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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court held that federal district courts have concurrent jurisdiction with state courts over

private actions arising under the Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA). The TCPA's

authorization for private plaintiffs to sue in an appropriate state court did not expressly or implicitly

displace federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331. The Court reversed the Eleventh Circuit

and remanded the case.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

TOPICS

Supreme Court of the United States
Justice Ginsburg

Federal

January 18, 2012
reversed_and_remanded

Mims brought a private action in the United States District Court for
the Southern District of Florida alleging violations of the Telephone
Consumer Protection Act. The district court dismissed for lack of
subject-matter jurisdiction, and the Eleventh Circuit affirmed. The

Supreme Court granted certiorari.

De novo review of the district court's subject-matter jurisdiction

determination.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Congress's authorization of private TCPA actions in an appropriate state court makes state

courts the exclusive forum for those actions.

2. Whether federal district courts retain federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 over private

actions arising under the TCPA.

HOLDINGS

1. Federal and state courts have concurrent jurisdiction over private actions arising under the Telephone
Consumer Protection Act. The TCPA's authorization to bring a private action in an appropriate state

court does not expressly or by fair implication divest federal district courts of jurisdiction under 28
U.S.C. § 1331.

2. Congress did not eliminate or displace § 1331 jurisdiction over private TCPA actions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold, therefore, that federal and state courts have concurrent jurisdiction over private suits arising under
the TCPA.” (565 U.S. at 371-372)

“Nothing in the text, structure, purpose, or legislative history of the TCPA calls for displacement of the
federal question jurisdiction U. S. district courts ordinarily have under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.” (565 U.S. at 386-
387)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mims alleged that Arrow, a debt-collection agency, repeatedly used an automatic telephone dialing system or
prerecorded or artificial voice to call his cellular telephone without his consent. He alleged willful or knowing
violations of the Telephone Consumer Protection Act and sought declaratory relief, a permanent injunction, and

statutory and treble damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court held that federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 was unavailable because the
TCPA vested exclusive jurisdiction over private actions in state courts. The Eleventh Circuit affirmed in a per

curiam decision, relying on circuit precedent. The Supreme Court reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the lower courts for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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