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FILED FEB 22 2023

MOLLY C. DWYER. CLERK

US. COURT OFUNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

D.C. No. 2:21-cv-01755-DWL District of Arizona

Phoenix ORDER

RICHARD RYNN,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
V.

FIRST TRANSIT, INC,, an Ohio corporation; et al.,

Defendants-Appellees.
Before: CANBY, CALLAHAN, and BADE, Circuit
Judges.

Rynn's petition for panel rehearing (Docket Entry No.
42) is denied. All pending motions (Docket Entry Nos.
46,48, and 50) are granted. No further filings will be
entertained in this closed case
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FILED NOV 23 2022 No. 22-15148
D.C. No. 2:21-¢v-01755-DWL

MEMORANDUM
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

MOLLY C. DWYER CLERK

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT U.S. COURT APPEALS

RICHARD RYNN,
Plaintiff-Appellant
V.

FIRST TRANSIT, INC:, an Ohio corporation;
UNKNOWN PARTIES, named as ABC
Corporation I-X; and Black and White
Partnerships, and/or Sole Proprietorships I-X,

Defendants-Appellees:

' Appeal from the United States District Court
For the District of Arizona

Dominic Lanza, District Judge, Presiding
Submitted November 15, 2022"

Before: CANBY, CALLAHAN, and BADE,
Circuit Judges.

Richard Rynn appeals pro se from the district court's
judgment dismissing
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The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable
for decision without oral argument. See Fed. R. App.
P. 34(a)(2). Rynn's requests for oral argument, set
forth in the opening brief, reply brief, and various
motions filed by Rynn, are denied his diversity action
alleging claims arising out Of a complaint made
against him by a coworker. We have jurisdiction under
28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a dismissal under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) on the basis of
res judicata. Mpoyo v. Litton Electro-Optical Sys., 430
F.3d 985, 987 (9th Cir, 2005). We may affirm on any
basis supported by the record, Thompson v. Paul, 547
F.3d 1055, 1058-59 (9th Cir. 2008), and we affirm.

We affirm the district court's dismissal of
Rynn's action because Rpm failed to allege facts
suffi¢ient to state any plausible claims. See Ashcroft v.
Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (explaining that to
avoid dismissal, "a complaint must contain sufficient
factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to
relief that is plausible on its face" (citation and
internal quotation marks omitted)); Bradshatv State
Farm Mitt Auto. Ins. Co.. 758 P.2d 1313, 1318-19
(Ariz. 1988) (setting forth elements of a malicious
prosécution claim under Arizona law); KB Home
Tucson, Inc. v. Charter Oaks Fire Ins. Co., 340 P.3d
405, 412 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2014) (setting forth elements
of a fraud claim under Arizona law); Crank-el v.
Allstate Ins. Co., 92 P.3d 882, 889 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2004)
(setting forth elements of an abuse of process claim
under Arizona law).'

The district court did not abuse its discretion in
denying Rynn's motions for I Because we affirm for
failure to state a claim, we do not consider the district
court's application of resjudieata. leave to amend his

complaint because amendment would have been futile.
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See Cervantes v. Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., 656
F.3d 1034, 1041 (9th Cit. 2011) (setting forth standard
of review and explaining that leave to amend may be
denied when amendment would be futile); Duvall v.
County of Kitsap, 260 F.3d 1124, 1133 (9th Cit. 2001)
(describing factors relevant to the determination of
whether an act is judicial in nature and subject to
absolute judicial immunity)The district court did not
abuse its discretion in declining to grant Rynn post-
judgment relief because Rynn failed to establish any
basis for relief. See United States v. Sierra Pac. Indus.,
Inc., 862 F.3d 1157, 1166-68 (9th Cit. 2017) (setting
forth standard of review and discussing when relief is
available under Rule 60(d)(3)); Sch. Dist. No. LI
Multnotnah County, Or. v. ACandsS, Inc., 5 F.3d 1255,
1262:63 (9th Cit. 1993) (setting forth standard of
review and discussing when reconsideration is
appropriate under Rule 59(e)).We reject as
unsupported by the record Rynn's contention that the
district court judge was biased against him.We du not
consider matters not specifically and distinctly raised
and argued in the opening brief, or arguments and
allegations raised for the first time on appeal. See
Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir.
2009).First Transit's uhopposed request for judicial
notice (Docket Entry No. 16) is granted. Rynn's motion
to file an oversized reply brief (Docket Entry No. 24) is
granted. The Clerk is directed to file Ryan's reply brief
at Docket Entry No. 22. All other pending motions are
denied. AFFIRMED.
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Document 30 Filed 1/26/22 page 1 of 2

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

CV-21-01755-PHX-DWLPRX-DWL
ORDER
Richard Rynn,
Plaintiff;
V.
First Transit Incorporated, et al,
Defendants.

