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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Terrence Bressi, 

Plaintiff, 

vs.

Michael Ford, Eric O’Dell, George
Traviolia, and Richard Saunders, 

Defendants. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

No. CV-04-264 TUC JMR

ORDER

On September 27, 2005, the Court granted Defendants' motion to dismiss the § 1983

claims relating to the roadblock, stop, questioning, and detention of Plaintiff.   The Court also

granted Defendants' motion to dismiss Plaintiff's Bivens claim.  On November 7, 2005,

Plaintiff filed a “Motion to Alter or Amend Order and/or Motion for Reconsideration.”  The

Court construes this as a Motion for Reconsideration.   For the reasons stated below, the

motion is denied.

"Reconsideration is appropriate if the district court (1) is presented with newly

discovered evidence, (2) committed clear error or the initial decision was manifestly unjust,

or (3) if there is an intervening change in controlling law."  Sch. Dist. No. 1J, Multnomah

County, Or. v. ACandS, Inc., 5 F.3d 1255, 1263 (9th Cir. 1993).  A district court may

reconsider its grant of summary judgment under either Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e)

(motion to alter or amend a judgment) or Rule 60(b) (relief from judgment).  Id. at 1262. 
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After a review of the relevant evidence and law, Plaintiff has not presented this Court

with anything that would persuade the Court to reconsider the previous ruling.  Rather,

Plaintiff essentially presents the same arguments and evidence as previously considered in

the Court's last summary judgment order, and asks the Court to rethink its decision.

Arguments that a court was in error on the issues it considered should be directed to the court

of appeals.  Refrigeration Sales Co. v. Mitchell-Jackson, Inc., 605 F.Supp. 6, 7 (N.D.Ill.

1983).  

Accordingly, 

IT IS ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion to Alter or Amend Order and/or Motion for

Reconsideration is DENIED.

DATED this 23rd day of May, 2006.


