UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Erie Insurance Exchange v. LeGrand North America LL.C

Erie Insurance Exchange - No. 24-6730 - Decided December 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania denied LeGrand North

America LLC's motion for summary judgment in a subrogation action arising from a residential fire

allegedly caused by a defective electrical outlet. The court held that circumstantial evidence, including

testimony that remodeled outlets were the same brand and expert confirmation that nearby outlets

were manufactured by LeGrand, created a genuine dispute of material fact regarding whether LeGrand

manufactured the outlet.
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LeGrand moved for summary judgment in Erie Insurance Exchange's
diversity action alleging strict liability, negligence, and breach of

warranty. The court denied the motion.

Summary judgment is improper where the record presents a genuine
dispute of material fact; a jury may resolve the manufacturer-
identification issue through reasonable inferences from circumstantial

evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether summary judgment was proper where no witness directly identified LeGrand as the
manufacturer of the defective outlet, but circumstantial evidence indicated that the outlet was the same

brand as nearby LeGrand outlets.
HOLDINGS
1. Summary judgment was not warranted because a genuine dispute of material fact existed as to whether

LeGrand manufactured the defective and damaged outlet.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A jury may make a finding based on circumstantial evidence.”

“There is a genuine dispute of material fact as to whether LeGrand was the manufacturer of the defective and

damaged outlet.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A fire at Joshua and Rebecca Evans's home was allegedly caused by a defective basement electrical outlet.
During remodeling, twelve outlets were installed and were reportedly all the same brand; LeGrand's expert
confirmed that nearby outlets were manufactured by LeGrand. Although no witness could identify the
manufacturer of the damaged outlet directly, the court held that the surrounding evidence could support a jury

inference that LeGrand manufactured it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Erie, as subrogee of its insureds, filed a diversity action seeking recovery for fire losses allegedly caused by a
defective electrical outlet manufactured by LeGrand. LeGrand moved for summary judgment, arguing that the
record contained no evidence that it manufactured the outlet. The court concluded that the record contained a

genuine dispute of material fact and denied summary judgment.
DISPOSITION

other

CASES CITED

e Hozier v. Midwest Fasteners, Inc., 908 F.2d 1155, 1165 (3d Cir. 1990)

Retrieved from lawtools.ai - https://lawtools.ai/cases/federal/united-states-district-court-for-the-eastern-district-of-pen/2025/erie-insurance-

exchange-v-legrand-north-america-1lc-dg5tb1yj



