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QUESTION PRESENTED

Section 10(c) of the Federal Power Act ("FPA"), 16
U.S.C. § 803(a), provides:

Each licensee hereunder shall be liable for
all damages occasioned to the property of
others by the construction, maintenance, or
operation of the project works or of the works
appurtenant or accessory thereto, construct
ed under the license, and in no event shall
the United States be liable therefor." Id.

In addition, Section 27 of the FPA is a savings
clause which provides:

Nothing contained in this chapter shall be
construed as affecting or intending to affect
or in any way to interfere with the laws of
the respective States relating to the control,
appropriation, use or distribution of water
used in irrigation or for municipal or other
uses, or any vested right acquired therein.

16 U.S.C. § 821.

In this case, the Fifth Circuit has issued a deci
sion in conflict with decisions of the Second, Fourth,
Ninth and D.C. Circuits in ruling that Petitioners'
property damage claims under state law and takings
claims under the Louisiana and United States consti
tutions are preempted by the Federal Power Act. The
question presented is:
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QUESTION PRESENTED - Continued

Whether the Federal Power Act preempts Peti
tioners' property damage tort and takings claims
caused by the operation of the licensee of a FERC-
licensed dam project, where the provisions of the FPA
have explicitly saved and reserved such claims to the
property owners.



Ill

PARTD3S TO THE PROCEEDING BELOW

Pursuant to Rule 14.1(b), the parties to the
proceeding below include Petitioners here, and plain
tiffs-appellants below, Jeff Simmons, Alice Simmons,
Jeanne Simmons, Gerald Edward McBride, Edward
Bryant Bonner, Frank A. Bonner, Joy N. Carlson, Von
D. Fee, Katie M. Copeland, Connie L. Cryer, Athen M.
Jarrell, Rodney Jarrell, Monroe McFarland, Delia
McFarland, Thomas L. McMahon, Paul Mitcham,
Debra L. Nash, Kelly Nash, Kim Nash, Paula Nash,
Randal C. Smith, Sylvia Smith, Peggy J. Weir, David
T. Cole, Ernest Howell, Larry Simmons, and Billie
Simmons.

Sabine River Authority of Louisiana, Entergy
Services, Inc., Entergy Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Gulf
States Louisiana, LLC and Entergy Corporation are
the Respondents here, and were the defendant-
appellees below.
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PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioners Jeff Simmons, et al. respectfully
petition for a writ of certiorari to review the judgment
of the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth
Circuit.

OPINIONS BELOW

The decision of the court of appeals reported at
732 F.3d 469, is reprinted in the Appendix (App.) at
Pet. App. 1-19. The district court's opinion is un
published and is reprinted at App. 22-32.

JURISDICTION

The court of appeals entered judgment on Octo
ber 9, 2013. Pet. App. 1-21. This Court has jurisdic
tion pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1254(1).

RELEVANT CONSTITUTIONAL AND

STATUTORY PROVISIONS AND

PROVISIONS OF THE FEDERAL

POWER COMMISSION LICENSE

The Fifth Amendment of the United States

Constitution provides, in pertinent part: "nor shall
private property be taken for public use, without just
compensation."



Section 10(c) of the Federal Power Act, known as
the "savings clause" and codified at 16 U.S.C. §803(c)
(2009), provides in relevant part that:

[e]ach licensee hereunder shall be liable for
all damages occasioned to the property of
others by the construction, maintenance, or
operation ofthe project works or ofthe works
appurtenant or accessory thereto, construct
ed under the license, and in no event shall
the United States be liable thereof.

Article 38 of the Federal Power Commission
License1 ("FERC license") issued to the Sabine River
Authority of Louisiana ("SRA") for the Toledo Bend
Dam Project provides:

Article 38. The Licensees shall be responsible
for and shall minimize soil erosion and silta-
tion on lands adjacent to the stream result
ing from construction and operation of the
project.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

When the Petitioners' properties were inundated
with torrential flooding caused by the operational
release of water from the Toledo Bend Dam structure,
Petitioners filed suit in Louisiana state court alleging

1 The Federal Power Commission is now currently reor
ganized as the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
("FERC").

i



claims of negligence, nuisance, trespass, unconstitu
tional takings without just compensation and due
process violations under the Louisiana and United
States constitutions for the damage caused to their
land and personal property.

The United States Fifth Circuit Court ofAppeals
held that Petitioners' claims against the operators of
a hydroelectric dam and state waterway authority
were preempted by the Federal Power Act. The court
acknowledged "that this was a question of first im
pression in the circuit." Nevertheless, the Fifth
Circuit's decision contravenes and causes conflict
with decisions of the United States Court of Appeals
for the Second, Fourth, Ninth and D.C. Circuits on
the issue of whether the Federal Power Act preempts
property owners' state-law and constitutional takings
claims when damage is caused by a state actor acting
under the FPA.

I. Statutory Framework And The FERC
License

A. Section 10(c) of the Federal PowerAct

Section 10(c) of the Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C.
§803(c), the "savings clause," explicitly provides
compensation for damages caused by FERC licensees
for the damages alleged in the present action, and
provides, inter alia:

Each licensee hereunder shall be liable for all
damages occasioned to the property ofothers
by construction, maintenance, or operation of



the project works or of the works appurtenant
or accessory thereto, constructed under the
license, and in no event shall the United
States be liable thereof.

16 U.S.C. § 803(c). (Emphasis added).

B. Article 38 of the FERC License

Article 38 of the FERC license issued to Re
spondent, The Sabine River Authority of Louisiana
("SRA") for the Toledo Bend Dam Project provides:

Article 38. The Licensees shall be respon
sible for and shall minimize soil erosion
and siltation on lands adjacent to the stream
resulting from construction and operation
ofthe project. (Emphasis added).

Title 16 U.S.C. § 803(c) and Article 38 of the
FERC license at issue expressly and unequivocally
hold Respondents SRA, Entergy Gulf States Louisi
ana, LLC, Entergy Corporation, Entergy Services,
Inc. and Entergy Louisiana, LLC (the "Entergy
Defendants") accountable for damage to Petitioners'
properties. Consequently, a finding that federal
preemption bars Petitioners' state-law claims of
negligence, nuisance, trespass, inverse condemnation
and constitutional takings claims is wholly unsup
ported and is in direct conflict with other circuit
courts which have considered this matter.



II. Factual Background

The Petitioners in this action are 28 individuals
who reside, own and/or lease property south of the
Toledo Bend Dam in an area referred to as the lower
Sabine River Basin in western Louisiana. This area is
very rural and used primarily for residential purpos
es, farming operations, small businesses, timber
operations, hunting and fishing, and oil and gas
production.

