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Supreme Court Declines to 
Revisit the Feres Doctrine, 
Which Precludes Service 
Members from Suing for 
Personal Injuries Incident to 

Their Military Service 
Richard A. Barkasy, Philadelphia, Wilmington 
rbarkasy@schnader.com 
 

The Feres doctrine was established in 1950 by the 
Supreme Court in Feres v. U.S., 340 U.S. 135 (1950). 
In that landmark opinion, the Supreme Court held 
that members of the armed forces who are injured 
while on active duty are prohibited from suing the 
federal government or another military member for 
any injury “incident to military service.” Since the 
Feres decision, the “incident to military service” 
standard has been broadly interpreted, leading to 
what Justice Clarence Thomas describes as “further 
distortion and incoherence in our jurisprudence.” 
 

On November 7, 2022, the Supreme Court denied 
certiorari in Clendening v. United States, No. 21-
1410, 598 U.S. ___ (2022), once again declining an  
 

 
opportunity to revisit the Feres doctrine. The 
Clandening case arose out of an action that  
a veteran’s widow filed against the U.S. government 
alleging that her late husband, who died of leukemia, 
was exposed to toxins and contaminated water while 
stationed at Camp Lejeune. The Fourth Circuit 
affirmed the district court decision that the plaintiff’s 
action was barred by Feres. The Supreme Court, with 
Justice Thomas dissenting, denied certiorari. Justice 
Thomas previously criticized a broad interpretation 
of Feres. In his dissent in Clandening, Justice Thomas 
wrote, “Far from limiting Feres, this Court ‘has 
embarked on a course dedicated to broadening the 
Feres doctrine to encompass, at a minimum, all 
injuries suffered by military personnel that are even 
remotely related to the individual’s status as a 
member of the military.” Justice Thomas further 
explains that “[i]t would be one thing if Congress 
itself were responsible for this incoherence. But 
Congress set out a comprehensive scheme waiving 
sovereign immunity that we have disregarded in the 
military context for nearly 75 years. Because we 
caused this chaos, it is our job to fix it.”  
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Spletstoser v. Hyten, 44 F.4th 938 (9th Cir. 2022), 
another recent case involving the Feres doctrine, 
involved an action brought by a former Army 
Colonel, alleging sexual assault by a former Air Force 
General. The Ninth Circuit affirmed the district 
court’s holding that the Feres doctrine did not bar 
plaintiff’s “claims because the ‘alleged sexual assault 
could not conceivably serve any military purpose.’” 
The Ninth Circuit further determined that “[s]uch an 
egregious intentional tort creates circumstances that 
are far different from Feres cases that have dealt 
with: (1) military missions, (2) military-sponsored 
recreational activities, (3) medical malpractice, and 
(4) the management, supervision, or training of 
military personnel.” 
 

These decisions show that the Feres doctrine remains 
viable but is not unlimited and will not shield tortious 
conduct that serves no conceivable military purpose.  
Feres generally remains well-established as shielding 
the government from liability in typical aviation-
related scenarios such as military aircraft accidents. 
 

Clendening v. United States, 598 U.S. ____ (2022) 
(Thomas, J., dissenting in denial of certiorari) and 
Spletstoser v. Hyten, 44 F.4th 938 (9th Cir. 2022).  

Second Circuit Affirms Medicare 
Providers’ Right to Sue Settling 
Tortfeasor for Reimbursement 
of Secondary Payments 
Barry S. Alexander, New York 

                    balexander@schnader.com   
 

Approximately fifteen years ago, the United States 
Congress passed Section 111 of the Medicare, 
Medicaid, and SCHIP Extension Act of 2007 
(“MMSEA”), which requires all liability insurers to 
determine whether a plaintiff/claimant is Medicare 
eligible and to report every case in which there is  
a payment to a Medicare beneficiary in the form of  
a settlement or judgment. Aviation insurers and 
insureds quickly took notice, and this became a focus 
of educational programs throughout the industry 
(this author has bored many an audience, both 
domestic and abroad, about the rules and 
requirements of the Medicare Secondary Payer  
Act (“MSP”) and MMSEA). 

 

In the years since the MMSEA took effect, the 
aviation industry has remained vigilant about both 
reporting of claims and ensuring that all conditional 
payments made by Medicare or a Medicare 
Advantage Organization are reimbursed upon 
payment of a judgment or settlement. This vigilance 
has not waned despite the lack of obvious indication 
that these rules are being enforced with any 
regularity or vigor. 
 

