UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
KENTUCKY, CENTRAL DIVISION

Meghan A. Muncy v. David Matthew Muncy, et al.

Muncy - No. 5:24-272-DCR - Decided April 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky denied Plaintiff Meghan
Muncy’s motion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) to alter or amend the judgment
dismissing her claims. The court held that Muncy identified no qualifying basis for relief and merely
reasserted arguments concerning her incarceration, address change, and failure to communicate with

the court.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) to alter or
amend the judgment dismissing her claims. The district court denied
the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 59(e) motion may be granted for a clear error of law, newly

discovered evidence, an intervening change in controlling law, or a
need to prevent manifest injustice; it may not be used to reargue

matters already presented and rejected.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district court memorandum order
PARTIES Meghan A. Muncy v. David Matthew Muncy, Marcus Johnson, Derek

Kirunchyk, Kenny Brandenburg, John Doe defendants
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Muncy established a basis under Rule 59(e) to alter or amend the judgment dismissing her
claims.

2. Whether Muncy's incarceration and the expiration of her post office box constituted a clear error, newly
discovered evidence, an intervening change in controlling law, or manifest injustice warranting relief
under Rule 59(e).

HOLDINGS

1. Muncy did not establish any recognized basis for altering or amending the judgment under Rule 59(e),

and her motion was properly denied.

2. Incarceration does not by itself excuse a party's failure to prosecute a lawsuit diligently, update the court

regarding contact information, or otherwise comply with court obligations.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court may alter or amend a judgment under Rule 59(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure if there
is “(1) a clear error of law; (2) newly discovered evidence; (3) an intervening change in controlling law; or

(4) a need to prevent manifest injustice.”” (at 2)

“But the fact that a plaintiff is incarcerated does not absolve the party of the responsibility to prosecute a

lawsuit in a diligent manner.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Muncy's remaining claims were dismissed after she repeatedly failed to comply with Local Rule 5.3, a discovery
order, court orders, and motions practice requirements. During her incarceration, her post office box expired, and
court orders mailed to her were returned as undeliverable. She argued that her incarceration and loss of access to
her mail prevented her from updating her address or communicating with the court, but she offered no new

explanation for her complete lack of communication.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court dismissed Muncy's remaining claims on February 24, 2026, based on repeated failures to comply with
procedural rules and court orders, failure to participate in discovery, failure to respond to motions, and failure to
maintain current contact information. The court previously denied her Rule 60(b) motion for relief from

judgment. Muncy then filed the present Rule 59(e) motion, which the court denied.
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