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PER CURIAM:

Edward C. McReady appeals the district court’s order denying his Fed. R. Civ. P.
59(e) motion to alter or amend the court’s earlier judgment granting Defendants’ Fed. R.
Civ. P. 12(b)(1), (b)(6) motion to dismiss McReady’s civil action. Upon review of the
record in conjunction with the arguments pressed on appeal, we conclude that the district
court did not abuse its discretion in denying McReady’s Rule 59(e) motion. See Mayfield
v. Nat’l Ass 'n for Stock Car Auto Racing, Inc., 674 F.3d 369, 378 (4th Cir. 2012) (providing
standard of review for the denial of a Rule 59(e) motion and the three grounds on which
such a motion may be granted). Specifically, the district court correctly concluded that
McReady’s motion essentially sought to relitigate previously decided matters and, to a
lesser extent, raised more nuanced arguments that could have been—but were not—
advanced earlier in the proceedings, neither of which are proper bases for a Rule 59(e)
motion. See Exxon Shipping Co. v. Baker, 554 U.S. 471, 485 n.5 (2008) (recognizing that
Rule 59(e) “may not be used to relitigate old matters, or to raise arguments or present
evidence that could have been raised prior to the entry of judgment” (internal quotation
marks omitted)).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order. McReady v. Montgomery Cmty.
Coll., No. 8:19-cv-02401-GJH (D. Md. July 6, 2021). We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this
court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



