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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESEE
AT KNOXVILLE
JAMEST. HIGDON,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No.: 3:13-CV-586-PLR-CCS

STATE OF TENNESSEE, €t al.,

Defendants.
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MEMORANDUM OPINION

On August 12, 2014 the Court filed a memorandum opinion granting the numerous
defendants’ motions to dismiss and dismissing the pro se plaintiff's complaint itinétyen[R.
136, 137]. The plaintiff has since filed three motions “to amend order” and one motion for a
hearing. [R. 138, 144, 147, and 152]. The Court is required to liberally construe pro se
pleadings in the plaintiff's favor. Boswell v. Mayer 169 F.3d 384, 387 (6th Cir. 1999).
However, “this lenient treatment has limits . . . [anoljrts should not have to guess at the nature
of the claim asserted.'Carolyn Lee Ali v. University of Michigan Health Systemk Mgmt,.
2012 WL 3110716, at *2 (E.D. Mich. July 31, 2018u¢tingWells v. Brown891 F.2d 591, 594
(6th Cir. 1989)).

The plantiffs motions do not specify the statutory basis for reconsideration, but the
Court assumes it to be under Rule 59(e). In this Circuipuat may reconsider or alter a
judgmentunder Rule 59(edo correct a clear legal errdsased on newly discovetesvidence,
when there is an intervening change in the controlling law, or to prevent manmjiisice. Nolfi

v. Ohio Ky. Oil Corp.675 F.3d 538, 5552 (6th Cir. 2012). A motion under Rule 59 is not
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“intended as a vehicle to-fitigate previously cosidered issues; should not be utilized to submit
evidence which could have been previously submitted in the exercise of reasongblecelli
and [is] not the proper vehicle to attempt to obtain a reversal of a judgment bggffeisame
arguments pragusly presented.”See Kenneth Henes Special Projects Procurement v. Cont’l
Biomass Indus. Inc86 F.Supp.2d 721, 726 (E.D.Mich. 2000). A showing of manifest injustice
requires there be a fundamental flaw in the Court’s decision that wouldolead ihguitable
result that is not in line with public policy absent correcti®ee United States v. Jarnigé&t008

WL 5248172, at *2 (E.D. Tenn. Dec. 17, 2008) (citvigDaniel v. Am. Gen. Fin. Servs., Inc.
2007 WL 2084277, at *2 (W.D. Tenn. July 17, 2007)).

The plaintiff has simply not set forth any justification that would entitle him to relief
under Rule 59. Even liberally construing the plaintiff's motions in his favor, theyaappée
nothing more than attempts e litigate his casé¢hat do not provide any information that would
change the Court’s original decision. Accordingly, the plaintiffs motions tondnaad his
motion for a hearing, [R. 138, 144, 147 and 152] Caeaied.

It isso ORDERED.
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NITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




