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Sprietsma Opinion & Federal Pre-emption of Ryan’s Law                                 22 April 2019

by Gary Polson, PropellerSafety.com 


Excerpts of the U.S. Supreme Court opinion in Sprietsma v. Mercury Marine related to possible 
federal preemption of Ryan’s Law are identified and discussed in this document. 


As noted in the related post on our website, I am not an attorney. However, I have closely 
followed issues surrounding recreational boat propeller guards for over 20 years.


Rex Sprietsma’s wife Jean was fatally struck by an outboard motor propeller in 1995. Rex 
Sprietsma sued Mercury Marine in Illinois State Court claiming the boat motor was 
unreasonably dangerous because it did not have a propeller guard. Mercury Marine claimed 
federal pre-emption. Mercury Marine said Mr. Sprietsma’s ability to sue to them was federally 
preempted by the 1971 Federal Boating Safety Act AND by the U.S. Coast Guard’s 1990 
decision not to require boat propeller guards. Mercury prevailed in Illinois Appellate Court but 
Mercury Marine’s  federal pre-emption defense was struck down by the U.S. Supreme Court. 


The Sprietsma decision was announced 3 December 2002.


Comments in italics are those of Gary Polson of PropellerSafety.com .




The Court said there were two questions:  

1. Is state common-law tort action pre-empted by the Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971? 
2. Is state common-law tort action pre-empted by the Coast Guard’s 1990 decision not 

to require propeller guards on boats? 

State common-law tort action as used here refers to general laws states have concerning the 
ability of individuals to legally recover (sue the manufacturer) when they are injured by allegedly 
unreasonably dangerous equipment no matter what kind of equipment or device it is. These 
laws do not just apply to boats. They apply to all types of equipment and devices. 
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Opinion of the Court

Justice Stevens delivered the opinion of the Court.

The question presented is whether a state common-law
tort action seeking damages from the manufacturer of an
outboard motor is pre-empted either by the enactment of
the Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971, 46 U. S. C. §§ 4301–4311
(FBSA, 1971 Act, or Act), or by the decision of the Coast
Guard in 1990 not to promulgate a regulation requiring pro-
peller guards on motorboats.

I

On July 10, 1995, petitioner’s wife, Jeanne Sprietsma, died
as a result of a boating accident on an inland lake that spans
the Kentucky-Tennessee border. She was riding in an 18-
foot ski boat equipped with a 115-horsepower outboard
motor manufactured by respondent, Mercury Marine, which
is a division of the Brunswick Corporation (Brunswick).
Apparently when the boat turned, she fell overboard and was
struck by the propeller, suffering fatal injuries.

Attorneys General for their respective States as follows: Mark Pryor of
Arkansas, Bill Lockyer of California, Richard Blumenthal of Connecticut,
Robert A. Butterworth of Florida, Earl I. Anzai of Hawaii, Steve Carter
of Indiana, J. Joseph Curran, Jr., of Maryland, Mike McGrath of Montana,
Frankie Sue Del Papa of Nevada, Philip T. McLaughlin of New Hamp-
shire, Patricia Madrid of New Mexico, Roy Cooper of North Carolina,
Hardy Myers of Oregon, Mark L. Shurtleff of Utah, Christine O. Gregoire
of Washington, and Darrell V. McGraw, Jr., of West Virginia; and for the
Association of Trial Lawyers of America by Ross Diamond III and Jeffrey
Robert White.

Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for the Chamber of
Commerce of the United States of America by John G. Roberts, Jr., Cath-
erine E. Stetson, and Robin S. Conrad; for the Maritime Law Association
of the United States by Joshua S. Force, Raymond P. Hayden, William
R. Dorsey III, and James Patrick Cooney; for the National Association of
Manufacturers et al. by Kenneth W. Starr, Robert R. Gasaway, Richard
A. Cordray, Ashley C. Parrish, Jan S. Amundson, and Quentin Riegel;
and for the Product Liability Advisory Council, Inc., by Alan Untereiner.
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Pages 58-59 excerpt is below





The section above is known as the preemption clause of the Act. With regards to Ryan’s Law,  it 
says states or political divisions of states can not establish, continue, or enforce a law or 
regulation establishing a recreational vessel or or other safety standard or impose a requirement 
for associated equipment that is not identical to a regulation prescribed under section 4302 of 
this regulation. 

