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CASE 1-1

Lucia V. TELEDYNE

Supp
JUDGE: Richard W, Vollmer. I

FACTS: The Plaintiff in this case oW and oper
ites Iwo piston engine atreraft that wse cramnkshafts
puirfariired &Y D fendant
Motors DHvision (“Teledyne "), On April 19, 909
Telpchyne [ssued a wCritical  Service Bulletin”
("SR noted cracks found fn e af efeht engine
erankxhafis 1 mcrrifectiered oF reworked (n V93,

Teledvne € ontinentl

Teledyne's CSB deratted an Inspectio process i
examined in
by Tiledyne Fopresentianes The
thie erunk

which eligiile crankshats winild be
field inspections
inspections call foor ulrrasorad resting &f
shafts, If probléms were revealed, the engine would
be removed and sent e Teledyne s
Maobile, Alabama.

focilines

On April 22, 1999, the Federeal Avieion Acmimis

rreatiom [ °TAA ") issued 4 ‘Prigrity Letier Airwiors

fhinexs Directive ™ (° AD"™) prbrsucnd 1o i iy

2d 125

under 49 1.8.C. Section 44701, The AD mandated
wlrascae inspections of the covered crankshalls |
and approved the technical vontents of Teledvoe's |
CSB

e duy after, the Issudnee af the AD, Platnff I|
Lucia filed a claim against Teledyne in phe Circiud

Court of Mobile Conmty, Alabarma FegUERTINg |
injunchive relie f o the formi of
of He

“magnafiie testing”
crunkshafts o guesion ird compensalory
damagey "ot (1 EXCEAS af 370,000 per clasy mem- |
ber, attorneys” fees from the common fund, lterests

and costs.” The four causey of aerion asserted in the

|
Plainniff s compliing are { 1) Misrepresemtation, (2)
Negligence, i3) Sirict Livhility, e (4) Breach of
Express Warraniy: |
Che May 16, JouR,  Teledvne Glad s Notice of
Removal, claming that this coxe xhould e [

!

removed 1o federal cour? heisedd o proumds of sulr

fect recirieEr frerizdiciien (ver o federinl griestionn, of



it the alternative, on the existence of compiete
diversity between the parties. In 1urn, the Plamiff
filed a Motion o Remand thiy case back to the
siate court whene it was filed. The federal court
now exantines whether this case can by properly
removed to'a federal court.

OPINION

A) Diversity Jurisdiction: The foundation for
federal court diversity furisdiction — the power 10
decide cuses between citizens of different siates —
s Article TIT of the United Sunes Constitution. Us.
Const. art. 1, § 2 [Citation], However, when Con-
diversity jurisdiction (o cases in which there was
mmmmmm
the pasties, [Citation.] Today, the threshald amount

ages 10 establish diversity i a clas
action. See Cohen {1, [Citation]. Though not address-
: y_ﬂﬁﬁd?fﬂiﬂiﬂ!drhuldhlgh-h

mg

ugcord with the rule that, generafly speaking. when 3
set of pluintiffs join in onc lawsuil the value of their
claims may not be added together, or “agpregated.”
1o sutisfy the amount in CONERWErSY requirement for
diversity jurisdiction, [Citations.]

lh:nlmddmmimhnkﬂm:um
mﬂﬂmhpﬁwimmmdﬂw
alwd_lyfmﬂt}rmhhnﬁ&ﬁmﬂmm_m
m@mﬂuMurwdmw:mﬂ.
m;wwhﬁﬁmmummmn:
$70,000. See Complaint, supri. In any evenl,
wssurming arguendo that a class could eventually be
mﬁﬁedhﬂﬁnmmﬁmwmm
ﬂ'g‘uifphd}dmugﬁﬂhimmuidnmmw
1o form (ho basis for foderd diversity jurisdiction,

Funidamentaiz of the LS. Legal Systam

e —

since any of the claims of this hypothetical class
would arise from those class members’ separate
and individual agreements with Teledyne. [Citr
tion.} Though the point i somewhal moot as onky
Plaintiff Lucia's ¢laims are belore this Court, such
clnhnasmwmid#i&efmmwﬂ-muhm members
could not be aggreguted for amount in controversy
purposes. [Citation. |

