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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Hawaii denied Plaintiffs’ motions for leave to file
supplemental responses to Defendants’ motions to dismiss for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction under
the Railway Labor Act. The court held that Plaintiffs had not shown good cause because the proposed
deposition evidence and publicly available travel-restriction materials were not new or previously
unavailable and were not material to the jurisdictional analysis. The court also denied Defendants’
motions to strike Plaintiffs’ unauthorized replies, while instructing that reply briefing is permitted only
when specifically ordered.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for leave to file supplemental responses to
defendants’ pending motions to dismiss for lack of subject-matter
jurisdiction under the Railway Labor Act. Defendants moved to strike
plaintiffs’ unauthorized reply briefs. The district court denied both sets
of motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Good cause is required to modify a court-ordered briefing schedule
under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 6(b)(1) and 16(b)(4), with the
inquiry focused primarily on the diligence of the party seeking
modification.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs established good cause to modify the court’s briefing schedule and file supplemental
responses to defendants’ Railway Labor Act-based motions to dismiss.

2. Whether the deposition testimony and publicly available foreign travel-restriction materials plaintiffs
sought to submit were new, previously unavailable, diligent, and material to the pending jurisdictional
motions.

3. Whether defendants’ motions to strike plaintiffs’ unauthorized reply briefs should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs failed to establish good cause to modify the court’s briefing schedule because they did not
demonstrate diligence, newly unavailable information, or a material basis for supplemental briefing.

2. The proposed supplemental evidence and arguments would not materially assist the court in deciding
whether interpretation of the applicable collective bargaining agreements was required to adjudicate
plaintiffs’ accommodation claims and defendants’ undue-hardship defenses.

3. The court declined to strike plaintiffs’ unauthorized reply briefs, but directed the parties that reply
briefing is permitted only when specifically ordered by the court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Good cause primarily considers the diligence of the party seeking amendment.” (6)

“The analysis hinges on whether the trier of fact would arguably need to resolve disagreements about the
terms of the collective bargaining agreement to evaluate a plaintiff’s failure-to-accommodate claim or a
defendant’s undue hardship defense.” (14)

“The task of the Court is merely to determine if interpretation of the applicable Collective Bargaining
Agreement is required to adjudicate a plaintiff’s claim or whether a provision in a CBA arguably disposes of a
plaintiff’s claim.” (17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hawaiian Airlines and Hawaiian Holdings announced a mandatory COVID-19 vaccination policy for U.S.-based
employees in August 2021. Four plaintiffs—two pilots and two flight attendants—requested religious
exemptions, which the defendants denied, and asserted Title VII failure-to-accommodate claims. Defendants



argued that the claims and related undue-hardship defenses required interpretation of the plaintiffs’ collective
bargaining agreements and therefore fell within the Railway Labor Act’s jurisdictional limitations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendants filed two motions to dismiss asserting that the Railway Labor Act deprived the court of subject-
matter jurisdiction because adjudication of plaintiffs’ Title VII religious-accommodation claims would require
interpretation of applicable collective bargaining agreements. After briefing closed, plaintiffs sought leave to
submit supplemental responses based on depositions taken in a related case and publicly available foreign travel-
restriction materials. Plaintiffs also filed replies without leave, prompting defendants’ motions to strike. The
court denied leave to supplement because plaintiffs failed to show good cause, diligence, newly unavailable
information, or materiality, and denied the motions to strike while directing that future replies be filed only when
specifically authorized.
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