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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania grants Jeffrey Newland’s
motion for leave to file a first amended complaint adding Campbell Transportation Company and CTC
Liquid Services LLC as defendants. The court rejects the asserted statute-of-limitations and prejudice
objections, denies the motions for a sur-reply and extension of the mediation deadline, requires the
amended complaint to comply with Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8 and 10, and administratively
closes the case during a stay.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) for
leave to file a first amended complaint adding two defendants and
asserting claims relating to an implied warranty of workmanlike
services. Defendant opposed the amendment, moved for leave to file a
sur-reply, and argued futility, undue prejudice, and undue delay.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion for leave to amend under Rule 15(a)(2) is governed by the
liberal standard that leave should be freely given when justice so
requires; the opposing party bears the burden of showing prejudice,
bad faith, undue delay, or futility. Futility is evaluated under the same
legal-sufficiency standard applicable to Rule 12(b)(6).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff should be granted leave to amend the complaint to add Campbell Transportation
Company and CTC Liquid Services LLC as defendants.

2. Whether the proposed warranty-of-workmanlike-services claim was futile because the maritime
personal-injury statute of limitations in 46 U.S.C. § 30106 allegedly barred it.

3. Whether Defendant established undue prejudice or undue delay sufficient to defeat the motion to amend.

4. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to attorney fees under 28 U.S.C. § 1927 for responding to Defendant's
opposition.

5. Whether Defendant should be permitted to file a sur-reply.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to amend should be granted under Rule 15(a)(2) because Defendant did not show futility, bad
faith, undue delay, or undue prejudice.

2. The proposed claim for breach of an implied warranty of workmanlike services was not shown to be
barred by 46 U.S.C. § 30106 because the claim sounded in contract rather than in a maritime tort.

3. The amended complaint must comply with Rules 8 and 10 by clearly and separately identifying its
causes of action and providing a short and plain statement of the claims; failure to do so could result in
dismissal.

4. Plaintiff was not entitled to attorney fees under § 1927 because the Court found no bad faith by
Defendant's counsel.

5. Defendant's motion for leave to file a sur-reply was denied because the proposed sur-reply was
unnecessary and the Court had declined to impose sanctions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Given the liberal standard under Rule 15(a), ‘the burden is on the party opposing the amendment to show
prejudice, bad faith, undue delay[] or futility.”” (Mem. § I.B.i)

“A claim for the breach of the warranty “arises under operation of contract but extends to all foreseeable
parties, including the employees of the shipowner.”” (Mem. § I.B.i)

“The Third Circuit has criticized ‘the all too common shotgun pleading approach’ to complaints.” (Mem. §
I.B.ii)

“Plaintiff is ORDERED to file an amended complaint complying with Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8 and
10 on or before May 20, 2026.” (Order)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff Jeffrey Newland was employed as a crewmember aboard the M/V Mary Rose, a tow vessel operated by
Imperial River Transport, LLC. On May 11, 2022, the vessel allegedly collided with barges and broke rigging
after the captain maneuvered at an unreasonable speed and lost control. Plaintiff alleged that the owners of the
barges and associated rigging, Campbell Transportation Company and CTC Liquid Services LLC, were
contractually connected to IRT and that he was a third-party beneficiary of an implied warranty of workmanlike
services.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on September 6, 2024, alleging injuries sustained while working as a crewmember
aboard a tow vessel. Defendant answered, and the case experienced multiple continuances and an administrative
stay concerning Plaintiff's competency to proceed. After the parties stipulated to Plaintiff's competency, the
Court set a deadline for amended pleadings. Plaintiff timely moved to amend, and the Court granted the motion
subject to compliance with Rules 8 and 10, denied Defendant's sur-reply motion, stayed existing deadlines, and
administratively closed the case during the stay.
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