The allegations by Teledyne that the avistion com-
pum-mpntﬂlﬁnﬁem.dﬁlmm&m
dmrddw'ﬁ:thcmm;mdﬂiqimmm
the rights that could be asserted in this matier,
munﬂpgnWthﬂuclmsmMnmtuﬂyh
centified in this matter, [Citation:} (“Federal Rule of
Lﬂvﬂﬁmdmﬂuhmm;dmmnfpw—
rimpdﬂiﬁi’fwhcnﬂmniﬁnwmqu&ﬁnnrf
law or fact and the claims of all plaintifis arose ot
of the sae transsction or occurrence- However, i

Teledyne argues thal, since this lawsuit secks com-
and actual damages in an arca of law

which, according 1o Defendant, has been supes
preempied by virtue of Congress' delegation 1o the
Federnl Aviation Administration, the Court thene-
fure has proper jurisdiction. Defendant’s ficld pre-
[ ArEUment operites on the assumption that

any and ail judicial interveation into actions even
lenuously affecting issues involving the proper
miaintenance; repair andfor seneral safety rogsiln-
tion of aviation handwire must necessarily be of
the federal typo. This assumption fails to recog-
pize, however, that the stutory grant 10 the FAA
of exclusive federl regulutory power in the field

—
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—_

extends only to those matlers having the force md
ﬂt‘rctufluwmlmudIungim.mummmiccaf
an atr carrer that may provide air ransporAtion
under. this subpart” [Cisation.] The Coun will
addiess this argument more fully below. Alterna-
tively, Defendant argues thit by seeking injuncuve
relief 1o be issued hy & state court in order to com-
pel Teledyne to enact sufety and inspection meas-
ures beyond the scope of those specifically
.uppuvedhﬂ:FMshDshf&prilﬂ,lM.
Plaintiff has bestowed federal question jurisdiction
on the Court by operation of ordinary presmption.

CONCLUSION

Plaintiff’s Complaint relies exclusively on stilc
law causes of action. It does not on its face allege
any basis for federal jurisdiction. Accordingly,

chie

regulatory authority in this area of law arose only
1hnn1hhd;u*iﬂ:fmﬂmmﬁmﬂﬂﬁmpmwd

pwmpjthﬂeﬁﬂ:tu{ﬂnﬁmfsmgﬂmﬂﬁﬁun
Plaintifis request for injunctive reliel. As the mhere.
mm:olufﬁdml{kfm.mmﬁmmng
fﬂhﬂ(tﬂim}wmmwﬂm
basis for federal subject matter jurisdiction, it follows
Ummfu&mlmuqxwﬁiymmﬂﬂﬁaw
h}fﬁhﬂlmlcm.]

Likewise, tl:p:m_lﬁa_im;ﬁrmfmudﬁuulﬂmppm
Teledyne’s claims that the preemption provision of
the Aviation Act, [Citation], indicates that Congress
mmmmmumm&id‘wwy.L.m
1o mitke reasonable the inference that Congress left
no room for the states to supplement federal low
|Citation.] As- noted above, the preemption provi-
slon i this context merely creates 4 potential fed-
eral defense to Plaintift’s clams under state law,
ﬂkh&'mmhnm-mm@cd
mlvmgmﬂrmaﬁmmdmdhﬂym
which would affect airlines” rates, FOUIES O SETV-
ices, (Citation], does not under the principles of

ﬁitypludedmhwﬂdmmdhamﬁhdmﬂu
mmqmmmm-m;n._ﬁhﬂurm
ultimately prove to be preempted by section 41713

REMANDS this mateer to the Circuit Court of
Mbile County, Alabams. The clerk is DIRECTED
mmnllmmm?meﬂmummﬂmﬁmd.
each party 1o bear its oWn costs. |




Notice that in this case 1he defendant, Teledyne, wi

from @ state tral coart O 4 federal wial coun the |

ihink, Teledyne would spend 5o much (ime and meney

moved 1o o federal ¢ourl !

e lIE T Ry i pegd TTYWEL

districy coun ) Why, o viou

(o attempt o have the casc

Teledyne ralses an infercsung argument it this case should be hesnd belore o federal

court becnume il has 4 potential delense bhaxed on preemplion [We W i1 discuss the (ssoc

of preempiion areater detml in Chap. 21 Howevet,

Why does the coun reiect the argument’ Do you think th

the court nejects this argument

& court made the | 1 decision?

