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SUMMARY

The court grants defendants’ second motion to modify the scheduling order in a prisoner civil rights
action alleging excessive force and deliberate indifference under the Eighth Amendment. Discovery
remains closed, and the deadline for pretrial motions is extended to March 28, 2025, because the
parties are awaiting completion of settlement papers.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis,
brought an Eighth Amendment action. Defendants moved for a second
extension of the pretrial motions deadline under the scheduling order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court has broad discretion in supervising the pretrial phase
of litigation; a scheduling order may be modified only for good cause
and with the judge's consent, including when the schedule cannot
reasonably be met despite the diligence of the party seeking the
extension.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court scheduling order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants demonstrated good cause under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16(b)(4) to extend
the pretrial motions deadline.

HOLDINGS

1. A scheduling order may be modified for good cause when the existing deadline cannot reasonably be
met despite the diligence of the party seeking the extension. Defendants established good cause for
extending the pretrial motions deadline because additional time was needed to allow settlement papers to
be completed and, if settlement failed, to file a dispositive motion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““The district court is given broad discretion in supervising the pretrial phase of litigation.”” (1)

““A schedule may be modified only for good cause and with the judge’s consent.”” (1)

““The schedule may be modified ‘if it cannot reasonably be met despite the diligence of the party seeking the
extension.’”” (1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, who identifies as transgender, alleges that defendants T. Jones, E. Corter, and O. Beltran used excessive
force and that defendant Richards was deliberately indifferent to plaintiff's serious medical and mental health
needs, in violation of the Eighth Amendment. Discovery had been completed, and the parties had engaged in
settlement negotiations. Defendants reported that the parties had verbally agreed to settle, that settlement papers
were mailed to plaintiff on January 28, 2025, and that defendants were awaiting plaintiff's signed papers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on September 5, 2023. The court issued a discovery and scheduling order on May 28,
2024, later extending the discovery deadline to November 19, 2024, and the dispositive motions deadline to
February 11, 2025. Defendants filed a second motion to modify the scheduling order on February 7, 2025. The
court granted the motion, closed discovery, and extended the pretrial motions deadline to March 28, 2025.
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