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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts grants Plaintiffs’ motion for
reconsideration, vacates portions of its prior order, and denies Defendants’ motion to dismiss. The
Court holds that federal Truth-in-Leasing regulations do not preempt Plaintiffs’ Massachusetts Wage
Act and Massachusetts minimum wage claims because the regulations govern disclosure and do not
require allegedly unlawful wage deductions. The Court reinstates the challenged claims for further

proceedings.
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DISPOSITION vacated

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for reconsideration of an interlocutory order that had

granted in part and denied in part defendants' motion to dismiss. The
court granted reconsideration, vacated the prior dismissal of portions

of Counts II and III, and denied defendants' motion to dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Interlocutory orders may be reconsidered under the court's inherent
authority before final judgment. Reconsideration is granted sparingly
and requires newly discovered evidence, an intervening change in
controlling law, or a manifest error of law or clearly unjust prior order.
At the motion-to-dismiss stage, preemption generally presents a pure
question of law and disputed factual assumptions are not material to

the preemption analysis.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should reconsider its interlocutory order dismissing portions of plaintiffs'
Massachusetts wage claims as preempted.

2. Whether the federal Truth-in-Leasing regulations conflict with or frustrate the objectives of the

Massachusetts Wage Act and Massachusetts Minimum Wage Law.

3. Whether compliance with the Massachusetts wage laws and the Truth-in-Leasing regulations is
impossible.

4. Whether the prior order's factual assumptions warranted reconsideration.

HOLDINGS

1. The court may reconsider its nonfinal order under its inherent authority, and reconsideration was
warranted because the prior determination that the Truth-in-Leasing regulations preempted the

Massachusetts wage claims was a clear error of law.

2. The Truth-in-Leasing regulations do not conflict with or frustrate the objectives of the Massachusetts
Wage Act because the federal regulations protect drivers through lease-term disclosure while the
Massachusetts law regulates the payment of earned wages; the two legal regimes operate in distinct

spheres.

3. Compliance with the Massachusetts Wage Act and the Truth-in-Leasing regulations is possible;
therefore, impossibility preemption does not apply.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Here, as explained below, the Court concludes that the TIL regulations do not preempt Plaintiffs’ MWA
(Count 1) and MMWL (Count III) claims.” (Introduction)

“A carrier may therefore comply with both by refraining from unlawful deductions as to employees and

disclosing any such deductions in leases with independent contractors.” (111.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs are former and current truck drivers for 28Freight LL.C who allege that defendants made improper

deductions from their wages. They assert a Massachusetts Wage Act claim based on unlawful deductions and a



Massachusetts Minimum Wage Law claim alleging that, after the deductions, they were paid less than the
minimum wage. Defendants argued that the claims were conflict-preempted by federal Truth-in-Leasing

regulations governing leases between motor carriers and drivers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs brought a proposed class action alleging violations of Massachusetts wage laws and federal Truth-in-
Leasing regulations arising from deductions from truck drivers' wages. The court's prior order dismissed Count
II, to the extent based on unlawful deductions, and Count III as preempted by the federal regulations. On
reconsideration, the court concluded that the regulations did not preempt the state-law claims and vacated those
dismissals while leaving other portions of the prior order intact.
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