Petitioners' properties were subjected to substan
tial flooding which caused severe erosion ofthe land,
among other damages, when the FERC Licensees and
operators of the dam - SRA and the Entergy Defen
dants - negligently opened the spillway gates of the
Toledo Bend Dam and caused flooding south of the
Dam during the period approximating October 30,
2009 through November 2009. These floodwaters
caused catastrophic damage to Petitioners' land and
personal property. All of the Petitioners, who live
along the bank of the Sabine River south of the
structure, have sustained significant damage to their
land and everything covering it, including homes,
camps, other buildings and personal property. In the
most stark examples, Petitioners allege the loss of
entire tracts of land to the erosion caused by Re
spondents'mismanagement of the Dam.

In addition to constitutional takings claims,
Petitioners asserted causes of action in tort, including
claims of negligence, nuisance, trespass and inverse
condemnation, alleging, inter alia, that Respondents'
negligently operated the Toledo Bend Dam through

ii
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unreasonable releases of water through selectively
operated spillway gates due largely to Respondents
negligent failures to appreciate the significance of
rainfall events north of the Toledo Bend Dam, and
specifically, where rain is falling and at what rate all
in violation of the applicable FERC license and the
FPA These failures, combined with substantially
diminished outflow capacity of the Sabine River south
of the Toledo Bend Dam, also due to Respondents
negligence, created an intersection of negligence and
rainfall events making the profound flooding and
erosion of Petitioners' properties foreseeable. In
addition, the inundation of Petitioners' properties
constitutes trespass.

Petitioners assert that SRA's and the Entergy
Defendants' failures to timely release floodwaters
from the Toledo Bend Dam - holding too much water
for too long behind the Dam - foreseeably created
a situation whereby the SRA and the Entergy De
fendants were forced to open multiple spillway gates
to excessive degrees, and not in accordance with
the FERC licenses at issue, resulting in torrential
"gushes" of water into the lower Sabine River Valley,
foreseeably flooding and destroying Petitioners'prop
erties by erosion that would not otherwise be de
stroyed during a normal flow situation.

The Toledo Bend Dam ("the Dam") is situated on
the Sabine River in Sabine Parish, Louisiana. The
Dam is operated by Sabine River Authority of Louisi
ana There are two ways water from the Toledo Bend
Lake, which is situated north of the Dam, can enter



the Sabine River below the Dam: (1) through the
hydroelectric turbines, which produces electricity and
revenue for SRA; and (2) through the spillway gates
operated by SRA and the Entergy Defendants. The
spillway gates are located in Louisiana. Toledo Bend
lake is formed north of the Dam, with the Texas-
Louisiana state line meandering through the lake.

The SRA was created by statute by the Louisiana
legislature in 1950 as an arm of the state and re
ceived a FERC license to operate the Dam. La. R.S.
38:2321. Pursuant to statute, the legislature charged
SRA with the following duties, inter alia: to conserve,
store, control, preserve, utilize, and distribute the
waters of the rivers and streams of the Sabine water
shed .. . with the view ofcontrolling floods and ... to
control and employ such waters of the Sabine River
and its tributaries in the state ofLouisiana, including
the storm and flood waters thereof, as are hereinafter
set forth. La. R.S. 38:2325(10) (emphasis added).

Significantly, SRA entered into a Power Sales
Agreement with the Entergy Defendant's predeces
sors concerning the Dam. Pursuant to that contract,
the Entergy Defendants obtained the right to oversee
the generation of power and purchase generated
power.

The Entergy Defendants, one or all of whom
purchase power from SRA and who actually conduct
operations at the Dam, exercise significant influence
and control over the operation of the Dam with SRA,
including the release of floodwaters through the flood
gates of the Dam and the release of floodwaters
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at the Dam. ^ ns have caused

to the operational mismanagement of the dam.
importantly, the SRA's and the Entergy Defen-

tutional taJang construction of •

north of he Dam where ^ most

those located south of the Dam. It is i ,

instances, of Petitioners' property.

HI Procedural History
1 Petitioners filed suit in state court against

Resp— for property^^^
unconstitutional takings under the Lo^sia^aUnited States constitutions, negligence nuance,
trespass and constitutional due process relations.

SRA removed this action to federal court. SRA
W tnTEntergy Defendants filed amotion to dismiss^he s^it IS Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
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12(b)(6) and 12(b)(7) arguing that Petitioners' proper
ty damage and takings claims were preempted by the
Federal Power Act, although the Federal Power Act
explicitly saves and reserves such claims to the
Petitioners. Nevertheless, Respondents insisted that
the FPA and the FERC license at issue preempted all
of Petitioners' claims.

The district court agreed. It noted that section
10(c) of the FPA could not reasonably be interpreted
to preserve Petitioners' claims for damages arising
out of conduct which FERC has expressly declined to
prohibit. Pet. App. 22-23. Further, the district court
opined, that because operators typically avoid acting
in a manner that will expose them to liability, Peti
tioners' claims arising out the operation of a FERC-
licensed dam have the potential to change the man
ner in which the dam is operated and induce opera
tional changes that FERC declined to mandate, "they
interfere with FERC's exclusive licensing authority
and are preempted by the FPA." Pet. App. 32.

2. The Fifth Circuit affirmed. Like the district
court, the court of appeals acknowledged "that this is
a question of first impression in this circuit" but
failed to rely on the decisions from other sister courts
of appeals in reaching its decision. Pet. App. 8. De
spite clear jurisprudence to the contrary, the Fifth
Circuit held that Petitioners' state-law property
damage and takings claims were preempted by the
Federal Power Act. The court concluded that the FPA
preempted Petitioners' property damage claims based
in state tort law where the alleged damage is the
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result of "negligently" operating in compliance with a
FERC-issued license.

The Fifth Circuit acknowledged that Sections
10(c) and 27 of the FPA acted as savings clauses,
however, found that these provisions could not permit
state tort law to supplant FERC's exclusive control of
dam operators and, therefore, the Fifth Circuit held
that all of Petitioners' claims were preempted, includ
ing the constitutional takings claims - an undeniable
error.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

As the Fifth Circuit acknowledged, the case
raised a question of first impression in the circuit.
Following the Fifth Circuit's erroneous opinion, the
courts of appeals are now deeply divided over wheth
er the Federal Power Act preempts state-law property
damage and takings claims under state and United
States constitutions. The circuit conflict is entrenched
and incapable of resolution except by this Court. The
present division and uncertainty created by the Fifth
Circuit's decision upsets one of the most fundamental
rights provided by the United States Constitution -
the premise that private property may not be taken
for public use without just compensation - and is
intolerable. The Court's intervention, therefore, is
required.
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I. Certiorari Is Warranted To Resolve An En
trenched Circuit Conflict Over Whether
The FPA Preempts Petitioners' Takings
And State-Law Tort Claims And To Correct
The Decision Of The Fifth Circuit Which De
cided An Important Federal Question In A
Way That Conflicts With A Binding Deci
sion Of This Court.