On December 21, 2021, the Court dismissed this
action on res judicata grounds without leave to amend and
ordered the Clerk of Couit to enter judgment and terminate
the action (Doc. 23), which the Clerk of Court did (Doc. 24).
The Court noted that "in the Previous Action, [Rynn v. First
Transit Incorporated et a/, 2:20-cv-01309-1111, (Plaintiff]
Rynn filed numerous postjudgment motions, including
multiple motions for reconsideration" and specified that "Rynn
may file one—and only one~motion for reconsideration of this
order’ and "shall not file any motions to amend or arty other
kind of motion." (Doc. 23 at 8.)

On January 5, 2022, Rynn filed a motion for
reconsideration (Doc. 26), which the Court denied
(Doc. 27).

On January 28, 2022, Rynn filed a second motion for
reconsideration. (Doc. 28) That motion is stricken from the
record.
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Rynn is not to file any additional motions. Due to Rynn's
persistent refusal to follow the Court's orders prohibiting
the filing of additional motions, the Court will revoke
Rynn's permission to file electronically by use of the
CM/ECF filing system. (Doc. 11 at 1 ["Any misuse of the
ECF system will result ih immediate discontinuation of
this privilege and disabling of the password assigned to
the party."]; Doc. 23 at 8 ['Rynn may file oné—and only
one—motion for reconsideration of this order .. . [and] shall
not file ... any other kind of motion"]; Doc. 27 at 2 ["This
matter remains closed."]; see also Previous Action, Doc.
162 at 3-4 ["The Court réiterates that this matter is closed.
Any additional filings will be stricken from the record. . ..
Plaintiff is warned that any further filings will result in

the termination of his ECF privileges."].)

Accordingly, ‘
IT IS ORDERED that Rynn's second motion for
reconsideration (Doc. 28) is stricken.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Rynn's ECF privileges
are terminated. '

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk of
the Court shall provide a copy of this Order to Beth
Stephenson, Attorney Admissions/Admin Clerk.

Dated this 25th day of January 2022.
Dominic W Lanza
United States District Jutge

Cc: Beth Stephenson

Document 27 Filed 1/13/22 page 1 of 2

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

ORDER




Richard Rynn No. CV-21-01755-PHX-DWL
Plaintiff,
V.

First Transit Incorporated,
et al.,

Defendants.

On December 21, 2021, the Court dismissed
this action on rcs judieata grounds without leave to
amend. (Doc. 23.)On January 5, 2021, Plaintiff filed a
motion for reconsideration, which is pending before
the Court. (Doc. 26.)Motions for reconsideration are
disfavored and should be denied "absent a showing of
manifest error or a showing of new facts or legal authority
that could not have been brought to [the Court's] attention
earlier with reasonable diligence.” IRCiv. 7.2(g).
Reconsideration is an "extraordinary remedy" that is
available only in "highly unusual circumstances." Kona
Enters., Inc. v. Estate ofBishop, 229 F.3d 877, 890 (9th Cir.
2000) (citations omitted).

The motion for reconsideration will be denied.
Plaintiff has not made any showing of manifest error or
new facts or legal authority that could not have been
brought earlier.

The Court notes that Plaintiff repeatedly asserts in
his motion for reconsideration that he "has no choice but to
continue litigation and filing lawsuits year after year."
(Doc. 26 at 15.) This is not permissible. This lawsuit is
barred by the doctrine of res judicata, and further
lawsuits against First Transit Incorporated based on
the same nucleus of operative fact would also be
barred and would therefore be vexatious.
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Accordingly, '

IT IS ORDERED that Plaintiff's motion for
reconsideration (Doc. 26) is denied. This ‘matter
remains closed.

Dated this 13th day of January 2022

Document 23 Filed 12/21/21 page 1 of 8

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Case No. CV-21-01755-PHX-DWL
ORDER
Richard Rynn
Plaintiff,
V.