This was seen by Mercury Marine and Brunswick as their primary defense. If states could not 
require the use of guards in any situation, common-law lawsuits would be rejected based on 
preemption in state courts. Similarly since the federal regulations did not specifically require the 
use of propeller guards, lawsuits would be rejected based on preemption in Federal Courts. 

Their preemption defense worked great for over a decade. 
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Opinion of the Court

the Coast Guard must consider certain factors, such as the
extent to which the proposed regulation will contribute to
boating safety, and must consult with a special National
Boating Safety Advisory Council appointed pursuant to § 33
of the Act, 46 U. S. C. § 13110.7 The Advisory Council con-
sists of 21 members, 7 representatives from each of three
different groups: (1) “State officials responsible for State
boating safety programs,” (2) boat and equipment manufac-
turers, and (3) “national recreational boating organizations
and . . . the general public.” § 13110(b). The Coast Guard
may also issue exemptions from its regulations if it deter-
mines that boating safety “will not be adversely affected.”
§ 4305.

Section 10 of the Act, as codified in 46 U. S. C. § 4306, sets
forth the Act’s pre-emption clause and thus provides the
basis for respondent’s express pre-emption argument. It
states in full:

“Unless permitted by the Secretary under section
4305 of this title, a State or political subdivision of a
State may not establish, continue in effect, or enforce

7 “In prescribing regulations under this section, the Secretary shall,
among other things—

“(1) consider the need for and the extent to which the regulations will
contribute to recreational vessel safety;

“(2) consider relevant available recreational vessel safety standards, sta-
tistics, and data, including public and private research, development, test-
ing, and evaluation;

“(3) not compel substantial alteration of a recreational vessel or item of
associated equipment that is in existence, or the construction or manufac-
ture of which is begun before the effective date of the regulation, but
subject to that limitation may require compliance or performance, to avoid
a substantial risk of personal injury to the public, that the Secretary con-
siders appropriate in relation to the degree of hazard that the compliance
will correct; and

“(4) consult with the National Boating Safety Advisory Council estab-
lished under section 13110 of this title about the considerations referred
to in clauses (1)–(3) of this subsection.”
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a law or regulation establishing a recreational vessel
or associated equipment performance or other safety
standard or imposing a requirement for associated
equipment (except insofar as the State or political subdi-
vision may, in the absence of the Secretary’s disap-
proval, regulate the carrying or use of marine safety
articles to meet uniquely hazardous conditions or cir-
cumstances within the State) that is not identical to a
regulation prescribed under section 4302 of this title.”

Section 40, 46 U. S. C. § 4311, sets forth the penalties that
may be assessed against persons who violate the Act. At
the end of that section, Congress included the following sav-
ing clause:

“Compliance with this chapter or standards, regula-
tions, or orders prescribed under this chapter does not
relieve a person from liability at common law or under
State law.” § 4311(g).

Federal Regulation Under the FBSA
The day after the President signed the FBSA into law, the

Secretary of Transportation took action that was based on
the assumption that § 10 would pre-empt existing state regu-
lation that “is not identical to a regulation prescribed” under
§ 5 of the Act, even if no such federal regulation had been
promulgated. On August 11, 1971, the Secretary issued a
statement exempting all then-existing state laws from pre-
emption under the Act. 36 Fed. Reg. 15764–15765. He ex-
plained that boating safety would “not be adversely affected
by continuing in effect those existing laws and regulations
of the various States and political subdivisions” until new
federal regulations could be issued. Id., at 15765.

One year later, on August 4, 1972, the Coast Guard issued
its first regulations under § 5 of the Act. See 37 Fed. Reg.
15777–15785. Those regulations included boat performance
and safety standards such as requirements for hull identifi-
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Mercury Marine wrote about establishing their preemption defense in their January 11, 1993 
internal weekly newsletter as seen below. It mentions winning on appeal in the Pree case and in 
an Illinois appellate court. 



In term of the ability of a state or county’s ability to establish a law requiring propeller guards, 
some read the preemption part of the Act as saying all such laws were preempted. Others read 
the regulation as saying it only preempts state and county laws in areas where there is already a 
Coast Guard standard / regulation. For example if the Coast Guard has no federal regulations 
on propeller guards, states and/or counties could establish one if they so desired. This exact 
discussion was had between Leslie  Brueckner on behalf of Spriestma during her oral argument 
before the Supreme Court 15 October 2002, page 5. 

