UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

GEORGIA, MACON DIVISION

Kyrima Anderson, et al. v. Warden Jessie Williams, et al.

No. 5:25-cv-00506-MTT-ALS - No. No. 5:25-cv-00506-MTT-ALS - Decided January 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Georgia denied Kyrima Anderson’s motion

for reconsideration of the dismissal of her pro se prisoner class action. The court held that Anderson

identified no intervening change in law, newly discovered evidence, clear error, or manifest injustice,

and reaffirmed that a non-attorney prisoner may not represent fellow prisoners in a class action. The

dismissal without prejudice and denial of appointed counsel therefore remained in effect.
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Plaintiff filed a post-judgment motion for reconsideration of the
dismissal of her prisoner class action and denial of appointed counsel.
The district court treated the motion as arising under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 59(e) and denied it.

A motion for reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
59(e) is appropriate only upon an intervening change in controlling
law, newly available evidence, or the need to correct clear error or
prevent manifest injustice. Relief is extraordinary and is not available
to relitigate old matters or present a new legal theory.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Anderson satisfied the standards for altering or amending the prior dismissal under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) or Middle District of Georgia Local Rule 7.6.

2. Whether a pro se prisoner who is not a licensed attorney may represent fellow prisoners or maintain a
prisoner class action.

3. Whether dismissal before service and denial of appointed counsel were proper in light of the prohibition
on pro se representation of other prisoners and the prisoner-screening requirements of 28 U.S.C. §
1915A.

HOLDINGS

1. Reconsideration was not warranted because Anderson identified no intervening change in controlling

law, newly discovered evidence, clear error of law, or manifest injustice.

2. A pro se prisoner who is not a licensed attorney may not represent fellow prisoners or bring a class

action on their behalf in federal court.

3. Dismissal before service and denial of appointed counsel were proper because the complaint was subject

to dismissal at preliminary prisoner screening and Anderson could not represent the other prisoners.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There are only three circumstances that warrant reconsideration of a prior order under Rule 59(e): “(1) an
intervening change in controlling law; (2) the availability of new evidence; and (3) the need to correct clear

error or manifest injustice.”” (p. 2)

“Rule 59(e) “cannot serve as a vehicle to relitigate old matters or present the case under a new legal theory .
.. [or] give the moving party another ‘bite at the apple’ by permitting the arguing of issues and procedures

that could and should have been raised prior to judgment.”” (p. 2)

“The law is clear that pro se prisoners who are not licensed attorneys are barred from representing their
fellow prisoners and from bringing class action lawsuits in the federal courts.” (p. 3)

“Accordingly, Plaintiff Anderson’s motion for reconsideration (ECF No. 15) is DENIED.” (p. 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Anderson, a prisoner at Pulaski State Prison, filed a putative class action on behalf of herself and other prisoners
at Pulaski State Prison and Emmanuel Women'’s Facility. She proceeded without counsel and sought to represent
other prisoners. After the court dismissed the complaint without prejudice before service, Anderson moved for

reconsideration and argued that dismissal was improper because she had requested appointed counsel.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Kyrima Anderson, a prisoner proceeding pro se, filed a putative class action on behalf of herself and other
prisoners at Pulaski State Prison and Emmanuel Women'’s Facility. The court dismissed the complaint without
prejudice on November 21, 2025, before service on any defendant, and denied her request for appointed counsel.
Anderson then moved for reconsideration, asserting that dismissal was erroneous because she had also requested
counsel. The court denied reconsideration and reaffirmed that each prisoner could file a separate complaint

asserting personal claims.
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