The circuits are intractably divided over whether
FPA preempts state tort law claims for damages and
constitutional takings claims for flooding caused by a
FERC licensed dam or project, based upon a law
governing one of the most important principles of our
Constitution - the right of all Americans to receive
compensation when private property is taken for
public use. Indeed, the lower court's opinion itself
raises serious questions of internal consistency and
creates far-reaching consequences which call for
reversal. The time has come for this Court to inter
vene, moreover, as the opinion below contributes to
an emerging conflict among the courts of appeals and
has the danger to seriously strip away essential
fundamental rights provided by the United States
Constitution.

i

1
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A. The Second, Fourth, Ninth and D.C. Cir
cuits and the Supreme Court of Mon
tana Have Held That the FPA Savings
Clause Expressly Preserves State-Law
and Takings Claims Caused by FERC
Licensed Projects, Which Contradicts
the Fifth Circuit's Decision in the Case
at Bar.

In Skokomish Indian Tribe v. United States, 332
F.3d 551, 559 (9th Cir. 2003), the Ninth Circuit rec
ognized that a plaintiff aggrieved by a licensee's
failure to comply with the terms of a FERC license
had a claim for damages. Id. The Skokomish court
distinguished between a common claim for damages
resulting from a licensee's nonconforming conduct
and an improper collateral attack on the license itself.
Skokomish recognized that a plaintiff could not sue
for damages resulting from conduct conforming to
requirements of the FERC license. Therefore, in
Skokomish, the Court denied plaintiffs' state-based
claims because the alleged wrongful conduct was
admittedly in conformity with FERC license and
therefore constituted anattack on the license itself.

The case at bar is easily distinguishable. First
the negligent actions of the Respondents which
caused the damage at issue were in violation or
outside of the FERC licensed guidelines and proce
dures. Second, and most importantly, a legal and
physical taking still results even where the damage
was caused byRespondents acting in compliance with
the FERC license.

"•
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However, the redeeming value of the Skokomish
decision for this discussion was found in the decision
of the Ninth Circuit in interpreting section 10(c) of
the Federal Power Act (Section 803(c)), otherwise
known as the "savings clause." The Ninth Circuit
held that the FPA provision requiring licensees to
maintain project works in condition so as not to
impair property rights of others, the savings clause
does not create a federal private right of action, but
instead preserves existing state-law claims against
licensees. Id.

tt .^okomish' the Tribe brought suit against the
United States, the City of Tacoma and the Tacoma
Public Utilities ("TPU"), alleging that a system of
dams, reservoirs, powerhouses and diversion works
caused extensive flooding to the Tribe's reservation
including failure of septic systems, contamination of
water wells, damage to the Tribe's orchards and
pastures and silting over of many of the Tribe's fisher
ies. The Tribe brought a series of state-law claims
against the City and TPU based on property damage
resulting from the aggradation of the Skokomish
Riven Id. Just like the case at bar, the claims in
cluded, among others, inverse condemnation, trespass
negligence and private and public nuisance claims. '

As in the instant case, the Ninth Circuit rec
ognized that the "[TJribe is not attempting to col
laterally attack the 1924 licensing decision; rather it
is suing for damages based on impacts that are
covered by the license." Id. at 512. Consequently, the
Skokomish court found that the FPA did not preempt
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the Tribe's claims. In reaching this decision, the
Ninth Circuit followed decisions from the Second and
D.C. Circuits in DiLaura v. Power Authority of State
ofNY., 982 F.2d 73 (2d Cir. 1992), and South Caroli
na Public Service Authority v. FERC, 850 F.2d 788
(D.C. Cir. 1988). The Ninth Circuit in Skokomish
clearly recognized that parties injured by a licensee's
conduct extrinsic to that authorized by FERC license
are entitled to sue on common-law claims for damag
es.

DiLaura and South Carolina Public Service
Authority held that section 803(c), the savings clause,
does not create a federal private right of action, but
instead preserves existing state-law claims against
licensees. DiLaura, 982 F.2d at 77-79; S.C. Pub. Serv.
Auth., 850 F.2d at 793-95. Their holdings were based
on a plain reading of the statute as well as the legis
lative history of Section 803(c).

The legislative history revealed that all discus
sions during the floor debates centered on the prem
ise that "damages caused by licensees should be
determined in accordance with state law." Id. at 795.
As the D.C. Circuit explained, the legislative history
of section 803(c) indicates that, in creating section
803(c), "Congress simply wanted to preserve the right
of injured property owners to bring actions for dam
ages against licensees in state court under traditional
state tort law, and to shield the United States against
liability. DiLaura v. Power Authority, 786 F. Supp.
241, 249 (W.D.N.Y. 1991).
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The DiLaura court noted further that "[t]he floor
debate on the FPA also indicated that property dam
age caused by licensees was to be determined by
reference to state law." DiLaura, 982 F.2d at 78
(citing 56 Cong. Rec. 9913-14 (daily ed. Sept. 3,
1918)). Id. The Skokomish court relied on this inter

pretation of Section 803(c) and believed that it was
"the correct one and thus see no cause from parting
with our sister circuits." Id.

In DiLaura, the court held that under 16 U.S.C.
§ 803(c), Congress did not preempt property-based
state common-law claims against FERC licensees. In
other words, while the FPA grants FERC the ultimate
authority to license a hydro-electric project in accor
dance with federal law, it explicitly permits the
operation of state law with regard to "proprietary
rights" which may be affected by a FERC-licensed
facility. See First Iowa Hydro-Electric Co-op v. Feder
al Power Comm., 328 U.S. 152, 175-176 (1946).

