UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Jonathan Graham v. Stryker Corporation, et al.

No. 2:24-CV-01411-DJC-JDP (E.D. Cal. Dec. 4, 2025) - No. 2:24-CV-01411-DJC-JDP - Decided December 5,
2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied Stryker Employment
Company, LLC’s motion to amend its answer in Jonathan Graham’s wage-and-hour class action. The
court held that the motion was subject to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16 because it was filed after
the scheduling-order deadline, and that Stryker had not shown the required diligence and good cause.

The proposed amendments included offset and arbitration defenses and revisions to existing defenses.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant Stryker Employment Company, LLC moved for leave to

amend its answer to add offset and arbitration affirmative defenses and

clarify existing defenses. The motion was denied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16(b), modification of a
scheduling-order deadline requires good cause and the judge's consent;
good cause primarily turns on the diligence of the party seeking
amendment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a motion to amend an answer filed after the scheduling-order deadline is governed by Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 16 rather than Rule 15.

2. Whether Stryker demonstrated the Rule 16(b)(4) good cause required to amend the scheduling order and
add the proposed affirmative defenses.

HOLDINGS

1. Once the deadline for amending pleadings in a scheduling order has passed, Rule 16 governs the
requested amendment, and the moving party must first show good cause before the court considers
whether amendment is proper under Rule 15.

2. Stryker did not establish good cause because it was not diligent in seeking to add the offset and

arbitration defenses.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under Rule 16(b), “[a] schedule may be modified only for good cause and with the judge’s consent.””
(Analysis at 1)

“If the party seeking the modification “was not diligent, the inquiry should end.”” (Analysis at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Graham brought a California Labor Code wage-and-hour class action against Stryker. Stryker sought to add an
offset defense based on an alleged commission overpayment and an arbitration defense based on arbitration
agreements involving certain putative class members. Although Stryker asserted that the overpayment was
discovered in June 2025 and that the arbitration issue became significant after denial of bifurcation, the court
found that Stryker possessed or should have assessed the relevant information before the March 12, 2025
amendment deadline.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Graham filed a California wage-and-hour class action in state court, and Stryker removed it to the Eastern
District of California. The court denied Graham's motion to remand, dismissed two Stryker entities by
stipulation, issued a scheduling order setting a deadline for amendments to pleadings, and later denied Stryker's
motion to bifurcate. Stryker then moved to amend its answer after the amendment deadline; the court denied the
motion for lack of good cause under Rule 16.
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