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For the reasons stated below, Plaintiff’'s motionsefary of default [126] and to vacate summary judgmept
[127] are denied.

M| For further details see text below.] Docketing to mail notices

STATEMENT

This matter is before the court on Plaintiff Doris Browprs se motion for default judgment againgt

Defendant Joe Varan (Varan), Defendant Be€rammer (Trammer) and Defendant Anthony Russell

(Russell). Since Brown is proceedip se the court will liberally construe her filings. On September 28,
2011, the court granted Defendant Sergeant Shelley Koeller's (Koeller) motion for summary judgmert. The
court also declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state law claims broughtfagains
Varan, Trammer, and Russell and dismissed such claitheut prejudice and terminated this action. Sirjce

the court determined it would not be appropriate to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the claim
brought against Varan, Trammer, and Russell, and this case has already been terminated, the instaft motio
for default judgment is improper and is denied.

This matter is also before the court on Browmr’'s se “Motion to Vacate Summary Judgment.”
(Mot.1). Brown requests that the court vacate its ruling on September 28, 2011, granting Koeller’'s njotion
for summary judgment, and dismissing the remaining state law claims without prejudice. To the extgnt that
Brown seeks to proceed under Federal Rule of €recedure 59(e), Brown has not presented any new
arguments or evidence or shown that the court erred in its ruling. To the extent that Brown seeks to|procee
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) (RulebQ@ motion to vacate brought pursuant to “Rule 6[p(b)
is an extraordinary remedy and” should be “granted only in exceptional circumstancelRakowith v.
Verizon LTD Plan, 653 F.3d 488, 494 (7th Cir. 2011)(internal quotations omitted)(quibta@prmick v.
City of Chi., 230 F.3d 319, 327 (7th Cir. 2000)). In the instant action, Brown has not pointed to any
exceptional circumstances in this case that would warrant vacating the September 28, 2011 ruling. Brown
contends that she can proceed under Rule 60(b) because there was a “[f[raud upon the court” by Kogller.
(Mot 4). However, Brown’s argument regarding Koeller is merely a repetition of her arguments as tojthe
merits of her case and not a basis to vacate the final judgment in this case. Brown also argues that [n regar
to Russell and Trammer, “[tlhe court exceed[ed] its jurisdiction. . . .” (Mot. 5). The court declined to
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STATEMENT

exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the statedams brought against Russell and Trammer, dismigsing
such claims without prejudice. Nothing in this court’s ruling prohibits Brown from seeking to proceed|in
state court on such claims. Therefore, the “Motion to Vacate Summary Judgment” is denied.
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