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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY
United Van Lines, LLC, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
Civ. No. 11-4761
V.
OPINION
Lohr Printing, et al.,

Defendants.

THOMPSON, U.S.D.J.

This matter is before the Court on the motion of Defendant Lohr Pritiegginafter,
“Lohr”), for reconsideration of this Court’'sr@erthat grantedCanon Business Solutions, Inc’'s
motion to dismisgnddeniedLohr’'s motions to amend the Third Party Complaint. (Doc. No.
74). The Court has issued the Opinion below based upon the written submissions of the parties
and without oral argument pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 78(b). For tresreas
stated herein, the Court will deny Lohr’s motion for reconsideration. (Doc. No. 74).

BACKGROUND

This matters stems fromihCourt’'s January 29, 2013 Order. (Doc. No. 74). The Order
graned Canon Business Solutions, liscmotion todismiss thdollowing claims (1)
negligence/breacbf contract; (2) breach of implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing; and
(3) fraud. (Id.). The Orderalso denied.ohr’s motionto amend (Id.). Since this matter is a
motion for reconsideration, the Court assumes the Partredidety with the facts discussed in

its previous Opinion. (Doc. No. 72).
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DISCUSSION

Rule 7.1(i) requires the moving party to set forth the factual matters ooliiogtiegal
authorities it believes the Court overlooked when rendering its initial decisiddiv.LR. 7.1(i);
Stolinski v. Pennypacke€IV 07-3174(JBS/AMD), 2009 WL 1651168 (D.N.J. June 11, 2009).
The decision to grant a motion for reconsideration is within the Court's discretion, but
reconsideratioshould be granted onlyhere such facts or legal authority were presetadhe
Court but overlookedSee DelLong v. Raymond Int'l In622 F. 2d 1135, 1140 (3d Cir. 1980),
overruledonother grounds by Croker v. Boeing C662 F. 2d 975 (3d Cir. 1981).

To prevail on a motion for reconsideration, the movant must show one of the foll¢®)ing:
an intervening change in controlling law; (2) the availability of new eviglémat was not
available when the court rendered judgment; or (el to correct a clear error of law or fact
or to prevent manifest injusticélax's Seafood Café ex rel. Lou—Ann, JrcQuinteros176
F.3d 669, 677 (3d Cir. 1999). Under the third prong, the movant must show that “dispositive
factual matters or controlling decisions of law were brought to the cotetdianh but not
considered.”P. Schoenfeld Asset Management LLC v. Cendant Cdip F-. Supp. 2d 349, 353
(D.N.J.2001) (internal quotations and citations omitted).

In thepresenimotion for reconsideration, Lolsrarguments include claintbat the Court did
the following:(1) “overlooked the sum and substance of the entire transaction,” (Doc. No; 74, 4)
(2) “flound] as fact, without the benefit of any discovery,” (Doc. No. 74abjifailed to
consider claims for negligence and breach of fiduciary duty, (Doc. No. 74, 9)d 8ase
thorough review of Lohr’'s arguments in support of its motion for reconsideration, this Court

finds Lohr has failed tdemonstratsufficient grounds for reconsideration.



CONCLUSION

For the reasons put forth above, the motion for reconsideration is denied.

Anne E. Thompson

ANNE E. THOMPSONU.S.D.J.
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