


manifest errors of law in its application of the Rule 12(b)(6) standard, the Anti-SLAPP statute,
and the requirements for municipal liability.” Pl.’s Mot. to Alter or Am. J. (V.R.C.P.
59(e))/Reconsider at 1 (filed May 4, 2026). He also seeks to “enter new evidence: a sworn
Affidavi[]t from Vermont DCF, a Burlington Police Probable Cause Affidavit (Docket 25-CR-
08677) from an incident on 8/26/25.” Id. In his “amended” motion, which the Court construes
as a supplemental memorandum in further support of his initial post-judgment motion, he
identifies numerous additional purported “errors” and seeks to “incorporate newly matured
claims — including causes of action for malicious prosecution and constitutional torts — that
legally accrued post-filing via favorable terminations of underlying criminal proceedings.” Pl.’s
Am. Mot. at 1 (filed June 25, 2026).

However, Plaintiff identifies no such “manifest errors of law” in this Court’s decision.
On the contrary, the Court correctly applied Rule 12(b)(6), the anti-SLAPP statute, and the
requirements for municipal liability. For example, despite Plaintiff’s protestations, the Court did
not “find” that the “barricaded hostage situation” headline was true; rather, the Court concluded
that Plaintiff did not adequately plead the falsity of that statement as required to state a
cognizable defamation claim. Thus, Plaintiff seeks merely to relitigate old matters already
addressed or raise arguments that could have been raised earlier. As for the purported “new
evidence,” Plaintiff offers no persuasive basis why he could not have identified it prior to entry
of judgment or how it would change the outcome of the motions to dismiss or strike. To the
extent Plaintiff identifies matters or claims that arose or accrued after this case was dismissed, he
cannot raise those matters or claims in this action.

It is well settled that Rule 59(e) “is meant to remedy mistakes made by the court, not
litigants.” Stowe Aviation, 2024 VT 11, 9 19. Because Plaintiff has not identified actual
mistakes made by the Court, his motion must be denied. While Plaintiff relies on his pro se
status to explain his difficulty in marshaling facts and evidence, that does not excuse the need to
follow the applicable rules nor entitle him to relief here. See Fox v. Fox, 2022 VT 27,9 39, 216
Vt. 460 (“Although pro se litigants receive some leeway from the courts, they are still bound by
the ordinary rules of civil procedure.” (quotation omitted)).

“Additionally, for the court to grant leave to amend post-judgment, the plaintiff must first
succeed in having the final judgment set aside under Rule 59(e), which did not occur here.”
Veljovic, 2025 VT 38, q 18; see also Stowe Aviation, 2024 VT 11, 9 14 (“[T]he right to amend
provided by Rule 15 no longer attache[s] after entry of judgment.” (citation omitted)).
Accordingly, Plaintiff’s motions and attempts to further amend his Complaint are denied.

Lastly, the Court concludes that oral argument would not be helpful on these motions.
Accordingly, Plaintiff’s request for oral argument on the post-judgment motions, see P1.’s Reply
at 4 (filed July 16, 2026), is denied.

Order
Plaintiff’s motions to alter, amend, vacate, and/or reconsider (Mots. #5 and #9) are

DENIED. Because the Court has construed Plaintiff’s “amended” motion as a supplemental
memorandum and considered it as such, his motion to “amend” his initial post-motion (Mot. #7)



is DISMISSED AS MOOQT. Plaintiff’s motions for extensions of time to file second and third
amended complaints (Mots. #6 and #8), as well as his second and third amended complaints
themselves, are also DISMISSED AS MOOT.

Electronically signed on July 27, 2026 at 4:31 PM pursuant to V.R.E.F. 9(d).
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