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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Georgia denies the plaintiffs’ renewed
motion to disqualify the judge and, to the extent applicable, their request for reconsideration. The court
relies on its prior orders and explains the standards governing reconsideration of an order.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs filed a post-judgment motion seeking to re-raise the
disqualification of the undersigned judge and, to the extent applicable,
seeking reconsideration of prior orders.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion for reconsideration may be granted based on an intervening
change in controlling law, newly available evidence, or the need to
correct clear error or prevent manifest injustice. The movant must
present facts or law of a strongly convincing nature, and
reconsideration may not be used to relitigate old matters or raise
arguments or evidence that could have been presented earlier.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs could re-raise the previously denied motion to disqualify the undersigned judge.

2. Whether plaintiffs were entitled to reconsideration of the prior orders.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs' attempt to re-raise the disqualification issue was denied for the reasons stated in the court's
prior orders.

2. Reconsideration was denied because plaintiffs did not establish an intervening change in controlling law,
newly available evidence, clear error, or manifest injustice, and reconsideration cannot be used to
relitigate old matters or present arguments or evidence that could have been raised earlier.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“District courts in this Circuit have identified three grounds for relief that merit reconsideration of an order:
“(1) an intervening change in controlling law; (2) the availability of new evidence; and (3) the need to correct
clear error or prevent manifest injustice.””

“A motion for reconsideration cannot be used to ‘relitigate old matters, raise argument or present evidence
that could have been raised prior to the entry of judgment.’”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs had previously moved to disqualify the district judge, and that motion was denied. They then filed a
128-page submission seeking to re-raise the disqualification issue. The court also treated the filing, to the extent
applicable, as a motion for reconsideration of its prior orders.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs' earlier motion to disqualify the undersigned judge had been denied in prior orders. Plaintiffs
subsequently filed a 128-page submission attempting to re-raise the disqualification issue and potentially seek
reconsideration. The district court denied the filing and any request for reconsideration.
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