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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT TACOMA

10 || DAMIEN DARNELL HARRIS,

. CASE NO.C15-5191 RJBIRC
11 Petitioner,

ORDERDENYING PETITIONER'S
12 V. MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

13 || MIKE OBENLAND,

14 Respondent.

15

The District Court has referred this 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas corpus petition to Unjted

—

16 : : . .
States Magistrate Judge J. Richard Creatura. The Court’s authority fefatral is 28 U.S.C. §
17 .
636(b)(1)(A) and (B), and Magistrate Judge Rules MJR3 and MJRA4.
18 . . . . . , "
The Court denies petitioner's motion for reconsideration of the order denying petipne
19 . . " .
motion to expand the record (Dkt. 14). The Court also denies petitioner’s renewed motion to
20
expand the record (Dkt. 15).
21 . : . . L -
Motions for reconsideration are disfavor®destern DistricLocal Civil Rule 7(h) states}
22 . . . . ,
(1) Sandard. Motions for reconsideration are disfavored. The court will
23 ordinarily deny such motions in the absence of a showing of manifest error in the
prior ruling or a showing of new facts or legal authority which could not have
24 been brought to its attention earlwith reasonable diligence.
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The Court’s order denying petitioner’s motion to expand the recordosttghe facts
regarding petitioner original filingdOkt. 11). Petitioner filed two hundred and thirty-five pag
of briefing and argument with his original petition and memorandum (Dkt. 5 and 6). Ird#re
denying petitioner’s motion to expand the record, the Court explainecethaty of the petition
is limited tothe recordhatwas before thetatecourts (Dkt. 11). Etitionerfails to s1ow good
causefor expansion of the record. Petitioner does not show that the Court’s prior ruling is
manifest error. Respondent will provide the state court regbethhe answers the petition.
Petitioner may then file a traverse.

The Court directs the clerk’s office to remove Dkt. 14 and 15, from the court’s cale
Datedthis 29" day of April, 2015.

Tl TS

J. Richard Creatura
United States Magistrate Judge

es

ndar.
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