In DiLaura, plaintiffs were riparian landowners
who alleged that their property was damaged by ice
control procedures undertaken by an electric utility
company and brought suit against the utility com
pany under the FPA and state negligence law. The
Second Circuit held that the FPA did not provide for a
private right of action for damages under section 803
imposing liability on a FERC licensee. Importantly,
the Court held that Congress explicitly preserved the
right of injured property owners to bring actions for
damages against licensees in state court under tradi
tional state tort law.
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™JZ k Carolina Public Service Authority v
FERC, 850 F.2d 788, the South Carolina Public
Service Authority ("Authority") appealed one of the
conditions imposed by FERC for renewal of its FPA
license on the Santee North Dam. The challenged
condition was that the Authority provide compensa
tion for all foreseeable property damage caused by
seismically induced dam failures. Id. at 789. In that
proceeding, the Authority contended that FERC did
not have jurisdiction to impose liability for property
damages. On appeal, the D.C. Circuit Court of Ap
peals held that while 16 U.S.C. §803(c) specifically
addressed the issue of property damages, that section
merely preserved any existing cause of action under
state law. Id. at 794. As discussed therein, Congress
has made it clear by the enactment of 16 USC
§803(c) that it did not intend to preempt state com
mon-law property rights.

In resolving the dispute, the court turned to the
language and the history of the FPA. In interpreting
both the plain language of the Act and its legislative
history, the Court held that "the Federal Power Act
reveals that Congress did not intend to authorize the
Commission to displace state tort laws applicable to
its licensees . . . Indeed, to the extent that the history
sheds any light on the question before us. It suggests
that Congress intended that state law govern dam
age claims against licensees." Id. at 793 (emphasis
added).
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In South Carolina Public Services Authority, the
D.C. Circuit Court ofAppeals also stated:

We note, however, that most courts to have
considered the meaning of section 10(c) have
concluded that Congress intended simply to
preserve any existing cause of action under
state law.

The D.C. Circuit concluded that the liability for
those licensees for damages caused by their projects
is a matter left by Congress to state law. Id. at 795.
The Commission therefore exceeded its authority
under the FPA when it attempted to replace the tort
law of South Carolina with its own principle of com
pensation, which it considered to be more "fair and
equitable." Id.

Furthermore, in Jordan v. Randolph Mills, Inc.,
716 F.2d 1053 (4th Cir. 1983), the Fourth Circuit
recognized that a FERC license "neither transfers nor
diminishes any right of possession or enjoyment

Compare Pike Rapids Power Co. v. Minneapolis, St.P. &
S.S.M.R. Co., 99 F.2d, 911-912 (8th Cir. 1938); Beaunit Corp. v.
Alabama Power Co., 370 F. Supp. 1044, 1050-51 (N.D. Ala.
1973); Key Sales Co. v. South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., 290
F. Supp. 8, 23 (D.S.C. 1968), affirmed, 422 F.2d 389 (4th Cir.
1970) (per curiam); Rice Hope Plantation v. South Carolina
Public Service Authority, 216 S.C. 500, 59 S.E.2d 132, 140-141
(1950); and Alabama Power Co. v. Smith, 229 Ala. 105, 155 So.
601, 604 (1934) with Seaboard Air Line R.R. Co. v. County of
Crisp, 280 F.2d 873, 875-76 (5th Cir. 1960); and DiLaura v.
Power Authority of State of New York, 654 F. Supp. 641, 644
(W.D.N.Y. 1987). Id. at 794 (emphasis added).
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possessed by" a landowner, and that use of another's
property by a FERC-licensee requires either acquisi
tion of the owner's rights or the use of the power of
eminent domain. Id. at 1055.

Similarly, the Ninth Circuit in United States v.
Pend Oreille Public Utility Distr. No. 1, 28 F.3d 1544,
1549-51 (9th Cir. 1994), held that an Indian tribe was
allowed to maintain a state-based cause of action for

trespass where a FERC licensee's utility plant flooded
surrounding lands.

In PPL Montana, LLC v. State ofMontana, 210 MT
64, 355 Mont. 402, 229 P.3d 421 (2012), the Supreme
Court of Montana was tasked with determining wheth
er the FPA preempted a state-law based counterclaim
for damages brought by the State of Montana against a
FERC licensed electric utility company which operated
and controlled several hydroelectric dam projects. In
relying on First Iowa Hydro-Electric Co-op v. Federal
Power Comm., 328 U.S. 152, 66 S.Ct. 906 (1946), the
court noted that the FPA establishes a "dual system"
of control between the states and the federal gov
ernment. Id., citing First Iowa, 328 U.S. at 167-68.
Furthermore, the Montana Supreme Court stated:

Further, federal courts have concluded that
the FPA itself specifically allows property
owners to bring state law tort actions against
a licensee for damages caused by a hydroe
lectric facility pursuant to 16 U.S.C. section
803(c). See Nez Perce Tribe v. Idaho Power
Co., 847 F. Supp. 791, 812 (D.Idaho 1994)
(emphasis added) (stating that under 16
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U.S.C. section 803(c) Congress did not
preempt property based state common law
claims against FERC licensees); DiLaura v.
Power Auth. of the State ofN.Y., 982 F. 2d 73,
78 (2d Cir. 1992). In other words, while the
FPA grants FERC the ultimate authority to
license a hydroelectric project in accordance
with federal law, it explicitly permits the op
eration of state law with regard to "proprie
tary rights" which may be affected by a
FERC-licensed facility. Id., 229 P.3d 421 at
410-411 (emphasis added).

However, the Court cannot accept this posi
tion. It would make no sense to reserve prop
erty rights under the Federal Power Act and
then hold that any process to vindicate those
rights is preempted.

Id. at 430.

Ultimately, the court in PPL Montana LLC held
that the FPA did not preempt the State's claims for
compensation against a FERC-licensed dam operator,
but rather, the FPA requires licensees to compensate
landowners for the use of their property. Id. at 412.

The Fifth Circuit's decision in the case at bar
noticeably conflicts with these decisions and should
be reversed.
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B. The Fifth Circuit's Decision Contra
venes Decisions of This Court Which
Have Recognized That Temporary
Government Action Which Causes
Flooding Can Give Rise to a Taking.

In Arkansas Game and Fish Commission v
United States, 133 S.Ct. 511 (2012), this Court held
that temporary government action which causes
flooding may give rise to a takings claim. In Arkansas
Game, the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
(Commission) sued the United States, alleging that
temporary deviations by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers from its Water Control Manual, which
controlled the rate at which water would be released
from the Dam, caused extended flooding and destruc
tion of the Commission's timber and substantial
change to the terrain and erosion, necessitating costly
reclamation measures.

The question presented to the court was whether
a taking may occur, within the meaning of the Tak
ings Clause, when government-induced flood inva
sions, although repetitive, are only temporary as in
the present case.

