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SUMMARY

The court grants Plaintiffs’ motion to amend or correct the complaint under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 15(a)(2), rejecting Defendants’ argument that amendment would be futile. The court directs
the amended complaint to be filed separately, gives Defendants until February 18, 2026, to respond,
and denies the pending motion to dismiss as moot.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to dismiss the complaint for failure to state a claim.
Plaintiffs then moved for leave to amend the complaint. The court
granted leave to amend, directed the amended complaint to be
docketed separately, and denied the motion to dismiss as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion for leave to amend under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
15(a)(2) is committed to the sound discretion of the district court,
which should freely grant leave when justice so requires, subject to
considerations including undue prejudice, undue delay, bad faith,
dilatory motive, or futility.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs should be granted leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) to file the
proposed amended complaint after the period for amendment as a matter of course had expired.

2. Whether the court should deny leave to amend based on defendants' argument that the proposed
amendment would be futile because it did not address all issues raised in the pending motion to dismiss.

3. Whether defendants' pending motion to dismiss should be denied as moot after leave to amend is
granted.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to amend was granted because Rule 15(a)(2) directs that leave should be freely given when justice
so requires, and the circumstances did not warrant denial on the grounds presented.

2. The court declined to resolve defendants' futility arguments in opposition to amendment because those
arguments were better left for full briefing on a motion to dismiss.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court “should freely give leave [to amend] when justice so requires,” id., and “the decision as to
whether to grant a motion to amend a complaint is entrusted to the sound discretion of the trial court,””

“even if merited, remain better left for full briefing on a motion to dismiss.” (*2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendants challenged the original complaint through a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim. Plaintiffs
sought to amend the complaint after the time to amend as a matter of course had expired. Defendants argued that
amendment would be futile because the proposed amended complaint did not resolve all issues identified in the
motion to dismiss.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendants filed a motion to dismiss on December 23, 2025. Plaintiffs did not amend as a matter of course
within the applicable deadline and instead filed a motion to amend on January 20, 2026. Defendants opposed
amendment on futility grounds, but the court concluded that the arguments were better addressed through a
motion to dismiss after amendment. The court granted the motion to amend and denied the pending motion to
dismiss as moot.
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