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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky denies Samuel Holmes’s motion
for reconsideration of the court’s prior summary-judgment ruling on his fraud claim against
Lexington-CJD, LLC. The court holds that Holmes did not identify a valid basis for relief under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e), and reiterates that Kentucky law recognizes a presumption of
innocence and honesty in fraud cases. The court also concludes that Holmes failed to present evidence
sufficient to meet the clear-and-convincing-evidence standard for fraud.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) for
reconsideration of the court's prior order granting summary judgment
to defendant on the fraud claim. The court denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 59(e) motion is an extraordinary remedy committed to the
district court's discretion and is appropriate only for a clear error of
law, newly discovered evidence, an intervening change in controlling
law, or a need to prevent manifest injustice. Denial is reviewed for
abuse of discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Holmes established a basis under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) to reconsider the prior
grant of summary judgment on his fraud claim.

2. Whether Kentucky's presumption of innocence and honesty remains valid and applicable to Holmes's
fraud claim at the summary-judgment stage.

3. Whether Holmes presented evidence that could satisfy Kentucky's clear-and-convincing standard for
fraud and show intentional or reckless conduct.

HOLDINGS

1. A Rule 59(e) motion may be granted only upon a clear error of law, newly discovered evidence, an
intervening change in controlling law, or a need to prevent manifest injustice; disagreement with the
court's prior analysis or an attempt to advance arguments that could have been raised earlier is
insufficient.

2. Kentucky's presumption of innocence and honesty in fraud cases remains valid and must be applied by a
federal court applying Kentucky law.

3. Holmes failed to identify evidence that could satisfy Kentucky's clear-and-convincing standard or
establish that Freedom acted intentionally or recklessly; therefore, the prior summary judgment ruling on
the fraud claim was not subject to reconsideration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The purpose of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) is to allow a district court to correct its own
mistakes.” (Analysis)

“Granting a Rule 59(e) motion is an extraordinary remedy that lies in the court's discretion.” (Analysis)

“A motion under Rule 59(e) is not an opportunity to re-argue a case” (Analysis)

“Holmes’ criticisms of the presumption of innocence and honesty afford no basis for relief in this Court, and
his disagreements with the Court’s evaluation of the evidence may not be relitigated through a motion for
reconsideration.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Holmes alleged that Freedom engaged in fraud concerning erroneous mileage stated in a vehicle purchase packet
and concealed or suppressed information about the vehicle's actual mileage. The court previously concluded that
Holmes lacked sufficient evidence that Freedom acted intentionally or recklessly and that the evidence did not



satisfy Kentucky's clear-and-convincing standard. On reconsideration, Holmes challenged Kentucky's
presumption of innocence and honesty and advanced additional reasons why Freedom's conduct allegedly was
reckless.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Holmes asserted several claims, including fraud, against Freedom. Freedom moved for summary judgment, and
on October 23, 2025, the court granted summary judgment to Freedom on the fraud count. Holmes timely moved
for reconsideration, arguing that the court improperly applied Kentucky's presumption of innocence and honesty.
The court denied reconsideration because Holmes identified no Rule 59(e) ground and sought only to relitigate
the prior merits determination.
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