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SUMMARY

The court denied plaintiff Richard J. Crane’s motion for partial summary judgment as untimely.
Applying Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56 and the scheduling order, the court held that the motion
was years past the May 21, 2021 deadline and found no good cause to modify that deadline.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding pro se, moved for partial
summary judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(a). The
district court denied the motion as untimely and relieved defendants of
any obligation to respond.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished and nonprecedential district court order
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure civil rights

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff's motion for partial summary judgment, filed years after the court-ordered deadline,
should be considered under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(b).

HOLDINGS



1. A motion for summary judgment filed years after the court-ordered deadline is untimely when the court
has set a specific deadline under Rule 56(b), has not consented to modification of the scheduling order,
and the movant has not shown good cause.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rule 56(b) sets forth the timing of motions for summary judgment under Rule 56(a): “Unless a different time
is set by local rule or the court orders otherwise, a party may file a motion for summary judgment at any time
until 30 days after the close of all discovery.”” (at 1)

“Plaintiff’s motion for partial summary judgment is years overdue, and this Court does not find good cause
and does not consent to further modification of the scheduling order.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

This civil-rights action was filed in 2015 and proceeded through several scheduling orders, discovery extensions,
and a stay. The court ultimately closed discovery and set May 21, 2021, as the deadline for pretrial motions,
including summary-judgment motions. Plaintiff filed his partial-summary-judgment motion on December 1,
2025, more than four years after the deadline, without good cause for modifying the scheduling order.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court set May 21, 2021, as the deadline for pretrial motions, including motions for summary judgment.
Plaintiff did not move for summary judgment by that deadline, and filed the motion for partial summary
judgment on December 1, 2025, after discovery and law and motion had closed and while the case was being
prepared for jury trial.
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