On October 26, 2022, the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Second Circuit reminded us why this 
vigilance is well-founded. Nellina Guerrera was 
injured at a Big Y Foods, Inc. supermarket and 
asserted a claim against Big Y for her injuries. 
Denying liability but wishing to avoid legal expenses, 
Big Y Foods settled the claim for $30,000 in return for  
a signed release that included a denial of liability. 
 

Subsequent to the settlement, Aetna Life Insurance 
Co. (“Aetna”) demanded Big Y reimburse it for a little 
less than $10,000 it had paid in Medicare Advantage 
Organization (“MAO”) benefits for Ms. Guerrero’s 
treatment of and double damages (as provided for in 
the MSP). Big Y rejected Aetna’s demand, arguing 
that Aetna was not entitled to reimbursement 
because (1) an MAO such as Aetna, unlike the 
Government, does not have a private right of action 
against settling tortfeasors, (2) it was not the primary 
plan under the definition set forth in the MSP, and 
(3) the settlement agreement did not purport to 
cover Guerrera’s medical expenses. 
 

The district court rejected each of Big Y’s arguments 
and entered a judgment against it for double 
damages. On appeal, the Second Circuit held that 
Aetna had a private right of action against Big Y and 
affirmed the judgment. 
 

While the award in this case was small, it 
nevertheless serves as a strong reminder to remain 
vigilant in ensuring compliance with the applicable 
Medicare laws. Let us not be the next one hauled 
into court for failing to ensure that Medicare 
payments are reimbursed! 
 

Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Big Y Foods, Inc., 52 F.4th 66 
(2d Cir. 2022).  
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Passenger’s Personal Injury 
Claims from Collision with In-
Flight Beverage Cart are Not 
Preempted by the Airline 
Deregulation Act 

 

Brittany C. Wakim, Philadelphia  
bwakim@schnader.com  

 

In Day v. SkyWest, the Tenth Circuit addressed 
whether the Airline Deregulation Act (“ADA”) 
preempted a passenger’s negligence and breach of 
contract claims seeking damages for personal injury 
from a collision with the in-flight beverage cart. The 
ADA’s preemption provision provides, in pertinent 
part, that “a State … may not enact or enforce a law, 
regulation, or other provision having the force and 
effect of law related to a price, route, or service of an 
air carrier.” 49 U.S.C. §41713(b)(1). Notably, the 
Supreme Court has applied this statute on only three 
occasions and has not yet determined whether the 
ADA preempts traditional tort claims for personal 
injuries, such as injuries sustained in the course of in-
flight services. 
 

In Day, plaintiff was a passenger on a SkyWest flight 
when she was struck in the shoulder by a beverage 
cart during the in-flight service. Plaintiff filed a 
lawsuit alleging negligence and breach of contract 
claims, and SkyWest filed a motion to dismiss the 
claims as preempted by the ADA. The district court 
granted SkyWest’s motion and dismissed both 
claims. Plaintiff appealed. 
 

The appellate court started its introduction with the 
following statement: “We agree with our sister 
circuits that personal-injury claims arising out of an 
airline employee’s failure to exercise due care are 
not ‘related to’ a deregulated price, route, or 
service.”  
 

In coming to this conclusion, the court, by looking to 
the objectives of the ADA and the nature and effect 
of the state’s laws on airline prices, routes, and 
services, analyzed whether the state laws were in 
“connection with or reference to” airline prices, 
routes, or services. It concluded that plaintiff’s claims 
were not preempted under the “reference to” part of 
the test because “the state laws invoked by [plaintiff] 
do not refer to airline prices, routes, or services” and 
instead were laws of general applicability. The court  
further concluded that the state laws did not have  

a “connection with” airline prices, routes, and 
services. It stated, “Congress enacted the ADA to 
achieve the economic deregulation of the airline 
industry, but nothing in the Act itself, or its legislative 
history, indicates that Congress had a clear and 
manifest purpose to displace state tort law in actions 
that do not affect deregulation in more than  
a peripheral manner.” Moreover, the court held that 
a judgment in plaintiff’s favor would impact only 
SkyWest to the extent that it “might be required to 
exercise more care in providing whatever services it 
decides to provide.” 
 

This case shows that, while the contours of the ADA 
and its preemptive effect are fairly well defined, 
there remains uncertainty even where the underlying 
fact pattern includes an airline “service.” 
 

