UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Kevin C. Betskoff v. Saia Motor Freight Line, LL.C, et al.

Betskoff - No. 1:25-cv-02306-JMC - Decided November 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland considered Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in a negligence action arising from a Pennsylvania motor vehicle accident. The
court held that Pennsylvania law governed under Maryland’s lex loci delicti rule and denied summary
judgment on the negligence and vicarious-liability claims because genuine factual disputes remained
regarding the truck’s signaling and the parties’ comparative negligence. The court granted summary
judgment on the negligent hiring, training, supervision, or retention claim and denied the request for

Rule 11 sanctions and punitive damages.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Maryland

WRITING FOR THE COURT J. Mark Coulson

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Maryland

DECIDED November 25, 2025

DOCKET 1:25-cv-02306-JMC

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff brought negligence, vicarious liability, and negligent

hiring, training, supervision, or retention claims arising from a motor
vehicle accident. Defendants moved for summary judgment. The court

granted the motion in part and denied it in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 56 when the movant shows that no genuine dispute as to
any material fact exists and the movant is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court views facts and reasonable inferences in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but unsupported
speculation cannot create a genuine factual dispute. A summary-
judgment motion is not premature where the nonmoving party has had
a reasonable opportunity for discovery and the existing record permits

resolution of the issues.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED
Whether Pennsylvania or Maryland law governed the tort claims under Maryland's choice-of-law rules.

. Whether genuine disputes of material fact concerning the parties' conduct, signaling, comparative

negligence, and causation precluded summary judgment on the negligence claim against Holguin.

. Whether the same factual disputes precluded summary judgment on the vicarious-liability claim against

Saia.

. Whether summary judgment was proper on the negligent hiring, training, supervision, or retention claim
against Saia where Saia admitted Holguin's employment and scope of employment but the record lacked

evidence of reckless indifference or punitive-damages conduct.

. Whether defendants were entitled to Rule 11 sanctions and attorney fees based on allegedly false or bad-

faith factual allegations.

OLDINGS

Pennsylvania law governs the plaintiff's tort claims because Maryland applies the lex loci delicti rule and
the injury occurred in Pennsylvania; no Maryland public-policy exception applies.

. Summary judgment is denied on the negligence claim because genuine disputes of material fact exist
concerning the truck's signaling, the reasonableness of Betskoff's decision to pass, Holguin's conduct,

and comparative negligence and causation.

. Summary judgment is denied on the vicarious-liability claim because the unresolved factual dispute
concerning Holguin's negligence also leaves a factual dispute concerning Saia's derivative liability, and

Saia did not dispute Holguin's employment relationship.

. Summary judgment is granted on Count III and on any punitive-damages claim against Saia because the
plaintiff offered no evidence that Saia acted with the reckless indifference required for punitive damages,

and the employer admitted Holguin's employment and scope of employment.

. Rule 11 sanctions and attorney fees are denied because the plaintiff's description of the vehicle's
movement as flipping into the air had some support in the footage and the plaintiff credibly explained

that the description reflected his perception of the collision rather than bad faith.

EY QUOTATIONS



“Rule 56 requires the Court to “grant summary judgment 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.”” (Section II)
“Lex loci delicti requires the application of Pennsylvania law to this tort action.” (Section III.A)

“Therefore, in consideration of the existing factual dispute, the Court cannot conclude that Plaintiff’s

negligence claim fails as a matter of law.” (Section 111.B)

“Under Pennsylvania’s strict interpretation of reckless indifference to the rights of others, it cannot be said
that there exists a genuine issue of material fact as to whether Defendant SAIA Motor Freight Line, Inc. acted

with reckless indifference when it retained Defendant Trinidad Holguin.” (Section II1.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On January 4, 2024, Kevin Betskoff was driving westbound on Main Street in McSherrystown, Pennsylvania,
behind a Saia tractor-trailer driven by Pedro V. Trinidad Holguin. Holguin slowed or stopped near 5th Street, and
the parties disputed whether the truck displayed a left-turn signal or hazard lights. Betskoff crossed a double-
yellow line to pass the truck as it turned left, and the vehicles collided. The record included conflicting testimony
and video evidence concerning the truck's signals, the circumstances of the turn, and the conduct of the

witnesses.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Betskoff filed the action on July 16, 2025. Defendants moved for summary judgment, and the parties submitted
briefing and evidentiary materials, including videos, affidavits, and documents. The court requested
supplemental briefing on the Pennsylvania-Maryland choice-of-law issue and comparative negligence. The court
denied summary judgment on the negligence and vicarious-liability claims, granted summary judgment on the
negligent hiring, training, supervision, or retention claim and any punitive-damages claim against Saia, declined

to impose Rule 11 sanctions, and directed defendants to answer the amended complaint.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. Defendants were directed to file an answer to the amended complaint within fourteen

days after entry of the order.
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