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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

TALLAHASSEE DIVISION 
 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 
OF FLORIDA, INC., et al., 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
v.       CASE NO.: 4:18cv251-MW/CAS 
 
LAUREL M. LEE, in her official 
capacity as the Florida  
Secretary of State, 
 
 Defendant. 
________________________________/ 
 

ORDER GRANTING LEAVE TO  
FILE SUPPLEMENTAL COMPLAINT 

 
 This Court has considered, without hearing, Plaintiffs’ Motion for Leave 

to File Supplemental Complaint to incorporate claims arising out of legislation 

adopted since the entry of this Court’s preliminary injunction in this case and 

subsequent actions by Defendant.  ECF No. 126.  The motion is hereby 

GRANTED. 

On motion and reasonable notice, the court may, on just terms, 
permit a party to serve a supplemental pleading setting out any 
transaction, occurrence, or event that happened after the date of 
the pleading to be supplemented.  [. . .]  The court may order that 
the opposing party plead to the supplemental pleading within a 
specified time. 

 
Fed R. Civ. P. 15(d).  Courts have considerable discretion regarding whether to 

permit supplemental pleadings, see Owens-Illinois, Inc. v. Lake Shore Land 
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Co., 610 F. 2d 1185, 1188-89 (3d Cir. 1979), but this discretion is “guided by 

the animating principle behind Rule 15(d), which is ‘to make pleadings a 

means to achieve an orderly and fair administration of justice.’ ”  Abney v. 

Younker, No. 1:13cv1418, 2016 WL 1559154, at *2 (M.D. Pa. Apr. 18, 2016) 

(quoting Griffin v. Cty. Sch. Bd. of Prince Edward Cty., 377 U.S. 218, 227 

(1964)).  A supplemental pleading “avoid[s] the cost, delay[,] and waste of 

separate actions which must be separately tried and prosecuted.”  New 

Amsterdam Cas. Co. v. Waller, 323 F.2d 20, 28-29 (4th Cir. 1963).  “A court 

should permit a supplemental pleading when a party wishes to bring up events 

occurring subsequent to the original pleading that relate to a claim or defense 

presented in the original pleading.”  Habitat Educ. Center, Inc. v. Kimbrell, 250 

F.R.D. 397, 402 (E.D. Wis. 2008).   

 Plaintiffs seek to supplement their First Amended Complaint, ECF No. 

16, in several ways.  They wish to add factual allegations concerning the impact 

of this Court’s preliminary injunction and Defendant’s subsequent actions as 

well as the adoption by the Florida Legislature of Senate Bill (SB) 7066, which 

amended the statute that underlies Plaintiffs’ claims.  Plaintiffs seek to amend 

their existing claims to address Defendant’s alleged conduct after the entry of 

this Court’s preliminary injunction and to add a new claim concerning SB 7066.  

See ECF No. 126 at 6-7.  Plaintiffs also seek leave to add three new plaintiffs, 

remove one existing plaintiff, and make certain stylistic updates that do not 
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affect the merits.  See id. at 7-8.  Defendant argues Plaintiffs are in reality 

seeking to shoehorn a new, unrelated lawsuit into the existing one rather than 

merely tweaking their claims to reflect changed circumstances.  Defendant 

contends the supplemental complaint would shift the case onto an entirely 

different footing, and would therefore subject her to undue prejudice as she 

shifts her defense accordingly.   

 This Court is persuaded that permitting Plaintiffs to supplement their 

amended complaint as requested will serve the interests of justice by 

promoting the fair, efficient adjudication of this matter while avoiding undue 

expenditure of time and resources.  Plaintiffs originally challenged Defendant’s 

interpretation of a Florida statute regulating the placement of early voting 

sites.  ECF No. 16.  Plaintiffs now allege that, after this Court entered its 

preliminary injunction, the Florida Legislature adopted an amendment to that 

statute which was intended to circumvent this Court’s injunction and which 

relied upon the precise justifications Defendant offered in opposition to the 

preliminary injunction, and which this Court found unpersuasive.  ECF No. 

126 at 4-6.  Plaintiffs’ original and supplemental claims arise out of the same 

body of facts, address similar issues of law, and are substantially intertwined 

with one another.  This is the precise situation supplemental pleadings are 

intended to address.  See Griffin, 377 U.S. at 227.   
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 To illustrate this Court’s reasoning that granting Plaintiffs’ motion best 

serves the interests of justice, consider what would likely follow if this Court 

were to deny the motion.  Under that scenario, Plaintiffs could then file their 

supplemental claims as a separate lawsuit in this Court, naming Defendant as 

the proper defendant.  See Madera v. Detzner, 325 F. Supp. 3d 1269, 1276 (N.D. 

Fla. 2018) (“As this Court notes with tiresome regularity, [the Florida 

Secretary of State] is Florida’s ‘chief election officer.’ ” (quoting § 97.012, Fla. 

Stat. (2018))).  Pursuant to this Court’s ordinary practices and procedures, 

whichever district judge would be initially assigned to the new case, it would 

be transferred to the undersigned as a related matter with reference to the 

present case.  See N.D. Fla. Loc. R. 5.6(B) (any party with knowledge must file 

a notice when a “new case involves issues of fact or law in common with the 

issues in another case pending in the District”).  Given the similarity of the 

issues of fact and law, the undersigned would then be inclined to consolidate 

the two cases because considering the two cases together would promote 

efficiency, fairness, and in general the interests of justice.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 

42(a).  This process would entail the filing of a separate suit alleging the 

supplemental claims, answering those claims, transferring the case to the 

undersigned, evaluating the issues of fact and law, and ordering that the cases 

be consolidated.  The undersigned will not force this Court, its staff, and the 

parties to engage in a procedural danse macabre purely for the sake of form 
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when the identical result can be achieved by granting Plaintiffs’ motion.  “To 

force plaintiffs to file new lawsuits to litigate what are essentially 

continuations of their original suits would waste judicial resources,” Habitat, 

250 F.R.D. at 402, not to mention the resources of the plaintiffs and—in this 

case—of the State of Florida, its officers, and its taxpayers.  Accordingly, 

 IT IS ORDERED: 

1.  Plaintiffs’ Motion for Leave to File Supplemental Complaint, ECF No. 

126, is GRANTED.  Plaintiffs shall file their supplemental complaint as 

a separate document in CM/ECF not later than two days after the 

issuance of this Order.  That filing shall then become the operative 

complaint in this case. 

2. Defendant shall file her supplemental responsive pleading, if any, 

within the time provided for responsive pleadings by Federal 

Rule of Civil Procedure 12(a). 

3. This Court’s stay of the pretrial deadlines, ECF No. 134, is 

DISSOLVED. 

SO ORDERED on July 31, 2019. 

 

     s/Mark E. Walker         ____ 
        Chief United States District Judge 
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