Page 65 excerpt


“Respondent” above refers to Mercury Marine. 
The excerpt above clearly states USCG’s decision not to require propeller guards does not 
prohibit any state or their political subdivisions from adopting such a regulation. 
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52, 67 (1941).” Freightliner Corp. v. Myrick, 514 U. S.
280, 287 (1995).

Moreover, Congress’ inclusion of an express pre-emption
clause “does not bar the ordinary working of conflict pre-
emption principles,” Geier, 529 U. S., at 869 (emphasis in
original), that find implied pre-emption “where it is impossi-
ble for a private party to comply with both state and federal
requirements, or where state law stands as an obstacle to
the accomplishment and execution of the full purposes and
objectives of Congress.” Freightliner Corp., 514 U. S., at
287 (internal quotation marks and citations omitted). We
are not persuaded, however, that the FBSA has any such
pre-emptive effect.

We first consider, and reject, respondent’s reliance on the
Coast Guard’s decision not to adopt a regulation requiring
propeller guards on motorboats. It is quite wrong to view
that decision as the functional equivalent of a regulation pro-
hibiting all States and their political subdivisions from adopt-
ing such a regulation. The decision in 1990 to accept the
subcommittee’s recommendation to “take no regulatory ac-
tion,” App. 80, left the law applicable to propeller guards
exactly the same as it had been before the subcommittee
began its investigation. Of course, if a state common-law
claim directly conflicted with a federal regulation promul-
gated under the Act, or if it were impossible to comply with
any such regulation without incurring liability under state
common law, pre-emption would occur. This, however, is
not such a case.

Indeed, history teaches us that a Coast Guard decision not
to regulate a particular aspect of boating safety is fully con-
sistent with an intent to preserve state regulatory authority
pending the adoption of specific federal standards. That
was the course the Coast Guard followed in 1971 immediately
after the Act was passed, and again when it imposed its first
regulations in 1972 and 1973. The Coast Guard has never
taken the position that the litigation of state common-law
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Pages 65-66 excerpt





The excerpt above clearly says the Coast Guard decision not to regulate a specific area of 
boating safety is consistent with an intent to preserve state regulatory authority pending 
adoption of specific federal standards. 
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52, 67 (1941).” Freightliner Corp. v. Myrick, 514 U. S.
280, 287 (1995).

Moreover, Congress’ inclusion of an express pre-emption
clause “does not bar the ordinary working of conflict pre-
emption principles,” Geier, 529 U. S., at 869 (emphasis in
original), that find implied pre-emption “where it is impossi-
ble for a private party to comply with both state and federal
requirements, or where state law stands as an obstacle to
the accomplishment and execution of the full purposes and
objectives of Congress.” Freightliner Corp., 514 U. S., at
287 (internal quotation marks and citations omitted). We
are not persuaded, however, that the FBSA has any such
pre-emptive effect.

We first consider, and reject, respondent’s reliance on the
Coast Guard’s decision not to adopt a regulation requiring
propeller guards on motorboats. It is quite wrong to view
that decision as the functional equivalent of a regulation pro-
hibiting all States and their political subdivisions from adopt-
ing such a regulation. The decision in 1990 to accept the
subcommittee’s recommendation to “take no regulatory ac-
tion,” App. 80, left the law applicable to propeller guards
exactly the same as it had been before the subcommittee
began its investigation. Of course, if a state common-law
claim directly conflicted with a federal regulation promul-
gated under the Act, or if it were impossible to comply with
any such regulation without incurring liability under state
common law, pre-emption would occur. This, however, is
not such a case.

Indeed, history teaches us that a Coast Guard decision not
to regulate a particular aspect of boating safety is fully con-
sistent with an intent to preserve state regulatory authority
pending the adoption of specific federal standards. That
was the course the Coast Guard followed in 1971 immediately
after the Act was passed, and again when it imposed its first
regulations in 1972 and 1973. The Coast Guard has never
taken the position that the litigation of state common-law
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claims relating to an area not yet subject to federal regula-
tion would conflict with “the accomplishment and execution
of the full purposes and objectives of Congress.” Hines v.
Davidowitz, 312 U. S. 52, 67 (1941).

