N THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

JAMES E. ENGSTROM and )
RICHARD SHAW, )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 23-cv-0428
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L. )
and UNITED AIRLINES MASTER )
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL, ) Filed: Nowv. 11, 2023
Defendants )
COMPTAINT

3. Plaintiff James Engstrom (“Engstrom”) is a pilot employed by United
Airlines.

4. Plaintiff Richard Shaw (“Shaw”) is a pilot employed by United Airlines.

5. Detendant Air Line Pilots Association, Intl (“ALPA”) is the labor union
representing airlines for all U.S. carriers.

0. Defendant United Airlines Master Executive Council (“MEC”) is the ALPA
chapter representing United Airlines pilot employees.
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15.  United required all employees, including pilots, to obtain a vaccination for
COVID-19.

16.  Engstrom has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

17.  Shaw has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

18.  Engstrom asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the
vaccine, in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

19.  Shaw asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the vaccine,
in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

20.  Following Engstrom’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of
adverse employment consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes;
loss of preference in selecting workdays; and suspension.

21.  FPollowing Shaw’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of adverse
employment consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes; loss of

preference in selecting workdays; and suspension.
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Count I: Florida Civil Rights Act (“FCRA”)
Disparate Treatment on Basis of Religion

Count II: Florida Civil Rights Act (“FCRA”)
Failure to Accommodate Religion



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

JAMES E. ENGSTROM and )
RICHARD SHAW, )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 23-cv-0428
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L. )
and UNITED AIRLINES, INC.,, ) Filed: Apr. 28, 2024
Defendants )

AMENDED COMPILAINT

3. Plaintiff James Engstrom (“Engstrom”) is a pilot employed by United
Airlines.

4. Plaintiff Richard Shaw (“Shaw”) is a pilot employed by United Airlines.

5. Defendant Air Line Pilots Association, Intl (“ALPA”) is the labor union
representing airlines for all U.S. carriers, including United Airlines.

0. Defendant United Airlines, Inc. (“United”) is a U.S.-based aitline.
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15.  United required all employees, including pilots, to obtain a vaccination for
COVID-19.

16.  Engstrom has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

17.  Shaw has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

18.  Engstrom asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the
vaccine, in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

19.  Shaw asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the vaccine,
in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

20.  Pollowing Engstrom’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of
adverse employment consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes;
loss of preference in selecting workdays; and suspension.

21.  Pollowing Shaw’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of adverse
employment consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes; loss of
preference in selecting workdays; and suspension.



Count I: Florida Civil Rights Act (“FCRA”)
(All Plaintiffs v. All Defendants)
Disparate Treatment on Basis of Religion

Count II: Florida Civil Rights Act (“FCRA”)
(All Plaintiffs v. All Defendants)
Failure to Accommodate Religion

Count III: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(All Plaintiffs v. ALPA)
Disparate Treatment on Basis of Religion

Count IV: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(All Plaintiffs v. ALPA)
Failure to Accommodate Religion

Count V: Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress (Florida Law)
(All Plaintiffs v. All Defendants)



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )

Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 23-cv-0428
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L., etal., )
Defendants ) Filed: Sept. 14, 2024

DEFENDANTS’ JOINT CONSOLIDATED MOTION TO TRANSFER
VENUE OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO
STATE A CIAIM UPON WHICH RELIEF CAN BE GRANTED




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 23-cv-0428
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L., et al., )
Defendants ) Entered: Now. 29, 2024

Order

Defendants’ Motion to Transfer Venue is GRANTED. The case is transferred to
the United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois.
The court does not reach the remainder of Defendants’ consolidated motion.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L., etal., )
Defendants ) Filed: Jan. 30, 2025

Order

Leave is granted to Plaintiffs to file a Seconded Amended Complaint. Plaintiffs
shall file within 30 days.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM and )
RICHARD SHAW, )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L. )
and UNITED AIRLINES, INC.,, ) Filed: Feb. 28, 2025
Defendants )

SECOND AMENDED COMPILAINT

3. Plaintiff James Engstrom (“Engstrom”) is a pilot employed by United
Airlines.

4. Plaintiff Richard Shaw (“Shaw”)) is a pilot employed by United Airlines.

5. Detendant Air Line Pilots Association, Intl (“ALPA”) is the labor union
representing airlines for all U.S. carriers, including United Airlines.

0. Detendant United Airlines, Inc. (“United”) is a U.S.-based airline.
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15. United required all employees, including pilots, to obtain a vaccination for
COVID-19.

16.  Engstrom has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

17.  Shaw has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

18.  Engstrom asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the
vaccine, in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

19.  Shaw asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the vaccine,
in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

20.  Following Engstrom’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of
adverse employment consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes;
loss of preference in selecting workdays; and suspension.

21.  FPollowing Shaw’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of adverse
employment consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes; loss of
preference in selecting workdays; and suspension.
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31.  Plaintiffs received a right to sue letter from the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”) with respect to a Title VII claim against United
Airlines on December 20, 2024.



Count I: Florida Civil Rights Act (“FCRA”)
(All Plaintiffs v. All Defendants)
Disparate Treatment on Basis of Religion

Count II: Florida Civil Rights Act (“FCRA”)
(All Plaintiffs v. All Defendants)
Failure to Accommodate Religion

Count III: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(All Plaintiffs v. ALPA)
Disparate Treatment on Basis of Religion

Count IV: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(All Plaintiffs v. ALPA)
Failure to Accommodate Religion

Count V: Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress (Florida Law)
(All Plaintiffs v. All Defendants)



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L., etal., )
Defendants ) Filed: Apr. 7, 2025

DEFENDANTS’ JOINT MOTION TO DISMISS ALL COUNTS FOR
FAILURE TO STATE A CIAIM UPON WHICH RELIEF CAN BE

GRANTED UNDER FED. R. CIV. P. 12(B)(6)




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
AIR LINE PILOTS ASSN, INT’L., etal., )
Defendants ) Filed: Aug. 106, 2025
ORDER

Upon consideration of Defendants’ Joint Motion to Dismiss, the motion is

GRANTED as follows:

* Count I and Count II as to United are DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE. FCRA
does not apply to its conduct outside of Florida.