First Transit Incorporated, et al.,

Defendants.

Pending before the Court are Defendant First
Transit Incorporated's ("First Transit") motion to
dismiss (Doc. 6) and pro se Plaintiff Richard Rynn's
motion "seeking leave to file supplemént to second
amended complaint” (Doc. 13) and motion "seeking leave
to file second amended complaint' (Doc. 19). For the
following reasons, Deféndant's motion is granted and
Plaintiff's motions are denied.

BACKGROUND
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On May 29, 2020, Rynn filed a complaint in
Maricopa County Superior Court against First
Transit, which First Transit removed to federal court,
where the case was assigned to Judge Tuchi. Rynn v.
First Transit Incorporated et al, 2:20-cv-01309-JJT
("the Previous Action").

Judge Tuchi summarized the background of the
Previous Action as follows:This matter arises from
[First Transit's] handling of a third party's sexual
harassment allegations against Plaintiff Richard
Rynn. Mr. Rynn started working for First Transit in
2016 at its Mesa location. In December 2018, he
temporarily worked at the Tempe facility, where he
met Shayley Matthews. While working together, Mr.
Rynn told Ms. Matthews she was beautiful,
commented on her Instagram page, and had other
personal conversations with her. In February 2019,
Ms. Matthews submitted an Incident Report form to
First Transit complaining about these interactions.
Ms. Matthews also stated that Mr. Rynn was "interne
stalking" and "facebook stalk[ine her. On February 26,
2019, First Transit employee, Lynn McLedn, met with
Mr. Rynn to inform him of Ms. Matthews's complaint.
He instructed Mr. Rynn to stay away from the Tempe
facility and not speak with any of the Tempe employees.
Subsequently, Ms. Matthews informed First Transit
that Mr. Rynn had subscribed to her Youtube account
and attempted to contact her through Facebook. On
April 19,2919, Mr. Rynn entered the Tempe location
with his daughter and provided a First Transit
representative with an apology note for Ms. Matthews.
On April 30, 2019, First Transit released a confidential
memo to Ms. Matthews concluding that "the
investigation leads us to believe that inappropriate
conduct did occur." The next day, First Transit provided
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Mr. Rynn with a different confidential memo that found
"your unwanted comments and remarks were
inappropriate under the circumstances and provided a
basis for the employee to make allegations against you."
It also instructed him to "not enter the Tempe property
without the approval of upper management."Less than
two weeks later, Mr. Rynn sent Ms. Matthews flowers
with a note requesting to speak or meet up in order to
"resolve all unresolved issues." In response, Ms.
Matthews called the Avondale Police Department, who
suggested that Ms. Matthews apply for an Injunction
against Harassment ("TAH") against Mr. Rynn. Ms.
Matthews immediately applied for the IAH, which a
Judge granted that day. Additionally, both the
responding Officer and Ms. Matthews contacted Mr.
Rynn to inform him that Ms. Matthews did not wish to
have further contact with him. After receiving service of
the IAH, Mr. Rynn moved for its dismissal. The court
held a hearing, where Ms. Matthews, Mr. Camunez,
and Mr. Rynn all testified, and ultimately upheld the
IAH.One day later, on June 4, 2019, Mr. Rynn filed a
hotline complaint at work, alleging that (1) he was
wrongfully accused of sexual harassment; (2) Mr.
Camunez provided false information at the hearing; (3)
and Mr. Rynn was not informed of certain relevant
information until the IAH hearing. First Transit
investigated the allegations and found no violation of its
polices or procedures.Mr. Rynn subsequently filed his
initial Complaint in this matter, which has since been
amended. The Complaint alleges (1) Defamation, (2)
False Light, and (3) Negligence.Rynn v. First Transit
Inc., 2021 WL 3209665, *1-2 (D. Ariz. 2021) (citations
omitted).On July 28, 2021, Judge Tuchi resolved the
parties' cross-motions for summary judgment, granting
summary judgment in favor of First Transit on all
claims. Id. at *3-5.
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Judge Tuchi also denied Rynn's motion for leave
to file a second amended complaint. Id. at *6. Rynn
sought leave to add claims "including Fraud,
Malicious Prosecution/Abuse of Process, Sexual
Harassment, Age Discrimination and Punitive
Damages." (Previous Action, Doc 96 at 1.) Judge Tuchi
denied the motion for leave to amend because of
"extreme prejudice and delay":Plaintiffs proposed
amendments would cause substantial prejudice to
Defendants. Plaintiff filed this request to add additional
claims after all motions for summary judgment were fully
briefed and two and half months after the close of
discovery. If the Court were to grant Plaintiffs request,
the case would essentially start front the beginning for the
added claims. At the least, Defendant would need to
respond to an amended complaint, re-take Mr. Rynn's
deposition and participate in Discovery. Plaintiff does not
provide any reason why the Court should subject
Defendant to such prejudice. Nor does Plaintiff explain
why [he] waited until the close of summary judgment to
request to amend.

