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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA

CHARLESTON DIVISION

WILLIAM PRICE,

Plaintiff,
V. CIVILACTION NO. 2:12-cv-05442
TROOPER MARSH, et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

Pending before the court isaiitiff's Motion to Amend the Complaint [Docket 34]. A
response was filed [Docket 38], and the motiongs for review. For the reasons set forth below,
Plaintiff's Motion to Amend the Complaint [Docket 34|0&NIED.

I. Factual and Procedural History

On July 5, 2012, the plaintiff, William Re, filed an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and
West Virginia common law, alleging constitutional violations and tort claims relating to his arrest
following several alleged trafficiolations. The defendants namiedMr. Price’s complaint were
Trooper Marsh, Trooper John Doe, Colonel C.R. Senthand the West Virginia State Police.
With regard to Trooper Do¢he complaint indicated that

[a]t all times relevantDefendant Trooper Doe (“Trooper Doe”) was a West

Virginia State Police Trooper and Officacting under the color of law conferred

upon him by virtue of his position asctua law enforcement officer. The true

identity of Trooper Doe is unknown aitime of filing this Complaint.

(Id. at 1 3). Mr. Price originallyited his complaint in the CirauCourt of Kanawha County, West

Virginia, and the defendants removed the caskisocourt on September 14, 2012. On October 2,
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2012, l issued a scheduling order pursuant to FeRetalof Civil Procedw 16(b) and Local Rule
of Civil Procedure 16.1(e). Tlseheduling order set a deadline of January 17, 2013 for amendment
of pleadings and joinder of partigScheduling Order [Docket 6], at 1).

On July 12, 2013, Mr. Price moved to amenel ¢bmplaint to substitute Trooper Claude
Nathan Workman (“Trooper Workman”) asdefendant for Trooper John Do8eéPl.’s Mot. to
Amend Compl. [Docket 34]). MrPrice indicated that the defendants first officially identified
Trooper Workman as the police officer involvedtire underlying arresn their response to
interrogatories issued Jude 2013. Mr. Price additionally stat that Trooper Workman first
officially confirmed that he was the officér question at his deposition on June 13, 20%8¢e(
Pl.’s Mem. of Law in Supp. of Mot. for Leave fFanend Compl. (“Pl.’'s Mem.”) [Docket 35], at
2-3). Trooper Workman responded that Mr. Prickdated through discoveproceedings that he
had known since at least April 2Z8)13 that he intended to amahd complaint to include Trooper
Workman as a defendangdeTrooper C.N. Workman’s Resp. to Pl.’s Mot. for Leave to Amend
Compl. (“Trooper Workman’s Resp.”) [Docket 38}, 4-5). Trooper Workman also asserted that
Mr. Price could have—and poterlyadid—obtain the identity offrooper Doe before the period

to amend pleadings under theheduling order had passe8e¢ id).:

! Trooper Workman also alleged that Mr. Price indicated in his deposition that he “has known from the time of his
arrest that Trooper C.N. Workman and Trooper R.A. Marsh were the arresting officers,” and that the defendants
referred to a document in their Rule 26(a)(1) initiactbsures that would have identified Trooper Workman as
participating in Mr. Price’s arrest. (Trooper Workman'’s Resp. [Docket 38], at devtw, because these documents

were not filed with the courthey will not be considered for the purposes of this Order.
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ll. Analysis
A. Standard of Review

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 15(a) ar@&{b) both apply when a party requests to
amend a pleading after the time to do so has gdass#er the scheduling ord&ule 15(a) applies
to the amendment of pleadings generally, and desvthat “[tlhe courtleould freely give leave
when justice so requires.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a)Rale 16(b), on the other hand, deals specifically
with modification of a scheduling order, and setathat “[a] schedule mpabe modified only for
good cause and with the judge’s consent.” FeiR.P. 16(b)(4). The Fourth Circuit has noted
the tension between these rulesl dound that “[g]iven their heavgase loads, district courts
require the effective case management toolsigeavby Rule 16. Therefore, after the deadlines
provided by a scheduling orderveapassed, the good cause standaudt be satisfied to justify
leave to amend the pleading®Nburison Rug Corp. v. Parvizia®35 F.3d 295, 298 (4th Cir.
2008). This district accordingly uses a two-stmlysis to determine whether an untimely
amendment should be allowed. i€ the scheduling order'sadline for amendment of the
pleadings has passed, a moving party first musthgdtie good cause standard of Rule 16(b). If
the moving party satisfies Rule 16(b), the movlen must pass the tests for amendment under
Rule 15(a)."Marcum v. Zimmerl63 F.R.D. 250, 254 (S.D. W. Va. 1995).

