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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida ruled on cross-motions for
summary judgment in a product-liability action arising from injuries allegedly caused by side airbags
in a 2021 Cadillac CT5. The court denied the plaintiff’s motion and granted General Motors LLC’s
motion because the plaintiff lacked admissible expert evidence establishing a product defect or
causation, and because her proposed brake-defect theory was not pleaded. The court directed entry of
judgment for General Motors on both counts and closure of the case.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cross-motions for summary judgment in a removed diversity action
asserting Florida strict-liability and negligence claims based on
allegedly defective side airbags in a 2021 Cadillac CT5.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. On cross-motions, each motion must be considered separately,
with reasonable inferences resolved against the party whose motion is
under consideration.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished federal district court order; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to summary judgment on liability for her strict-liability and negligence
claims.

2. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment because Plaintiff lacked expert testimony to
prove that the airbags were defective and caused her injuries.

3. Whether Plaintiff could introduce a defective-brakes theory for the first time in opposition to
Defendant's summary-judgment motion.

4. Whether Plaintiff's untimely expert disclosure could support her claims after the court struck the
disclosure.

HOLDINGS

1. Because the alleged defect in the Cadillac's roof-rail side airbags was not patent and involved matters
beyond the capacity of laypersons, expert testimony was required to establish both product defect and
causation. Plaintiff's failure to timely disclose an expert meant she could not prevail on either the strict-
liability or negligence claim.

2. Plaintiff could not inject a new defective-brakes theory for the first time in a response opposing
summary judgment after discovery had closed and Defendant had moved for summary judgment.

3. Plaintiff was not entitled to summary judgment, and Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on
both counts because Plaintiff lacked the expert evidence necessary to prove defect and causation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate “if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material
fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.””

“Cross-motions for summary judgment will not, in themselves, warrant the court in granting summary
judgment unless one of the parties is entitled to judgment as a matter of law on facts that are not genuinely
disputed.”

“Because Plaintiff has stricken Plaintiff’s untimely notice of expert, Plaintiff therefore has no expert to
establish either a defective product (based on the design, manufacture, construction, or assembly of the roof
rail side airbags) or causation – this is an analysis beyond the capacity of laypersons and requires the
testimony of an expert.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On April 3, 2021, Helen M. Ramirez was a passenger in a leased 2021 Cadillac CT5 when a truck ran a red light
and struck the driver's side doors. Ramirez alleged that the front passenger-side window airbag exploded
violently, knocked her into the center console, and caused serious injuries requiring hospitalization and



rehabilitation. She asserted that the vehicle's side airbags were defective and brought strict-liability and
negligence claims against General Motors LLC.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally filed the action in the Circuit Court of the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit in and for Hillsborough
County, Florida. Defendant removed the case to the Middle District of Florida on October 23, 2024. After
discovery closed, Plaintiff attempted to introduce a defective-brakes theory and later attempted an untimely
expert disclosure; the court rejected the new theory and struck the expert disclosure. The court denied Plaintiff's
motion for summary judgment, granted Defendant's motion, directed entry of judgment for Defendant on Counts
I and II, and ordered the case closed.
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