Rynn, 2021 WL 3209665 at *6.

On July 29,2021, the Clerk entered judgment
and terminated the action. (Previous Action, Doc.
117)

On August 11, 2021, Rynn filed a motion for
reconsideration, asserting that Judge Tuchi's July 28,
2021 order was "seriously false and misconstrued and not
on the merits." (Previous Action, Doc. 119 at 1.) Rynn took
1ssue with the summary judgment rulings on all claims, as
well as the denial of his motion for leave to amend.
Regarding the latter, Rynn stated that Judge Tuchi's
denial of leave to amend "forces [Rynn] to file multiple
lawsuits against defendant to claim for injuries within
Federal Rules of law of age discrimination and abuse of
process, etc.”" (Id. at 16.)
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Although the case was already terminated, Rynn---while
awaiting a ruling on his motion for reconsidération—filed,
on August 16, 2021, a motion seeking leave to file a "third"
amended complaint (despite never having béen permitted
to file a second amended complaint) (Previous Action, Doc.
121), and then filed, on August 20, 2021, a motion for leave
to "file corrections to third amended complaint" (Previous
Action, Doc. 122) and yet another updated version of the
proposed "third” amended complaint (Previous Action, Doc.
123). On August 26, 2021, Rynn filed a renewed motion for
reconsideration. (Previous Action, Doc. 127.) And on
September 4, 2021, Rynn filed a motion seeking leave to
file a "fourth" amended complaint. (Previous Action, Doc.
129 On September 23,2021, Rynn filed a new lawsuit
against First Transit (the "Present Action") in in
Maricopa County Superior Court (Doc. 1-3), which First
Transit removed to federal court (Doc. 1), where the case
was assigned to the undersigned judge (Doc. 2). The
complaint in the Present Action brings the exact claims
that Rynn unsuccessfully sought leave to bring in the
Previous Action: Fraud, Malicious Prosecution/Abuse of
Process, Sexual Harassment, Age Discrimination, and
Punitive Damages. (Doc. 1-3 at 2.)1

On October 22, 2021, First Transit filed the
pending motion to disrniss, arguing that the claims in
the Present Action are barred by the doctrine of res
judicala, or, in the alternative, that the claims fail as a
matter of law due to failure to exhaust administrative
remedies as well as failure to state a plausible claim.
(Doc. 6.)

On October 29,2021, First Transit filed a notice of
errata explaining that Rynn filed a first amended
complaint ("FAC") on October 14, 2021, the day before
First Transit removed this action, but that First Transit
was unaware of the existence of the FAC when it
removed the action and filed the motion to dismiss, as
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the state court did not add the filing to its docket until
October 19, 2021, several days after removal, and Rynn
did not mention the amendment during his
correspondence with First Transit. (Doc. 9 at 1-2.) The
FAC asserts the same causes of action as the original
complaint. (Doc. 9-2 at 28-35.) First Transit requests
that its motion to dismiss "be considered its response” to
the FAC, as the PAC "is substantively very similar" to
the original complaint. (Doc. 9 at 2.)Fotr the sake of
cohesion, the remainder of this background section
focuses on developments in the Present Action.
Meanwhile, the Previous Action—despite having been
terminated on July 29, 2021 (Previous Action, Doc.
117)——continued to have an active docket. On October 19,
2021, Judge Tuchi denied Rynn's motions for
reconsideration and motions to amend. (Previous .Action,
Doc. 139.) On October 29,2021, Rynn filed yet another
motion for leave to amend (Previous Action; Doc. 140.) On
November 1, 2021, Rynn filed a "motion for change of
judge,” in which Rynn accused Judge Tuchi of violating
his civil rights and concealing a personal bias warranting
recusal. (Previous Action, Doe. 141.) That same day,
Rynn filed a motion to set aside the judgment (Previous
Action, Doe. 142), a notice of appeal (Previous Action,
Doc. 143), an amended notice of appeal (Previous Action,
Doc. 144), and yet another motion to amend Previous
Actioh, Doc. 145), this time attempting to add Judge
Tuchi as a defendant Previous Action, Doc. 145-2). On
November 22, 2021, Rynn filed another motion for
change of judge. (Previous Action, Doc. 153) On
December 13, 2021, Judge Tuchi denied the vanous
motions, reiterated that the matter is closed, noted that
any additional filings would be stricken from the record,
and warned Rynn that any further filings would result in
the termination of his electronic filing privileges in that
case. (Doc. 162.)On November 8, 2021, Rynn filed a
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response to the motioh to dismiss (Doc. 12), and on
November 15, 2021, First Transit filed a reply (Doc.
15).0n November 11, 2021, Rynn filed a motion for leave
to file a second amended complaint in which Rynn
proposes adding claims against Judge Craig Jennings of
the Avondale City Court and Judge Tuchi. (Doc. 13.) On
November 12, 2021, Rynn filed a "notice of errata,"
proposing additional amendments. (Doc. 14.)0On
November 23, 2021, First Transit filed a response to
the motion for leave to amend. (Doc. 17.)On November
24, 2021, Rynn filed a notice of errata, which inexplicably
and inaccurately asserts that his motion for leave to amend
"was not entered on court records" (Doc. 18), and a renewed
motion for leave to file a second amended complaint,
despite the fact that First Transit had already responded to
his first motion seeking this relief, which was not yet
resolved (or even fully briefed). (Doc. 19.) Rynn also filed
another notice of errata with another version of proposed
amendments to the FAC. (Doc. 20.) On December 6,
2021, Rynn filed a reply in support of his first motion
for leave to file a second amended complaint. (Doe.
21.)0n December 8, 2021, First Transit filed a
response to Rynn's second motion for leave to file a
second amended complaint. (Doc. 22.)

DISCUSSION

As a preliminary matter, pursuant to First
Transit's request (Doc. 9 at 2), the Court construes the
motion to dismiss (Doc. 6) as First Transit's response to
the PAC.

First Transit argues that Plaintiffs claims are
barred by the doctrine of res judicata. (Doc. 6 at 6-11.)
"Res judicata, also known as claim preclusion, bars
litigation in a subsequent action of any claims that were
raised or could have been raised in the prior action." W.
Radio Servs. Co. v. Glickman, 123 F.3d 1189, 1192 (9th
Cir. 1997). "In order for res judicata to apply there must
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be: 1) an identity of claims, 2) a final judgment on the
merits, and 3) identity or privity between parties.” Id.
When evaluating the first element—identity of claims—
courts look to the following four considerations: "(1)
whether the two suits arise out of the same transactional
nucleus of facts; (2) whether rights or interests
established in the prior judgment would be destroyed or
impaired by prosecution of the second action; (3) whether
the two suits involve infringement of the same right; and
(4) whether substantially the same evidence is presented
in the two actions." Mpoyo v. Litton Electro-Optical Sys.,
430 F.3d 985, 987 (9th Cir. 2005). Courts do not apply
these criteria "mechanistically." Id.

The Ninth Circuit uses "a transaction test to
determine whether the two suits share a common
nucleus of operative fact." Id. "Whether two events are
part of the same transaction or series depends on
whether they are related to the same set of facts and
whether they could conveniently be tried together." Id.
The Present Action—like the Previous Action—arises from
First Transit's handling of Shayley Matthews's sexual
harassment allegations against Rynn. (Doc. 9-2.) The FAC
alleges that First Transit "wrongly authorized" its
employees "to falsely accuse Plaintiff of contacts between
May 13, 2019 and June 3, 2019," leading to "Avondale court
Case No. P02019000235" (id. at 4)—the IAH proceeding
that featured so prominently in the Previous Action.
(Previous Action, Doc. 41 § 82) Indeed, much of the
language of the complaint in the Present Action appears
verbatim in proposed amended complaints in the Previous
Action. (See, e.g., Previous Action, Doc. 140-21 6 [alleging
that First Transit "wrongly authorized" its employees "to
falsely accuse Plaintiff of contacts between May 13, 2019
and June 3, 2019," leading to "Avondale court Case No.
P020190002351.) The claims all hinge on. First Transit's
alleged involvement in Ms. Matthews's JAN proceeding in
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the Avondale Court, and they are identical to the claims
Rynn sought leave to add via amendment in the Previous
Action. (Compare Present Action, Doc. 9-2 111112-162 with
Previous Action, Doc. 140-2 9146-184.) The Court has no
trouble concluding that there is a common nucleus of
operative fact between the Previous Action and the Present
Action.