In reaching a decision, this Court found that the
Takings Clause is "designed to bar Government from
forcing some people alone to bear public burdens
which, in all fairness and justice, should be borne
by the public as a whole." Arkansas Game and
Fish Comm'n, at 518. Quoting Armstrong v. United
States, 364 U.S. 40, 49 (1960). See also First English
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Evangelical Lutheran Church ofGlendale v. County of
Los Angeles, 482 U.S. 304, 318-319 (1987); Penn
Central Transp. Co. v. New York, 438 U.S. 104, 123-
125 (1978). And "[w]hen the government physically
takes possession of an interest in property for some
public purpose, it has a categorical duty to compen
sate the former owner." Id.

Flooding cases, like other takings cases, should
be assessed with reference to the "particular circum
stances of each case," and not by resorting to blanket
exclusionary rules. Id. at 9, quoting United States
v. Central Eureka Mining Co., 357 U.S. 155, 168
(1958). Ultimately, the court found that "because
government-induced flooding can constitute a taking
of property, and because a taking need not be per
manent to be compensable, our precedent indicates
that government-induced flooding of limited duration
may be compensable." Id. at 9. Likewise, Petitioners'
claims herein are compensable.

C. The Obvious Circuit Conflict Is Con
sidered Entrenched and Capable of
Resolution by This Court.

The time has come for this Court to intervene.
The open disagreement among the circuits will grow
only deeper and more intractable with the passage of
time only to cause injustice to others such as the
Petitioners herein. With these circumstances, further
percolation would be pointless. The question presented

H



22

has been thoroughly expressed and is now ripe for
this Court's Review.

This Court should grant the petition and reverse
the court below.

II. The Decision Below Is Wrong.

Certiorari is also warranted because the decision

below is wrong, conflicting with the text and purpose
of the Federal Power Act, as well as the clear intent of
Congress in enacting the pertinent provisions of the
Act and the clear terms of FERC license at issue.

As will be set forth in more detail herein, there is
not a single case which supports the Fifth Circuit's
ruling in the extant case that Congress intended to
preempt Petitioners' state-law inverse condemnation
and takings claims caused by FERC licensees and/or
projects.

Significantly, upon determining whether the FPA
preempted Petitioners' damage claims, the Fifth
Circuit failed to recognize that section 10(c) of the
FPA provides a "savings clause," which specifically
provides for, and permits claims such as those
brought by Petitioners herein. This "savings clause"
expressly and unambiguously preserves all claims for
property damage caused by or as a result of the
operation of the Dam by the Respondents.

By completely ignoring the "savings clause," the
Fifth Circuit abused its discretion in ruling that
Petitioners' state-law property damage, takings and



23

inverse condemnation claims were barred on fW„ ,
Preempt™, grounds; especially in ligh „f the F^
savings clause" which snerifi,,,!] As

rights to the Petitioners SPeClfeaUy rese™s these

A' ST H°T C°Urt Erred in Adopting
inFindinXfS '"h'?™""Preen.pt^J™^~ «» «*

«ona, ^xtrri?.Constitu-property damap-P ^0- tresPass, nuisance and

doing so. *° remam' !t e"ed in not

totalty unfuppoSf'f dedSi°n is ™&u^ed and
appreciable PC0f^ '^^»Iight of«*spldents and ttfKftT°arcbr0tUght &rth by R*"™hng. Notablv, the FnS C™leTTd *•**

(1946Ta!d Zf - 328 US' 152' 66 S-Ct 906u»4b) and Ca/^mm „. Fedeml B Resuiat°
°Z7::22\™\498hiuo act 2™^nare clearly inapplicable to the case at bar.



24

It is true that the FPA has given FERC limited
authority and operational control over federally-
licensed hydroelectric power projects such as the
Toledo Bend Dam Project. However, the jurisprudence
cited herein establishes that FERC and the FPA

clearly and expressly by way of the "savings clause,"
reserves to the states and its residents the right to
bring state-law claims caused by the negligent opera
tion and maintenance of FERC-licensed Dam opera
tors, such as in the case at bar - and especially
takings claims under the constitutions of states and
the United States. The absence of any other authority
relied on by the Fifth Circuit and cited in Respon
dents' papers in support thereof, other than the
wholly irrelevant decisions of First Iowa and Califor
nia v. FERC, is revealing as to the weakness of Re
spondents' position and the lower court's ruling.
Candidly, the Fifth Circuit's decision is wholly un
supported by law as will be shown in greater detail
herein.

At the outset, the Fifth Circuit's decision woefully
mischaracterizes the redress Petitioners seek as the

lower court's ruling completely ignores Petitioners'
inverse condemnation and takings claims under the
Louisiana and United States constitutions.

The flawed rationale of the lower court is evident

in its analysis of the theoretical effects that Peti
tioners' state-law property damage and constitutional
takings claims might have on the operational control
of the dam. To that end, the Fifth Circuit states:
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Because the state law property damage
claims at issue here infringe on FERC's op
erational control, we hold that they are
conflict preempted. Plaintiffs allege that De
fendants were negligent because they failed
to act in a manner FERC had expressly de
clined to require. But FERC, not state tort
law, must set the appropriate duty of care for
dam operators. See 16 U.S.C. § 803(c). [Pet.
App. 14.]

Applying state tort law to set the duty of care
of the operation of FERC-licensed projects
would "stand[] as an obstacle to the accom
plishment and execution of the full purposes
and objections" of the FPA. See Arizona, 132
S.Ct. at 2501. We therefore hold that the dis
trict court properly concluded that the FPA
preempts Plaintiffs' claim." [Pet. App. 16.]

Petitioners' Complaint does not implicate FERC's
remedial authority in any way; Petitioners do not
seek to interpret or enforce a FERC remedial order or
to modify any FERC-regulated mandates in connec
tion with the operation of the Dam.

Federal preemption may exist where state-law
claims conflict with a federally reserved power - not
in situations such as this hypothetical conflict con
jured up by the Fifth Circuit, and certainly not when
constitutional takings claims are at issue. Such a
position is wholly improper and would produce an
absolutely chilling effect on any potential liability
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make clear, that to the extent that the statute
preempts state law, it preempts only those laws
which conflict with the federal regulation of hydro
electric projects. In the case at bar, the Respondents
opened spillway gates excessively and not in accor
dance with FERC licenses and regulations, which
created torrential flooding and complete erosion and
destruction of Petitioners' properties. Clearly, these
allegations do not conflict with federal initiatives as
concluded by the lower court. Even if Petitioners'
negligence claims are preempted, and they are not,
Respondents as state actors are still required to
compensate Petitioners for the takings caused by the
excessive flooding and erosion of large sections of
land. Such a decision by the lower court is not what
Congress had in mind by implementing the savings
clause.