* Count I and Count I1I as to ALPA are DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE.
Plaintiffs fail to plausibly allege purposetul religious discrimination.

* Count II and Count IV as to ALPA are DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE.
Plaintiffs fail to include any allegation that they sought any accommodation from
ALPA.

* Count V is DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE as to both defendants.
Plaintiffs fail to plausibly allege any outrageous conduct.

Plaintiffs have until August 26, 2025 to file a motion for leave to amend that attaches
a proposed amended pleading stating at least one viable claim over which the court
has jurisdiction. If they fail to do so, the court will enter final judgment in favor of
defendants.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al,, )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
UNITED AIRLINES, INC., )
Defendant ) Filed: Aug. 26, 2025

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND

Per Order of this Court, dated August 16, 2025, Plaintiffs, James E. Engstrom and
Richard Shaw, move for leave to amend to file the Third Amended Complaint. Copy
of proposed Third Amended Complaint attached as Exhibit A.

In support of the motion, plaintiffs state:

1) The Florida Civil Rights Act has no cap on compensatory damages, unlike
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Plaintitfs therefore chose to pursue FCRA
claims as more advantageous than Title VII claims, as they offered the opportunity for
greater monetary recovery. Plaintiffs chose to pursue the substantively and
procedurally advantageous claims against United.

2) Plaintiffs did not receive a Right to Sue Letter from the Equal Employment

Opportunity Commission as to its Title VII claims against United until December 20,
2024.

Exhibit A
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
JAMES E. ENGSTROM and )
RICHARD SHAW, )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
UNITED AIRLINES, INC., )
Defendant )

THIRD AMENDED COMPILAINT




3. Plaintiff James Engstrom (“Engstrom”) is a pilot employed by United
Airlines.

4. Plaintiff Richard Shaw (“Shaw”) is a pilot employed by United Airlines.

5. Defendant United Airlines, Inc. (“United”) is a U.S.-based airline.
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15, United required all employees, including pilots, to obtain a vaccination for
COVID-19.

16. Engstrom has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

17.  Shaw has a sincere religious objection to the vaccine.

18.  Engstrom asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the
vaccine, in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

21.  Shaw asked United for an accommodation to not have to take the vaccine,
in light of his religious beliefs; the request was denied without explanation.

22.  Following Engstrom’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of
adverse consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes; loss of
preference in selecting workdays; and suspension.

23.  Following Shaw’s refusal to take the vaccine, he incurred a range of adverse
consequences, including loss of preference in selecting routes; loss of preference in
selecting workdays; and suspension.
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31.  Plaintiffs received a right to sue letter from the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”) with respect to United Airlines on December
20, 2024.
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Count I: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
Disparate Treatment on Basis of Religion

Count II: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
Failure to Accommodate Religion



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
UNITED AIRLINES, INC,, )
Defendant ) Filed: Oct. 28, 2025

DEFENDANT’S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR LEAVE
TO AMEND

The court should deny the motion for the following reasons:

1. The claims in the Third Amended Complaint are untimely and therefore
tutile. Under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, a plaintitf must file a Title VII
action without 90 days of receipt of a Right-to-Sue Letter. According to the proposed
pleading, Plaintiffs received a Right to Sue Letter on December 20, 2024. ( 31). The
proposed Title VII claim would be filed well beyond 90 days following receipt of the

Right to Sue Letter.
2. Under Foman, undue delay compels denial of leave to amend.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
UNITED AIRLINES, INC,, )
Defendant )
Applicable Law

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VII):

§ 1: Prohibits intentional discrimination in employment on the basis of race,
religion, sex, ethnicity, and national origin.

§ 2: Requires employers to provide reasonable accommodations for employees’
deeply held religious beliefs.

§ 3: Cap on compensatory damages.

§ 4: Prevailing plaintiffs may recover their reasonable attorney’s fees from
Defendants.

§ 5: Plaintiffs must go through administrative processes with the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission and receive a Right to Sue Letter prior to
bringing a Title VII claim in federal court. Plaintiffs may not bring Title VII claims in
tederal court until they receive a Right to Sue Letter. Plaintiffs must commence a Title
VII claim within 90 days of receipt of Right to Sue Letter.

Florida Civil Rights Act (FCRA):
§ 1: Prohibits intentional discrimination in employment because of religion.

Scope of rights under the FCRA are co-extensive with Title VII and the ADA.
§ 2: Requires employers to provide reasonable accommodations for employees’
deeply held religious beliefs. Scope of rights under the FCRA are co-extensive with

Title VII and the ADA.
§ 3: No cap on compensatory damages.

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress (Florida Law):
§ 1: Cap on compensatory damages.
§ 2: Each party is responsible for its own attorney’s fees.

Additional Note: An action transferred from one federal district to another receives a
new case number in the transferee court but otherwise remains the same civil action.




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

JAMES E. ENGSTROM, et al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) No. 24-cv-0515
UNITED AIRLINES, INC,, )
Defendant )
ORDER

For the court, resolve the Motion for Leave to Amend.



