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Excerpts from Rule 16.1 Initial Management Conference Reports on Consolidated Complaints
June 27, 2026


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH 
 
	 
 
IN RE: BROILER CHICKEN GROWER 
ANTITRUST LITIGATION (NO. III) 
 
 


 
JOINT CASE MANAGEMENT 
REPORT 
 
MDL No. 2:25-MD-03167-RJS-JCB 
 
Hon. Robert J. Shelby 
 
 
Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16.1(b) and the Court’s Notice and Order of 
Case Management Hearing (ECF No. 11), Plaintiffs[footnoteRef:1] and Defendants[footnoteRef:2] (the “Parties”) submit the following joint case management report. The Parties have met and conferred in good faith regarding this submission, including exchanging drafts and participating in multiple telephonic conferences.     [1:  “Plaintiffs” includes Haff Poultry, Inc. (“Haff”), Nancy Butler, James Michael Mercer, Jonathan Walters, Marc McEntire, Karen McEntire, and Daniel W. Gaines, Jr., on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated.   ]  [2:  “Defendants” includes  Mountaire Farms Inc., Mountaire Farms of Delaware, Inc., Peco Foods, Inc., House of Raeford Farms Inc., House of Raeford Farms of Louisiana, LLC, George’s Inc., George’s Chicken, LLC, Ozark Mountain Poultry, Inc., George’s Foods, LLC, George’s Processing, Inc., Foster Farms, LLC, Amick Farms, LLC, Case Foods, Inc., Case Farms Processing, Inc., Fieldale Farms Corp., Mar-Jac Poultry, Inc., Mar-Jac Poultry MS, LLC, Mar-Jac Poultry AL, LLC, Mar-Jac Poultry, LLC, Mar-Jac Holdings, Inc., O.K. Foods, Inc., Simmons 
 ] 