Nevertheless, 16 U.S.C. § 803(c), the "savings
clause," specifically addresses the issue of compensa
tion for damages caused by FERC licensees. This
same provision applies to hold SRA and the Entergy
Defendants, as licensees, legally responsible for the
damages caused to Petitioners by the negligent
operation and maintenance ofthe Toledo Bend Dam,
as well as the constitutional takings claims which
arise regardless of whether Respondents were negli
gent in operating the Dam pursuant to the FERC
license.

Furthermore, Article 38 of the FERC license
issued to SRA for the Toledo Bend Dam Project,
provides:
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Article 38. The Licensees shall be respon
sible for and shall minimize soil erosion
and siltation on lands adjacent to the stream
resulting from construction and operation
ofthe project. (Emphasis added).

Section 16 U.S.C. § 803(c) and Article 38 of the
FERC license at issue expressly and unequivocally
hold Respondents accountable for damage to and the
taking of Petitioners' property. Consequently, a find
ing that federal preemption bars Petitioners' claims is
wholly unsupported by law.

Notably, the Fifth Circuit briefly mentions the
savings clause of Section 10(c) and without any
logical explanation states that the clause "cannot be
interpreted so broadly as to allow state tort law to
supplant FERC's exclusive control of dam opera
tions." Id. at 476. This is plainly incorrect as Petition
ers' state-law tort and takings claims simply seek
compensation for damages caused by a FERC project,
and in no way seek to "supplant FERC's exclusive
control of dam operations." In addition, the Fifth
Circuit's ruling fails to mention Article 38 of the
FERC license which governs the Toledo Bend Dam
Project, which unambiguously casts liability on
Respondents for Petitioners' damages.
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C. The Only Cases Relied on by Respon
dents and the Fifth Circuit, First Iowa
and California v. FERC, Are Misplaced
and Do Not Apply to the Case at Bar.

The Fifth Circuit's ruling is based solely and
entirely on the United States Supreme Court's ex
tremely narrow rulings in First Iowa Hydro-Electric
Co-op and California v. FERC.

Notably, the First Iowa and California v. FERC
opinions completely fail to address the issues pre
sented herein. Neither of these cases even remotely
supports the Fifth Circuit's ruling that Petitioners'
state-law property damage and constitutional takings
claims - because they peripherally involve a FERC
regulated project and/or licenses - are preempted by
federal law. Rather, First Iowa and California v.
FERC involve situations in which states intervened

in the federal licensing process in an attempt to
impose more stringent state requirements or prohibit
the operation of the hydropower projects already
licensed by FERC. See Wisconsin Valley Improvement
Company v. Meyer, 910 F. Supp. 1375 (W.D. Wis.
1996).

Contrary to Respondents' positions and the Fifth
Circuit's decision, nothing in First Iowa even re
motely supports the conclusion that the FPA has been
found to occupy the field, or supports the federal
preemption argument advanced by Respondents
herein and adopted by the Fifth Circuit. First Iowa
says nothing of the sort.



30

The very first line of the opinion reads: "This case
illustrates the integration of federal and state juris
dictions in licensing water power projects under the
Federal Power Act." First Iowa, 328 U.S. at 156, 66
S.Ct. 906. (Emphasis added). Indeed, the case con
cerns the interaction between state and federal
permitting requirements for a hydropower project
and how compliance with state hydropower-project
licensing requirements may "conflict with federal
requirements." Likewise, the Fifth Circuit mischarac-
terizes the holding of California v. FERC, which it
cites for the same proposition as First Iowa.

Clearly, the state action taken in First Iowa and
California v. FERC would be an apparent abuse of
power and authority by the States, and should be
preempted by federal law. Such is not at issue in the
case at bar and, thus, these narrow holdings cannot
possibly support the Fifth Circuit's ruling that Peti
tioners' state-law and constitutional takings claims
are preempted. It is absurd to suggest that Congress
intended to preempt all claims for damages and
constitutional takings claims which "potentially"
involve the Toledo Bend Dam by simply authorizing
FERC to issue a license to the operators of the Dam.

1. First Iowa and its Progeny

In First Iowa, the petitioner applied to the Fed
eral Power Commission for a license under the FPA to
construct a power plant on navigable waters in Iowa.
The state intervened, claiming that the petitioner's
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application should be denied because of its failure to
comply with state regulations, which required a state
permit to construct a dam on state waters. The U.S.
Supreme Court held that although 9(b), 16 U.S.C.
§ 802(a)(2) of the act required submission to the
federal licensing agency of evidence of compliance
with certain state laws, it did not require licenses
prior to obtaining a state permit or to demonstrate
compliance with state-law prerequisites prior to
obtaining a permit. Instead, the court interpreted 9(b)
as authorizing FERC to demand evidence only of
applicants' compliance with the requirements of the
federal permit. The court in First Iowa held that
absent a clear mandate from Congress, 9(b) did not
call for compliance with state laws that conflicted
with federal requirements or were preempted by
them. Wisconsin Valley Improvement Company v.
Meyer, 910 F. Supp. 1375 (W.D. Wis. 1996) (citing
First Iowa, 328 U.S. at 166-67, 66 S.Ct. at 912-913).

Thus, the Court held that a licensee could not be
required to obtain a state license as a prerequisite for
operating a project licensed by FERC.

The dispute in First Iowa dealt solely with the
issues of permitting and licensing, and specifically,
whether the State of Iowa could mandate FERC-
licensees to obtain a state permit and comply with
state-law prerequisites before obtaining a FERC li
cense. To the contrary, the Fifth Circuit in the case at
bar, was tasked with determining whether FERC and
the FPA preempt Petitioners' inverse condemnation,
constitutional takings, tort, nuisance and trespass
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state-law claims for damages. Absent from the U.S.
Supreme Court's First Iowa decision is any prece
dence or even discussion ofwhether the FPA orFERC
preempt state-law causes of action and especially
constitutional takings claims under the Louisiana
and United States constitutions. First Iowa simply
does not stand for this proposition.

In California v. Federal Energy Regulatory Com
mission, this Court revisited the First Iowa opinion
and the federal preemption issue as it relates to con
flicts between specific state regulations, FERC li
censing requirements and the FPA. In that case, this
Court considered whether a hydroelectric power
project, licensed by the commission, was required to
follow federal or state requirements for water flow
into a stream. This Court held that the California
Water Resources Board could not impose minimum
stream flow requirements under state law that con
flicted with minimum stream flow requirements
contained in a FERC license. Id. The Court explained
that California's higher minimum stream flow re
quirements conflicted directly with section 10(a) of
the FPA, which provides that the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission shall set conditions of the li
cense, including minimum stream flows. Significantly,
this Court in California v. FERC also made clear that
the FPA leaves intact countless state powers, not just
the hydropower-related ones specifically "saved by
section 27." See id. at 496-96, 110 S.Ct. 2024.

