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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT FOR THE

WESTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

CHUKWUMA E. AZUBUKO,
Plaintiff,

VS. NO. CIV-11-503-D

MASSACHUSETTS SUPREME JUDICIAL )
COURT and DORCHESTER'S DISTRICT )
COURT, )

Defendants. : )
ORDER

Plaintiff has filed a third motion for reconsi@gion [Doc. No. 15] othis Court’s June 23,
2011 Order [Doc. No. 7] dismissing this case withmejudice. Although Platiif labels his motion
as the second motion seeking reconsideration, thet@le establishes that he filed two previous
motions to reconsider, and both were deni€h May 10, 2012, the Court filed an Order [Doc. No.
11] denying his first motion for reconsideratiodn May 24, 2012, Plaintiff filed a second motion
for reconsideration [Doc. No. 12], and the Countidd that motion in its June 11, 2012 Order [Doc.
No. 14].

Plaintiff filed the instant motion on June 2ZB12. The Court has reviewed the motion, and
finds that it contains no newgrment or authority which could support a proper motion pursuant
to Fed. R. Civ. P. 59(@r a motion for relief from judgmeninder Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b). Instead,
it contains the same arguments rejected by the Court in its Order [Doc. No. 11] denying the initial

motion for reconsideration.

Accordingly, the Court finds that Plaintiff is nentitled to the relief he seeks in the instant
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motion, and his motion [Doc. No. 15] is DENIED. This action remains clbsed.

L0 bk

TIMOTHY D. DEGIUSTI
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

IT IS SO ORDERED this" day of July, 2012.

The Plaintiff's continuous filing of motions for reconsidtion likely violates Fed.R.Civ.P. 11(b), which could
support monetary sanctions under Rule 11(c). Any futwiatiwe conduct by Plaintiff will result in the consideration
of such sanctions by the Court.



