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Before this Couris Defendants Aetna Inc. and Aetna Life Insurance Companys Inc.
(collectively, “Defendants” or‘Aetna”) Motion for Reconsideration ahis Gourt’'s May 1, 2019
Opinion and Order, (D.E. 581). This Court, having considerethe parties’ submissionsand
having reached its decision without oral argument pursuant to Federal Rule &frGoature 78,
and for the reasons discussed belD®NIES Aetna’s motion.

DISCUSSION

A.

“Although the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure do not expressly authorize motions for
reconsideration, Local Civil Rule 7.1(i) provides for swcheview.” Sch. Specialtyinc. v.
Ferrenting Civ. No. 144507, 2015 WL 4602995, at *2 (D.N.J. July 30, 201B).motion for
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reconsideration isan extremely limited procedural vehicldsérrenting 2015 WL4602995 at *2
(internal citations omitted)which is to be granted “sparingly.”A.K. Stamping Co., Inc. v.
Instrument Specialties Co., Ind.06 F. Supp. 2d 627, 662 (D.N.J. 2000). Motions to reconsider
are onlyproper where the moving party shows “(1) an intervening change in the controlling law;
(2) the availability of new evidence that was not available when the court [reashwyibal
decision]; or (3) the need to correct a clear error of law or fact preteent manifest injustice.”
Max's Seafood Café v. Quinterds/6 F.3d 669, 677 (3d Cir. 1999)ere disagreement with a
court’s decision is not an appropriate basis upon which to bring a motion for reconsidasation
such disagreement shoultl€' raisedhrough the appellate processU.S. v. Compaction Sys.
Corp, 88 F. Supp. 2d 339, 345 (D.N.J. 1999).

B.

The Court assumes the parties’ familiarity with the factual and proceduralyhtihis
action and addresses only those facts necessary fduti@soof the instant motion. The
underlying suit involves a dispute over the terms of insurance plans Aetna gditouvide Plaintiffs
for its employees and retiree§ee generalp.E. 1-2.) In 2018, the parties cross moved for
judgment on the pleadings, (D.E. 14, 20), arelGburt issued an Opinion and Order on those
motions on December 13, 2018, (D.E. 30,.31)n response to I&ntiffs’ motion for
reconsideration Judge William H. Walls (deceased) issued an Opinion on May 1,, 2019
determinng that Plaintiffs were entitled tmdgment on the pleadings for certain contract years.
(D.E. 32, 50, 51} Defendants then moved for reconsideration of the May 1, 2019 Opinion and
Order. (D.E. 59.)

Judge WallsMay 1, 201%pinionclearly identified ancapplied the proper legal standards
for motiors for reconsideration and judgment on the pleadirigsefendand neitheridentify any
intervening change in the relevant laar new evidence that was unavailable at the tiraeCtburt
entered itsdecisiorf, and therefore, must rest solely on the contention tilea€Cturt's decision
contains an error of fact or lathat, if left uncorrected, would result in manifesjustice.
Defendard fail to point to such error. Rathéefendang raisenew argumentssgeD.E. 60 at 6
7, 20)andre-assert arguments previously raised and consideee®(E. 60 at 816; 70; 71 at 12
13; 40 at 1-2, 5, 10-12; 45 at 3-4either is permissibleSee, e.g.Tischio v. Bontex, Inc16 F.
Supp. 2d 511, 532 (D.N.J. 1998)denying motion for reconsideration based on rehashed
argument);Exel v. GovanCiv. No. 124280, 2016 WL 6534396, at *2 (D.N.J. Nov. 1, 2016)
(recognizing that “Local Civil Rule 7.1(i) does not allow parties to restatevagts that theourt
has already considafy; Estate of Harrison v. Trump Plaza Hotel & Casi@v. No.12-6683,
2015 WL 3754996, at *2 (D.N.J. June 16, 2015) (denying motion for reconsideration, noting that
parties “cannot circumvent the appeal process by raisinggaimant on reconsiderationthat
they did not raise prior to the Cougtoriginal decision”)Venkataram v. Office of Info. Policy
Civ. No. 096520, 2013 WL 5674346, at *2 (D.N.J. Oct. 16, 2013) (declining to “consider new
arguments upon a motion for msideration”)aff'd 590 F. App’x 138 (3d Cir. 2014 JItimately,

! This matter was reassigned to this Court on July 25, 2019. (D.E. 76.)
2 Rather, Defendants impermissibly submit evidence available to théwe tte this Court rendered its decision.
(SeeD.E. 40 at 1516; 60 at 1619; 592 through 597; 61, 611 through 635.)



Defendantspositionis nothing more than disagreement with ¢hCourt’'sruling. SeeTehan v.
Disability Mgmt. Servs.nc, 111 F. Supp. 2d 542, 549 (D.N.J. 20@0Adting thata motion for
reconsideration “will not be granted where a party simply asks the camalyze the same facts
and cases thadalready considered” to come to a different conclusion). As a r&mfindants
motion will be denied.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth aboiefendants Motion for Reconsideration ohé May 1,
2019 Opinion and Order BENIED. An appropriate order follows.

/s/ Susan D. Wigenton
SUSAN D. WIGENTON, U.S.D.J.

Orig: Clerk
cc: Parties
Cathy L. Waldor, U.S.M.J.
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