UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California considers Plaintiffs’ motion for

leave to file a second amended complaint challenging the Bureau of Land Management’s approval of

oil and gas drilling permits. The court focuses on whether the proposed amendments would be futile

because Plaintiffs allegedly lack Article III standing, including injury in fact, causation, and

redressability. The document grants Plaintiffs’ motion for leave to file the second amended complaint.
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Plaintiffs moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15 for leave to
file a second amended complaint while a defendant's motion to dismiss
the first amended complaint for lack of Article III standing was

pending.

Leave to amend under Rule 15(a) is reviewed under a liberal standard
and is committed to the court's discretion. Amendment may be denied
as futile only when the proposed complaint clearly could not be saved

by amendment or would be subject to dismissal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiffs should be granted leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a) to file a second
amended complaint.

2. Whether the proposed amendments were futile because they failed to allege facts sufficient to establish
Article III standing.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to amend should ordinarily be freely granted when justice so requires, and the court granted
Plaintiffs leave to file the proposed second amended complaint.

2. The proposed amendments were not futile because the declarations contained credible allegations of
respiratory, recreational, and aesthetic injuries plausibly connected to the challenged drilling permits and
potentially redressable by the requested relief.

3. The proposed amendments were not futile on organizational-standing grounds because they alleged that
the organizations' core activities and ability to participate in oil-and-gas decision-making were directly

affected by the challenged conduct.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rule 15(a) is very liberal” (at 5)

“the underlying purpose of Rule 15 to facilitate decision on the merits, rather than on the pleadings or
technicalities.” (at 6)

“Undue delay, “by itself...is insufficient to justify denying a motion to amend.”” (at 6)
“An amendment is futile if the complaint clearly could not be saved by amendment.” (at 7)

“Because Plaintiffs have shown the proposed amendments to the operative complaint are not futile —

meaning it is not clear the complaint is unsavable by the proposed amendments” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs challenge the Bureau of Land Management's approval of drilling permits for oil wells in California's
San Joaquin Valley, alleging that the approvals failed to account for air-quality, groundwater, public-health,
climate, and public-participation impacts. The proposed second amended complaint added Sierra Club as a
plaintiff and incorporated allegations from six declarations describing members' use of affected public lands,
recreational and aesthetic interests, respiratory and health concerns, and geographic connections to the drilling
areas. Innex argued that the proposed amendments were futile because Plaintiffs failed to allege a sufficient

geographic nexus or injury in fact.
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