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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE W ESTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

ROANOKE DIV ISION

RUBEN TRAVIS FIELDS,
Petitioner,

R .C. M ATHENA,
Respondent.

) Civil Action No. 7:1 1CV00001
)
) M EM OM NDUM  OPINION
)
) By: Hon. Glen E. Conrad
) Chief United States District Judge
)

Petitioner Ruben Travis Fields, a Virginia inmate p roceeding pro K , filed a petition for

writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. j 2254, chall enging the validity of his convictions in the

Circuit Court of W ashington County, Virginia. By m e morandlzm opinion and order entered M ay

18, 201 1, the court dismissed the petition, fnding  that the Virginia courts' adjudication of Fields'

sufficiency of the evidence and ineffective assista nce of counsel claim s did not involve an

urlreasonable application of clearly established fe deral law or an unreasonable determ ination of

the facts. The court also fotmd that Fields' remain ing claim s were procedurally defaulted. Fields

has now tiled a m otion for reconsideration, which t he court constnzes as being brought ptlrsuant

to Rule 59(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedu re.* For the following reasons, the motion

will be denied.

Rule 59(e) permits a court to alter or amend a judg ment. See Fed. R. Crim P. 59(e). The

United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circu it has recognized three grounds for amending

ajudgment under this rule: ç$(1) to accommodate an intervening change in controlling law; (2) to

account for new evidence not available at trial', o r (3) to correct a clear error of 1aw or prevent

manifest injustice.'' Pac. lns. Co. v. Am. Nat'l Fi re lns. Co., 148 F.3d 396, 403 (4th Cir. 1998).

* Fields' motion was timely filed under Rule 59(e).
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ln the instant case, Fields' m otion fails to satisf y any of the three grolmds for relief under

Rule 59(e). He has not cited any recent change in t he controlling law, newly discovered

evidence, or clear error that merits an alteration or amendment to the court's previous judgment.

To the extent Fields m erely seeks to relitigate m at ters that were decided adversely to him , relief

is unavailable under Rule 59(e). See Pac. Ins. Co.,  148 F.3d at 403. ln any event, having

reviewed the m otion and the pertinent portions of t he record, the court remains convinced that his

habeas corpus petition was properly dism issed.

reconsideration m ust be denied.

For these reasons, the defendant's motion for

The Clerk is directed to send certitied copies of t his m em orandum opinion and the

accom panying order to the petitioner and counsel of  record for the respondent.

t/ENTER: This 5 day of October, 201 1.

Chief United States District Judge


