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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Texas held that the named plaintiffs lacked standing to pursue claims

concerning allegedly defective Gen-3 seatbelt buckles because their alleged injuries were hypothetical

and insufficiently concrete. The Court reversed the court of appeals and dismissed the putative

nationwide class action for want of jurisdiction.
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DaimlerChrysler petitioned for review of an intermediate appellate
decision reversing class certification and remanding for further
proceedings. The Texas Supreme Court granted review to decide
whether the named plaintiffs had standing to assert claims based on an

allegedly defective seatbelt buckle that had not caused them injury.

The court reviewed the standing issue as a question of subject-matter
jurisdiction. Standing requires a personally aggrieved plaintiff with a

concrete and particularized, actual or imminent injury.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the named plaintiffs had standing to assert claims based on the alleged possibility that their

seatbelt buckles might accidentally unlatch and cause future injury.

2. Whether the absence of standing required dismissal of the entire putative class action for lack of subject-

matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The named plaintiffs lacked standing because they had not shown a concrete, particularized, actual, or
imminent injury; the alleged possibility of accidental seatbelt-buckle release was too remote and
hypothetical.

2. When the named plaintiffs in a putative class action lack standing to assert their own individual claims,

the entire action must be dismissed for want of jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For standing, a plaintiff must be personally aggrieved; his alleged injury must be concrete and

particularized, actual or imminent, not hypothetical.”

“If the named plaintiffs in a putative class action do not have standing to assert their own individual claims,

the entire action must be dismissed.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiffs owned or leased DaimlerChrysler vehicles equipped with Gen-3 seatbelt buckles and alleged that
the buckles were too easy to unlatch accidentally. Castro and Wilkins had never experienced a buckle problem,
and Inman was unsure whether his buckle had accidentally released twice; none of the plaintiffs had been injured
or endangered. They sought the cost of replacing the buckles and related lost-use damages, but not damages for

personal injury, property damage, or death.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Inman initially sued DaimlerChrysler in Nueces County in 2000, and Castro and Wilkins later joined the suit.
The trial court denied DaimlerChrysler's summary-judgment motion and certified two classes. The court of
appeals reversed the class certification and remanded for further consideration of applicable state law, but
rejected DaimlerChrysler's standing argument. The Texas Supreme Court reversed and dismissed the action for

want of jurisdiction.
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