The Illinois Supreme Court concluded “that the Coast
Guard’s failure to promulgate a propeller guard requirement
here equates to a ruling that no such regulation is appro-
priate pursuant to the policy of the FBSA.” 197 Ill. 2d, at
128, 757 N. E. 2d, at 85. With regard to policies defined by
Congress, we have recognized that “a federal decision to
forgo regulation in a given area may imply an authoritative
federal determination that the area is best left unregulated,
and in that event would have as much pre-emptive force as
a decision to regulate.” Arkansas Elec. Cooperative Corp.
v. Arkansas Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 461 U. S. 375, 384 (1983);
see also Bethlehem Steel Co. v. New York State Labor Rela-
tions Bd., 330 U. S. 767, 774 (1947) (state law is pre-empted
“where failure of the federal officials affirmatively to exercise
their full authority takes on the character of a ruling that no
such regulation is appropriate or approved pursuant to the
policy of the statute”). In this instance, however, the Illi-
nois Supreme Court’s conclusion does not accurately reflect
the Coast Guard’s entire explanation for its decision:

“The regulatory process is very structured and strin-
gent regarding justification. Available propeller guard
accident data do not support imposition of a regulation
requiring propeller guards on motorboats. Regulatory
action is also limited by the many questions about
whether a universally acceptable propeller guard is
available or technically feasible in all modes of boat op-
eration. Additionally, the question of retrofitting mil-
lions of boats would certainly be a major economic con-
sideration.” App. 80.

This statement reveals only a judgment that the available
data did not meet the FBSA’s “stringent” criteria for federal
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Pages 66-67 excerpt








The excerpt above, along with its footnote need little explanation. The Coast Guard did not 
decide states and their political divisions should not impose propeller guard regulations. Plus 
the Coast Guard did not reject propeller guards as unsafe. 
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regulation. The Coast Guard did not take the further step
of deciding that, as a matter of policy, the States and their
political subdivisions should not impose some version of pro-
peller guard regulation, and it most definitely did not reject
propeller guards as unsafe.11 The Coast Guard’s apparent
focus was on the lack of any “universally acceptable” propel-
ler guard for “all modes of boat operation.” But nothing in
its official explanation would be inconsistent with a tort ver-
dict premised on a jury’s finding that some type of propeller
guard should have been installed on this particular kind of
boat equipped with respondent’s particular type of motor.
Thus, although the Coast Guard’s decision not to require pro-
peller guards was undoubtedly intentional and carefully con-
sidered, it does not convey an “authoritative” message of
a federal policy against propeller guards. And nothing in
the Coast Guard’s recent regulatory activities alters this
conclusion.

The Coast Guard’s decision not to impose a propeller guard
requirement presents a sharp contrast to the decision of the
Secretary of Transportation that was given pre-emptive ef-
fect in Geier v. American Honda Motor Co., 529 U. S. 861
(2000). As the Solicitor General had argued in that case,
the promulgation of Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
(FMVSS) 208 embodied an affirmative “policy judgment that
safety would best be promoted if manufacturers installed al-
ternative protection systems in their fleets rather than one
particular system in every car.” Id., at 881. In finding
pre-emption, we expressly placed “weight upon the DOT’s
interpretation of FMVSS 208’s objectives and its conclusion,
as set forth in the Government’s brief, that a tort suit such
as this one would ‘ “ ‘stan[d] as an obstacle to the accomplish-

11 Indeed, in response to the Propeller Guard Subcommittee’s recommen-
dation in favor of “educational and awareness campaigns,” the Coast
Guard indicated that it would publish a series of articles “aimed at avoid-
ing boat/propeller strike accidents,” which could include the topic of “avail-
able propeller guards.” App. 82–83.
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claims relating to an area not yet subject to federal regula-
tion would conflict with “the accomplishment and execution
of the full purposes and objectives of Congress.” Hines v.
Davidowitz, 312 U. S. 52, 67 (1941).

