Pioneer 507U.S.at395(listing “lengthof thedelay”and“thereasorior thedelay”asfactorsin
determiningvhethemeglects excusable).

The Local Rules state thiga]ny self-represented party must provide an address where
service can be made upon such party.” D. Conn. L. Civ. R. 83.1@&)Rpugh Mr. Rajasekhar
states that “[o]n July []6, 2020, [he] filed for a [m]otion to [clompel the defertdgnovide
documents per Judge’s requireméRt.’s Object at 1he does not indicate when and how he
allegedly updated th@ourt with his new address. On September 1, 20@0fitst notice of a
change of addressvas filed on the docket with an enveloped post marked on August 28, 2020.
Notice of Change of Address, ECF No-24Sept. 1, 2020). This occurrefdexr multiple
envelopes mailed to Mr. Rajasekhar by the Clerk’s office were retu8ee@.rder Adopting
Recommended Ruling (noting envelopes sent to Mr. Rajasekhar “were returnieet] iRaturn
to Sender”). Mr. Rajasekh#rus failedo notify the Court of changes to his addiesfore the
adoption of the Recommended Ruling

Accordingly,Mr. Rajasekhar’s objectiorageuntimelyand his arguments regarding
exceptiongor hisdelay araunavailingunder Rule 60(b)(1Lf. Ortiz v. BridgeportPoliceDep',
No.3:14-cv-01614 (CSH), 2017 WL 2818980, at *3, n. 3 (D. Conn. June 29, 2017) (noting that
the failure of gro seplaintiff to update br address was grounds for dismi$eal‘failure to
comply with court rules”).

In any eventto the extenir. Rajasekhaobjects on the grourttat his claims are
meritorious these objections also fdillr. Rajasekhar has not presented any evidence or legal
arguments taddresshe wellreasoned BcommendeRuling. Nor could heEven with the
generous pleading standards givempto selitigants, Mr. Rajasekhatid notpresent any viable

claims in his Complaint.
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As Judge Farrish explasn Mr. Rajasekhar’$wrongful discharge claimi barred by the
doctrine ofres judicata’ becausén a prior lawsuitRajasekhar v. Envtl. Data Res., InNo. 3:18
cv-01535 (JAM), 2019 WL 2743579 (D. Conn. Jul. 1, 20M¥), Rajasekhar already received a (1)
final judgement, (2) as the plaintiff, for a case involving (3) the same cladoparative fais as
raisel in the instant cas®ecommended Ruling a+8 (applying Mr. Rajasekhar’s facts to the
three elements dhe doctrine ofes judicata*“(1) the prior action was adjudicated on the merits;
(2) the prior action involved the same pldintr ‘those in privity with’ him; and (3) the claims
raised in the subsequent case ‘were, or could have been, raised in tleetfmol” (citing Monahan
v. N.Y.C. Dep't of Corr.214 F.3d 275, 285 (2d Cir. 2000)Rurther, “Mr. Rajasekhar's Complaint
. .. falsto state a plausible discrimination or retaliation cldiid. at 10. “[T]he discrimination
claim fails because there are no factual allegations that Mr. Rajasekhar’s tenmivesio
motivated ‘at least ipart for a discriminatory reasonld. at 11 (citingvega v. Hempstead
Union Free Sch. Dist.801 F.3d 72, 87 (2d Cir. 2015)). “The retaliation claim fails because Mr.
Rajasekhar does not allege he engaged in a ‘protected activity’ or that he ‘opppsedaaful
employment practice.’ld. (citing Vega,801 F.3d at 90.).

Accordingly,Mr. Rajasekhds objections are overruled, and to the extent they constitute
a motion to reopen this case, that motion will be denli.case shall remain closeslee Dietz
v. Bouldin 136 S. Ct. 1885, 1892 (2016) ("[D]istrict courts have the inherent authority to
manage their dockets and courtrooms with a view toward the efficient and expesduation

of cases.").
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IV. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, Rajasekhds objections are overruled, and to the extent
that theycan be construed as a motion to reopen this case, thBYeal&ED .
SO ORDERED atBridgeport,Connecticutthis 20thdayof November2020.

/s/Victor A. Bolden
VICTOR A. BOLDEN
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