Importantly, the California v. FERC decision is
not at all instructive on the issues in the case at bar.
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Moreover, the Court in California, as it had done in
First Iowa, was faced with resolving a purely regula
tory dispute concerning whether state regulations
interfered with FERC and the FPA mandates. Im

portantly, Petitioners' claims do not call upon the
Court to resolve any discrepancies between state
and federal regulations, as none exist, nor does the
resolution of Petitioners' claims require departure
from, or in any way interfere with FERC license
requirements, regulations, or other federal require
ments as endorsed by the Fifth Circuit.

First Iowa and California v. FERC simply do not
support the Fifth Circuit's ruling and position that
Petitioners' state-law property damage and constitu
tional takings claims are preempted by FERC or the
FPA. Notably, First Iowa and California v. FERC
were the only cases relied on by the Fifth Circuit in
affirming the District Court's erroneous dismissal of
Petitioners' claims on preemption grounds.

D. The Louisiana Third Circuit Court of

Appeal's Decision in Simmons v. Sabine
River Authority of Louisiana, et al. -
August 15, 2012.

Recently, in Simmons v. Sabine River, Authority
ofLouisiana, et al., 2012 WL 3324138 (La. App. 3 Cir.
Aug. 16, 2012), the SRA filed a motion for summary
judgment arguing that plaintiffs' state-law personal
injury claims were preempted by the FPA. This case
concerned a personal injury action filed by the family
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members of individuals who were killed during a very
similar downstream flood event on the Sabine River
as the one in the instant case. Furthermore, plaintiffs
in that case alleged that the SRA was negligent in its
decision to release water from the floodgates of the
Toledo Bend Dam during the March 2001 flood event.

Significantly, in denying the motion for summary
judgment, the Louisiana Third Circuit Court of Ap
peals rejected the same preemption arguments the
SRA advanced and the lower court adopted in the
present case, holding that they were unconvinced
that "any conflict exists between state tort laws and
the FPA or that state law hinders any congressional
objectives."/d. at *3.

Notably, Associated, the excess insurer of the
SRA in the Louisiana Third Circuit case, specifically
recognized the obvious - that the FPA contains an
express "savings clause," 16 U.S.C. § 803(c), which
specifically permits "property damage claims arising
out of the operation of a federally licensed hydro
electric project." Id. at *3.

E. Case Law Clearly Rejects the Fifth Cir
cuit's Decision That the FPA Preempts
Petitioners' State-Law Tort, Trespass,
Inverse Condemnation and Constitu
tional Claims.

As shown above, Respondents and the Fifth Cir
cuit relied solely on two misplaced cases, First Iowa
and California v. FERC, to support their positions
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that Petitioners' state-law damage, inverse condem
nation and takings claims are preempted by FERC
and/or the FPA. The Fifth Circuit's decision is flawed
especially in light ofthe abundance ofcases discussed
below which have soundly rejected the Fifth Circuit's
position on preemption. In fact, there is not a single
case which supports the Fifth Circuit's ruling that
Congress intended to preempt state-law claims
caused by the negligence of FERC licensees or espe
cially constitutional takings claims, as in the instant
matter. To the contrary, Congress specifically re
served these rights to the states and individuals such
as Petitioners.

1. United States District Courts around
the country, including the United
States Courts of Appeals for the Sec
ond, Fourth, Ninth and D.C. Circuits,
and the United States Supreme Court,
have expressly and decisively re
jected the same preemption decision
by the Fifth Circuit in the case at
bar.

The preemption arguments adopted by the Fifth
Circuit are not of first impression. In fact, courts
across the country, which have examined the preemp
tion issue presented herein, have unanimously reject
ed the positions taken by the Fifth Circuit herein.

In Souders v. South Carolina Public Service
Authority, 497 F.3d 1303 (D.C. 2007) and C.A. No.
2:93-cv-03077 (S.C. 2009), the United States District
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Court for the District of South Carolina awarded
eight property owners nearly $200 million in dam
ages stemming from South Carolina's state-owned
electric company's operation of the Santee Cooper
Dam; which caused flooding and resulting property
damage.3

Analogous to the case at bar, plaintiffs filed suit
against SCPSA alleging that SCPSA's operation of
the dams and related facilities in the area caused
their lands along the Santee River to be flooded. Spe
cifically, plaintiffs alleged that the facility released
extra water into the Santee River and severely flooded
homes, businesses and properties in the water's path.
After a series of bad floods, landowners filed suit. The
complaint made claims of negligence, trespass, and
inverse condemnation/governmental taking under the
South Carolina Constitution.

The case went to a bifurcated trial on liability in
1993 and the jury returned a verdict against SCPSA
on the trespass and takings claims. After numerous
appeals, in September of 2009, damages were tried to
a federal district judge who awarded the eight plain
tiffs $55 million in compensatory damages plus
interest (nearly $150 million). Id.

The defendant in Souders, South Carolina Public Service
Authority ("SCPSA"), is a public utility company in South
Carolina which has operated a series ofhydroelectric plants on
the Santee River pursuant to a FERC license.
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The facts and the claims advanced by plaintiffs in
Souders are enormously similar to the claims pre
sented by Petitioners herein. Most importantly, on
appeal to the United States Court ofAppeals for the
D.C. Circuit, the court acknowledged that plaintiffs'
claims were state-law takings, negligence and tres
pass claims against SCPSA, even though SCPSA
acted under a FERC license. Id., Souders, 497 F.3d

1303.

In the present case, Respondents also attempted
to use the FERC license issued to SRA as a shield of
immunity. If anything, the provisions ofArticle 38 of
the FERC license for this particular Dam, which
states that "licensees shall be responsible for and
shall minimize soil erosion," strongly discredits the
lower courts affirmation of the District Court's dis
missal of Petitioners' claims.

In City of Alexandria v. Cleco Corp., 2010 WL
290506 (W.D. La. Jan. 22, 2010), the court was tasked
with determining whether FERC action preempted
plaintiffs' state tort-law claims in a dispute between
Cleco and the City of Alexandria concerning a con
tract that was filed with and approved by FERC.
Cleco filed a motion for summary judgment seeking
dismissal of plaintiffs' state-law claims on federal
preemption grounds.

