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evidence is not new. Moreover, the evidence does not call into question the summary judgment
granted to Defendant. The “warrant” that Plaintiff has now supplied does not appear to be an
actual warrant, but rather a form/questionnaire completed by the warrant judge describing the
actions taken in the matter. The fact that the “warrant” and judge’s notes supplied by Plaintiff do
not identify the hotel room number is of no moment because the actual search warrant, signed by
the warrant judge at the same time as the form/questionnaire now provided by Plaintiff, does
contain the specific hotel room number. (App. 2-4; 9). Plaintiff has not shown that a grave
miscarriage of justice will occur if the judgment is not vacated and consequently, he is not entitled
to relief under Rule 60(d).

9. For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff’s Motion to Re-Open is DENIED. An appropriate

order follows.




