UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Ricky Lee Buckley, et al. v. R. Thomas Bowman, DVM, et al.

Buckley - No. Civ. No. MJM-24-2767 - Decided March 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland partially granted and partially denied

plaintiffs’ motion for leave to file an amended complaint. The court held that the proposed

amendments supporting unjust enrichment, loss of use, fraudulent misrepresentation, negligent

misrepresentation, fraudulent concealment, and civil RICO claims were not futile, but that the

proposed breach-of-contract claim against Becky Davis Agent, Inc. was futile because the defendant

was not alleged to be a party to the relevant contracts. The court directed the clerk to docket the

proposed amended complaint and dismissed Count II without prejudice as to Becky Davis Agent, Inc.
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Plaintiffs moved for leave to file an amended complaint after the court

previously dismissed without prejudice several claims against Becky
Davis Agent, Inc. under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2), leave to amend
should be freely given when justice so requires and may be denied for
prejudice, bad faith, or futility. A proposed amendment is futile when it
is clearly insufficient or frivolous on its face or cannot withstand a
Rule 12(b)(6) motion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs should receive leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) to amend claims

against Davis Agent for unjust enrichment and quantum meruit.

2. Whether the proposed amendments supporting loss-of-use, fraudulent misrepresentation, negligent
misrepresentation, fraudulent concealment, and civil RICO claims were futile.

3. Whether the proposed breach-of-contract claim against Davis Agent was futile because the pleadings did

not establish a contractual obligation owed by Davis Agent to plaintiffs.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to amend should be freely given when justice so requires and may be denied for prejudice, bad
faith, or futility. Because defendants did not establish prejudice or bad faith, the dispositive question was

whether the proposed amendments were futile.

2. The proposed amendments were not futile as to plaintiffs' unjust-enrichment and quantum-meruit claims
against Davis Agent.

3. The proposed amendments were not clearly insufficient or frivolous and therefore were not futile as to
the loss-of-use, fraudulent-misrepresentation, negligent-misrepresentation, fraudulent-concealment, and
civil RICO claims against Davis Agent.

4. The proposed breach-of-contract claim against Davis Agent was futile and could not proceed because

plaintiffs did not plausibly allege a contractual obligation owed by Davis Agent to either plaintiff.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"In all other cases, a party may amend its pleading only with the opposing party’s written consent or the

court’s leave. The court should freely give leave when justice so requires."” (II)

“"Thus, it may be within the trial court’s discretion to deny leave to amend when it is clear that a claim
cannot withstand a Rule 12(b)(6) motion."” (11I)

“"Only the parties to the contract can have contractual obligations to other contracting parties."” (111.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged that defendants operated Dance Forth Farm as a racketeering enterprise and that various
misdeeds caused injuries, deaths, and wrongful sales of horses in which plaintiffs had ownership interests and
placed in defendants' care. Davis Agent was alleged to be the sales branch of the enterprise and to have handled
horse sales and related market-preparation tasks. The proposed amendment added allegations that Davis Agent
received payments for services not fully performed, made or participated in allegedly false statements about

horses' value, concealed undisclosed sales and kickback arrangements, and was involved in billing plaintiffs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiffs sued multiple defendants asserting RICO, contract, quasi-contract, and tort claims arising from the
alleged operation of a horse-related racketeering enterprise. The court previously granted in part and denied in
part Davis Agent's motion to dismiss, dismissing without prejudice all claims against it except negligence and
gross negligence. Plaintiffs then moved to amend to add facts supporting the previously dismissed claims. The
court granted leave as to Counts I, V, VI, VII, VIII, and IX, denied leave as to the breach-of-contract claim in
Count II, directed the Clerk to docket the proposed amended complaint, and dismissed Count II without

prejudice as to Davis Agent.
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