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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

RONALD KENT, No. 2:15-cv-1924 WBS AC P
Plaintiff,
V. ORDER

U.C. DAVIS MEDICAL CENTER, et al.,

Defendants.

Plaintiff is a state prisoner proceeding peowith a civil rights action pursuant to 42
U.S.C. § 1983. He has filed a motion to am#racomplaint, stating that he seeks to add
additional claims and defendants. ECF No. B@fendant Rudas opposes the motion. ECF |

50.

Leave to amend is to be freely given “whenipesso requires.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a)(3).

However, plaintiff fails to attach the requiredpyoof his proposed amended complaint that wq
allow the court to determine whether leave teacthwould be appropriate. See Fed. R. Civ. F
15; L.R. 137(c). Furthermore, plaintiff indicates that he s¢eladd new defendants based on
events that took place between 2010 and 20CF(Eo. 49 at 3, 1 4), and documents he
submitted with his first amended complaint indéctitat the claims currently before the court
arose in either 2012 or 2014 (ECF No. 22 at 5183 23), making it unlikelyhat joinder of the
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new claims and defendants would be prdper.

Plaintiff is advised that multiple claims guveoperly joined if they are against a single
defendant. Fed. R. Civ. P. 18(a). Multiple defendants are properly joined if “any right to re
asserted against them . . . with respect toisingr out of the same traaction, occurrence, or
series of transactions or occurrences; andgaiegtion of law or fact common to all defendants
will arise in the action.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 20(a)(2h other words, joining more than one claim
only proper when it is against odefendant, and joining multipefendants in one complaint i
only proper when the claims against them are based on the same facts.

Finally, plaintiff states that he needs tidanew evidence against defendant Rudas. E
No. 49 at 3, 1 3. Itis not cled this reference to new evidenogeans plaintiff has new claims
that he is trying to bolstdms current claims. Although plaiff would need to amend the

complaint to add new claims or new defendantsjdes not need to amend the complaint if hé

blief is

is
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only seeking to add new evidencebabhis current claims. Evidence about current claims can be

submitted in relation to any future motion for summary judgment, or at trial if the case prog
to trial.
Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED thataintiff's motion for leave to amend (EC
No. 49) is DENIED.
DATED: January 29, 2018 , -~
Mrz—-—&{ﬂa—l—
ALLISON CLAIRE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE

1 In his opposition, defendant argues that théms would also be time-barred. ECF No. 50 g
5. Given the apparent age of the claims, it dppear that they are likebarred by the statute ¢
limitations. However, the court is unable tokaa determinative assessment in light of the
limited information currently before it.
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