UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

INDIANA

Hangxiao Che, et al. v. MOR RYDE International, Inc., et al.
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana grants CoachWest Luxury &

Professional Motorcars, Inc.’s motion for summary judgment in a products-liability action arising

from a tour bus accident. Applying Indiana choice-of-law principles, the court holds that Indiana law

governs and rejects the plaintiffs’ claims for strict liability and breach of implied warranty against

CoachWest, a nonmanufacturer seller. The court also concludes that the claims are not barred by the

statute of limitations because their addition of CoachWest relates back under Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 15(c).
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Plaintiffs opposed CoachWest's motion for summary judgment in a
diversity products-liability action. CoachWest also moved for a
determination of governing law. The district court granted summary
judgment for CoachWest, denied the governing-law motion as moot,

and directed the Clerk to close the case.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
The court viewed the evidence and drew reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmovants, but required Plaintiffs to present evidence

supporting each element on which they would bear the burden at trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

2

Whether Indiana or California substantive law governed Plaintiffs' claims against CoachWest.

. Whether Plaintiffs' claims were barred by the Indiana Product Liability Act's two-year limitations period

or related back under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(c).

. Whether an Indiana strict-liability claim could be maintained against CoachWest, a seller that did not

manufacture the allegedly defective bus.

. Whether a standalone breach-of-implied-warranty claim was available under the Indiana Product

Liability Act.

. Whether CoachWest owed a duty concerning the bus's design or had a duty to provide warnings beyond

those supplied by the manufacturer.

. Whether Plaintiffs could maintain wrongful-death claims without appointment of a qualifying personal

representative within the time required by Indiana law.

HOLDINGS

1.

Indiana substantive law governs Plaintiffs' claims against CoachWest because Indiana has the more
significant relationship to the action, particularly where the alleged defective design and manufacture

occurred in Indiana.

. Plaintiffs' claims against CoachWest were not barred by the Indiana Product Liability Act's two-year

limitations period because the addition of CoachWest related back to the original pleading under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 15(c).

. Plaintiffs could not maintain their strict-liability claim against CoachWest because Indiana law bars a

strict-liability product-liability action against a seller that is not the manufacturer of the product or

allegedly defective part.

. Plaintiffs' standalone breach-of-implied-warranty claim was unavailable under the Indiana Product

Liability Act and failed as a matter of law.

. CoachWest was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiffs' design-negligence theory because it did not

design the bus and therefore owed no duty to exercise reasonable care in its design.

. CoachWest was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiffs' failure-to-warn theory because it passed

along the manufacturer's Owner's Manual, Plaintiffs supplied no evidence of a superior warning, and



CoachWest had no additional duty to warn of an obvious risk or beyond an adequate manufacturer

warning.

7. Plaintiffs' wrongful-death claims failed because Indiana law governed, no qualifying personal
representative had been appointed within the statutory period, and the submitted Chinese inheritance
document established heirship but not appointment as a personal representative. The claims also failed

because the underlying IPLA claims had been resolved against Plaintiffs.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a product liability action based on the doctrine of strict liability in tort may not be commenced or
maintained against a seller of a product that is alleged to contain or possess a defective condition
unreasonably dangerous to the user or consumer unless the seller is a manufacturer of the product or of the
part of the product alleged to be defective.” (Ind. Code § 34-20-2-3)

“When the death of one is caused by the wrongful act or omission of another, the personal representative of
the former may maintain an action” (Ind. Code § 34-23-1-1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A tour bus crashed in Utah on September 20, 2019, allegedly injuring and killing Plaintiffs. DTNA built the
chassis in Indiana, MOR/Ryde configured it for tour-bus use, and Indiana-based SVO completed the bus and
controlled the chassis specifications, including whether electronic stability control was included. CoachWest
purchased the completed bus from SVO and sold it at retail in California; it did not design or manufacture the
bus and passed the manufacturer's Owner's Manual to the purchaser. The purchaser testified that she did not
know electronic stability control was available and would have wanted it, but Plaintiffs offered no evidence

identifying a legally sufficient alternative warning or showing that CoachWest designed the bus.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action arose from a September 2019 tour bus accident in Utah. The case was transferred to the Northern
District of Indiana after the parties stipulated that the original California forum could not exercise personal
jurisdiction over DTNA. Plaintiffs later added CoachWest in a second amended complaint filed May 30, 2023.
The court had previously ruled that Indiana substantive law governed the action, and in this order applied that
ruling to CoachWest, rejected the claims against CoachWest on the merits, and resolved the wrongful-death

claims in CoachWest's favor.
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