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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

BRUCE WALDMER, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

v. Case No. 05-2098-JAR-DJW

SER SOLUTIONS, INC.,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Pending before the Court is Plaintiffs’ Motion for Leave to File First Amended Complaint (doc.

30).  In the original Complaint, Plaintiffs sued Defendant for failure to pay them overtime under the Fair

Labor Standards Act1 (“FLSA”).  Plaintiffs now request permission to amend the Complaint to add a claim

for retaliation on behalf of individual Plaintiff Lindeen.  More specifically, Plaintiffs seek to amend the

Complaint to allege that Defendant filed a baseless lawsuit against Plaintiff Lindeen in retaliation for the

lawsuit Plaintiff Lindeen filed against Defendant. Defendant opposes the proposed amendment on grounds

of futility.  For the reasons stated below, Plaintiffs’ Motion will be granted.

Discussion

Rule 15 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure allows a party to amend the party’s pleading once

as a matter of course before a responsive pleading is served.2  Subsequent amendments are allowed only

by leave of court or by written consent of the adverse party.3  Leave to amend, however, is to be “freely
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given when justice so requires,” and the Supreme Court has emphasized that “this mandate is to be

heeded.”4  The decision to grant leave to amend, after the permissive period, is within the district court’s

discretion and will not be disturbed absent an abuse of that discretion.5 

Although Rule 15(a) provides that leave to amend shall be given freely, the district court may deny

leave to amend where amendment would be futile.6  A motion to amend may be denied as futile if the

proposed amendment could not have withstood a motion to dismiss or otherwise failed to state a claim.7

The court will dismiss a cause of action for failure to state a claim only when “it appears beyond a doubt

that the [party] can prove no set of facts in support of his claims which would entitle him to relief”8 or when

an issue of law is dispositive.9 The court accepts as true all well-pleaded facts, as distinguished from

conclusory allegations, and all reasonable inferences from those facts are viewed in favor of the claimant.10

The issue in resolving a motion such as this is “not whether [the claimant] will ultimately prevail, but whether

the claimant is entitled to offer evidence to support the claims.”11
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The FLSA provides that “it shall be unlawful for any person . . . to discharge or in any other

manner discriminate against any employee because such employee has filed any complaint or instituted or

caused to be instituted any proceeding under or related to this chapter.”  To establish a prima facie case

of retaliation under the FLSA, Plaintiff must show that (1) he or she engaged in activity protected by the

FLSA; (2) he or she suffered adverse action by the employer subsequent to or contemporaneous with such

employee activity; and (3) a causal connection existed between the employee's activity and the employer's

adverse action.12 In the context of posttermination retaliation against a former employer, the Tenth Circuit

has recognized that “former employees, no less than present employees, need[ ] protection from

discrimination by employers resentful of the fact that a complaint ha[s] been made against them for alleged

violations of the Fair Labor Standards Act.”13  In Rutherford, the Tenth Circuit relied heavily on the

reasoning of FLSA cases of retaliation in the post-employment context.14

In their proposed Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs allege (1) Lindeen engaged in protected activity

by filing the Original Complaint; (2) Lindeen suffered an adverse action subsequent to engaging in the

protected activity in that Defendant filed an allegedly frivolous lawsuit against him and is interfering with his

current employment with Affinitas; and (3) a causal connection exists between Lindeen’s participation in

Waldmer v. SER and Defendant’s allegedly willful and malicious filing of SER v. Lindeen. The Court finds
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these allegations, if ultimately proved, are sufficient to state a claim against the proposed defendants under

the retaliation clause of the FLSA.  In other words, viewing all reasonable inferences from the facts alleged

in favor of Plaintiffs, the Court cannot conclude as a matter of law that Plaintiffs will be unable to prove the

facts necessary to support their allegations.  Defendant may very well be able to obtain summary judgment

on this retaliation claim; however, it would be premature for the Court to deny Plaintiffs the opportunity to

establish retaliation in violation of the FLSA.

Based on the discussion above, Plaintiffs’ Motion for Leave to File First Amended Complaint (doc.

30) is granted and Plaintiffs shall electronically file and serve the First Amended Complaint on or before

November 23, 2005.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated in Kansas City, Kansas on this 16th day of November, 2005.

s/ David J. Waxse                       
David J. Waxse
United States Magistrate Judge

cc: All counsel and pro se parties


