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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

ANIMAL LEGAL DEFENSE FUND, et
al., Case No. 1:14-cv-00104-BLW

Plaintiffs, MEMORANDUM DECISION AND
ORDER
V.

C.L. BUTCH OTTER, in his official
capacity as Governor of Idaho; and
LAWRENCE WASDEN, in his official
capacity as State of Idaho,

Defendants.

INTRODUCTION

The Court has before it the Idaho Daigm's Association’s (“IDA”) Motion to
Reconsider the Order Denying Intervention (OKt). For the reasons set forth below, the
Court will deny the Motion.

LEGAL STANDARD

Rule 59 is not intended farovide litigants with a ‘scond bite at the apple.”
Weeks v. BayeP46 F.3d 1231, 1236 (9@ir. 2001). Motions teeconsider are requests
for an “extraordinary remedyo be used sparingly inehnterests of finality and

conservation of judicial resource€arroll v. Nakatanj 342 F.3d 934, 945 (9th Cir.
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2003). The high bar that movants must overcome to prevail on a motion for

reconsideration reflects the courts’ “contefor preserving dwidling resources and
promoting judicial efficiency.'Costello v. United States Goyvit65 F.Supp. 1003, 1009
(C.D. Cal. 1991).

As a result, there are four limited groungson which a motion to alter or amend
judgment may be granted: (1) the motion is 8sagy to correct manifest errors of law or
fact; (2) the moving party presents newlgativered or previouslynavailable evidence;
(3) the motion is necessary to prevent manifgsstice; or (4) tere is an intervening
change in the lawlTurner v. Burlington Nott. Santa Fe R.R. G338 F.3d 1058, 1063
(9th Cir. 2003) (citation omitted).

A court may grant a party relief from aél judgment under Rule 60(b) for the
following reasons: (1) mistake, inadvertersarprise, or excusable neglect; (2) newly
discovered evidence; (3) fraud, misrepressoriaor misconduct bgn opposing party;
(4) the judgment is void; (5) the judgment heen satisfied, released or discharged; or
(6) any other reason that justifies relief. FRdCiv. P. 60(b). Rul&0(b), like Rule 59(e),
should be used “sparingly as an equitabheady to prevent manifest injustice” and only
in “extraordinary circumstanced.al v. California 610 F.3d 518, 524 (9th Cir. 2010)
(citing United States v. Alpine Land & Reservoir (384 F.2d 10471049 (9th Cir.
1993)).

The catch-all provision of Rule 60(b)(6) shawonly be granted “as an equitable

remedy to prevent manifest injusticéhited States v. Washingtd®8 F.3d 1159, 1163
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(9th Cir. 1996) (internal quotation markmitted), or where the movant shows
extraordinary circumstaes justifying reliefGonzalez v. Crosh$45 U.S. 524, 536
(2005).
ANALYSIS

The Court previously deteined that the IDA should not be permitted to
intervene as of right in this action becausérntsrests are adequbteepresented by the
State of IdahoMemorandum Decision and @er dated June 16, 205t 5, Dkt. 48. The
Court further determined that althougle tibA met all requirements for permissive
intervention, permissive intervention wast appropriate because “the State can
adequately represent [the] interests” of the IDAat 7.

The IDA now asks the Court to reconsider this decision. It does not, however: (1)
identify any error of law or fact; (2) identigny new evidence in pport of its motion;
(3) argue that the Court’s decision would reguliny manifest injustice; or (4) claim any
change in the controlling case law since@uairt denied its motion. In fact, the IDA
cites no new law in support of its mati. Instead, it only argues that ALDF’s
characterization of its amicus brief as mags‘multiple argumentsiot presented by the
Defendants” warrants this Court’s recmesation of the order denying the IDA
intervenor statudDA’s Opening Brat 3, Dkt. 61-1. In other words, IDA fails to meet
the standards for reconsideration. TheiCwvill therefore deny the IDA’s motion to

reconsider.
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ORDER
IT ISORDERED that Idaho Daiymen’s Associations (“IDA”) Motion to

Recongier the Oder Denyirg Interventon (Dkt. 61) is DENIED.

DATED: Octdoer 14, 204

B. Lylan Wirmill
Chief Judge
United State®istrict Caurt
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