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MEMORANDUM ORDER

BeforetheCourtis aMotion to ReurgeMotion forSummaryJudgment;or in thealternative,

a Motion to Alter orAmendJudgmentpursuantto Rule59(e) [doc. 62], filed by UnitedNational

InsuranceCompany(hereinafter“UnitedNational”). Themotionseeksto alteroramendthisCourt’s

MemorandumRuling finding that UnitedNationaloweda duty to defendFluor Enterprises,Inc.

(hereinafter“Fluor”) in the underlyingGrandAcadian’ litigation.2 Dexter1-lonoreConstruction

Company,LLC (hereinafter“DexterHonore”) filed anopposition[doc. 63]. DefendantFluor also

filed an opposition[doc. 64]. UnitedNationaldid not file aReply.

Litigantsmaymoveto alteror amendajudgment,providedsuchamotion is “filed no later

than 10 daysaftertheentryofthejudgment,” Fed.R. Civ. P. 59(e).3 A motion to alter oramend

07-cv-295.

2 Mem. Ruling (April 27, 2009)[doc. 59].

~Themotionto alteror amendjudgmentwastimely filed pursuantto thetime
computationrequirementsofFed.R. Civ. p. 6(a). Accordingly,this Courthasjurisdictionto
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ajudgmentis anextraordinaryremedyandis seldomgranted.Templetv. HydroChem,Inc.,367F.3d

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

rehashingevidence,legal theories,or argumentsthat couldhavebeenofferedorraisedprior to the

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

correctmanifesterrorsoflaw or factor to presentnewlydiscoveredevidence.” Id.

As both DexterHonoreand Fluor point out, United National’s motion includesnew

argumentsthat werenot previouslyraisedin UnitedNational’soppositionto Fluor’s motion for

partialsummaryjudgment,[doc. 14],orin UnitedNational’sbriefson its ownmotion forsummary

judgment[doc. 27]. UnitedNationalasksthis Court to alteroramendits judgmentthataddressed

bothofthesemotionsforsummaryjudgment.Inthecourseofbriefingthesetwo motions,theparties

filed atotal ofninebriefs, all ofwhich this Court carefullyconsidered.UnitedNationalhasnot

presentedthis Courtwith any reasonasto why thevariouspolicy exclusionsunderwhich it now

arguescouldnothavebeenraisedprior to theentryofjudgment.UnitedNationaldoesnotpresent

any newlydiscoveredevidenceor interveningchangesin caselawthatwouldwarrantthisCourtto

revisit its ruling; accordingly,

IT IS ORDEREDthatUnitedNational’smotion, [doc. 62], is herebyDENIED.

LakeCharles,Louisiana,this ~ day of 2009,

considertheRule59(e) motion. US.Leatherv. H&R P’ship, 60 F.3d222, 224 (5thCir. 1995).
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