The Illinois Supreme Court concluded “that the Coast
Guard’s failure to promulgate a propeller guard requirement
here equates to a ruling that no such regulation is appro-
priate pursuant to the policy of the FBSA.” 197 Ill. 2d, at
128, 757 N. E. 2d, at 85. With regard to policies defined by
Congress, we have recognized that “a federal decision to
forgo regulation in a given area may imply an authoritative
federal determination that the area is best left unregulated,
and in that event would have as much pre-emptive force as
a decision to regulate.” Arkansas Elec. Cooperative Corp.
v. Arkansas Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 461 U. S. 375, 384 (1983);
see also Bethlehem Steel Co. v. New York State Labor Rela-
tions Bd., 330 U. S. 767, 774 (1947) (state law is pre-empted
“where failure of the federal officials affirmatively to exercise
their full authority takes on the character of a ruling that no
such regulation is appropriate or approved pursuant to the
policy of the statute”). In this instance, however, the Illi-
nois Supreme Court’s conclusion does not accurately reflect
the Coast Guard’s entire explanation for its decision:

“The regulatory process is very structured and strin-
gent regarding justification. Available propeller guard
accident data do not support imposition of a regulation
requiring propeller guards on motorboats. Regulatory
action is also limited by the many questions about
whether a universally acceptable propeller guard is
available or technically feasible in all modes of boat op-
eration. Additionally, the question of retrofitting mil-
lions of boats would certainly be a major economic con-
sideration.” App. 80.

This statement reveals only a judgment that the available
data did not meet the FBSA’s “stringent” criteria for federal
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regulation. The Coast Guard did not take the further step
of deciding that, as a matter of policy, the States and their
political subdivisions should not impose some version of pro-
peller guard regulation, and it most definitely did not reject
propeller guards as unsafe.11 The Coast Guard’s apparent
focus was on the lack of any “universally acceptable” propel-
ler guard for “all modes of boat operation.” But nothing in
its official explanation would be inconsistent with a tort ver-
dict premised on a jury’s finding that some type of propeller
guard should have been installed on this particular kind of
boat equipped with respondent’s particular type of motor.
Thus, although the Coast Guard’s decision not to require pro-
peller guards was undoubtedly intentional and carefully con-
sidered, it does not convey an “authoritative” message of
a federal policy against propeller guards. And nothing in
the Coast Guard’s recent regulatory activities alters this
conclusion.

The Coast Guard’s decision not to impose a propeller guard
requirement presents a sharp contrast to the decision of the
Secretary of Transportation that was given pre-emptive ef-
fect in Geier v. American Honda Motor Co., 529 U. S. 861
(2000). As the Solicitor General had argued in that case,
the promulgation of Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
(FMVSS) 208 embodied an affirmative “policy judgment that
safety would best be promoted if manufacturers installed al-
ternative protection systems in their fleets rather than one
particular system in every car.” Id., at 881. In finding
pre-emption, we expressly placed “weight upon the DOT’s
interpretation of FMVSS 208’s objectives and its conclusion,
as set forth in the Government’s brief, that a tort suit such
as this one would ‘ “ ‘stan[d] as an obstacle to the accomplish-

11 Indeed, in response to the Propeller Guard Subcommittee’s recommen-
dation in favor of “educational and awareness campaigns,” the Coast
Guard indicated that it would publish a series of articles “aimed at avoid-
ing boat/propeller strike accidents,” which could include the topic of “avail-
able propeller guards.” App. 82–83.
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Page 68 excerpt


The U.S. Solicitor General (the person appointed to represent the U.S. Government in front of 
the Supreme Court per Wikipedia) and counsel for the Coast Guard do not view the Coast 
Guard’s 1990 decision not to require propeller guards as having any preemptive effect. 
The Solicitor General’s Brief supporting petitioner (supporting Rex Sprietsma) was joined by G. 
Alex Wellner, Attorney, United States Coast Guard, Department of Transportation, Washington 
D.C. 20590. 

Page 70 excerpt


The U.S. Supreme Court says absent some future decision by the Coast Guard, the concern for 
uniformity (meaning the broad preemptive requirements) do not displace state common law 
remedies. 
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ment and execution’ ” ’ of those objectives . . . . Congress
has delegated to DOT authority to implement the statute;
the subject matter is technical; and the relevant history and
background are complex and extensive. The agency is likely
to have a thorough understanding of its own regulation and
its objectives and is ‘uniquely qualified’ to comprehend the
likely impact of state requirements.” Id., at 883. In the
case before us today, the Solicitor General, joined by counsel
for the Coast Guard, has informed us that the agency does
not view the 1990 refusal to regulate or any subsequent reg-
ulatory actions by the Coast Guard as having any pre-
emptive effect. Our reasoning in Geier therefore provides
strong support for petitioner’s submission.