Day v. SkyWest Airlines, 45 F.4th 1181 (10th Cir. 
2022). 
 

Hard Landing Leads to Hard 
Lesson on the Need for Experts 
Jonathan M. Stern, Washington, D.C.  
jstern@schnader.com 
 

In Phillips v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., 
Henrietta Phillips sued Delta Air Lines (“Delta”) for  
a back injury she claimed resulted from a hard 
landing. The trial court granted summary judgment 
to Delta for failure to provide necessary expert 
medical testimony. Phillips appealed, and the 
Eleventh Circuit—in an unpublished panel opinion—
affirmed.  
 

In a short per curiam opinion, the court explained 
that the nature of the injury and the applicable 
Florida law made it necessary for Phillips to present 
expert testimony establishing that the hard landing 
caused the back injury. While the panel did not 
directly tie the need for expert testimony to the 
timing, it noted that Phillips “felt no immediate pain 
and did not seek immediate medical attention.” 
Without medical expert testimony, her negligence 
claim failed as a matter of law.  
 

Phillips v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., 2022 U.S. App. LEXIS 
23199 (11th Cir. Aug. 19, 2022).  

https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/brittany-c-wakim/
mailto:bwakim@schnader.com
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/jonathan-m-stern/
mailto:jstern@schnader.com


   
 

 4   

                                   SCHNADER’S AVIATION HAPPENINGS                                   

European Helicopter and Engine 
Manufacturers Not Subject to 
Personal Jurisdiction for Crash  
in North Carolina 
J. Denny Shupe, Philadelphia  
dshupe@schnader.com  

 

In litigation arising from a multi-fatality Life Flight 
medivac helicopter accident in North Carolina in 
2017, a unanimous panel of the Court of Appeals of 
North Carolina reversed the trial court and held that 
the court did not have specific personal jurisdiction 
over the German manufacturer of the MBB-BK117  
C2 helicopter, Airbus Helicopters Deutschland GmbH 
(“AHD”), or the French manufacturer of the 
helicopter’s Arriel 1E2 engines, Safran Helicopter 
Engines (“SHE”). 
 

AHD formerly was known as Eurocopter Deutschland 
GmbH (“Eurocopter”), and was renamed AHD in 
2014. Eurocopter had entered a Distribution and 
Service Center Agreement with American Eurocopter 
Corporation (“AEC”) in 2009; this Agreement later 
was assigned by AEC to Airbus Helicopters, Inc. 
(“AHI”), a Delaware Corporation with its principal 
place of business in Texas. AEC (and by assignment, 
AHI) was given the exclusive right to sell new 
Eurocopter helicopters in the US and to promote, 
market, and support products it purchased from 
Eurocopter in Germany for resale within the United 
States. Under this agreement, AHD sold and 
delivered the accident helicopter to AEC/AHI in 
Germany; AEC/AHI then imported the accident 
helicopter and sold it to Duke University Health 
System in Texas. AHI also agreed to provide the  

 

helicopter’s owner with technical publications,  
pilot training, and maintenance training. AHI is  
a party to the litigation but was not a party to this 
appeal by AHD. 
 

The engines were manufactured by Turbomeca 
S.A.S., which was purchased by Safran S.A. in 2005 
and rebranded as SHE in 2016. SHE is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Safran SA, a French public limited 
company which is not a party to the litigation. SHE 
has its principal place of business in France. Safran 
USA, a Delaware corporation with its principal place 
of business in Texas and which is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Safran S.A., fulfills orders for engines, 
provides technical support to customers, and 
markets those services and products within the 
United States. SHE sells and delivers Arriel engines  
to AHD in both France and Germany. 
 

Applying the US Supreme Court’s recent specific 
jurisdiction decision in Ford Motor Co. v. Montana 
Eight Judicial Dist. Ct. and two subsequent North 
Carolina state court decisions addressing Ford Motor 
Co., the appellate court found that AHD had not 
“purposefully availed” itself of the North Carolina 
forum and that the placing of the helicopter into the 
stream of commerce by AHD was not sufficient to 
support the trial court’s exercise of specific personal 
jurisdiction. The appellate court also found that there 
was no evidence that AHD marketed, sold, or 
delivered its products to North Carolina and that 
AHD’s interactive informational website, Keycopter, 
also did not provide grounds for the exercise of 
jurisdiction. 
 