“[A] scheduling order under Rule 16(b) is natfrivolous piece of paper, idly entered,
which can be cavalierly disreghed by counsel without perilftd. at 253 (quotingGoewey V.
United States886 F. Supp. 1268, 1283 (D.S.C. 1995)). “Irdjeescheduling ordés the critical
path chosen by the trial judge athe parties to fulfill the mandatd Rule 1 in ‘®curing the just,

speedy, and inexpensive determination of every actidd.”Therefore, in order to amend a



pleading after the deadline set forth in the dcitieg order has passedparty must satisfy the
“good cause” standard of Rule 16(b).

The standard for showing good cause under Rule 16(b) was discussed by this court in
Marcum v. Zimmer

A court’'s evaluation of good cause is rmtextensive with an inquiry into the

propriety of the amendment under . . . Rule 15. Unlike Rule 15(a)’s liberal

amendment policy which focuses on the fath of the party seking to interpose

an amendment and the prejudice te tpposing party, Rule 16(b)’'s good cause

standard primarily considers the diligence of the party seeking the amendment. The

district court may mody the pretrial schedalif it cannot reasonably be met despite

the diligence of the party seeking thgtension. Moreover, carelessness is not

compatible with a finding of diligence and offers no reason for a grant of relief.
Id. at 254 (internal quotations omitted).

B. Mr. Price’s Motion for Leave to Amend the Complaint

Mr. Price alleges that good cause exists for his delay in seeking to amend the complaint.
Specifically, he argues thatladtugh the defendants had “informalhglicated to Plaintiff's counsel
that the identity of Trooper John Doe was tbfatrooper Workman,” the first time the defendants
officially identified Trooper Wokman was in their response itgerrogatories served upon Mr.
Price on June 4, 2013. (Pl.’s Mem. [Docket 35R)atAdditionally, Mr. Pice notes that Trooper
Workman first identified himself uredt oath as the police officer involved in Mr. Price’s arrest at
his deposition on June 13, 2018l.(at 2-3). Trooper Workman counters by noting that, when
issuing discovery requests on April 26, 2013, Mrc®rltered the style dhe case to include
“Trooper John Doeand/or Trooper Workmahand issued the requedts “Defendants Trooper
Marsh, Trooper WorkmanColonel C.R. Smithers, and the $V&/irginia State Police.” (Trooper
Workman’s Resp. [Docket 38], at 4-5; Ex. A [xet 38-1], at 1) (emplsss added). Thus, Trooper

Workman argues, “it is evident that at this tiRiaintiff intended to amend the Complaint to name
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Trooper Workman as a Defendant; however, he waitere than two month® file the instant
Motion.” (Trooper Workman’®kesp. [Docket 38], at 5).

“The touchstone of ‘good cause’ under Ruleb)6¢ diligence. In other words, the focus
of the good cause inquiry is on the diligence &f plarty seeking modification of the scheduling
order.” Humphries v. WhitfieldNo. 5:12-CV-187-BR, 2013 8. Dist. LEXIS 82675, at *3
(E.D.N.C. June 12, 2013) (interreplotations omitted). Here, the parties were put on notice by my
October 2, 2012 scheduling order that amengpleadings were due by January 17, 208&e(
[Docket 6], at 1). Moreover, it is clear from the complaint itself that Mr. Price was aware that the
identity of Trooper Doe had to lascertained so the complainutd be amended to include him.
Mr. Price additionally had ample time to requegbrmation regarding the identity of Trooper
Doe through written discovery. Indeed, a revethe docket shows that although the defendants
began initiating discovery on Qutier 3, 2012 (Certif. of Serv.rf®@efs.” Trooper Marsh, Colonel
Smithers and the W. Va. State Police’s First S&exs. for Admiss. to PlDocket 7]), Mr. Price
did not issue any requests for digery until April 26, 2013 Certif. of Serv. for Pl.’s First Set of
Interrogs. and Req. for Produc. of Docs. to D&fsoper Marsh; Trooper John Doe and/or Trooper
Workman; Colonel C.R. Smithers; and the W.. \&aate Police [Docket 18]), more than three
months after the time for amending pleadings airdrg parties had passed. Mr. Price also never
requested an extension of time to amend e despite knowing that Trooper Doe, not an
identified party, remained a defendant in th&éasc Finally, Mr. Price’s interrogatories to the
defendants attempted to alteethtyle of the case and list Trooper Workman as a defendant,
indicating that Mr. Price knew kst least April 26, 2013 that lretended to add Trooper Workman

