UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Najaffzada v. Prime Transport Systems, LL.C, Amazon Logistics,

Inc., and John Doe

Najaffzada - No. 1:25-cv-00546-BLW - Decided March 4, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho grants Amazon Logistics, Inc.’s motion to

stay proceedings pending the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Montgomery v. Caribe Transport II,

LLC. The court concludes that all three Landis factors favor a stay because the decision may resolve

whether the Federal Aviation Administration Authorization Act preempts the plaintiff’s negligent-

selection and related claims against Amazon.
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Defendant Amazon Logistics, Inc. moved to stay the proceedings
pending the Supreme Court's decision in Montgomery v. Caribe
Transport II, LLC, concerning FAAAA preemption of negligent-

selection claims against freight brokers.

A Landis stay is committed to the district court's sound discretion. The
court weighs possible damage to the nonmoving party, hardship or
inequity to the moving party, and the orderly course of justice,
including whether a stay will simplify or complicate the issues, proof,

and questions of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should stay the proceedings under Landis pending the Supreme Court's decision in

Montgomery v. Caribe Transport II, LLC.

2. Whether the potential delay, discovery concerns, hardship to Amazon, and risk of duplicative litigation

supported granting the stay.

HOLDINGS

1. A stay was warranted because all three Landis factors favored staying the proceedings: the limited delay
would not cause cognizable prejudice to Najaffzada, Amazon would face hardship if required to litigate
claims potentially barred by FAAAA preemption, and the Supreme Court's forthcoming decision could

materially simplify the litigation.

2. The stay did not preclude Najaffzada from attempting to locate the drivers identified by Amazon or from

conducting his own investigative efforts and third-party discovery during the stay.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The stay will be automatically lifted as of the date the Supreme Court resolves Montgomery.” (Memorandum

Decision and Order at 9)

“The parties must submit a joint status report within 14 days of the decision in Montgomery addressing the
impact of the decision on this case and proposing a schedule for further proceedings.” (Memorandum
Decision and Order at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Najaffzada was injured when a commercial vehicle sideswiped his parked semi-truck while he was asleep in a
rest-area sleeper berth. The unidentified driver fled, but Najaffzada photographed the vehicle's license plate and
USDOT numbers and traced the vehicle to Prime Transport. He alleged that Amazon was liable for vicarious and
agency-related negligence and for negligent hiring, training, supervision, and retention in selecting Prime
Transport and the driver to transport freight. Amazon had identified two drivers assigned to the relevant load and

provided their last known contact information.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Najaffzada filed a personal-injury action against Amazon Logistics, Inc., Prime Transport Systems, LLC, and
John Doe. Prime Transport was served, failed to appear, and had a clerk's entry of default; John Doe had not
been identified or served. Amazon moved to stay the case, and the district court granted the motion pending the
Supreme Court's resolution of Montgomery.
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