UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

Amy Gile ex rel. minor A.G. v. Town of Windham, et al.

Gile - No. 3:24-cv-01635 (VDO) - Decided March 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut denies Amy Gile’s motion to modify
the scheduling order in her action concerning alleged peer-to-peer racial discrimination against her
child. The court finds that Gile failed to demonstrate the diligence and good cause required under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16 to extend deadlines for amending pleadings, expert disclosures,
discovery, and dispositive motions. The ruling emphasizes the parties’ repeated noncompliance with

court-ordered deadlines and the plaintiff’s failure to pursue discovery or seek timely extensions.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16 to modify

the scheduling order after the deadlines for pleading amendments,
expert disclosures, discovery, and initiating dispositive-motion
practice had passed. The motion was referred by the presiding district
judge to the magistrate judge for resolution as a nondispositive

motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A magistrate judge's ruling on a nondispositive motion is reviewable

under the clearly erroneous or contrary to law standard.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court ruling; nonprecedential

PARTIES Amy Gile ex rel. minor A.G. v. Town of Windham, Windham Public
Schools, Charles H. Barrows Stem Academy, Tim Maclure, Stephanie

Sawyer, Tracy Youngberg
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motion to amend  discovery dispute  civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure  civil rights  constitutional law ~ municipal law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff established good cause under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16(b)(4) to modify the
deadline for amending the pleadings.

2. Whether plaintiff established good cause under Rule 16(b)(4) to extend the expert-disclosure, discovery-

completion, and dispositive-motion deadlines.

3. How the Rule 16 good-cause standard interacts with the liberal amendment policy of Rule 15(a)(2) when
a motion to amend is filed after the scheduling-order deadline.

HOLDINGS

1. A party seeking to amend a pleading after the deadline in a scheduling order must satisfy Rule 16(b)(4)'s
good-cause requirement, and diligence by the moving party is the primary consideration. Plaintiff failed
to establish good cause because she knew from the outset that constitutional claims were available, knew
of the alleged emotional distress before the amendment deadline, and did not diligently investigate or

pursue the proposed claim.

2. A party seeking to extend expert-disclosure, discovery, or dispositive-motion deadlines under Rule 16(b)
(4) must make a particularized showing that the schedule could not reasonably be met despite diligence

and for reasons not reasonably foreseeable when the schedule was adopted. Plaintiff failed to make that
showing.

3. The ruling on plaintiff's motion to modify the scheduling order is a nondispositive ruling by a magistrate
judge and is reviewable under the clearly erroneous or contrary to law standard.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“As the Second Circuit has instructed, “the primary consideration” in deciding whether to amend a
scheduling order to allow late pleading amendments “is whether the moving party can demonstrate
diligence.”” (at 9)

“Under Rule 16, the Court must set deadlines to “complete discovery, and file motions.” Once these

deadlines are set, they can be modified “only for good cause and with the judge’s consent.”” (at 11)

“For the foregoing reasons, the motion of the plaintiff, Amy Gile ex rel. minor A.G., to modify the scheduling
order is DENIED.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that her minor child, a Black biracial student, experienced peer-to-peer racial discrimination at a
Connecticut public school and that school officials were deliberately indifferent. The court's scheduling order

provided more than a year for discovery, but the parties conducted virtually no discovery until shortly before the



deadlines and failed to comply with multiple status-report and scheduling-order requirements. Plaintiff sought to
add a Section 1983 equal-protection claim and extend expert-disclosure, discovery, and dispositive-motion
deadlines after the relevant deadlines had expired.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit on October 11, 2024, and amended her complaint five days later. The court entered a
scheduling order setting deadlines for amendments, discovery, expert disclosures, and dispositive motions. After
the court dismissed several claims on January 27, 2026, and sanctioned counsel for repeated scheduling-order
violations, plaintiff moved to extend the deadlines. The court denied the motion, concluding that plaintiff had not
shown the diligence and good cause required by Rule 16.
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