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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

AMANDA HOLLEY,

Plaintiff, :
V. : Civil Action No. 3:14cv-7534BRM-DEA
PORT AUTHORITY OF NEW YORK
AND NEW JERSEY gt al ., : MEMORANDUM ORDER
Defendants.

THIS MATTER is openedto the Court by AmandaHolley’s (“Holley”) Motion for
ReconsideratioECF No. 168), seeking reconsideration of the October 12, 20d@orandum
Opinion andOrder(ECF No. 167), which establishedhe elementf, and standardf proof for
establishing,a 8 1983claim for hostile work environmentagainstindividuals and employers;
Defendantghe Port Authority of New York andNew JerseySergeangrick Torres (collectively
“Defendants”)opposehe Motion. (ECFNo. 169.)

Holley movesfor reconsideratiommn the basisthat this Court andotherdistrict courtsin
this circuit have ignoredAndrews v. Philadelphia, 895 F.2d 1469 (3d Cir. 1990) andhave
improperly utilized the Title VII hostile work environmentframework in the context of
discriminationclaimsbrought under the EquBrotectionClause.DefendantargueHolley “Cites
no manifesterrorof law or fact nordoessheciteto new evidence or nelaw that wouldcausehis
courtto reconsiderts ruling.” (ECFNo. 169at 2.)

While not expresslyauthorized by thd-ederalRules of Civil Proceduremotions for

reconsideratiomre proper pursuartb this District’s Local Civil Rule 7.1(i) if thereare“matters
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or controlling decisionswhich counselbelievesthe Judge . . . has overlooked.” L.Civ.R. 7.1(i);
Dunn v. Reed Grp., Inc., No. 08-1632, 2010NVL 174861, at *1(D.N.J. Jan 13, 2010).The
commentgo thatRulemakeclear,howeverthat“reconsiderations anextraordinaryremedythat
is grantedvery sparingly.” L.Civ.R. 7.1(i}cmt. 6(d) (quotingBrackett v. Ashcroft, No. 03—3988,
2003WL 22303078, *AD.N.J Oct. 7, 2003))In thatregard the Third Circuit hasheldthe scope
of a motionfor reconsiderations “extremelylimited.” Blystone v. Horn, 664 F.3d 397, 4183d
Cir. 2011).“Such motionsare notto be usedasan opportunityto relitigate the case;rather,they
maybeusedonlyto correctmanifesterrorsof law orfactorto presennhewlydiscoveredvidence.”
Id. Accordingly, an order or judgmentnay only be altered or amendedf the party seeking
reconsideratiorshowsat leastone of the following grounds?(1) an intervening change the
controllinglaw; (2) theavailability of new evidence thatvasnotavailablewhenthe courfmade
its initial decision]; or(3) the needto correcta clearerror of law or fact or to preventmanifest
injustice.”United States ex rel. Schumann v. AstraZeneca Pharms. L.P., 769 F.3d 837, 848-49 (3d
Cir. 2014).

A courtcommitsclearerror of law “only if therecordcannot support the findinglsatled
to theruling.” ABSBrokerage Servs. v. Penson Fin. Servs,, Inc., No. 09-4590, 2010VL 3257992,
at*6 (D.N.J.Aug. 16, 2010fciting UnitedStatess. Grape 549F. 3d 591, 603—-04 (3@ir. 2008)).
“Thus, apartymust. . . demonstratinat(1) the holdings owhichit basests requestverewithout
supportin the record,or (2) wouldresultin ‘manifestinjustice’ if not addressed.1d. In short,
“[m]ere ‘disagreementvith the Court’sdecision’does nosuffice.” ABS Brokerage Servs., 2010
WL 3257992at *6 (quotingP. Schoenfeld Asset Mgmt. LLC v. Cendant Corp., 161F. Supp. 2d

349, 353D.N.J.2001)).



Holley’s Motion doesnotassert(1) therehasbeenanintervening changia the controlling
law; (2) thereis new evidence available thaasnotavailablewhenthe Courtssuedits October
12, 2018 Memorandum Opinion afdder; or (3) the October12, 2018MemorandumOpinion
andOrder contains alearerror of law or fact. See United Sates ex rel. Schumann, 769 F.3dat
848-49.While Holley argues the Couftmust have overlooked’Andrews when renderingits
opinion, the Court reviewed and cited to Andrews on multiple occasionsthroughout its
Memorandum Opinion an@rder. (See ECFNo. 167.) In fact, Holley concedeghe Court “did
rely uponAndrews for otherpartsof its opinion.” (ECF No. 168at 1 n.1.) “It is improper on a
mation for reconsideratioto askthe Courto rethinkwhatit hasalreadythought through, whether
rightly or wrongly.” SC. ex rel. C.C. v. Deptford Tp. Bd. of Educ., 248 F. Supp. 2d 368, 381
(D.N.J.2003)(citationomitted)

In essencelHolley merely disagreeswith the Court’s previousdecision ands attempting
to relitigate the issuespreviously decidedn the Octoberl2, 2018 Memorandum Opinion and
Order Thisis not avalid basisfor a motionfor reconsiderationSee Blystone, 664 F.3dat 415
(expresky forbiddingthe use of a motiofor reconsideratiomo relitigatea motion).

Havingreviewedher notionand havingleclinedto hold oral argument pursuaotFederal
Rule of Civil Procedure 78(b), fadhereasonsetforth andfor goodcauseshown,

I T IS onthis 15h dayof October 2018,

ORDERED thatHolley’s Motion for Reconsideratiois DENIED.

/s/ Brian R. Martinotti

HON. BRIAN R. MARTINOTTI
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




