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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICTOF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

RANDLE GRIFFIN,
Plaintiff, Case No. 2:14-cv-14290
District Judge Matthew F. Leitman
V. Magistrate Judge Anthony P. Patti
PAUL KLEE, et al.,

Defendants.
/

OPINION AND ORDER GRANTING PL AINTIFF'S MOTION TO AMEND
COMPLAINT (DE 19)

This matter is before the Court fasresideration of Plaintiff Randal Griffin’s
motion to amend complaint. (DE 19.) For the reasons that follow, Plaintiff's
motion iSGRANTED.

l. BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceadiwithout the assistance of counsel,
brings claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.E(ID and 2.) Plaintiff alleges that
Defendants violated his rights under #iest Amendment by retaliating against
him for various activities, including his pigcipation on the Warden’s Forum, his
assistance of another prisoner, and his filing of grievances and a complaint in

federal court.
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Defendants filed a motion to dismigs January 8, 2015 (DE 14), to which
Plaintiff responded on January 29, 20XBE 18.) On April 16, 2015, the
Undersigned issued a Report and Recondagon to deny the motion to dismiss
in its entirety. (DE 23.) The Couatlopted the Report and Recommendation on
May 7, 2015. (DE 24.) Plaintiff filed the instant motion on January 29, 2015,
seeking leave to amend his complainstate that Defendants acted under color of
state law during the times relevant tg hilegations. (DE 19.) Along with his
Motion, Plaintiff provides what appearshe the last two mpes of his amended
complaint, along with an affidavit in whidPlaintiff swears to the events described
in his original complaint.

Defendants oppose Plaintiff's Motion. (DE 20.) Specifically, they assert
that they are unable to adequately resporitie motion to amend because Plaintiff
has failed to include a copy tife amended complaint thatll replace his original
complaint. (DE 20 at 3.) Defendants conclude that, not only does Plaintiff's
failure to attach the amended complaitiate Eastern District of Michigan Local
Rule 15.1, but it also prejudices Defenddrgsause they are untan as to what
Plaintiff wishes to amend.

Plaintiff filed a reply on February 12015, in which he concedes that he
failed to comply with E.D. Mich. LR 15.1ut asserts that it was unintentional.

(DE 21.) In addition, he points out thatder the Local Rules, failure to reproduce



the entire pleading as amended is notigds for denial of the motion. On the
same day, he filed a dement titled “amended complaint.” (DE 22.) In the
amended complaint, Plaintiff reproduces ariginal complaint in its entirety and
adds the phrase “while acting under the colostate law” on pagenine and ten.
.  STANDARD

Under Federal Rule @ivil Procedure 15(a), a party may amend its
pleadings at this stage of the proceedings only after obtaining leave of court. The
Rule provides that the Court should fseglve leave for a party to amend its
pleading “when justice so requires.” Fed.(Rv. P. 15(a)(2). “Nevertheless, leave
to amend ‘should be denied if the amemahins brought in bad faith, for dilatory
purposes, results in undue delay or pregaedo the opposing party, or would be
futile.” Carsonv. U.S. Office of Soecial Counsel, 663 F.3d 487, 495 (6th Cir.
2011) (quotingCrawford v. Roane, 53 F.3d 750, 753 (6th Cir. 1995)).

In addition, the Local Rules of the &arn District of Michigan require a
party moving to amend a pleading to aath the proposed amended pleading to the
motion.” E.D. Mich. LR 151. Any amendment to agading must “reproduce the
entire pleading as amended, and may not incorporate any prior pleading by
reference.”ld. Failure to comply with Rul&5.1, however, is “not grounds for

denial of the motion.”ld.



lll.  ANALYSIS

The Court concludes that, under theetdd amendment standard outlined in
Rule 15(a)(2), Plaintiff is entitled to amend his complaint. There is no indication
that the amendment was brought in bad faith or for dilatory purposes. In addition,
Defendants’ assertion that they will beejudiced because Plaintiff failed to file
the amended complaint in its entirety wasdered moot when Plaintiff made such
a filing. Even if Defendants had objections to the content of the amended
pleading, they did not seek leave ile & surreply or dterwise respond after
Plaintiff filed his amended complainMoreover, the additional language that
Plaintiff adds in his amended complainedmot alter his case in any substantial
manner, and could hardly beemed prejudicial. Nor has there been any showing
that it is futile. Although Plaintiff shouldave attached the amded complaint to
his motion or reply brief, rather thdifing it on the docket, the Court will allow
docket entry 22 to stand as the operatieaging. Plaintiff's motion to amend is
thereforeGRANTED. Defendants alBIRECTED to answer the amended
complaint or otherwise plead within twentyre days of the date of this Order.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: May 11, 2015 s/Anthony P. Patti

AnthonyP. Patti
UNITEDSTATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE
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