UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Quick v. Centres Villa Limited Partnership

No. 1:25-cv-00037-BAM (E.D. Cal. Aug. 5, 2025) - No. 1:25-cv-00037-BAM - Decided August 5, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Plaintiff Charles Quick’s

unopposed motion for leave to file a first amended complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

15(a). The court permits Plaintiff to add alleged access barriers and CX Sunflower, LL.C as an

additional defendant, finding no undue delay, prejudice, futility, or bad faith. The court vacates the

August 22, 2025 hearing and directs Plaintiff to file the amended complaint within five court days.
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Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a) for leave
to file a first amended complaint adding alleged access barriers and an
additional defendant. The court granted the motion without opposition
and vacated the scheduled hearing.

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2), leave to amend
should be freely given when justice so requires; relevant
considerations include bad faith, undue delay, prejudice, futility, and

prior amendments, with prejudice being the most important factor.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff should be granted leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a) to file a first

amended complaint adding alleged access barriers and CX Sunflower, LLC as a defendant.

2. Whether the scheduled August 22, 2025 hearing on the motion should be vacated because the motion

was unopposed and deemed submitted.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to file a first amended complaint should be freely granted where there is no showing of undue
delay, bad faith, prejudice, or futility, particularly when the motion is timely and the opposing parties do

not object.

2. Because plaintiff moved to amend before the scheduling-order deadline for amendments expired, the

motion was properly evaluated under Rule 15 rather than the heightened Rule 16 standard.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In the absence of any apparent or declared reason—such as undue delay, bad faith or dilatory motive on the
part of the movant, repeated failure to cure deficiencies by amendments previously allowed, undue prejudice
to the opposing party by virtue of allowance of the amendment, futility of amendment, etc. —the leave sought

should, as the rules require, be “freely given.”” (at 2)

“Absent prejudice, or a strong showing of any of the remaining factors, a presumption exists under Rule 15(a)
in favor of granting leave to amend.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that defendants violated the Americans with Disabilities Act and California law by failing to
remove access barriers at the Sunflower Marketplace shopping center in Fresno, California. A May 14, 2025 site
inspection and consultant findings revealed additional alleged barriers, and defendants' written discovery
responses revealed information concerning an allegedly responsible property, CX Sunflower, LLC. Plaintiff
sought to add those barriers and defendant while discovery was still in its early stages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Charles Quick filed an action asserting violations of the Americans with Disabilities Act and California law
based on alleged barriers to access at the Sunflower Marketplace shopping center. Before the scheduling-order
deadline for amendments expired, Quick moved for leave to amend based on information obtained from a site
inspection and defendants' written discovery responses. No defendant opposed the motion, and the court granted

leave to amend.
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