as a defendant in the matte3e€Trooper Workman’s Resp., Ex.[Rocket 38-1]; Certif. of Serv.



for Defs.” Trooper Marsh, Colonel Smithers and ¥MeVa. State Police’s First Set of Reqs. for
Admiss. to PIl. [Docket 18]). However, Mr.iBe waited until July 12, 2013, nearly three months
after his attempt to alter the case’s style ararlgiesix months after the deadline for amended
pleadings set forth in the scheduling order, to file his motion for leave to amend the complaint.
Mr. Price’s assertions that he waited untiliael Trooper Workman'’s testimony under oath do not
change this analysis. It was nacessary for Mr. Price to waintil he had tstimony under oath

to request leave to amend the complaint, ancbliéd have obtained the same information through
discovery before the deadline for amending pleadings had p&sed ook v. Howardi84 F.
App’x 805, 817 (4th Cir. 2012)ert. denied133 S. Ct. 1600, 185 L. Ed. 2d 580 (2013) (upholding
the district court’s denial of the plaintiffsotion to amend the complaint, and noting that
“[d]espite the [plaintiffs] knowing tere were as-yet-unidentified initluals involved in the events
they alleged occurred on August ahd despite their expressed deso include these ‘John Doe’
police officers as party defendants in their cise [plaintiffs] did not pursue any discovery that
would have allowed them to file a timely amendment of the complaint”).

Mr. Price’s arguments that granting leaveatnend the complaintould not lead to any
prejudice are also unpersuasiV@lthough the existence or degree of prejudice to the party
opposing the modification might supply additiomeasons to deny a motion, the focus of the
inquiry is upon the moving partyfeasons for seeking modification thfat party was not diligent,
the inquiry should endMarcum 163 F.R.D. at 254. Because | determine that Mr. Price was not
diligent, | need not address tissue of prejudice under Rule 15(a).

Based upon the foregoing;IND that Mr. Price was not diligent in seeking leave to amend

the complaint, and therefore the motion for leave to amend the compRENIKED .



C. Dismissal of Trooper John Doe

Because | am denying Mr. Price’s requesdrtiend the complaint, | must determine what
is to become of Defendant John Doe. The ideenainnamed defendantosntrary to the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure. The Rules provide that “[t]he title of [a] complaint must name all the
parties” (Fed. R. Civ. P. 10(a)), a defendant ningsserved with a summons within 120 days of
the complaint being filedd. at 4(m)), and the summonsust name the partiesl(at 4(a)(1)(A)).
Nowhere do the Rules allow or even mentioticas against unnamed defendants. Indeed, the
only reference the drafters of the Rules mkennamed parties is in the Advisory Committee
commentary accompanying Rule 17(a). Rule 17(@yires a case to be brought “in the name of
the real party in interest.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 17(a)(1). The commentary states

[t]he provision should not be misunderstooddmtorted. It is intended to prevent

forfeiture when determination of the proper party to sue is difficult or when an

understandable mistake has been made. It does not mean, for example, that,

following an airplane crash in which albb@ard were killed, an action may be filed

in the name of John Doe (a fictitiousrpen), as personal reggentative of Richard

Roe (another fictitious person), in the hdpat at a later time the attorney filing

the action may substitute the real name efrtral personal representative of a real

victim, and have the benefit of susp@&msof the limitation period. It does not even

mean, when an action is filed by the peral representativef John Smith, of

Buffalo, in the good faith belief that he svaboard the flight, that upon discovery

that Smith is alive and well, having missed the fatal flight, the representative of

James Brown, of San Francisco, an actuetim, can be substituted to take

advantage of the suspension of the limitation period.
Fed. R. Civ. P. 17 advisory committee’s note. Unfortunately for the courts interpreting Rules 4
and 10, no such explanation exists regardiegute of “John Doe” in the place of a defendant.