V

Even though the refusal to regulate propeller guards in
1990 had no pre-emptive effect, it is possible that the statu-
tory scheme as a whole implicitly pre-empted common-law
claims such as petitioner’s when it was enacted in 1971. If
that were so, the exemption carried forward by the Secre-
tary in 1973 after the first federal regulations were adopted
might have saved existing state common-law rules “in effect
on the effective date” of the 1971 Act, so far as those rules
relate to propeller guards. 38 Fed. Reg., at 6915. But even
if that is not the case, we think it clear that the FBSA did
not so completely occupy the field of safety regulation of rec-
reational boats as to foreclose state common-law remedies.

In Ray v. Atlantic Richfield Co., 435 U. S. 151 (1978), we
considered a federal statute that directed the Secretary of
Transportation to determine “which oil tankers are suffi-
ciently safe to be allowed to proceed in the navigable waters
of the United States,” and after inspection to certify “each
vessel as sufficiently safe to protect the marine environ-
ment.” Id., at 163, 165. We held that this scheme of man-
datory federal regulation implicitly pre-empted the power of
the State of Washington “to exclude from Puget Sound ves-
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statement in a House Report that the 1971 Act “preempts
the field on boating standards or regulations.” H. R. Rep.
No. 92–324, p. 11 (1971). The statement was made prior to
the amendment containing the saving clause, and nothing in
the entire report suggests that it meant the occupied “field”
to include judge-made common law.

Respondent ultimately relies upon one of the FBSA’s main
goals: fostering uniformity in manufacturing regulations.
Uniformity is undoubtedly important to the industry, and the
statute’s pre-emption clause was meant to “assur[e] that
manufacture for the domestic trade will not involve compli-
ance with widely varying local requirements.” S. Rep. 20.
Yet this interest is not unyielding, as is demonstrated both
by the Coast Guard’s early grants of broad exemptions for
state regulations and by the position it has taken in this liti-
gation. Absent a contrary decision by the Coast Guard, the
concern with uniformity does not justify the displacement of
state common-law remedies that compensate accident vic-
tims and their families and that serve the Act’s more promi-
nent objective, emphasized by its title, of promoting boat-
ing safety.

The judgment of the Illinois Supreme Court is reversed,
and the case is remanded for further proceedings not incon-
sistent with this opinion.

It is so ordered.
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The Decision 

The two questions defined by the Supreme Court on page 1 of this document were: 

1. Is state common-law tort action pre-empted by the Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971? 
2. Is state common-law tort action pre-empted by the Coast Guard’s 1990 decision not to 

require propeller guards on boats? 

The U.S. Supreme Court unanimously found neither question above preempted Mr. Sprietsma’s 
right to sue to outboard motor manufacturer for not having a propeller guard on their motor. 
Thus the Sprietsma case was remanded back to the State of Illinois. The Sprietsma case later 
vanished indicating it was likely settled. 

What About the Right of States to Require Propeller Guards? 

If we take the Sprietsma case one step further and ask: 

1A. Is a state regulation / law  (or regulation / law by their political subdivision) requiring  
       the use of propeller guards on certain boats pre-empted by the Federal Boat Safety  
       Act of 1971? 

2A. Is a state regulation / law (or regulation / law by their political subdivision) requiring  
      the use of propeller guards on certain boats pre-empted by the Coast Guard’s 1990  
      decision not to require propeller guards on boats? 

In my view, the Sprietsma opinion says no to both questions (1A and 2A). 

As to question 1A, the U.S. Supreme Court read the Coast Guard’s regulations on pre-emption 
(excerpt on Page 58-59) as preventing States and their political subdivisions from creating laws/
regulations in conflict with existing USCG regulations. However the Court said States and their 
political subdivisions have the right to create laws / regulations such as requiring certain boats 
to have propeller guards because that area is not covered by existing Coast Guard regulations. 

References for Question 1A: red marked section on excerpt from Pages 65-66, red marked 
section on excerpt from Pages 66-67. 

References for Question 2A: red marked section on Page 65 excerpt, red marked section of 
Page 68 excerpt. 

Conclusion 

Based on the U.S. Supreme Court’s written opinion in Sprietsma v. Mercury 
Marine, PropellerSafety.com refutes comments by the U.S. Coast Guard 
National Boating Safety Advisory Council (NBSAC) regarding federal 
preemption of Ryan’s Law made at NBSAC’s 100th meeting. 

In short, the Federal Boating Safety Act of 1971 does not pre-empt Ryan’s Law. 

The End