Similarly, with respect to SHE, the appellate court 

                                   Aviation Group News & Notes 

 Bob Williams was appointed as the General Counsel of the Aviation Insurance Association.  

Bob formerly served on the Board, and was voted in by some of his former Board members.  

Mr. Williams will continue to serve as co-chair of Schnader’s Aviation Group and will continue  

with his law practice. 

 For the fifth consecutive year, Denny Shupe was selected by Who’s Who Legal (WWL) as being 

among the best of the world’s highest-ranked lawyers in the Transport – Aviation Contentious 

category, as published in the 2023 edition of WWL’s Thought Leaders: Global Elite 2023. 

 Barry Alexander moderated a panel, “Aviation Disputes: Treaty Liability” at the IATA Legal 

Symposium in Paris, France in October.  

 Lee Schmeer was a guest lecturer on November 16th to an Undergrad Courtroom Advocacy 

Course at Drexel University, which was working with an aviation accident fact pattern. 
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found that the helicopter’s engines were not 
consumer products, were sold solely as component 
products for helicopters, and that SHE “has never 
sought nor served a market in North Carolina for 
standalone helicopter engines.” Further, the  
Court found that “SHE never advertised, sold, or 
distributed any engines for sale to individual users  
or consumers in North Carolina,” and that “[b]eyond 
worldwide “stream of commerce” SHE also has not 
“‘purposefully availed’ itself of our forum.” The  
Court emphasized that “[t]he mere introduction of  
a product into the ‘stream of commerce’ without 
‘purposeful availment’ is insufficient to establish 
jurisdiction.” 
 

Finally, the Court held that “a foreign entity cannot 
be haled into North Carolina’s courts because of the 
presence of even an affiliated American company 
present in or doing business in the forum.” 
 

Plaintiffs have petitioned the North Carolina 
Supreme Court to hear this case on appeal, arguing 
that dismissing AHD and SHE is inconsistent with 
precedent regarding the bounds of personal 
jurisdiction involving foreign companies and their 
domesfic US distributors―specifically, that the 
“Court of Appeals’ decision creates a blueprint for 
foreign manufacturers to evade North Carolina 
courts merely by using an intermediary distributor  
to sell their products in this state.” 
 

Bartlett v Estate of Burke, 877 S.E.2d 432  
(N.C. App. 2022).  

The Montreal Convention 
Governs Privately Chartered 
Military Flights Flying Between 
the United States and its 
Military Bases Leased in Other 

Signatory Countries 
Erica Briggs, Philadelphia 
ebriggs@schnader.com 
 

In Pettaway v. Miami Air Int’l, Inc., the United States 
District Court for the Middle District of Florida 
addressed the jurisdictional reach of the Montreal 
Convention to the legal claims of passengers aboard 
privately chartered military flights between U.S. 
military bases and leased military bases in foreign 
countries. Pettaway was traveling from the United 
States naval base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to Naval 

Air Station Jacksonville, Florida, when her aircraft 
departed the runway and went into a river. 

The crux of the Court’s inquiry was whether the flight 
was “international” under the Montreal Convention  
or merely a flight between two United States 
territories. This determination turned on whether 
Guantanamo Bay was considered United States or 
Cuban territory. 
 

Based on the lease agreement between Cuba and the 
United States for Guantanamo Bay, and in 
accordance with case law holding that the United 
States generally does not assume sovereignty over 
military bases leased in foreign countries, the court 
held that Guantanamo Bay is a territory of Cuba and 
that the Convention applied. While the Court 
acknowledged the unique history between the 
United States and Guantanamo Bay and that the U.S. 
maintains de facto sovereignty over the base in 
limited circumstances--such as with issues relating to 
detainee rights--this did not change its analysis, 
which was also supported by past 11th Circuit 
precedent providing that Cuba retains “legal and 
technical” ownership over the Guantanamo Bay 
base. 
 

The Court, by referencing Article 57 of the 
Convention, also concluded that the flight in 
question was international. Article 57 limits the 
rights of State Parties to exclude certain flights from 
coverage by the Convention and makes exceptions 
for: (1) flights performed by the State Party for non-
commercial purposes; and (2) privately chartered 
flights for its military. The United States had reserved 
on the first exception but not the second. The court, 
therefore, held that international flights chartered by 
the United States military are covered by the 
Montreal Convention if between two signatory 
nations. 
 

