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Olympic Airways v. Hussein

The parties in these cases are the passenger of Olympic airways Dr. Hussain who was traveling from Egypt reacting to second-hand sensitivity to smoking who had decided to seat on the non- smoking seat. The other party is the Olympic Airways.
The citation for the case was based on when accidents occur, they can be due to the omission of the services or commission of the same services by the parties that get involved. The airline was inactive in responding to the case of Dr. Hussain that is why the death came about and they are in for omissions done (Kovudhikulrungsri, 2018). If the preexisting medical condition is aggrieved by airline condition it can get considered as an accident which is stipulated in article 17 where it holds that the airline must be held responsible.
The basic factors in the case are based upon the cause of death on the family of Dr. Hussain who required a seat at a section which is free from smoking and they were assigned seats close to the economic class just three seats away. These lead to inhalation of smoke and lead to his death.

Dr. Hanson argued in the case that the airways failed to listen to their request of transferring them to the other side that was free from smoking and was having eleven vacant seats and their omission in not taking the necessary care lead to the death of their family member.
The Olympic airline argued that they had given to the Hussain family the seat as requested and it was based on the position that was a non-smoking zone therefore, they argued to have not caused the omission in the accident caused (Spring, 2019). They stated that only cigarette smoking was relevant and no accident took place because of the negligence of the attendants.
The court decided in favor of the family of Dr. Husain using the Warsaw law convention article 17 where the injury is a product of a chain of causes and the injury occurred when there were unusual external events to the passenger was done leading to death. Therefore they ruled a fine on the Olympic airline which amounts to $1.4 million and the court used both the statutory law and the case law because it has reference to the 1985 decision that was made on-air France verses Saks as well as the law that is documented in the article 17. Thus, the court applied both statutory and case law in deciding the case.
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