Yo are encouraged 10 find and read the full texi of this cise. The full text contumns &
rich and full discussion of the law relating to federal jurisdiction

The next case, Case |-,

involves n guestton of personal Burisdiction: This cise Wik

deemed to be 80 significant thal thie U5, Supreme Courl elected Lo review Ui case Just

how mich contact must @ loreign helicopter transporiation Compaiy have with the stale

af Texas 1o be subject 1o the jurisdiction of the Texas courl SysUEm-

Supreme LCour thinks i Case- 1-2

Y Sae what the

CASE 1-2

HeLicopTEROS NACIONALES Dt COLOMBIA, S.A. V. HALL ET AL.

6 U

EACTS: “Helicol™, the Petitioner. d Colombian

corparalion, entered inro a contrach 1 provdii
| helicapter transportaion for a Conzorci/WSH,
| o Peruvign compatty closely related o a jotnt
l venture that had {18 headguerters In Haouxton,

Ty, during the consortim’s eanytraction af a
| pipeline in Peru for a Perwvian wate-owned ol
' compuny. Pefttioner has no place of business in
I Texas gued never has been licensed 1o do business
| there, lts contmets with Tevas consisted of send-
ing iz chief execulive gfficer fo Hotslont fo negee-

fiane the conprmet with the- conzartiam, dcCeging
] into fts New York bank account checks drawn by
the consartiian on a Texas bk, purchasing heli-
COprery, Gyiiprnen, aned training SErvices friwm @

l Texax manifactures and sending personnel o
1 .

thett mansgfacturer s fucilities for triining After
| helicoprer owned by peritioner erashed in Peri

| resulting in the death of respondents decedenty—

{1984)

Uriited Siates cirizens who were employed by the
cimsprtinm—respondents {nstituted wronetul-dedth
getions in o Texas stafe cour against the conyer

i, the Temes musifactures, and petiioner. Deny-
ing petitiomers motion fo dismiss the actions for
{aek of i poersonam fitrisciction over if, the welal
conert enteved fudgment against petitioner o i Jery
veridict in fivar of respromile s, The Texns Court of
Civil Appenls reversed. holding that [n persotam
jroriscfctim ever peritioner wax latckingg, tud im P
way reversed by the Texas Supreme Court.

OPINION: JUSTICE BLACKM UN delivered
the opinion of the Court

In ruling that the Texas cours had dn persoRam
jurisdiction, the Texis Supreme Court furst held that
the Stute's fong-grm. shtnie rosiches a& far as the
Due Procsss Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment



permits. Thus, the only question remaining for the
court to decide was whether it was comsistent with
the Due Process Clause for Texas courts 1o amsert in
personam jurisdiction over Helicol.

The Duc Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
nmﬂapmﬂlﬁtﬂlittﬁlﬂ'lcpmvﬂufufitul:mum
in personam jurisdiction over 4 nonresident defen-
dunt, Due process requincments anc sutisfied when
in wmmﬂk&nhmﬂmumma
dent ¢ defendant that has “certain mimmum
contscts with [the forum] such that the maintenance
nfﬂumhdnesuurﬂfmd‘u:mﬁ&m-lmﬁmunﬁnh'
pinyunﬂwhsmﬁnljuuim"‘ [Citation. |

Em%ﬂtmﬁduﬁmmhﬂﬂnrﬁnmu{

o relate 10 the forzign corporation’s setivities in the.