	I. 	Principal Factual and Legal Issues Likely to Be Presented 
A. Plaintiffs’ Statement 
* * * * * * *  *
 
	III. 	Initial Litigation Matters 
 
A. Consolidated Pleadings 
 
Plaintiffs plan on filing an administrative consolidated complaint on March 6, 2026. 
B. Discovery Orders 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Joint Report for Initial Judicial Management Conference  
* * * * * * * * *
II. 	Additional Required Content 
A. Consolidation of Pleadings 
As detailed above in Section I.A.ii., Plaintiffs request leave to file a separate consolidated complaint for each of the three classes.  The Parties agree that Defendants are not obligated to answer or otherwise respond to any of the individual Complaints in any of the actions that have been consolidated in this case.  Defendants agree that service of the consolidated complaints may be completed by email and ECF on counsel of record for any Defendant who has appeared. 
The Parties met and conferred regarding the schedule for Defendants to respond to the consolidated complaints but were unable to reach an agreement. They therefore set forth their respective positions as follows: 
Plaintiffs: Plaintiffs propose that Defendants file any motions to dismiss or otherwise respond to the consolidated complaints no later than thirty-five (35) days after those complaints are filed, with Plaintiffs’ oppositions due thirty-five (35) days thereafter and Defendants’ replies due fourteen (14) days after the oppositions. 
This schedule aligns with the pace of this District as further detailed in Plaintiffs' proposed case schedule set forth in Section III below. An 84-day total briefing cycle allows the Court to resolve threshold pleading issues efficiently. Defendants' proposed schedule, by contrast, would consume roughly one hundred and thirty-five (135) days — more than four (4) months — on a single round of motion to dismiss briefing alone, before the Court even takes the motions under advisement. 
Plaintiffs’ proposed response period is more than adequate given the posture of this case. Defendants are not encountering the allegations in the forthcoming consolidated complaints cold. The initial complaints have been on file since early November 2025, and before that, the DOJ had been conducting an investigation into anticompetitive conduct in the egg industry — putting Defendants on notice of the nature and substance of the claims at issue even before any private action was filed. The already-filed complaints, including the recently filed California case, share largely overlapping factual allegations, and while the consolidated complaints may contain some differences, Plaintiffs do not expect the core facts or case theory to change. Any such changes do not justify the sixty (60) day period Defendants have requested. By the time the consolidated complaints are filed, Defendants will have had months to evaluate and develop their positions. Thirty-five (35) days to formalize arguments that Defendants should have already been preparing is a reasonable period, not a compressed one. 
Defendants have also indicated their intent to file consolidated briefing joined by most or all Defendants—a joint approach that reduces, rather than increases, the drafting burden. Plaintiffs likewise intend to file consolidated opposition briefs across all three tracks, and while doing so requires coordination among multiple law firms and three putative classes, Plaintiffs believe that consolidated responses ultimately reduce the overall drafting burden compared to piecemeal filings. Plaintiffs believe that Defendants, represented by some of the largest and best‑resourced law firms in the country, are fully capable of coordinating such a filing within the proposed timeframe. 
Defendants: Defendants propose that the Court allow Defendants sixty (60) days after the filing of consolidated complaints to move to dismiss or otherwise respond to Plaintiffs’ three consolidated complaints; allow Plaintiffs forty-five (45) days to oppose those motions; and allow Defendants thirty (30) days to reply.   
Defendants’ proposed 60-day period to file motions to dismiss is in line with normal practice.  Any defendant who waives service of a complaint is permitted sixty days to respond under Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(d).  And here, Defendants must respond not to just one complaint, but three at the same time.  While Defendants have access to Plaintiffs’ initial complaints, the consolidated complaints may well contain additional, substantive allegations that are not present in the initial complaints and of which Defendants are not presently aware.  For example, two new California cases were filed on April 20, 2026, containing allegations not present in other complaints—including a “preliminary economic analysis” and allegations regarding economic modeling, event-study analysis, and regression frameworks that do not appear in any prior complaint.  Defendants should be afforded the time necessary to respond to three consolidated complaints that may contain similar unknown allegations, and Defendants propose that an appropriate deadline would be sixty days.   
In the interests of judicial efficiency, Defendants anticipate submitting consolidated briefing in support of their motions to dismiss, to be joined by most or all Defendants.[footnoteRef:3]  Such coordination takes significant time, particularly where, as here, at least nine different Defendant families will be coordinating.  Motion to dismiss briefing schedules in large antitrust cases entered by numerous courts around the country, including the Eastern District of Wisconsin, reflect this additional complexity by regularly awarding sixty days to respond to complaints.  See, e.g., In re Generac Solar Power Sys. Mktg., 2:23-md-03078LA, ECF No. 13 (E.D. Wis.) (60 days to file motions to dismiss, 45 days for oppositions, 30 days for reply); In re Concrete and Cement Additives Antitrust Litig., 1:24-md-03097LJL, ECF No. 105 (S.D.N.Y.) (allowing 60 days to file motions to dismiss, 60 days for oppositions, and 30 days for reply); In re Frozen Potato Products Antitrust Litig., 1:24-cv11801, ECF No. 60 (N.D. Ill.) (same).   [3:  While Defendants will evaluate once Plaintiffs have filed their consolidated complaints, Defendants also anticipate that one or more Defendants will file briefs addressing Defendant specific dismissal arguments.  Any such briefs will be non-duplicative of the arguments presented in the Defendants’ joint briefing.   ] 

Plaintiffs’ suggestion that consolidated briefing reduces, rather than increases, the drafting burden is wrong.  It would be far faster for each Defendant to prepare its own brief and leave it to the Court to sort out how all the arguments fit together.  Defendants are prepared to take that burden off the Court by coordinating and consolidating their arguments where possible.  However, doing so requires time. 
 
Plaintiffs’ proposal, on the other hand, is imbalanced.  Plaintiffs seek 35 days after leadership is appointed to finalize and file their consolidated complaints—even though they have already agreed on leadership, and each leadership group will be responsible for only one consolidated complaint.  Yet Plaintiffs would afford Defendants only 35 days to coordinate responses to all three consolidated complaints from the moment Defendants first see them.  Plaintiffs’ proposed 35-day response and 14-day reply deadlines are similarly skewed: Plaintiffs seek to extend their default 21-day opposition period by 14 days, but would extend Defendants’ default 10-day reply period by only four days.

