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SUMMARY

The Fifth Circuit held that the plaintiff's state-law claims arising from his removal from an airline
flight were expressly preempted by the Airline Deregulation Act's federal-preemption provision. The
court vacated the district court judgment for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction and later denied
rehearing, concluding that the preemption provision controlled over the federal statute preserving
common-law remedies.
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DISPOSITION vacated

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Chaparral Airlines appealed from a judgment entered on a jury verdict
awarding O'Carroll damages on state-law claims arising from his
removal from a flight. The Fifth Circuit considered whether federal
aviation law preempted those claims and whether the district court
therefore had subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review of the district court's subject matter jurisdiction and
the preemption issue.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE precedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Federal Aviation Act expressly preempted O'Carroll's state-law claims concerning his
exclusion from air transportation.

2. Whether the district court had subject matter jurisdiction over the action after the asserted state-law
claims were preempted by federal law.

3. Whether 49 U.S.C. § 1506 preserved O'Carroll's state-law negligence claims despite the later-enacted
express preemption provision in 49 U.S.C. App. § 1305.

HOLDINGS

1. 49 U.S.C. App. § 1305 expressly preempted O'Carroll's common-law and other state-law claims because
they related to the services of an air carrier.

2. The district court lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the action because the complaint alleged only
state-law claims that were preempted by federal law.

3. Section 1305 controlled over § 1506 because § 1305 was enacted later and specifically addressed federal
preemption; therefore, § 1506 did not preserve the asserted state-law claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Subject to reasonable rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Transportation, any such carrier
may also refuse transportation of a passenger or property when, in the opinion of the carrier, such
transportation would or might be inimical to safety of flight.” (¶ 6)

“[N]o State ... shall enact or enforce any law, rule, regulation, standard, or other provision having the force
and effect of law relating to rates, routes, or services of any air carrier having authority under subchapter IV
of this chapter to provide air transportation.” (¶ 11)

“Nothing contained in this chapter shall in any way abridge or alter the remedies now existing at common
law or by statute, but the provisions of this chapter are in addition to such remedies.” (¶ 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

O'Carroll held a Chaparral ticket for a trip from Portland, Maine, to Alexandria, Louisiana, including a final
flight segment from Dallas to Alexandria. While intoxicated and traveling with his cousin, he became loud and
boisterous, refused a flight attendant's request to deplane and address a ticket irregularity, and was removed from
the aircraft by police after the captain summoned them. He was subsequently charged with disorderly conduct
and jailed, then brought state-law claims alleging wrongful exclusion from the flight.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

O'Carroll sued in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Texas, asserting state-law claims
based on his alleged wrongful exclusion from a Chaparral flight. After a jury awarded him $260,273.23, the
magistrate denied Chaparral's motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict and its Rule 12(b)(6) motion to
dismiss, then entered judgment on the verdict. The Fifth Circuit vacated the judgment for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction. The court later denied O'Carroll's petition for rehearing.
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