UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH

DAKOTA, WESTERN DIVISION

Easton Lloyd Mercy v. Weston Bettelyoun

5:25-CV-05068-RAL - No. 5:25-CV-05068-RAL - Decided February 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Dakota denied Easton Lloyd Mercy’s motion

to amend his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint because it did not comply with the court’s local rule

governing amended pleadings. The court granted Mercy until March 12, 2026, to file a compliant

motion and proposed amended complaint, warning that failure to do so would result in dismissal

without prejudice.
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Pro se prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. After
screening dismissed the official-capacity claims against Bettelyoun,
Mercy moved to amend by stating only that he wished to add
Pennington County as a defendant. The court denied that motion
without prejudice and allowed Mercy until March 12, 2026, to file a
compliant motion and proposed amended complaint.

Whether the proposed amendment complied with D.S.D. Civ. LR 15.1
and adequately presented the claims and defendants Mercy sought to

pursue.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Mercy's motion to amend complied with D.S.D. Civ. LR 15.1.

2. Whether the court should deny the motion to amend while allowing Mercy an opportunity to submit a

compliant motion and proposed amended complaint.

3. Whether failure to submit a compliant amended complaint by the court-ordered deadline would warrant

dismissal without prejudice for failure to state a claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to amend was properly denied because it did not comply with D.S.D. Civ. LR 15.1, which
required Mercy to submit a proposed amended complaint.

2. If Mercy seeks to amend, he must file a motion to amend with a proposed amended complaint

containing every claim he wishes to bring against every defendant and complying with D.S.D. Civ. LR
15.1.

3. If Mercy does not file a compliant motion to amend and proposed amended complaint by March 12,

2026, the action will be dismissed without prejudice for failure to state a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“While pro se pleadings are liberally construed, pro se plaintiffs must still follow the court’s local rules.” (at
1)

“an amended complaint supersedes an original complaint and renders the original complaint without legal
effect.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mercy, an inmate at the Pennington County Jail, filed a pro se § 1983 action against correctional officer Weston
Bettelyoun in his official capacity. The court previously dismissed the claims because Mercy did not allege that
Pennington County maintained a policy or custom causing a violation of his federal rights. Mercy sought to
amend by stating that he wished to add Pennington County as a defendant, but he did not submit a proposed

amended complaint containing all claims against all defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mercy filed a § 1983 complaint against Bettelyoun in his official capacity. The court screened the complaint and
dismissed the claims because Mercy had not alleged a Pennington County policy or custom causing a federal-

rights violation, but delayed entry of judgment to permit amendment. Mercy then filed a motion to amend that



did not comply with District of South Dakota Civil Local Rule 15.1. The court denied the motion, provided a

deadline for filing a compliant motion and proposed amended complaint, and warned that failure to do so would
result in dismissal without prejudice for failure to state a claim.
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