_____________________________________________________________
IN RE: AIR CRASH AT MUAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, SPOUTH KOREA ON DECEMBER 29, 2024
MDL No. 2:26-md-03174-JLR
(Document 5; Filed 05/21/26)
JOINT REPORT

 * * * * * * * 
IV.  How to manage the direct filing of new actions in the MDL 
Plaintiffs’ Position: Plaintiffs propose the filing of a Master Complaint with Notice of Adoption of the Master Complaint short form complaints relating to individual plaintiffs or plaintiff groups.  A draft Master Complaint is attached as Exhibit 1.  Plaintiffs seek leave to file a Master Complaint within two weeks of this Court’s order on this joint report.   
Plaintiffs and their representing law firms have additional clients to be added as plaintiffs in this action.  
Plaintiffs have attached as Exhibit 2 a proposed standardized short form Notice of Adoption of Master Complaint.  All Plaintiffs seek leave to add additional clients in short form complaints within two weeks of this Court’s order on this joint report.  A draft of the HLG/PCVA plaintiffs’ short form complaint, which includes the additional clients with claims, is attached as Exhibit 3. A draft of the Wisner/Barks plaintiffs’ short form complaint is attached as Exhibit 4. 
Both groups of law firms expect there will be future clients to be added through additional short form complaints.   We expect these additions to drop off by the end of the 2026 calendar year.  Plaintiffs are open to the Court’s preference on how these future claims are added to this action. If it is this Court’s preference, Plaintiffs can file motions for leave to file additional short form complaints.  If, however, this Court welcomes the addition of short form complaints without seeking leave, at least through the end of 2026, this may be a more efficient approach. 
Boeing’s Position: Boeing does not believe that any new filings will be so numerous as to justify the entry of an order allowing for direct filings. If, however, the Court prefers to allow direct filings, Boeing proposes that the Parties be allowed to negotiate and submit an agreed upon order setting the conditions for direct filings. Boeing does not oppose Plaintiffs’ proposal to use consolidated pleadings, though it reserves all defenses and objections to the master and short-form complaints. If the Court does allow Plaintiffs to file a master complaint, Boeing asks that its response to such a master complaint be deemed responsive to all short form complaints and that no further response to the short form complaints be required unless those short form complaints include additional allegations or claims that are not in the master complaint. 

*  * * * * *
VI.  Whether consolidated pleadings should be prepared 
Plaintiffs’ Position: As set out above, Plaintiffs propose that a Master Complaint and short forms are appropriate for this case.  Plaintiffs also propose consolidated discovery requests to streamline the process and expect to coordinate any anticipated motion practice as well.   
Boeing’s Position: Boeing does not oppose Plaintiffs’ proposal to use consolidated pleadings, though it reserves all defenses and objections to the master and short-form complaints.

__________________________________________________________
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4

VII. 	WHETHER CONSOLIDATED PLEADINGS SHOULD BE PREPARED AND A SCHEDULE FOR SUCH 
As noted, the parties appear to agree that plaintiffs should prepare a master long-form complaint, along with plaintiff-specific short-form complaints (the template for which should be negotiated by the parties and approved by the Court).  Consistent with this, Lyft proposes the first step here is for the parties to confer regarding those pleadings as contemplated below: 
  
	Event 
	Date 

	Long-form complaint due 
	June 1, 2026 

	Template short-form complaint (subject to meet and conferring by the parties) and/or disputes regarding template short-form complaint due for the Court’s consideration 
	June 29, 2026 

	Short-form complaints due 
	Within 21 days of Court’s entry of shortform complaint for cases in the proceeding 
 
Within 21 days of transfer or assignment, for other cases. 

