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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana denied pro se Plaintiff William
Nelson’s motion for reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e). The court held that
the motion merely rehashed previously presented evidence and legal theories and did not establish a
manifest error, newly discovered evidence, manifest injustice, misconduct, or an intervening change in
law.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 59(e) of the Court's prior order adopting a Report and
Recommendation and dismissing the action without prejudice for lack
of subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 59(e) motion is an extraordinary remedy reviewed under
factors including manifest error of fact or law, newly discovered or
previously unavailable evidence, manifest injustice, serious attorney
misconduct, and a material intervening change in law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's motion should be treated as a motion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e).

2. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated a basis for the extraordinary remedy of reconsideration, including
manifest error of law, newly discovered evidence, manifest injustice, serious misconduct, or an
intervening change in law.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion filed within twenty-eight days of judgment that challenges the correctness of the judgment
may be considered under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e), even when the movant does not specify
the procedural basis for reconsideration.

2. Reconsideration was not warranted because Plaintiff's motion merely rehashed evidence and legal
theories and did not establish manifest error, newly discovered evidence, manifest injustice, serious
misconduct, or a material intervening change in law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion for reconsideration “is an extraordinary remedy that should be used sparingly.””

“It “is not the proper vehicle for rehashing evidence, legal theories, or arguments that could have been
offered or raised before the entry of judgment.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

William Nelson brought claims concerning the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act and the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act. After the Court dismissed the action
without prejudice for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, Nelson sought reconsideration, arguing that the
judgment contained legal errors and renewing arguments concerning federal-question jurisdiction and the URA.
The Court found that the motion merely rehashed evidence and legal theories previously presented.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed claims under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and
RICO. Defendants filed motions to dismiss, including under Rule 12(b)(1), and the Magistrate Judge
recommended dismissal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The District Court adopted that recommendation
and dismissed the action without prejudice, with prescription suspended for thirty days. Plaintiff then filed a
motion for reconsideration, which the Court denied.
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