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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

WESTERND~ST~COFLOUISIA WESTERNDISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

LAKE CHARLESDIVISION

GRAND ACADIAN, INC. : DOCKET NO. 2:07CV 295

VS. : JUDGEMINALDI

FLUORCORPORATION,ETAL : MAGISTRATE JUDGEKAY

MEMORANDUM ORDER

BeforetheCourtis aMotionto ReconsiderMotion for SummaryJudgment,’filed by third-

partydefendantTheGrayInsuranceCompany(hereinafter“Gray”) [doe. 195]. Fluor Enterprises,

Inc. (hereinafter“Fluor”) filed anOpposition[doc. 197]. Graydid not file aReply.

Litigantsmaymoveto alteroramendajudgment,providedsuchamotion is “filed no later

than 10 daysaftertheentryof thejudgment.” Fed.R. Civ. P. 59(e).2 A motionto alteror amend

ajudgmentisanextraordinaryremedyandisseldomgranted.Templetv.HydroChern,Inc.,367F.3d

473, 479 (5th Cir. 2004). A motion to alteror amendajudgment“is not the propervehiclefor

rehashingevidence,legaltheories,orargumentsthatcouldhavebeenofferedorraisedprior to the

entryofjudgment.” Id. Rather,Rule 59(e)“serve[s] thenarrowpurposeof allowing a party to

‘Grayasksthis Courtto reconsidercertainaspectsof its April 9, 2009summary
judgmentruling [doc. 187].

2 Judgmentwassignedon April 9, 2009,andenteredinto thedocketon April 13,

2009[doc. 188]. Gray’sRule59(e) motionwasfiled onApril 27, 2009. Gray’s motionwas
timely filed pursuantto thetime computationrequirementsof Fed.R. Civ. p. 6(a). Accordingly,
this Courthasjurisdictionto considertheRule59(e)motion. US. Leatherv. H&R P ‘ship, 60
F,3d222, 224 (5th Cir. 1995)(notingthatthetendayperiodis jurisdictional).
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correctmanifesterrorsof law orfactor to presentnewlydiscoveredevidence.”Id.

Specifically,GrayasksthisCourttoreconsideritsdeterminationthat“GrandAcadianalleges

that atleastsomeofthepropertydamage—suchaserosion—occurredafteroperationstotally ceased

in early 2006 when FEMA canceledthe contract.”3 Gray arguesthat GrandAcadian’sFirst

SupplementalandAmendingComplaint,whichwasfiled on June20,2008,~fails to allegethatthe

erosionoccurredaftertheoperationsceased,TheFirstSupplementalandAmendingComplaintwas

filedwell beforethe summaryjudgmentmotions,and wasconsideredin theApril 9, 2009Ruling.

Graydoesnotpresentany newly-discoveredevidenceor manifesterroroffactor law5 that would

promptthis Court to granttheMotion to Reconsider;accordingly,

1115ORDEREDthattheMotion to ReconsiderMotion for SummaryJudgment,[doc. 195],

is herebyDENIED.

LakeCharles,Louisiana,this ~ dayof ________________, 2009.

Mem. Ruling,at 17-18 [doc. 187].

~[doc. 108].

~Grayalsorequeststhis Courtrulethat certainitemsofpropertydamageareexcluded
from coverageunderthe Graypolicies.
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