forum State, due cess is not offended by a State’s

cution maintined an office in Ohio from which he-

thmmﬁﬂmm;m
kept compatty files and held directors’ meetings in
mmwmmmmmm

with the rehabilitation of the cofpuration’s propertics
in the Philippines. In short, the foreign corpormtion.
through ity president, “(had] been carrying on in
uhh-ammimmwmmmmununﬁwd,pm
af i geneornl huihﬁa,“mulﬂwmmhraf_g:mnl
jurisdiction over the Philippine corportion by an
Oihio coun was “reasonsble and ust™ [Citat b )

e

All parties (0 the prescit cuse concede that respon-
dents” cluims ngainst Helicol did not “atise outof.”
amd are nol related to, Helicol’s sctivities within
Texas. We thus must explore ihe naure of Heli-
col's cantacts with (he State of Texas 1 determine
whether they constitute the kind of continuous and
systematic goneral busingss cORacts the Court
found o exist in Perking, We hold that they do not.

ltiimnﬁapumﬂ&ulﬂelb:ﬂlmmm‘glm
ufh.rsin@ﬁin't‘mnnmdmwhﬁhimﬁupapdm
do business in the State. l!-mn:l]!}'.l:hhnﬂ' LC-
tacts with Texas cansisted of mﬂin;iucbd&}:mb
stive officer 1o Houston for & contrmet-negotiation
minnmephngnmmmwmwmpﬂﬂ
checks drawn on o Houston bank; wing heli-
Hnﬁqﬁlﬁ'fm‘mbﬁmﬁllwnﬁ; aa:ﬁn;p'—
anmﬁmndl?sfmﬂiﬁwium“wm_.h. =4

The one trip ©
tive officer for the purpose of

mms.ﬂnbmﬂﬁnmuhndmﬂ:h.mnh
g:m!lytduul:mu_sequ!hawy#mﬂis
nmuhﬁm_mcﬁmﬁmufth.dm-m
uni]mulaeﬁﬂ:ydmﬂ:ﬂpuﬂyuuthir&pﬁwn
mnmmwwhmmhmmmqnmnﬂn-
ing whether n defendant has sufficient comtacts
with o forum State 1o justify an assertion of juris-
diction. [Citations, |

1




ey

This Gt in Iteriativmal Shoe scknowledged and
_ o finding contacts suf- -.ﬂdmtmpmﬁnultsluwﬂ;.tnmmthrg. [Cira-
ﬁ&m_wawﬂmm&muﬂnﬂﬁﬂidimﬁ’cdu M.immﬂmﬁhwmmhddm

not agree for the Court's Mpwdmmﬂnmwn;amgulm'w‘
nﬁﬁmh{ﬂmﬂmlmukﬂ:lmmmhm mmmmmghmwmﬂ;m'amum

amdl related trips, alone, are ot a sufficient in personam aver & nofresident CORPOnl:
hmfm'nm‘amnﬁmn{jmﬁnﬂm &mhumdmmnﬂ:ﬂmwﬂm

:ﬁmﬂhrkanwwﬂummw :
e againt f there. et by f the packags < The AR
n established ""mﬂwﬁmhmwmm a part of the. package of goods and sery o8 PR

mmﬂ_wﬁ#mhﬁuﬁhmamnm

of [New York}." (Citation.] of the Supreme Court of Texas It

ot ) e R ===

Srudents should note that in this case the U.S. Supreme Court determined that the Texas
Supreme Court incorrectly ruled that the contacts of Helicol were sufficient 1o assert
jurisdiction over the corporation. This case Was not easily decided (as evidenced by the
disagreement between the Texas Supreme Court and the U.S, Supreme Court). In fact,
(here was a dissenting { minority) opinion published by Justice Brepnan in this case. In
hiy dissenting opinion, Justice Brennan states: w1 believe that the undisputed comacts
in this case between ... Helicol ... and the State of Texas are sufficiently gmportant, and
<ufficiently related 10 the underlying cause of action, w0 make it fair and reasonable for
the State 10 assent personal jurisdiction over Helicol....” Justice Brennan 2063 on o
«ate that *... maintenance of this suit in Texas cours ‘does not offend rraditional
notions of fair play and substantial justice.” clting International Shoe Co V. Washington®
s the basis for his dissent.

The International Shoe cuss 15 2 landmark case on the issue of personal junsdiction.
Find the case and read the opinion. After reading the opiniot, do you still agree with
the opinion of the majority in this case or do you side with Justice Brennan and the
s iyt