	Rule 12 motion challenging long-form complaint  (if necessary) due 
	August 3, 2026 

	Confer about additional long-form challenges (if necessary) 
	2 weeks after long-form Rule 12 motion  decided 

	Case-management statement addressing remaining  proceedings and challenges to short-form complaints 
	4 weeks after long-form Rule 12 motion  decided 


 
Depending on the Court’s ruling on any motions to dismiss, and any issues regarding short-form complaint submissions, additional conferences between the parties regarding amended pleadings, surviving claims, or other disputes may be required.  


______________________________________________________________
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
IN RE: ROBLOX CORPORATION CHILD 	MDL No. 3166 
SEXUAL EXPLOITATION AND 
ASSAULT LITIGATION 	Case No. 25-md-03166-RS 
____________________ 	PLAINTIFFS’ CONSOLIDATED CASE 
 MANAGEMENT STATEMENT 
This document relates to:   
ALL ACTIONS 
 Plaintiffs respectfully submit this Consolidated Case Management Statement addressing the subjects the Court has set for discussion at the initial case management conference on January 30, 2026, as well as the other topics identified by the Court in Pretrial Order No. 1. See ECF No. 2.  
* * * * *
	vii. 	Whether and When Consolidated Pleadings Should Be Prepared 
Plaintiffs propose that a Master Complaint be filed, setting forth common factual allegations and legal theories, for administrative convenience only and not as the operative pleading for the cases in this MDL. See Gelboim v. Bank Am. Corp., 574 U.S. 405, 413 n.3 (2015) (explaining that in MDLs the parties may “elect” to file a “master complaint” and a corresponding “consolidated answer,” which supersede prior individual pleadings, or the plaintiffs can file a master complaint that “is not meant to be a pleading with legal effect but only a summary of the claims brought by all plaintiffs”); see also, e.g., In re Acetaminophen ASD-ADHD Prods. Liab. Litig., No. 22CV8830 (DLC), 2023 WL 3026412, at *2 n.2 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 20, 2023) (“The master complaint is not the operative pleading; it is an administrative document.”). Plaintiffs further propose that Plaintiffs then file short-form complaints, as discussed below, that serve as the operative pleading and that may expressly adopt the Master Complaint in whole or in part. See, e.g., Acetaminophen, 2023 WL 3026412, at *2 (resolving motion to dismiss based on facts “drawn from the Plaintiffs’ short form complaint (‘SFC’) and the master complaint in this MDL that the SFC incorporates by reference”).   After the Court appoints Lead Counsel for Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs propose to file the Master Complaint and confer with Defendants regarding individual short-form complaints. Short-form complaints should allow incorporation by reference of the Master Complaint and should focus on identifying relevant Defendants and claims, as well as plaintiff-specific allegations such as dates of use, platforms used, exploitation type, and injuries. Short-form complaints should not require information exceeding pleading requirements under the Federal Rules (e.g., detailed descriptions of platform interactions), especially given that Defendants already possess complete user data.  
Plaintiffs submit the following proposed schedule:  
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1 Event 	Deadline 
2 Master Complaint  	45 days after appointment of Lead Counsel and any 
other positions 
3 Parties confer on short-form requirements 	30 days after Master Complaint 
4 Joint letter on disputes (if any) 	14 days after meet-and-confer 
	Court resolves disputes 	As scheduled 
5 Short-form complaints (current cases) 	30 days after dispute resolution 
6 Short-form complaints (later cases) 	30 days after transfer to MDL 

_______________________________________________________________________
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Misc. Action No. 25-179 (JDB); 
MDL Docket No. 3162 
 