Pettaway v. Miami Air Int'l, Inc., 2022 U.S. Dist. 
LEXIS 164424 (M.D. Fla. Aug. 31, 2022).  

Federal Court Judge Throws out 
$8.5 Million Verdict Finding 
That It Was Against the Clear 
Weight of The Evidence 
Presented at Trial 

Patrick Murray, New York 
pmurray@schnader.com   
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In Bandary v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., plaintiff was 
traveling from Buenos Aires, Argentina, to Palm 
Springs, California. During the second leg of  
the flight, from Atlanta, Georgia, to Salt Lake City, 
Utah, an altercation developed when flight 
attendants directed plaintiff to return to his seat 
after frequent visits to the lavatory. An armed 
federal agent intervened and restrained plaintiff with 
handcuffs for the remainder of the flight. 
 

Plaintiff filed suit against the airline under the 
Montreal Convention for bodily injury and emotional 
distress. Bandary alleged that he sustained physical 
injuries to his wrist, shoulder, and neck and that he 
suffered extreme emotional distress, resulting in him 
defecating in his pants, from being racially profiled, 
called a terrorist, and handcuffed. Plaintiff claimed 
PTSD from trauma he sustained in Kuwait where he 
was arrested and tortured, was re-triggered. 
 

At trial, the jury awarded plaintiff $1.5 million, 
comprised of $500,000 for bodily injury and  
$1 million for emotional distress caused by physical 
injury). An issue with the verdict sheet was 
discovered, however, and the jury was sent to 
deliberate further. The jury returned and awarded 
plaintiff $2.5 million for physical injuries and  
$6 million for emotional distress. 
 

The airline moved to have the damages award 
reduced or, in the alternative, for a new trial on 
damages on the grounds that the jury award is 
"patently excessive and against the clear weight of 
the evidence." The airline argued that plaintiff's 
bodily injuries were minor, a cut on the wrist and 
ongoing muscle pain to his neck and shoulder. The 
airline argued that under the Montreal Convention, 
plaintiff's emotional damages must flow from his 
physical bodily injuries, and most, if not all, of his 
emotional distress damages, were unrelated to his 
physical injuries. 
 

The court agreed with the airline, finding that the 
jury's $2.5 million award for bodily injury was 
contrary to the clear weight of the evidence. 
Regarding the emotional distress injuries, the court 
found that some of the injuries, such as being racially 
profiled and called a terrorist, were unrelated to his 
physical injuries and not compensable under the 
Montreal Convention. The court found from medical 
testimony, however, that plaintiff might have 
suffered a PTSD event from being handcuffed. 

Therefore, it was not against the weight of the 
evidence for the jury to find that plaintiff suffered 
some emotional distress from his physical injuries; 
the $6 million emotional damages award, however, 
was grossly excessive due to the minor nature of 
plaintiff’s physical injuries. Because of the subjective 
nature of the emotional damages, instead of 
attempting to reduce the award, the court ordered  
a new trial. 
 

Bandary v. Delta Air Lines Inc., No. 5:17-cv-01065 
(C.D. Cal. Aug. 26, 2022) (Lexis and Westlaw 
Citations unavailable).  

Blinded by the Light: A Brief 
Update on Aircraft Lasing Events 
Lee C. Schmeer, Philadelphia  
lschmeer@schnader.com  
 

In a promising development for anyone 
who flies at night, enforcement of penalties against 
those who are caught aiming laser pointers at 
aircraft, and publicity about such enforcement, 
appears to be on the rise. At the same time, stepped 
up enforcement and publicity does not appear to be 
having a corresponding deterrence because the 
number of “lasing” events reported by the FAA 
continued its upward trend in recent years. 
 

When a laser pointer is directed at a cockpit at night, 
the effect on the pilot can be startling at best, and 
incapacitating or even career-ending at worst. Laser 
pointers can cause serious and permanent eye 
damage and can completely obscure instruments  
and key controls pilots must see in the cockpit. 
 

Existing regulations and penalties recognize the 
seriousness of the lasing threat. 18 U.S.C. § 39A 
provides for up to five years imprisonment for 
anyone who knowingly aims a laser pointer at an 
aircraft or (unfortunately not “and”) a fine. The FAA 
is permitted to impose civil penalties of up to 
$11,000 per violation and has imposed over  
$30,000 in penalties for those who commit multiple 
violations. Unfortunately, the FAA issued only 
$120,000 in total fines for lasing incidents in 2021. 
 

