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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana grants Samuel M. Canyon’s
motion for leave to file a second amended complaint in his Louisiana Environmental Whistleblower
Statute retaliation action against Entergy Operations, Inc. The court applies Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 15(a), finding no undue delay, bad faith, repeated failure to cure, or undue prejudice, and
addresses whether the proposed amendment would be futile in light of federal preemption concerns
under the Atomic Energy Act.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) for
leave to file a second amended complaint after the defendant moved to
dismiss the first amended complaint under Rule 12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Leave to amend under Rule 15(a)(2) is reviewed for abuse of
discretion. Futility is assessed under the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility
standard; leave should not be denied on futility grounds unless it
appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove no set of facts
entitling him to relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court order; persuasive value only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Rule 15(a)(2), rather than Rule 16(b), governed Plaintiff's request for leave to amend because
no scheduling-order deadline had issued.

2. Whether undue delay, bad faith, repeated failure to cure deficiencies, undue prejudice, or futility
constituted a substantial reason to deny leave to file the second amended complaint.

3. Whether the proposed second amended complaint was futile because it failed to identify a specific
environmental statute or regulation and because its allegations allegedly conflicted with prior pleadings
and condition reports.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Plaintiff moved to amend before issuance of a scheduling order, Rule 15(a), rather than the
more stringent Rule 16(b) good-cause standard, governed the motion.

2. Plaintiff was entitled to leave to file a second amended complaint because Defendant did not establish a
substantial reason based on undue delay, bad faith, repeated failure to cure, undue prejudice, or futility.

3. The Louisiana Environmental Whistleblower Statute does not require a plaintiff to identify the particular
environmental statute, rule, or regulation allegedly violated in order to plead a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although leave to amend is not automatic, given Rule 15(a)(2)’s bias in favor of granting leave to amend, a
court “must possess a ‘substantial reason’ to deny a request.”” (Section III)

“At this point, it is not clear that Plaintiff can prove no set of facts in support of his claim that would entitle
him to relief.” (Section III, Futility)

“IT IS ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion for Leave to File Second Amended Complaint (ECF No. 31) is
GRANTED.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Samuel M. Canyon alleged that Entergy Operations terminated him after he reported alleged safety and
environmental violations at the Waterford 3 facility. His original allegations primarily concerned radiological
safety, while his proposed second amended complaint characterized the protected activity as reports concerning
lead contamination, respiratory protection, and potential environmental releases governed by Louisiana law and
OSHA regulations. The proposed amendment did not add parties or claims but sought to clarify the factual and
legal basis for the Louisiana Environmental Whistleblower Statute claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally filed a Louisiana Environmental Whistleblower Statute claim in state court, and the action
was removed to federal court. The district court dismissed the original complaint as preempted by federal law
but allowed Plaintiff twenty days to amend. After Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint and Defendant moved



to dismiss, Plaintiff sought leave to file a second amended complaint clarifying that his protected activity
concerned non-radiological lead-contamination and environmental-law issues. The court granted leave to amend
and allowed Plaintiff a final opportunity to plead his best case before adjudication of the pending motion to
dismiss.
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