JOINT INITIAL MANAGEMENT REPORT 
Pursuant to ¶ 5 of the Court’s Initial Procedure Order No. 1 (ECF No. 8) (“IPO No. 1”), undersigned counsel for all Plaintiffs and Defendants in the current consolidated matters 
(collectively, the “Parties”) file this Joint Initial Management Report in advance of the Initial Management Conference scheduled for March 27, 2026.  The Parties note that there are additional cases with additional plaintiffs and additional defendants that have been filed and are in the process of being consolidated.  Consistent with ¶ 4 of IPO No. 1, undersigned counsel held a meet-and-confer discussion on February 2, 2026, via Zoom and exchanged multiple emails following that videoconference.  
* * * * * * *
[bookmark: _Toc36930]	F. 	Consolidated Pleadings 
Baker Plaintiffs’ Position:  
Baker Plaintiffs’ Counsel propose that consolidated pleadings – a Consolidated Master Complaint encompassing allegations of both the Digital Payment Kickback and Interest Rate Schemes and responsive pleadings directed to the Consolidated Master Complaint – would be appropriate and promote efficiency. Although the two alleged courses of conduct involve potentially two different sets of co-defendants — the FinTech Defendants and the Bank Defendants, respectively — both schemes center on the same Administrator Defendants, who allegedly received undisclosed compensation through both schemes. Critically, the settlements at issue in the two schemes are not mutually exclusive — many of the same settlements, and the same Administrator Defendants overseeing them, are implicated in both schemes. The Digital Payment Kickback Scheme involves revenue-sharing arrangements tied to digital payment distributions arising from those settlements, through which Administrator Defendants allegedly received revenue from FinTech Defendants funded by unredeemed digital payment and gift 
cards. The Interest Rate Scheme involves arrangements with Bank Defendants through which Administrator Defendants allegedly received a portion of interest paid on QSF deposits — funds drawn from overlapping settlements administered by those same fiduciaries. All the alleged payments were concealed from the courts overseeing the relevant settlements, from class counsel, and from class members, and both were allegedly routed through special purpose entities created for that purpose. Given this common structure and overlapping settlement corpus, a single consolidated complaint is the more practical and efficient pleading vehicle. 
The case for a single complaint is reinforced by the arguments Baker Plaintiffs advanced before the JPML in securing centralization of the related actions. In opposing the Whalen 
Plaintiffs' request to sever the Digital Payment Kickback Scheme claims from the Interest Rate Scheme claims, Baker Plaintiffs demonstrated that both sets of claims share a common factual core — the same Administrator Defendants, the same court-appointed fiduciary relationships, overlapping QSFs, and overlapping class members. Importantly, the underlying settlements at issue are not confined to one scheme or the other — many of the same settlements, administered by the same fiduciaries, generated funds implicated in both alleged schemes. As the JPML seemingly acknowledged when it declined to sever the two schemes and centralized all actions together before this Court, severing related claims increases the risk of creating murky factual dividing lines, confusion, and unnecessary expense for both the Court and the parties. 
Discovery required to investigate and litigate both schemes will also be substantially overlapping. The same Administrator Defendant witnesses will likely be relevant to both the breakage and the interest-sharing arrangements. The SPE structures alleged to have been used to receive and conceal payments appear common to both schemes. Most significantly, the settlements that serve as the evidentiary foundation involve the same settlement documents and QSF account records, and distribution data will frequently be at the center of both cases, regardless of whether a given settlement is implicated in one scheme or both. Proceeding under a single consolidated complaint avoids duplicative depositions, reduces the risk of inconsistent rulings on overlapping issues — particularly class certification — and conserves the time and resources of the parties and the Court. 
A single complaint is also the more efficient path to class certification. Both schemes involve overlapping class members and the same core legal questions: fiduciary duties, revenue sharing, and harm. Because the settlements and Administrator Defendants overlap substantially across both theories, the factual record on liability, damages, and class-wide injury will be largely common. Bifurcating the claims would create the risks of inconsistent rulings on substantially similar class certification questions and would potentially require class members and other witnesses participate in two separate proceedings arising from the same conduct. A single consolidated complaint avoids that complexity and provides a more workable structure for managing this case through pretrial proceedings. Notably, Baker Plaintiffs’ position generally aligns with Defendants’ position on this issue. 
Whalen Plaintiffs’ Position: 
Whalen Plaintiffs’ Counsel defers to the Court as to whether there should be a single Consolidated Master Complaint or two Consolidated Master Complaints (one for each of the two claims discussed in sections M(1) and M(2) below).  
The original Baker plaintiffs filed the first digital payment claim on April 24, 2025.  The original Whalen plaintiffs filed the first interest rate price fixing and kickback claim on May 28, 2025.  All other complaints are based on these two claims although the Reiger complaint and the Coughlin complaint add additional facts and additional defendants.  
Again, we will not respond to Defendants’ lengthy argument below except to note that Defendants’ appear to concede that there are two separate and distinct causes of action with separate facts, separate legal theories, certain unique defendants, and unique plaintiffs.  There are common and unique aspects.  The question is which predominates. 
Defendants’ Position: 
Defendants agree with Baker Plaintiffs’ Counsel that a single Consolidated Master Complaint should be filed addressing all theories of liability in this case and superseding all pending complaints.  A single superseding Consolidated Master Complaint will promote efficiency and provide a single source of allegations relevant to discovery, if any.  While Plaintiffs currently assert claims based on two legal theories—one set of claims against most of the “Administrator Defendants” and the “FinTech Defendants” based on digital payment cards and another set of claims against the “Administrator Defendants” and the “Bank Defendants” based on interest rates—the claims are similar and arise out of many of the same identified settlements.[footnoteRef:4]  Based on the ten already-consolidated complaints, Plaintiffs brought claims under each theory against most of the same set of Administrator Defendants.  In pursuit of each theory, Plaintiffs seek to represent substantially similar nationwide classes and assert similar claims under federal law and common law.  Plaintiffs bring claims under each theory arising from the same underlying settlements and agreements or understandings concerning the administration of those settlements.  Should discovery proceed, it would inevitably involve many of the same or similar witnesses and documents.  Thus, proceeding with two complaints would require  [4:  The JPML recognized the same in deciding that both theories should be consolidated over Boies Schiller and LTL Attorneys’ objection.  See In re Class Action Settlement Admin. Litig., 2025 WL 3563715, at *1-2 (J.P.M.L. Dec. 12, 2025).    
16 ] 

