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DECI SI ON AND ORDER

WLLIAME SMTH, United States District Judge.

Before this Court are notions by defendant Joseph Ri chardson
(“Ri chardson”) and defendant Vincent A, Canci, Jr. (“Canci”)
(collectively “Defendants” or “novants”) for entry of judgnent
pursuant to Federal Rule of G vil Procedure 54(b). Al t hough
di sm ssed fromthis matter through this Court’s entry of i ndividual
di sm ssal stipulations, Defendants now seek the additional
assurance of finality that comes froman entry of final judgment.

Ri chardson, fornmer Deputy Director for the Departnent of
Communi cations for the Cty of Providence, was termnated as a
party in this matter on April 3, 2006, pursuant to an “Amended
Stipulation of Dismssal Wth Prejudice as to Defendant Joseph
Ri chardson Pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 41(a)(1)(ii).” Al parties
signed the dismssal stipulation and waived their rights to appeal
fromthe dismssal. On April 7, 2006, Defendant Ri chardson filed
a Motion for Entry of Judgnment pursuant to Rule 54(b).

C anci was termnated as a party in this litigation on April



19, 2006, pursuant to a “Stipul ation of Dismssal Wth Prejudice as
to Defendant, Vincent A Canci, Jr., Pursuant to Fed. R CGv. P.
41(a)(1)(ii).” Al parties signed the dism ssal stipulation and
wai ved their rights to appeal from the dism ssal. On June 20
2006, C anci filed a Motion for Entry of Judgnent pursuant to Rule
54(b).

Def endants argue that, in accordance with Rule 54(b), “there
is no just reason for delay” in entering judgnment, as entry of
judgnment “would effectuate the expressed intent of the parties”
because all of the parties have stipulated to the dismssals and
wai ved their rights to appeal. Furthernore, Defendants rely upon

Wl hauck v. Halpin, 919 F.2d 788, 793 (1st Cir. 1990), for the

proposition that entry of judgnent is necessary because, unti
judgnent is entered, “the trial judge remains free to interpret,
alter, nodify, or reverse” orders. (R chardson Mem at 2; G anci
Mem at 2.) Plaintiffs have not objected to either notion for
entry of judgnent.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) provides, in relevant
part:

(b) Judgnment Upon Multiple Cains or Involving Miultiple
Parties. When nore than one claimfor relief is presented
in an action, whether as a claim counterclaim cross-
claim or third-party claim or when nultiple parties are
involved, the court may direct the entry of a fina
judgnment as to one or nore but fewer than all of the
clains or parties only upon an express determ nation that
there is no just reason for delay and upon an express
direction for the entry of judgment.



Rul e 54(b) underscores the “long-settled policy agai nst pieceneal

di sposition of litigation,” Bank of New York v. Hoyt, 108 F.R D

184, 187 (D.R 1. 1985), and provides an exception to the principle

that “an appeal nust await the entry of a final judgnent . . . that
fully disposes of all clains asserted in the action.” Quinn v.

Gty of Boston, 325 F.3d 18, 26 (1st Cir. 2003).

Rule 54(b) “is designed to be used where the problem and
circunstances are of an ‘exceptional nature,” . . . in order to
avoid sone perceptible ‘danger of hardship or injustice though

del ay which woul d be al |l evi ated by i nredi at e appeal .”” Bank of New

York, 108 F.R D. at 187 (citations omtted). Moreover, “[i]t has
been wi dely recogni zed that orders under Fed.R C v.P. 54(b) ‘should
not be entered routinely or as a courtesy or acconmobdation to

counsel .”” Bank of New York, 108 F.R D. at 187 (citing Panichella

v. Pa. RR Co., 252 F.2d 452, 455 (3d Cr. 1958); see also

Curtiss-Wight Corp. v. Gen. Elec. Co., 446 U.S. 1, 10 (1980)

(“Plainly, sound judicial adm nistrati on does not require that Rule
54(b) requests be granted routinely.”). Rather, Rule 54(b) “should

be used only ‘in the infrequent harsh case.’” Panichella, 252 F. 2d

at 455.

Def endants provide no authority that requires this Court to
enter a Rule 54(b) judgnent following a stipulated dismssal.
| nst ead, Defendants furnish this Court with personal reasons as to

why they would |ike final judgenent to enter: Richardson seeks to



“put this matter behind himonce and for all”; and C anci desires
concl usive closure of the matter.

Rul e 54(b) judgnents are not neant to be routinely entered
after dismssals of individual defendants; rather, the function of
the rule is to prevent harsh results that m ght occur by del ayi ng
an appeal on a particular issue until an entire case has been fully
deci ded. In this case, the novants (and the Plaintiffs) have
wai ved their right to appeal the dismssals, and therefore do not
need a 54(b) judgnent to avoid harsh results. Fur t her nor e,
granting a Rule 54(b) notion subsequent to a stipul ated di sm ssal

is not this Court’s practice. See, e.09., Young v. Gty of

Provi dence, No. 01-cv-288-S (no entry of judgnment follow ng
di sm ssal stipulations for defendants Kenneth Cohen, John Ryan, or
Urbano Prignano, Jr.). And the Defendants’ notions present nothing
exceptional in nature.

Wiile the novants’ personal desires to have this matter
definitively closed prior to the termnation of the entire case are
under st andabl e, nothing indicates that Rule 54(b) was intended to
be used, or is routinely used, for this purpose. R chardson and
C anci shoul d be confident that their stipul ations of dism ssal are

sufficient to provide the finality they seek. See Ctibank, N A

v. Data Lease Fin. Corp., 703 F. Supp. 80, 82 (S.D. Fla. 1989)

(explaining that “stipulation of dismssal under Fed.R Gv.P.

41(a)(1)(ii) does, in fact, have the | egal effect of term nating an



action, without the necessity of an order of the court”); see also
35B C.J.S. Fed. Gv. P. 8 750 (2006) (“In the absence of grounds
sufficient inlawto set it aside, the parties are bound by their
stipulation of dismssal . . . . Judi cial approval is not
necessary.”).

Accordi ngly, Defendant Joseph Richardson’s Rule 54(b) Mdtion
for Entry of Judgnent is DEN ED and Defendant Vincent A. G anci,

Jr.”s Rule 54(b) Mtion for Entry of Judgnent is DEN ED.

ENTER:

WLLIAME. SM TH
United States District Judge

DATE:



