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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

TEDDY CHESTER, CIVIL ACTION
Petitioner
VERSUS NO. 16-17754
DARREL VANNOY, SECTION: “E” ( 3)
Respondent
ORDER

Before the Court is a Motion for Additional Time ®etry Petitioner filed by
Respondent Darrel VanndyOn June 11, 2018, the Court granted a Writ of Hal&&a pus
filed by Petitioner Teddy ChestéiThe Court ordered the State of Louisiana to eitie¢ry
Chester or release him from state custody withi@ d2ys3 For the reasons that follow,
the CourtGRANTS the motion. The State of Louisiana musther retry Chester or
release him from state custody no later tharNovember 15, 2018.

BACKGROUND

On June 11, 2018, the Court granted a Writ of Hab@arpus filel by Petitioner
Teddy Chesteordering the State of Louisiana to either retry §liee or release him from
state custody within 120 dayslhis Court retains jurisdictiomverits conditional writ of
habeas corpusntil the writ has been satisfiédThis Caurt’s grant of additional time is
reviewed for abuse of discretion.

Chester’s state court triariginally was set to begin on September 17, 2018.
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However,the State moved to continue the trial d&t®n September 19, 2018, the trial
court deniedhe State’'smotion for a continuangeand on September 20, 2018 the trial
court denied reconsideration of that motidfhe State applied for a writ to the Louisiana
Supreme Court® The Louisiana Supreme Coursua sponteissued a stay of all
proceedings untMonday, September 24, 20p&nding resolution cfeveralwvrits before
it.1! The Louisiana Supreme Court ruled time pending writs and lifted the stay on
September 21, 2018.The State again filed a motion for a continuandd the state trial
court on Sptember 24, 2018, whictvas granted!® The trial court setthe trial to
commencen Monday, October 29, 2018.

Rule 60(b) provideshata court, “fo]n motion and just terms,” may ‘“relieae
party or its legal representative from a final judgmi, order, or proceeding” due to:

(1) mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusabéglect; (2) newly

discovered evidence that, with reasonable diligeroelld not have been

discovered in time to move for a new trial underld&R69(b); (3) fraud

(whether previously called intrinsic or extrinsianisrepresentation, or

misconduct by an opposing party; (4) the judgmenbid; (5) the judgment

has bea satisfied, released, or discharged; it is basedao earlier

judgment that has been reversed or vacated; oryaypit prospectively is

no longer equitable; or (6) any other reason thatifies reliefl®

The purpose of Rule 60(b) “is to balance thmpiple of finality of a judgment with

the interest of the court in seeing that justicdase in light of all the facts!® The Court

will grant relief under Rule 60(b)(6), onlyupon a showing of “extraordinary
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circumstances$” In Buck v. Davis, the Supeme Court explained that, in determining
whether a movant hakemonstrated “extraordinary circumstances,” coargs/ consider
a “wide range of factors,” whicmay include “the risk of injustice to the partiesid the
risk of undermining the publicsonfidence in the judicial process® Additionally, the
Fifth Circuit hasarticulated several factors relevant to the Rulgbg@®) analysis
including whether the motion was filed within a reaable timel® The Fifth Circuit has
explained “that the rule should bkberally construed in order tachieve substantial
justice’ 20

In this case, substantial justiaéll be served by allowing the State additional time
toretry Petitioner. The complexity and volumfgretrial proceedings, including the writs
taken tothe state appellate courts, are reasons justifyingfé&om the Cours original
conditional Wit of Habeas Grpus. Alsamportant tathe Court’s decision is that the State
moved for additional time to retry petitionbefore violating the Court’s order.

IT IS ORDERED that the motion tocontinue filed by Respondent! is
GRANTED . TheState museither retry Chester or release him from statea@dgby no
later thanNovember 15, 2018

New Orleans, Louisiana, thislstday of October, 2018.

“““ e §re‘M6‘R%ﬁz“‘\““““
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

17Rochav. Thaler, 619 F.3d 387, 400 (5th Cir. 2010).

18137 S. Ct. 759, 778 (2017) (quotihdgjeberg v. Health Servs. Acquisition Corp., 486 U.S. 847, 86364
(1988).

19 Seven Elves, Inc. v. Eskenazi, 635 F.2d 396, 402 (5th Cir. 1981).

20 |d.

21R. Doc 68.



