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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana grants Cantium, LLC’s motion
for leave to file an amended and restated complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2).
The court finds that the relevant amendment factors favor leave and directs defendants to raise any
concerns about the effect of the amendment on pending motions with the district court.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for leave to file an amended and restated complaint
after the period for amendment as a matter of course had expired. The
magistrate judge granted the motion under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 15(a)(2).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Denial of leave to amend is reviewed for abuse of discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Cantium should be granted leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) to file an
amended and restated complaint.



2. Whether the defendants' concern that amendment might affect or delay pending motions required
denying or limiting leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. When amendment as a matter of course is no longer available, the court should freely grant leave to
amend when justice so requires, absent a substantial reason such as undue delay, bad faith, repeated
failure to cure deficiencies, undue prejudice, or futility. Because the relevant factors favored amendment,
Cantium was granted leave to file its amended and restated complaint.

2. The defendants' position that the amendment should not affect pending motions had to be presented to
the district court through a separate submission and did not provide a basis for denying leave to amend.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The language of Rule 15(a)(2) “evinces a bias in favor of granting leave to amend.”” (1)

“The Fifth Circuit has instructed that the “district court must possess a ‘substantial reason’ to deny a request
for leave to amend.”” (1)

“Although leave to amend is to be freely given under Rule 15(a)(2), “that generous standard is tempered by
the necessary power of a district court to manage a case.”” (1)

“Factors relevant to the consideration of a motion for leave under Rule 15(a) include “undue delay, bad faith
or dilatory motive on the part of the movant, repeated failures to cure deficiencies by amendments previously
allowed, undue prejudice to the opposing party by virtue of allowance of the amendment, and futility of the
amendment.”” (1)

“Denial of leave to amend is reviewed for abuse of discretion.” (1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Cantium sought leave to file an amended and restated complaint. The opposing parties did not object to the
amendment itself, but asked that the amendment not delay consideration of motions pending before the district
court. The court found that the relevant Rule 15(a) factors weighed in favor of permitting amendment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cantium filed a motion for leave to amend and restate its complaint. GTC, Inc. and Walker Marine Geophysical
Company, LLC did not oppose amendment but requested that it not delay consideration of pending motions. The
court granted leave to amend and directed defendants to raise any position concerning the effect of amendment
on pending motions with the district court through a separate submission.
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