 
examination of substantially the same settlement terms, disclosures, and administration terms, and force Defendants to respond separately to different Plaintiffs, who may express different or conflicting positions; threaten to render the case unmanageable; impose additional delay and expense on Defendants; and undermine the point of consolidation. 
Furthermore, the Consolidated Master Complaint should be the operative pleading in this litigation, superseding all previously filed complaints.  The Consolidated Master Complaint should not be merely an administrative complaint that summarizes the allegations in the individual, consolidated complaints but without legal effect.  See Gelboim v. Bank of America 
Corp., 574 U.S. 405, 413 n.3 (2015).  A single, operative and superseding Consolidated Master Complaint will promote efficiency and provide a single source of all allegations relevant to motions to dismiss and discovery, if any.  Defendants respectfully suggest that the most efficient way to resolve the apparent dispute between the Plaintiff groups is to ensure that the (single) Consolidated Master Complaint include separate and distinct causes of action based on the two legal theories alleged against the Administrator Defendants and Bank Defendants, on the one hand, and the Administrator Defendants and FinTech Defendants, on the other.  This will help make it clear which allegations and claims apply to which Defendants and avoid unnecessary confusion when it comes to briefing. 
Defendants understood from the Parties’ February 2 meet-and-confer that Plaintiffs (including those represented by Seeger Weiss, Boies Schiller, and LTL Attorneys) agreed that a single Consolidated Master Complaint should be filed.  Indeed, counsel for Boies Schiller represented during that meet-and-confer that it “will be more efficient to have a single consolidated complaint.”  Following the meet-and-confer, however, Boies Schiller and LTL Attorneys, without explanation, changed positions and now appear to propose two complaints, either as a threshold position or an alternative position.  
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Attorneys for Defendant Lyft, Inc. 


 
	Case No. 3:26-md-03171-RFL 	LYFT’S CASE-MANAGEMENT STATEMENT 
 
	Case No. 3:26-md-03171-RFL 	LYFT’S CASE-MANAGEMENT STATEMENT 
 
	Case No. 3:26-md-03171-RFL 	LYFT’S CASE-MANAGEMENT STATEMENT 
image2.png




image3.png




image1.png
RABIE]J LITIGATION

LAW CENTER

h RABIE] LITIGATION

LAW CENTER





