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PER CURI AM

Ellen Pritchard, fornmerly Ellen Evans, appeals the district
court’s orders granting summary judgnent to the Defendant and
denying her notion for reconsideration on her clainms of false im
prisonnment, intentional infliction of enotional distress, and def a-
mati on. The cause of action was renoved to district court based on
diversity of citizenship. We have reviewed the record and the

district court’s opinion de novo. See Higgins v. E. 1. DuPont de

Nemours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th GCr. 1988). Fi ndi ng no

reversible error, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court.

See Pritchard v. Wl -Mart Stores, Inc., No. CA-99-395-3-17 (D.S. C

May 26, 2000).
W review the denial of the nmotion for reconsideration for

abuse of discretion. United States v. Holland, 214 F.3d 523, 527

(4th Cr. 2000); Collison v. International Chem Wrkers Union, 34

F.3d 233, 236 (4th Gr. 1994). Wen the notion raises no new
argunents, but nerely requests the district court to reconsider a
|l egal issue or to “change its mnd,” relief is not authorized.

United States v. Wllians, 674 F.2d 310, 312 (4th Gr. 1982). W

have reviewed the record as to the notion for reconsiderati on and
we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. W dispense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-



ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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