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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
AIKEN DIVISION

Travis Williams, )
Petitioner, )) Civil Action No.: 1:17-cv-00946-JMC
V. : ) ORDER AND OPINION
Warden, FCI Edgefield, : )
Respondent. : )

)

This matter is before the court upon Petitioner Travis Williams’s (“Petitioned)se

Motion for Reconsideration (ECF No. 40). Petitioner seeks review of the court’s order granting
summary judgment on his habeas corpus peti{(®©GF No. 37) For the reasons discussed below,
the courDENIES Petitioner’'s Motion for Reconsideration (ECF No. 40).
|. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On April 12, 2017, Petitioner filed a Petitionrfé/rit of Habeas Cquus pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 2241. (ECF No. 1.) On June 30, 20Ré&spondent FCI Edgefield Warden filed a
Motion for Summary Judgment (& No. 13) and Petitionersponded in opposition. (ECF No.
19.) On October 12, 2017, Magistrate Judgleiva V. Hodges submitted a Report and
Recommendation (“Report”) resomending summary judgment be granted and the Petition be
denied and dismissed (ECF No. 21). OecBmber 20, 2017, Petitioner filed objections to the
Report (ECF No. 33) and Respondent replie€CHENo. 34.) On February 5, 2018, the court
accepted the Report, granted summary judgnaert,dismissed the petition. (ECF No. 37.)

On March 5, 2018, Petitioner filed a Motion for Reconsideration pursuant to Rule 59(e)
of the Federal Rules of Civil ProcedureCE No. 40). On June 11, 2018, Petitioner filed a

subsequent Motion for a Stet Update. (ECF No. 41.)
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[I. LEGAL STANDARD

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e¢part may “alter or amend the judgment if the
movant shows either (1) an intervening changeécontrolling law, (2) new evidence that was
not available at trial, or (3) that there shdeen a clear error of law or a manifest
injustice.” Robinson v. Wix Filtration Corp., 599 F.2d 403, 407 (4th Cir. 2010) (citation
omitted). It is the moving party’s burden to estdbbse of these three grounds in order to obtain
relief under this rulel_oren Data Corp. v. GXS Inc., 501 F. App’x 275, 285 (4th Cir. 2012). The
decision whether to reconsider anl@r pursuant to this rule is withthe discretion of the district
court. See Hughes v. Bedsole, 48 F.2d 1376, 1382 (4th Cir. 1995).

Petitioner filed his Motion pro se, and thtare the court must construe the motion
liberally. Flores v. Chapdelaine, 2014 WL 5812120 (2014) (citingaines v. Kerner, 404 U.S.
519 (1972)). Allegations of aro se litigant are held to less stringent standards than formal
pleadings drafted by a lawyéfainesv. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519 (1972).

1. ANALYSIS

Here, Petitioner does not allege that thées been an intervening change in the
controlling law, nor does he preserew evidence that was not available at trial. (ECF No. 40.)
While Petitioner does make the argument that ittitial decision resulted in legal error and
manifest injustice, Petitioner fails to allegeyanew facts or argumentbat the court has not
already acknowledged in its prior ruling. (EQ¥o. 40.) Therefore, Petitioner's Motion for
Reconsideration fails under thequirements of Rule 59(e) dhe Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the aforementioned reasons, the c®ENIES Petitioner's Motion for



Reconsideration (ECF No. 40). Additionally, ener’'s Motion for a Status Update (ECF No.
41) isDENIED ASMOOT.
IT ISSO ORDERED.
8 ' I'
United StateDistrict Judge

July 27, 2018
Columbia, South Carolina