The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure are arlstcontrast to othdederal guidelines that

permit the use of fictitious names or pseudonyimsother types of proceedings, guidelines or

other federal rules explicitly identify specificsiances where the use of fictitious names or no



name at all may be appropriate. For examplegrevlthe Federal Rules of Civil Procedure state
only the requirement that a complaint contain the names of all the parties, the Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure explicitly provide ana@ption to the name requirement for warraBess~ed.
R. Crim. P. 4(b)(1)(A) (stating that a want must “contain 1 defendant’'s namer, if it is
unknown, a name or description by which thefendant can be identified with reasonable
certainty’) (emphasis added). Similarly, the Interkavenue Code provides the Internal Revenue
Service with a mechanism for issuing JohreBummonses (I.R.C. § 7609(f) (2012)), and the
United States Code requires that real namedeaatsed in juvenile proceedings (18 U.S.C. §
5038(e) (2012)). It would seem, then, that if thafters of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
intended for unnamed parties to be permitted inreddmurt, it would be provided for within the
rules themselves or at least discussed in the @ntary. This is particulér true given Rule 10’s
mandate that the names of the parties be included in the complaint and Rule 4’'s mandates regarding
service?

Due to these discrepancies, many federal coitislly held that a @intiff could not state

a claim against an unnamed defend&et, e.gSigurdson v. Del Guercj@41 F.2d 480, 482 (9th

2 Many scholarly articles discuss the use of John Doe pleading in federalSmeire.g.Howard M. Wasserman,
Civil Rights Plaintiffs and John Doe Defendants: A Study in Section 1983 Proc28@ardozo L. Rev. 793 (2003);
Carol M. Rice Meet John Doe: It Is Time for Federal Civil Procedure to Recognize John Doe P&rties Pitt. L.

Rev. 883 (1996). Many of these articles explicitly note thatFederal Rules of Civil Procedure do not recognize
filing a complaint against unnamed parti8ge, e.gWassermansupra at 816 (“The Federal Rules do not mention
John Doe or unknown-defendant pleading . . . ."”); Riopra at 887 (“Neither the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
nor the Judiciary Code give courts guidance on the proper procedtine fmse of Doe parties. If anything, codified
federal procedure is inconsistent with John Doe pragi@eicularly the use of the Doe defendant.”). Additionally,
many articles address the complex issafe®lation back and diversity of s that arise when a complaint names

a John Doe defendarBee, e.gWassermarsupra at 809-821 (discussing the issue of relation back and the “unique
problem of John Dodefendants”); Ricesupra at 913-940 (discussirtge “inconsistent rules” for pleading unnamed
defendants, the confusion of diversity jurisdiction stanslaathd problems with relation back). Additionally, this
scholarship frequently argues for changes to federal procedure to explicitly allow for and segardisg the use

of unnamed partiesSee, e.gWassermansuprag at 842-862 (suggesting new procedures for federal courts to hear
civil rights cases pleading John Doe defendants); Rigaa at 946-958 (proposing changes to federal procedure to
allow Doe parties to formally become a part of federal civil procedure).
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Cir. 1956) (“These John Doe complaints are dangesbasy time. It is imiting disaster to allow
them to be filed and to allowdlitious persons to remain defents if the complaint is still of
record.”);Breslin v. City & Cnty. of Philadelphj®2 F.R.D. 764, 765 (E.D. Pa. 1981) (“Given the
identification of the remaining defendants only'&shn Doe,’ there is no method of serving the
complaint in accord with due process, andway that the action can otherwise proceed.”).
However, as plaintiffs in civil rights casé&gan to sue unnamed defendants with increasing
frequency, judges began to creab®gdholes for those cases to proceBde, e.g.Maclin v.
Paulson 627 F.2d 83, 87 (7th Cir. 198(®tating “when, as Ine, a party is ign@nt of defendants’
true identity, it is unnecessary to name them ainéir identity can be Bned through discovery