The threat of prison is not always idle―if the person 
responsible can be caught. In September, a man in 
California was sentenced to the maximum five years 
in prison for shining a laser pointer at a sheriff’s 
helicopter. This maximum sentencing may have 
reflected the fact that this was at least the third time 

https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/lee-c-schmeer/
mailto:lschmeer@schnader.com
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this individual had been caught shining a laser 
pointer at aircraft―indeed, catching the perpetrator 
often is the most difficult part of enforcing lasing 
laws. 
 

In a recent example, a pilot attempting to land in 
Wasilla, Alaska in late November was forced to take 
evasive action after his plane was illuminated by  
a laser. The individual responsible has not been 
identified or caught. While the pilot in Alaska 
successfully landed after going around and locating 
the location of the laser, not every pilot will have the 
situational awareness and experience to handle 
lasing events in such a fashion, and experience will 
not necessarily help a pilot who has been blinded or 
incapacitated. 
 

Regardless of the criminal and financial penalties, 
lasing events are becoming ever more common. In 
2021, there were 9,723 reported lasing events in the 
U.S., up from 6,852 in 2020. Through October, there 
are already 7,864 reported lasings for 2022. The 
threat to the aviation operational and insurance 
communities is clear: it is only a matter of when, not 
if, a lasing event leads to a major accident. 

This summary of legal issues is published for informational 

purposes only. It does not dispense legal advice or create 

an attorney-client relationship with those who read it. 

Readers should obtain professional legal advice before 

taking any legal action. 

  



   
 

 8   

                                   SCHNADER’S AVIATION HAPPENINGS                                   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Philadelphia Office 
1600 Market Street  

Suite 3600 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Pittsburgh Office 
Fifth Avenue Place 

120 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2700 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 

New Jersey Office 
Woodland Falls Corporate Park 
220 Lake Drive East, Suite 200 

Cherry Hill, NJ 08002 

San Francisco Office 
650 California Street 

19th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Washington, D.C. Office 
1750 K Street, N.W.  

Suite 1200 
Washington, DC 20006 

New York Office 
140 Broadway 

Suite 3100 
New York, NY 10005 

  Delaware Office 
824 N. Market Street, Suite 800 

Wilmington, DE 19801 

  

OUR AVIATION TEAM 
 www.schnader.com/aviation 

 

Robert J. Williams Partner,    Barry S. Alexander Partner, 

Co-Chair of the Aviation Group    Co-Chair of the Aviation Group                   

Richard A. Barkasy Partner  
  
Kristi J. Doughty Associate 
  
Bryant T. Eng Associate 
  
Arleigh P. Helfer III Associate 
 

George H. Kalikman Partner 
  
Bruce P. Merenstein Partner  
 
Leo J. Murphy Counsel  
 
Patrick C. Murray Associate 
  
Brandy S. Ringer Associate 
  
Lisa J. Rodriguez Partner 
  
Carl J. Schaerf Partner  
 
 
 

Lee C. Schmeer Associate,  
Co-Editor of Newsletter  
 

Stephen J. Shapiro Partner  
 

Edward J. Sholinsky Partner 
  
J. Denny Shupe Partner  
  
Jonathan B. Skowron Partner 
  
Jonathan M. Stern Counsel  
                 
Jennifer K. Thai Partner 
 

Brittany C. Wakim Associate,  
Co-Editor of Newsletter  
  
Ralph G. Wellington Partner  
  
Keith E. Whitson Partner  
  
Gordon S. Woodward Partner 
 

 

https://www.schnader.com/industries/aviation/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/robert-j-williams/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/barry-s-alexander/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/richard-a-barkasy/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/kristi-j-doughty/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/bryant-t-eng/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/arleigh-p-helfer/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/george-h-kalikman/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/bruce-p-merenstein/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/leo-j-murphy/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/patrick-c-murray/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/brandy-s-ringer/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/lisa-j-rodriguez/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/carl-j-schaerf/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/lee-c-schmeer/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/stephen-j-shapiro/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/edward-j-sholinsky/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/j-denny-shupe/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/jonathan-b-skowron/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/jonathan-m-stern/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/jennifer-k-thai/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/brittany-c-wakim/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/ralph-g-wellington/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/keith-e-whitson/
https://www.schnader.com/attorneys/gordon-s-woodward/

