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SUMMARY

The court denied Ametek’s motion for summary judgment and denied the defendants’ Daubert motion
to exclude the testimony of plaintiffs’ expert. The court granted Robin’s motion for summary judgment
in part as to plaintiffs’ Louisiana Products Liability Act claims, but denied it as to potential non-
manufacturer seller negligence liability. The ruling concerns alleged failure to warn about pressure-
unit settings on a digital test gauge involved in a fatal offshore-platform explosion.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought Louisiana Products Liability Act and negligence
claims in Louisiana state court arising from a fatal offshore-platform
explosion. Robin removed the action to federal court. Ametek and
Robin moved for summary judgment, and both defendants moved to
exclude plaintiffs' expert testimony under Daubert and Federal Rule of
Evidence 702.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law; facts and reasonable inferences are construed in favor of the
nonmoving party. Expert admissibility is reviewed under Federal Rule
of Evidence 702 and the court's Daubert gatekeeping function, with
doubts generally affecting the weight rather than admissibility of
testimony.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown

PARTIES Ciji Stringer, et al. v. Robin Instrument & Specialty, LLC, et al.,
Ametek, Inc.

TOPICS

summary judgment daubert standard expert testimony products liability negligence

PRACTICE AREAS

products liability negligence evidence civil procedure admiralty

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs' expert Glenn H. Gleason was qualified and whether his opinions were sufficiently
reliable and non-speculative for admission under Federal Rule of Evidence 702 and Daubert.

2. Whether Ametek was entitled to summary judgment on plaintiffs' Louisiana Products Liability Act
failure-to-warn claim.

3. Whether Robin qualified as a manufacturer under the Louisiana Products Liability Act based on alleged
modifications or control over the Crystal Gauge.

4. Whether Robin was entitled to summary judgment on plaintiffs' non-manufacturer-seller negligence
claim because plaintiffs lacked evidence that Robin had actual or constructive knowledge of the alleged
defect or failed to warn.

HOLDINGS

1. Gleason was qualified to testify as an expert, and the factual bases and methodology underlying his
opinions were not so speculative or unreliable as to require exclusion under Rule 702 and Daubert.

2. Ametek was not entitled to summary judgment because plaintiffs presented sufficient evidence to create
a genuine dispute of material fact as to whether the Crystal Gauge's alleged failure to warn rendered it
unreasonably dangerous.

3. