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OPINION”

PER CURIAM

Pro se appellant Michael Coniker appeals from the District Court’s order denying
his post-judgment motion to reopen. For the reasons that follow, we will summarily
affirm the District Court’s order.

In 2022, Coniker initiated a pro se civil action in the District Court on his own
behalf and on behalf of Resource Solutions, LLC. After Coniker amended his complaint
twice, the District Court dismissed his case for failing to comply with Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 8(a)(2). On appeal, we summarily affirmed the District Court’s decision,
as Coniker’s allegations were incomprehensible and thus too vague to notify the
defendants of any potential claims against them. See C.A. No. 23-1507.

More than a year later, Coniker filed a motion to reopen his case. He claimed that
he paid three lawyers to file lawsuits related to his claims and argued that those lawyers
should be required to account for his payments. Coniker also requested that the U.S.
Marshals Service take him into protective custody. He included nearly a hundred pages

of attachments with no further clarification. The District Court denied his motion, and

“ This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to 1.0.P. 5.7 does not
constitute binding precedent.



Coniker timely appealed.! Several appellees have moved for summary action, and the
Clerk has notified Coniker that the appeal will be considered for possible summary action
regarding the remaining appellees.

We conclude that the District Court did not abuse its discretion in denying
Coniker’s motion, which did not provide a basis for reopening the final judgment issued
in his case.? See Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b) (setting forth grounds for relief from a final

judgment); see also Budget Blinds, Inc. v. White, 536 F.3d 244, 255 (3d Cir. 2008) (“[A]

party seeking Rule 60(b)(6) relief must demonstrate the existence of ‘extraordinary
circumstances’ that justify reopening the judgment.”). Coniker’s motion was also not
based on any potential ground for reconsideration, such as an intervening change in law,
newly discovered evidence, or “the need to correct a clear error of law or fact or to

prevent manifest injustice.” See Max’s Seafood Cafe ex rel. Lou-Ann, Inc. v. Quinteros,

176 F.3d 669, 677 (3d Cir. 1999).

1 As we explained in his prior appeal, Coniker cannot proceed pro se on behalf of
Resources Solutions, LLC. See Simbraw v. United States, 367 F.2d 373, 373-74 (3d Cir.
1966) (per curiam).

2 We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291 and review the denial of Coniker’s
motion for abuse of discretion. See Budget Blinds, Inc. v. White, 536 F.3d 244, 251 (3d
Cir. 2008). We may summarily affirm a district court’s decision, “on any basis supported
by the record,” if the appeal fails to present a substantial question. See Murray V.
Bledsoe, 650 F.3d 246, 247 (3d Cir. 2011) (per curiam).
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Accordingly, we grant the appellees’ motion for summary action and will affirm

the District Court’s order.