Although "examihation of the latter three criteria
does not yield a clear outcome,” the Ninth Circuit has
"often held the common nucleus criterion to be outcome
determinative under the first res judicata element."
Mpoyo, 430 F.3d at 988. "The first criterion controls and
assures the two suits involve the same claim or cause of
action." Id. "It is also appropriate to weight more heavily
the common nucleus of operative fact criterion here where
denial of leave to amend was based on unjustified
untimeliness on the part of the plaintiff that would cause
unfair prejudice to the defendant." Id. Thus, the two
lawsuits share an identity of claims.

The second clement of thé res judicata test asks whether
the earlier lawsuit "reached
a final judgment on the merits." Id. at 987 (quotation
omitted). It did. "The second res judicata element is
satisfied by a summaiy judgment dismissal which is
considered a decision on the merits for res judicata
purposes." Id. at 988. It is irrelevant that Rynn is currently
pursuing an appeal in the Previous Action. Eichman v.
Fotomat Corp., 759 F.2d 1434, 1439 (9th Cir. 1985) ("The
federal rule on the preclusive effect of a judgment from
which an appeal has been taken is that the pendency of an
appeal does not suspend the operation of an otherwise
final judgment for purposes of res judicata.").

The final clement of the res judicata test asks
whether the earlier lawsuit "involved identical parties or
privies." Id. at 987 (quotation omitted). This element is
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satisfied here, too—the parties in the two lawsuits are
identical.

For these reasons, the claims in the Present
Action are barred by the doctrine of res judicata.

Rynn's motions to amend the FAC (Does. 13 and 19)
are denied because

amendment would be futile. Saul v. United States, 928
17.2d 829, 843 (9th Cir. 1991) ("A district court does not err
in denying leave to amend where the amendment would be
futile, . . . or where the amended complaint would be
subject to dismissal."). None of the various proposed
amended complaints Rynn has filed can "overcome the
fundamental futility of the claims." Id. CI Sibley v. Lando,
437 F.3d 1067, 1074 (11th Cir. 2005) ("[Tio the extent
Sibley sought to amend his complaint to clarify that he
wished to sue Judges Schwartz and Goderich in their
individual capacities, such an amendment would also be
futile, as both judges were entitled to judicial immunity
from suit in their individual capacities. Thus, the district
court did not abuse its discretion in declining to permit
Sibley to amend his complaint because that amendment,
as well as the other requested actions, would be Mile.")
(citation omitted). Furthermore, leave to amend would
prejudice First Transit and create more untenable delay.
Rynn, 2021 WI 3209665 at *6.

For these reasons, the Present Action is dismissed
without leave to amend and shall be terminated. As a final
matter, the Court notes that in the Previous Action, Rynn
filed numerous post-judgment motions, including multiple
motions for reconsideration. Motions for reconsideration
are disfavored and are denied "absent a showing of
manifest error or a showing of new facts or legal authority
that could not have been brought to [the Court's] attention
earlier with reasonable diligence." LRCiv. 7.2(g).
Reconsideration is an "extraordinary remedy" that is
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available only in "highly unusual circumstances." Kona
Enters., Inc. v. Estate of Btshop, 229 F.3d 877, 890 (Sth Cir.
2000) (citations omltted) Rynn may file one--and only
one—motion for reoons1derat10n of this order, if—and only
if—he can meet this high standard. Rynn shall not file any
motions to amend or any other kind of motion.

Accordingly, ‘

IT IS ORDERED that First Transit's motion to
dismiss (Doc. 6) is granted. ’I‘tle above-captioned action is
dismissed on res judicata grounds without leave to amend.
The Clerk of Court shall enter judgment and terminate
this action. L |

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Rynn's
motions for leave to amend (Does. 13, 19) are denied.

Dated this 21st day| of December 2021
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