Dear Pro Se Intake Clerk,

This submission is made solely to restore a previously stricken evidentiary filing to the docket on the first permissible filing date
following the Court’s most recent filing injunction. It is identical in content to ECF 478, which was stricken solely under that temporary
restriction.

Re-filing is made pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b)(3), Rule 83(b), and Fed. R. App. P. 10(e) to preserve record continuity and ensure an
accurate appellate record. This filing does not advance new argument or seek reconsideration.

The attached PDF is flattened and retains the original timestamp for authentication. Please confirm docketing under the title above.

Respectfully,

/s/ Albert Rojas

Pro Se Defendant

319 W 18th St., Apt 3F
New York, NY 10011
rojas.albert@gmail.com
(646) 866-1669
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

MPHASIS CORPORATION,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 1:25-cv-03175 (JMF)(OTW)

ALBERT ROJAS,
Defendant.

NOTICE OF LIVE RULE 60(b)(3) ISSUE BEFORE THE COURT

Defendant Albert Rojas, appearing pro se, respectfully submits this Notice to confirm
that a live issue under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(3) is now pending before
the Court.

1. On October 20 2025, Defendant filed the **Supplemental Rule 60(b)(3)
Memorandum™* (ECF 474 once docketed) identifying the false statement contained in
Plaintiff’s filing at **ECF 12 p. 20 4] 2**—specifically, the representation that “he has
refused to return the QBE-issued laptop to Mphasis as directed by QBE.”

2. The Supplemental Memorandum documents how that statement misrepresented
ownership, authority, and factual control, and how it became the factual predicate for
the later sanctions order (ECF 404). The filing therefore places before the Court a live
question whether that order was obtained through fraud, misrepresentation, or
misconduct as contemplated by Rule 60(b)(3).

3. This Notice is filed solely to ensure that the docket clearly reflects that the Rule 60(b)
(8) matter is now active and awaiting judicial review. No additional argument is
presented at this time. This Notice also preserves Defendant’s request for
compensatory relief described in paragraph 6 of the Notice of Supplemental
Relief Sought (Rule 60(b)(3)).

The Court retains inherent authority to correct any judgment or order obtained through
fraud on the court. See Hazel-Atlas Glass Co. v. Hartford-Empire Co., 322 U.S. 238,
246-47 (1944). This Notice is filed in that spirit — to preserve judicial integrity and
ensure that prior rulings are grounded in verified facts.
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Albert Rojas

Albert Rojas (Pro Se Defendant)

319 W. 18th Street, Apt. 3F

New York, NY 10011
rojas.albert@gmail.com | (646) 866-1669
Dated: October ___, 2025

Filed 10/23/25
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