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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan grants GM Global Technology
Operations, LLC’s motion for leave to file a first amended complaint and join additional parties. The
court also denies Quality Collision Parts, Inc.’s motion to seal exhibits, concluding that the motion
was procedurally defective and failed to establish a clearly defined and serious injury or satisfy the
requirement for narrowly tailored sealing. The proposed amendment concerns additional patent-
infringement theories, successor and alter-ego liability, and an alleged fraudulent transfer of assets.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for leave to file a first amended complaint, join
additional parties, add successor-liability, fraudulent-transfer, and
alter-ego theories, and join proposed defendants to patent-infringement
claims. Defendant moved to seal exhibits submitted with its
opposition. The magistrate judge granted the motion to amend and join
parties and denied the motion to seal.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion to amend under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) is
evaluated under the factors of delay, notice, bad faith, repeated failure
to cure deficiencies, undue prejudice, and futility. Futility is assessed
under the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard, accepting well-pleaded
allegations as true and construing them in the plaintiff's favor.



Modification of a scheduling order requires good cause and diligence
under Rule 16(b)(4). Permissive joinder is governed by Rule 20(a)(2)
and, for accused patent infringers, 35 U.S.C. § 299. A motion to seal
court records must satisfy the Sixth Circuit's demanding standard
requiring a clearly defined and serious injury, a compelling interest
outweighing public access, and a narrowly tailored request.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether GM should receive leave under Rule 15(a)(2) to amend its complaint and add claims and
parties.

2. Whether the proposed amendments were futile because the proposed patent-infringement, successor-
liability, fraudulent-transfer, and alter-ego theories allegedly failed to state plausible claims.

3. Whether Rule 16(b)(4) required modification of the scheduling order and, if so, whether good cause
existed.

4. Whether Power Auto Parts and the individual proposed defendants could be permissively joined under
Rule 20(a)(2) and 35 U.S.C. § 299.

5. Whether Quality Collision Parts established grounds to file opposition exhibits under seal.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to seal was denied because Quality Collision Parts failed to identify a clearly defined and
serious injury, failed to establish a compelling interest overcoming the public's interest in access, and
failed to provide the required document-by-document and line-by-line showing.

2. GM's motion for leave to amend was granted because the amendment was brought promptly after
discovery of the facts concerning Power Auto Parts, did not cause undue prejudice to Quality Collision
Parts, was not shown to be brought in bad faith, and was not futile.

3. The proposed patent-infringement claims were not futile because the asserted deficiencies in GM's
infringement charts and prefiling investigation did not establish failure to state a plausible claim, and the
court could not consider the extrinsic expert report in the futility analysis.

4. GM plausibly pleaded that Power Auto Parts was a successor or mere continuation of Quality Collision
Parts, so the successor-liability theory was not futile.



5. GM had standing as a creditor under the Michigan Uniform Voidable Transactions Act, and its proposed
fraudulent-transfer claim was not futile.

6. GM plausibly pleaded an alter-ego theory against the individual proposed defendants, and pursuing that
theory was not premature merely because GM had not yet obtained a judgment.

7. Good cause existed under Rule 16(b)(4) to modify the scheduling order because GM acted diligently
after learning the facts supporting amendment and Quality Collision Parts did not show undue prejudice.

8. Power Auto Parts and the individual proposed defendants could be joined because the proposed claims
arose from the same series of transactions and involved common legal or factual questions, and the
allegations described coordinated conduct and potentially joint tort liability rather than unrelated
independent infringement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The proponent for sealing must show that it will suffer a “clearly defined and serious injury” if the records
are not sealed.” (Section III.A)

“But Plaintiff does not rely solely on such allegations.” (Section III.B.3)

“Plaintiff’s Motion for Leave to File Its First Amended Complaint and Join Parties (ECF No. 95) is
GRANTED, and Defendant’s Motion for Leave to File Under Seal Exhibits to its Response to GM’s Motion for
Leave to File Its First Amended Complaint and Join Parties (ECF No. 107) is DENIED.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

GM alleged that Quality Collision Parts operated a business selling aftermarket replacement parts for GM
vehicles and that Power Auto Parts was incorporated shortly after GM commenced the action. GM discovered
that the entities allegedly shared an address, telephone number, website characteristics, business model,
personnel, and family connections, and that Quality Collision Parts had transferred assets and accused products
to Power Auto Parts while allegedly going out of business. GM sought to add Power Auto Parts and four
individuals as defendants based on successor liability, fraudulent transfer, alter-ego, and patent-infringement
theories.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

GM Global Technology Operations sued Quality Collision Parts, Inc. for design-patent infringement. After
discovering that Quality Collision Parts had allegedly transferred assets and accused products to Power Auto
Parts, a newly formed entity, GM moved to amend its complaint and add Power Auto Parts and four individual
defendants. Quality Collision Parts opposed the amendment and separately moved to seal exhibits. The court
granted amendment and joinder, denied sealing, and ordered the amended complaint and responses to be filed
within fourteen days.

DISPOSITION

other



REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. GM was ordered to file its amended complaint within fourteen days. Quality Collision Parts, Power
Auto Parts, and the individual proposed defendants were ordered to respond within fourteen days after service of
the amended pleading. Any objections to the magistrate judge's order were required within fourteen days of
service.
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