UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO

J.B., a minor, by her Father and next friend, Guy Blume, et al. v.

Liberty Local Schools

Blume - No. 4:22CV1752 - Decided December 19, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio denied Guy Blume’s pro se motion

to amend the complaint or voluntarily dismiss the action because it was superseded by a later motion

to amend. The court also denied Plaintiffs’ later motion to amend. The opinion recounts the factual

allegations concerning a reported sexual assault at Liberty Local Middle School and the parties’

litigation history, including pending cross-motions for summary judgment.
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Plaintiffs moved for leave to amend their complaint after expiration of
the scheduling-order pleading-amendment deadline. Plaintiff Guy
Blume also moved pro se to amend or voluntarily dismiss the action.
The court denied the pro se motion as superseded and denied the

counseled motion to amend.

A motion to amend filed after a scheduling-order deadline is governed
first by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16(b)'s good-cause standard
and, if good cause is shown, by Rule 15(a)(2)'s liberal amendment
standard. The primary measure of good cause is the moving party's

diligence; prejudice to the opposing party is also relevant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff Guy Blume's pro se motion to amend or voluntarily dismiss should be considered or

was superseded by the later motion filed by appointed counsel.

2. Whether plaintiffs established good cause under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16(b) to modify the
expired pleading-amendment deadline.

3. If good cause existed, whether amendment should be permitted under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
15(a)(2).
4. Whether alleged deficiencies or misconduct by plaintiffs' former attorney established good cause for an

untimely amendment.

5. Whether the proposed amendment would unduly prejudice the defendant because it was sought after

discovery closed and summary-judgment motions were pending.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff Blume's March 2025 pro se motion to amend or voluntarily dismiss was superseded and
replaced by the August 2025 motion to amend filed by pro bono counsel and was therefore denied on
that basis.

2. Plaintiffs failed to establish good cause under Rule 16(b) for modifying the March 30, 2023 pleading-

amendment deadline.

3. Amendment was denied because plaintiffs did not first satisfy Rule 16(b), and the late amendment would
substantially prejudice Liberty Local by requiring additional discovery and expense after discovery had
closed and summary-judgment motions were pending.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rule 15 provides that “[t]he court should freely give leave” to amend a pleading “when justice so
requires.”” (at 17)

“A court asked to modify a scheduling order for good cause ‘may only do so if [a deadline] cannot

reasonably be met despite the diligence of the party seeking the extension.’” (at 17)

“The primary measure of Rule 16’ ‘good cause’ standard is the moving party's diligence in attempting to

meet the case management order's requirements.” (at 24)

“If Gordon's allegations are correct, her attorney's conduct went well beyond “garden variety” neglect.” (at
29-30)



“allowing an amendment after discovery is closed and summary judgment motions are fully briefed imposes

significant prejudice on defendants.” (at 33)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

J.B., a Liberty Local Middle School student, reported that another student sexually assaulted her in a school
bathroom on November 18, 2021. After she reported the incident on December 2, school officials initiated an
investigation and promised measures to prevent contact between the students, but J.B. testified that she
encountered the other student and harassment at school on December 3 and December 6. J.B. was removed from

in-person attendance, enrolled in remote instruction, and later transferred to another school district.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs originally filed claims under Title IX, spoliation, and defective design against Liberty Local Schools,
David Palmer, and David Walker. The court dismissed Palmer and Walker from the Title IX claim with prejudice
and dismissed the spoliation and defective-design claims without prejudice, leaving only the Title IX claim
against Liberty Local Schools. After the March 30, 2023 amendment deadline, completion of fact and expert
discovery, and filing of cross-motions for summary judgment, Blume moved pro se to amend or voluntarily
dismiss. The court later appointed pro bono counsel, who filed a new motion seeking to add numerous parties
and claims. The court denied both motions addressed in this opinion.
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