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R
etroactive L

im
itations O

n C
auses O

f A
ctions O

r R
em

edies A
pplied T

o Pending C
ases 

 

L
egislation 

D
escription/O

perative L
anguage 

A
pplicability to Pending C

ases 

Y
2K

 A
ct, Pub. L. 

N
o. 106-37, 113 

Stat 185, 15 
U

.S.C
. §§ 6601-

6617 (July 20, 
1999) 

A
m

ong other things, lim
ited 

dam
ages available and im

posed 
heightened pleading standard in 
actions arising from

 Y
ear 2000 

com
puter problem

s.   

M
edim

atch, Inc. v. Lucent Techs. Inc., 120 F. Supp. 2d 842, 848 
(N

.D
. C

al. 2000) (finding Y
2K

 A
ct applied retroactively and 

controlled parties and allegations in case w
here plaintiff’s original 

com
plaint w

as filed “prior to enactm
ent of the A

ct, but subsequent to 
the date of the A

ct’s retroactivity provision”) 

Prison Litigation 
R

eform
 A

ct of 
1995, Pub. L. N

o. 
104-134, § 802, 
110 Stat. 1321, 
1321-66 to -70, 18 
U

.S.C
. § 3626 

(A
pr. 26, 1996) 

Established standards for 
term

ination of existing orders 
im

posing prospective injunctive 
relief in civil actions challenging 
prison condition and provided for 
autom

atic stay of injunctions 
starting 30 days follow

ing filing of 
a m

otion to term
inate the 

injunction. 

M
iller v. French, 530 U

.S. 327, 331 (2000) (applying PLR
A

 to 
“litigation began in 1975”). 

Treasury, Postal 
Service and 
G

eneral 
G

overnm
ent 

A
ppropriations 

A
ct, 1996, Pub. L. 

N
o. 104-52, tit. I, 

109 Stat. 468, 
468-69 (N

ov. 19, 
1995)    

A
m

endm
ent to § 640 lim

ited ability 
of certain Federal em

ployees to take 
advantage of extended statute of 
lim

itations for FLSA
 claim

s. 

Adam
s v. H

inchm
an, 154 F.3d 420 (D

.C
. C

ir. 1998) (per curiam
) 

(affirm
ing in part entry of sum

m
ary judgm

ent against plaintiffs in 
case filed before am

endm
ent). 
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L
egislation 

D
escription/O

perative L
anguage 

A
pplicability to Pending C

ases 

1995 A
m

endm
ent 

to M
igrant and 

Seasonal 
A

gricultural 
W

orker Protection 
A

ct, Pub. L. N
o. 

104-49, § 1(a), 
109 Stat. 432, 
432, 29 U

.S.C
. 

§ 1854(d)(1) 
(N

ov. 15, 1995) 

M
andated that “w

here a State 
w

orkers’ com
pensation law

 is 
applicable and coverage is provided 
for a m

igrant or seasonal 
agricultural w

orker, the w
orkers’ 

com
pensation benefits shall be the 

exclusive rem
edy” for death or 

injury of the w
orker.  29 U

.S.C
. 

§ 1854(d)(1). 

D
eck v. Peter Rom

ein’s Sons, Inc., 109 F.3d 383, 386-90 (7th C
ir. 

1997) (affirm
ing retroactive application to case pending at tim

e of 
am

endm
ent). 

D
efense M

apping 
A

gency 
Im

m
unity, Pub. L. 

N
o. 103-337, 

§ 1074, 108 Stat. 
2663, 2861, 10 
U

.S.C
. § 456 

(previously 
codified at 10 
U

.S.C
. § 2798) 

(O
ct. 5, 1994) 

“N
o civil action m

ay be brought 
against the U

nited States on the 
basis of the content of a 
navigational aid prepared or 
dissem

inated by the D
efense 

M
apping A

gency.”  Pub. L. N
o. 

103-337, § 1074(b). 

H
yundai M

erchant M
arine C

o. v. U
nited States, 888 F. Supp. 543 

(S.D
.N

.Y
. 1995) (dism

issing case filed before law
 enacted), aff’d, 75 

F.3d 134 (2d C
ir. 1996). 

N
egotiated R

ates 
A

ct of 1993, Pub. 
L. N

o. 103-180, 
§ 2, 107 Stat. 
2044, 2044-47, 49 
U

.S.C
. § 10701(f) 

(D
ec. 3, 1993) 

A
m

ong other things, exem
pted 

sm
all businesses from

 undercharge 
suits by trucking carriers based on 
difference betw

een carrier rates 
filed w

ith Interstate C
om

m
erce 

C
om

m
ission and rates negotiated 

by the carriers.  49 U
.S.C

. § 

In re Jones Truck Lines, Inc., 57 F.3d 642, 645 (8th C
ir. 1995) 

(describing purpose of A
ct w

as, in part, to address already filed 
cases). 
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L
egislation 

D
escription/O

perative L
anguage 

A
pplicability to Pending C

ases 

10701(f)(9).   

A
m

endm
ent to 

Federal 
Em

ployees 
Liability R

eform
 

and Tort 
C

om
pensation 

A
ct of 1988 (the 

“W
estfall A

ct”), 
Pub. L. N

o. 100-
694, § 6, 102 Stat. 
4563, 4564-65, 28 
U

.S.C
. § 2679 

(N
ov. 18, 1988)  

Substituted the U
nited States as a 

party defendant in tort cases upon 
certification by the A

ttorney 
G

eneral that the defendant 
em

ployee w
as acting w

ithin the 
scope of his em

ploym
ent at the tim

e 
the incident out of w

hich the claim
 

arose.  28 U
.S.C

. § 2679(d)(1).   