or through the aid of the trial cour?)However, none of these loopho® based on statute, the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, or a Suprermoar€directive. Many earlgourts that determined
plaintiffs could maintain an acticagainst unnamed defendants reliedBorens v. Six Unknown
Named Ageni403 U.S. 388 (1971) for suppoBee, e.g.Maclin, 627 F.2d at 87 (citin@ivens

for the proposition that “the use of fictitiomemes for defendants has been routinely approved
even without discussion”). These decisions use the style of seet@asupport their claims that

unnamed defendants are permitted in federal court. However, the CBurénsdid not address

3 In this area, the courts have failed to keep up witmging times. It has long been held that the courts “will not
permit the use of a ‘John Doe’ designation for a defendant if the plaingfftsance of the defendant’s true identity

is the result of willful neglect or lack of reasonable inqui§aunders v. Boddie-Noell Enterlo. 7:08¢cv110, 2008

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 48715, at *6 (W.D. Va. June 25, 2008) (internal quotations omitte@)slso, e.gStratton v. City

of Boston 731 F. Supp. 42, 45 (D. Mass. 1989) (“Moreover, the use of a fictitious name for a defendant will not be
permitted if ignorance of the defendant’s identity is theuiteof lack of reasonable inquiry.”) (internal quotation
omitted). When courts first began to recognize the valwfitylaims against John Daefendants, it may have been

very difficult or indeed impossible for many prospective plaintiffs in cases brought under 42 UL$83.t1§ ascertain

the names of the officials who had wronged them. However, today many other avenues are availalitetbhe obta
identities of public officials. In the instant case, Mr. Pdoeald have filed a Criminal and Crash Report Request Form

in order to obtain the identity of Trooper Workman before his complaint was filed. The form for such a request, WVSP
141, is readily available on the West Virginia State Police wel&a&Vest Virginia State Police Criminal and Crash
Report Request Form, WVSP 141 (Oct. 201@®yailable at http://www.wvsp.gov/forms/Documents/
crashReportRequestForm.pdf.

9



the merits of unnamed parties, much less hblt lawsuits against unnamed defendants are
permitted in federal court. Indeed, by the time the case reached the Supreme Court, all of the
defendants iBivenshad been identifiecbeeBrief for Respondents at n.Bivens v. Six Unknown
Named Ageni<l03 U.S. 388 (1971) (No. 70-301), 1970 \W26799 (“The apparent contradiction
in the title of this case—'Unknown Named'—aridesm the fact that aér petitioner filed his
complaint, the United States Attorney suppliegl ¢tkerk of the court with the agents’ names.”).
Recent Supreme Court jurisprudence sedmsindicate that complaints naming
unidentified parties as defendastsould be dismissed. In order fa complaint to state a claim
upon which relief can be granted, the Court has theat “[flactual allegions must be enough to
raise a right to relief above the speculative l@rethe assumption that all the allegations in the
complaint are true (ewaf doubtful in fact).”Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twomb|y650 U.S. 544, 555 (2007).
Additionally, “the pleading must contain somethingreo. . than . . . a statement of facts that
merely creates a suspicion [of] @#dly cognizable right of actionld. (quoting 5 Charles Alan
Wright & Arthur R. Miller, Federal Praicte and Procedure § 1216, pp. 235-236 (3d ed. 2004)). A
complaint does not “suffice if it tenders ‘nakeabsertion[s]’ devoid of ‘further factual
enhancement.”Ashcroft v. Igbal556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quotiigvombly 550 U.S. at 557,
557). On its face, a complaint asserting allemetiagainst a person whose identity is not known
cannot do more than simply offer naked assestiand speculative facts. Where a party is not
known or identified, a caus# action simply does ngtet exist. No relietan be granted against
an unidentified party. Additionally, federal courtgintaining jurisdiction over actions against
John Doe defendants may very well be uncorgiital. Without an identified defendant, can a

