UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

Maxime Kien, et al. v. Allied Van Lines, Inc.

Kien v. Allied Van Lines - No. 2:24-cv-01153-CDS-EJY - Decided January 14, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada granted Allied Van Lines, Inc.’s motion for

summary judgment in a Carmack Amendment action concerning allegedly missing household goods

during an interstate move. The court concluded that the plaintiffs failed to provide evidence creating a

genuine dispute regarding damages, an essential element of their claim. The court denied Allied’s

motion for judgment as moot and directed the clerk to enter judgment and close the case.
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Defendant's motion for summary judgment in a removed Carmack

Amendment action.

Summary judgment is appropriate when, viewing the evidence in the
light most favorable to the nonmovant, there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. Once the movant demonstrates an absence of evidence
supporting an essential element, the burden shifts to the nonmoving
party to produce specific admissible evidence showing a genuine

dispute for trial.

Unpublished federal district court order; precedential status not
specified.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Allied was entitled to summary judgment because the Kiens failed to produce evidence

supporting the damages element of their Carmack Amendment claim.

2. Whether Allied's motion for judgment on partial findings should be denied as moot after summary

judgment was granted.

3. Whether the Kiens' response should be treated as a motion for reconsideration of the prior order granting

Allied's motion in limine and denying a request to reopen discovery.

HOLDINGS

1. Allied was entitled to summary judgment because the Kiens failed to produce evidence creating a
genuine dispute of material fact regarding damages, an essential element of their Carmack Amendment

claim.

2. Allied's motion for judgment on partial findings was denied as moot because the court granted Allied's

motion for summary judgment.

3. The Kiens did not establish a valid basis for reconsideration of the prior order granting the motion in

limine and denying the request to reopen discovery.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate when the evidence, viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmovant,
indicates “no genuine dispute as to any material fact” and that “the movant is entitled to judgment as a

matter of law.”” (at 2)

“To prevail on a claim under the Carmack Amendment, a plaintiff must demonstrate three elements: (1) the
goods were delivered to the carrier in good condition; (2) “the goods were damaged or loss while in the

carrier’s possession”; and (3) damages.” (at 4)

“So I find that there are no disputed issues of material fact regarding the plaintiffs’ damages under the

Carmack Amendment, and Allied’s motion for summary judgment is granted.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Allied contracted with Maxime and Jennifer Kien to pack, transport, and unpack their household belongings
from Las Vegas, Nevada, to West Orange, New Jersey. The Kiens purchased $125,000 in extra-care protection,
later discovered that kitchen items were missing, and submitted a claim for $23,928.89. They alleged that Allied
was liable under the Carmack Amendment for the loss, but they did not provide evidence supporting their

claimed damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiffs initially filed state-law claims in the Eighth Judicial District Court of Nevada. Allied removed the
action on the ground that the claims were completely preempted by the Carmack Amendment, after which
plaintiffs filed an amended complaint asserting a claim under 49 U.S.C. § 14706. The court previously granted
Allied's motion in limine barring plaintiffs from introducing evidence concerning damages and denied plaintiffs'
request to reopen discovery. Allied then moved for summary judgment and for judgment on partial findings. The
court granted summary judgment and denied the latter motion as moot.
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