Arbour v. Jenkins, 903 F.2d 416, 420 (6th C
ir. 1990) (holding 

W
estfall A

ct should be applied retroactively to plaintiff’s claim
s and 

rem
anding for further proceedings); Salm

on v. Schw
arz, 948 F.2d 

1131, 1142-44 (10th C
ir. 1991) (sam

e); Sow
ell v. Am

. C
yanam

id C
o., 

888 F.2d 802, 805 (11th C
ir. 1989) (giving statute retroactive effect 

and ordering district court to enter judgm
ent for substituted 

defendant); see also Lunsford v. Price, 885 F.2d 236, 241 (5th C
ir. 

1989) (giving statute retroactive effect and affirm
ing entry of 

sum
m

ary judgm
ent against plaintiffs, substituting the Tennessee 

V
alley A

uthority as party defendant pursuant to Pub. L. N
o. 100-694, 

§ 9). 

Price-A
nderson 

A
m

endm
ents A

ct 
of 1988, Pub. L. 
N

o. 100-408, 
§ 11(b), 102 Stat. 
1066, 1076, 42 
U

.S.C
. § 2014(hh) 

(A
ug. 20, 1988) 

A
m

ong other things, required 
application of “the law

 of the State 
in w

hich [a] nuclear incident . . . 
occurs” to claim

s arising from
 

nuclear accidents.  42 U
.S.C

. 
§ 2014(hh). 

In re TM
I, 89 F.3d 1106 (3d C

ir. 1996) (affirm
ing grant of sum

m
ary 

judgm
ent against plaintiffs based on retroactive application of 

Pennsylvania statute of lim
itations to cases filed before am

endm
ent). 
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L
egislation 

D
escription/O

perative L
anguage 

A
pplicability to Pending C

ases 

1985 A
m

endm
ent 

of Fair Labor 
Standards A

ct 
Exem

pting States 
and 
M

unicipalities, 
Pub. L. N

o. 99-
150, § 2(c), 99 
Stat. 787, 788, 29 
U

.S.C
. § 216 note 

(N
ov. 13, 1985)  

“N
o State, political subdivision of a 

State, or interstate governm
ental 

agency shall be liable under section 
16 of the [FLSA

] for a violation of . 
. . such A

ct occurring before A
pril 

15, 1986 . . . .”  Pub. L. N
o. 99-150, 

§ 2(c).   

Austin v. C
ity of Bisbee, Az., 855 F.2d 1429, 1434-37 (9th C

ir. 1988) 
(affirm

ing entry of sum
m

ary judgm
ent against plaintiffs based on 

retroactive application of am
endm

ent to case filed before enactm
ent). 

Supplem
ental 

A
ppropriations 

and R
escission 

A
ct, 1980, Pub. L. 

N
o. 96-304, 94 

Stat. 857, 902-03 
(July 8, 1980) 

To m
oot certain suits challenging 

the allocation of federal highw
ay 

funds, C
ongress set statutory 

distribution form
ula and 

obligational ceiling for fiscal year 
1980.  See H

.R
. R

ep. N
o. 96-1149, 

at 56-57 (1980) (C
onf. R

ep.). 

Arkansas ex rel. Arkansas State H
ighw

ay C
om

m
’n v. G

oldschm
idt, 

627 F.2d 839, 842-43 (8th C
ir. 1980) (per curiam

) (vacating order 
and judgm

ent of district court in favor of state against defendant 
Secretary of Transportation given passage of legislation rendered 
state’s com

plaint m
oot). 
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L
egislation 

D
escription/O

perative L
anguage 

A
pplicability to Pending C

ases 

Portal-to-Portal 
A

ct of 1947, ch. 
52, § 2, 61 Stat. 
84, 85-86, 29 
U

.S.C
. § 252 

(M
ay 14, 1947) 

“N
o em

ployer shall be subject to 
any liability or punishm

ent under 
the Fair Labor Standards A

ct of 
1938, as am

ended [29 U
.S.C

. § 201 
et seq.], the W

alsh-H
ealey A

ct [41 
U

.S.C
. § 35 et seq.], or the B

acon-
D

avis A
ct [40 U

.S.C
. § 276a et 

seq.] (in any action or proceeding 
com

m
enced prior to or on or after 

M
ay 14, 1947), on account of the 

failure of such em
ployer to pay an 

em
ployee m

inim
um

 w
ages, or to 

pay an em
ployee overtim

e 
com

pensation, for or on account of 
any activity of an em

ployee 
engaged in prior to M

ay 14, 1947, 
except” under certain enum

erated 
circum

stances.  29 U
.S.C

. § 252(a). 

Battaglia v. G
eneral M

otors C
orp., 169 F.2d 254, 255 (2d C

ir. 1948) 
(“W

hile these suits w
ere pending w

ithout adjudication, C
ongress 

enacted the Portal-to-Portal A
ct of 1947 . . . .”); 149 M

adison Avenue 
C

orp. v. Asselta, 331 U
.S. 795 (1947) (per curiam

) (granting m
otion 

to m
odify its prior judgm

ent (331 U
.S. 199) and rem

anding to the 
district court in light of C

ongress’ subsequent enactm
ent of the 

Portal-to-Portal A
ct); Asselta v. 149 M

adison Ave. C
orp., 90 F. Supp. 

442, 443 (S.D
.N

.Y
. 1950) (explaining procedural history). 
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