“case or controversy” trylexist under Article I11?
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The Fourth Circuit has noted that “[tlhestipation of a John Doe defendant is generally
not favored in théederal courts.”joku v. Unknown Special Unit Staffo. 99-7644, 2000 U.S.
App. LEXIS 15695, at *2 (4th Cir. July 7, 2000)). Wever it has nonethelekgld that lawsuits
against John Doe defendants are permitted wheré&rie identity of an unnamed party can be
discovered through discovery oraligh intervention by the courtSchiff v. Kennedy691 F.2d
196, 198 (4th Cir. 1982kee alsoGordon v. Leeke574 F.2d 1147, 1151-53 (4th Cir. 1978)
(reversing summary judgment wiees pro se plaintiff had notitrally named the defendants and
stating that the plaintiff “should have been grdritee opportunity to discée the identity” of the
defendants). However, this detenation and its subsequent reggon by the Fourth Circuisée
Njoku, 2000 U.S. App. LEXIS 15695, at *Bcurred in the era prior fbwomblyandligbal. As
the Fourth Circuit has noted, these decisions “require more specificity from complaints in federal
civil cases than was heretofore the caBmbertson v. Sea Pines Real Estate Cos., 67€ F.3d
278, 288 (4th Cir. 2012).

| simply do not see how it calibe possible for a plaintiff tallege ‘enough facts to state
a claim to relief that iplausible on its faceGiarratano v. Johnsqrb21 F.3d 298, 302 (4th Cir.
2008) (quotingfrwombly 550 U.S. at 547)) without knowing thesrtity of the party against whom
the claim is being asserted. Mower, the Fourth Cikgt has determined that a judgment may not
be entered against a John Doe defendad.Njokp2000 U.S. App. LEXIS 15695, at *2-3 (stating
that “there is no basis to permit a judgmenaiagt an unidentified John Doe defendant to be
sustained”)Allowing lawsuits against John Doe defendantproceed is contrary to the Supreme
Court’s determination that “when the allegatioams complaint, however true, could not raise a

claim of entitlement to relief, th basic deficiency should . . . b&posed at the point of minimum
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expenditure of time and mondyy the parties rad the court."Twombly 550 U.S. at 558. If a
judgment may not be entered against an unnanméy pg definition it is impossible for a plaintiff
to state a claim against an unnamedypapon which relief can be granted.

Trooper John Doe is still a party to this antiand the case is setgo to trial on October
1, 2013. Because a judgment cannot be entered againsinamed party in the Fourth Circuit,
Trooper Doe must be dismissed. Additionally, FeldRetde of Civil Procedure 4(m) provides that
a defendant must be served within 120 daythefcomplaint being filed. The instant complaint
was filed July 5, 2012. Trooper llo Doe was never served, allil. Price never requested an
extension of time from the court to serve hiBervice on Trooper John Doe is also logistically
impossible. Because Defendant Trooper John Deeneaer served and cannot be served, he must
also be dismissed for that reasBee Treece v. S.C. Dep’t of Mental Health SCDMél 33:08-
03909-DCN-JRM, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 27989, at(fsS.C. Mar. 24, 2010) (dismissing a John
Doe defendant where more than 120 days had passsgithe complaint wédided and the plaintiff
did not request an extaoa of time for service)Mauney v. Cricket/Bojangles ColiseuNp. 3:11-
cv-215-RJC-DCK, 2012 U.S. Bi. LEXIS 178730, at **1-2 (W.D.IC. Dec. 18, 2012) (stating
that after a complaint is filed,t“is incumbent upon a plaintiff ®mend his pleadings to correctly
identify the specific individuals involved gbat the matter may proceed to judgment”).

| therefore=IND that Mr. Price failed to timely serve Trooper John Doe pursuant to Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m). | additionalfIND that judgment may not be entered against an
unnamed party such as Trooper John Doe. tRese reasons, Trooper John Doe is hereby

DISMISSED from the instant action.
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l1l. Conclusion
For the reasons set forth above, Plaintiff'stiddo to Amend the Complaint [Docket 34] is
DENIED, and Trooper John Doe is herdbyfSMISSED from this action.
The courtDIRECTS the Clerk to send a copy of thisd@r to counsel of record and any
unrepresented partyhe court furtheDIRECTS the Clerk to post a comf this published opinion

on the court’s website, http://www.wvsd.uscourts.gov.

ENTER: September 25, 2013
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