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WHEF AS a .. »tion to alter or amend may not .. _zrely assert facts or arguments
t t “inexcusably were not presented to the court in the matter previously decided,”

Brambles USA, Inc. v. Blocker, [35ESUpp. 123912240 (D. Del. 1990); and

WHEREAS, to the extent that this Court’s August 13, 2024 Order denying Plaintiffs’

motion for a stay (D.l. 23) could be construed as a judgment subject to Eederar Rute of

CivirProcedure 59, Plaintiff's motion to alter or amend (D.1. 30) offers no justification for
the nine-and-a-half month delay in filing, and it shows no availability of new evidence,
€ orin law or fact, or intervening change in law that would affect this Court’'s denial of
) ) stay o.l. —.};

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiff's motion to alter or amend

(D.1. 30) is DENIED.
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