In rejecting the preemption based arguments, the
City ofAlexandria court astutely recognized that the
claims involved issues involving FERC's exclusive
jurisdiction to regulate the sale and transmission of
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energy. Notably, the court recognized that judicial
precedent left substantial room for the City to seek
relief under state law.

Likewise, because Petitioners' Complaint herein
does not implicate FERC's remedial authority in any
way, and because Petitioners do not seek to challenge
or enforce a FERC remedial order or to modify any
FERC-regulated mandates in connection with the
operation of the Dam, federal preemption obviously
does not bar Petitioners' state-law property damage
and constitutional takings claims.

InNez Perce Tribe v. Idaho Power Company, 847
F. Supp. 791 (D. Idaho 1994), an Indian tribe brought
an action for monetary damages against the Idaho
Power Company for the negative effects the power
company's construction and maintenance of three
FERC-licensed dams on the Snake River had on their
fishing industry. Defendant filed a motion for sum
mary judgment on the grounds that the FPA was
intended by Congress to preempt any common-law
claim for damages asserted by the tribe. The court
concluded that because FERC does not have jurisdic
tion to award monetary damages, FERC could not
have considered the Tribe's present damage claims
and, therefore, the FERC Order did not preclude the
Tribe from bringing a state court action for damages
Id. at 795.

Relying on South Carolina Public Services Au
thority v. FERC, the Nez Perce Tribe court took its
inquiry a step further and analyzed the legislative
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history. of the FPA. It concluded that the legislative
history of section 803(c) itself is a representative of
Congress' determination to avoid impinging on a
state's jurisdiction and shows that the legislature's
intentions for damages (whether ascertained before
or after construction) to be determined in accordance
with state law. Id. at 799. "By the current language of
the act and the legislative history, nothing indicates
any intention to abandon the principle that property
damage caused by licensees should be determined in
accordance with state law." Id., quoting South Caroli
na Public Services Authority v. FERC, 850 F.2d 788,
794-95 (D.C. Cir. 1988).

In United States v. Southern California Edison
Company, 300 F. Supp. 2d 964 (E.D. Cal. 2004), the
United States brought suit against a FERC licensee
and operator of a hydroelectric project for the licen
see's breaches of the conditions of the license. The

court found that FERC licensees were already re
quired to conduct themselves, not only in accordance
with the FERC license terms, but also in conformity
with the laws of the state in which they operated.
Likewise, the court rejected defendant's argument
that only FERC had exclusive jurisdiction over any
action having to do with a FERC license, as Respon
dents have argued in the case at bar. The court,
relying on Skokomish Indian Tribe, stated:

However, FERC's sole jurisdiction is with re
gard to issuance of licenses. Id. FERC has no
jurisdiction to determine when and under
what circumstances a breach of its license
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has occurred or to adjudicate and award
damages. FERC cannot award damages.

Southern California Edison Company at 981.

The court held that both Skokomish and Pend
Oreille recognize that parties injured by a licensee's
conduct extrinsic to that authorized by the FERC
license are entitled to sue on common-law claims for
damages. Id. at *4. (Emphasis added).

It is blatantly obvious that Congress never in
tended for the federal government to entirely occupy
the field with the FPA, thereby completely preempt
ing state-law claims. Hendricks v. Dynegy Power
Marketing, 160 F. Supp. 2d 1155 (S.D. Cal. 2001)
(court found that consumers' state-law claims against
FERC-regulated utility company were not preempted
by the FPA, thus, the case was remanded to state
court.); New York State Electric and Gas Corp., v. New
York Independent System Operator, 2001 WL 34084006
(N.D.N.Y. 2001) (court found that FERC's jurisdiction
over interstate transmission of power as described
in the FPA was not intended to preempt state-law
claims brought by plaintiffs); Abramson v. Florida
Gas Transmission Company, 909 F. Supp. 410 (E.D.
La. 1995) (discarding defendants' preemption argu
ments that the Natural Gas Act [based on the FPA]
preempted plaintiffs' Louisiana state-law contract,
tort and property claims.

In Monforte Exploration L.L.C. v. ANR Pipeline
Company, 2010 WL 143712 (S.D. Tex. Jan. 7, 2010), the
court in rejecting defendants' preemption argument
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recognized that even though the breach of contract
claim would likely require an analysis of the validity
and enforceability of issues under the FERC tariff,
did not mean, however, that plaintiff's claim arose
under federal law. Id. at *4. Furthermore, the court

stated that while federal law may well be relevant in
resolving the state-law claim in that action, a Texas
state court is competent to apply federal law.

Lastly, the Court of Appeals of North Carolina in
Zagaroli v. Pollock, 94 N.C. App. 46, 379 S.E.2d 653
(1989), was faced with the issue of whether Duke
Power Company had the authority under the FPA to
grant a marina the exclusive right to use the surface
of a portion of a lake which covered the plaintiff's
property. In holding that it did not, the court stated:

[T]he Federal Power Act did not abolish pri
vate proprietary rights. . . . Under the Fed
eral Power Act, Duke Power may place
limitations on the landowner's use of his

property in accordance with federal law.
However, the Federal Power Act does not
give Duke Power the authority to grant de
fendants the right to use plaintiff's property
without the assent of the plaintiff. To hold
otherwise would in effect authorize the taking
ofproperty without just compensation. Id. at
379 S.E.2d at 657-58 (emphasis added).

The holding in Zagaroli strikes at the core of the
issue before this Court which is whether Respondents
have the power to destroy and take the property of
the Petitioners by way of their negligent operations
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without providing just compensation. The answer is a
resounding no. In attempt to cloud the real issues
that are before this Court, Respondents relied on the
narrow holdings that were presented in First Iowa
and California v. FERC, which share no relevance to
the case at bar, however, they were accepted by the
Fifth Circuit. Respondents offered, of course, no basis
for this immense leap in logic, which, on its face
stra,ns credibility. Unlike the dozens of cases cited ^
Petitioners herein, the Respondents nor the Fifth
Circuit have brought forth even a single case which
supports the premise that the FPA and/or the FERC
hcenses at issue in the present case preempts state-
daimf0Pe gS and Constitutional takings

Consequently, the Fifth Circuit committed error
by affirming the dismissal of Petitioners' claims, and
therefore, this ruling should be reversed.

The questions presented here are of the neatest
importance. Considering the concise factual pattern
and the expansive scope of the lower court's over
reach the case also presents an especially effective
vehicle to bring needed clarity and guidance to this
area of the law. Rather than leave lower courts adrift
this Court should grant certiorari in this case to'
provide much needed guidance on this important and
recurring question.

—♦-
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the petition for a writ
of certiorari should be granted.
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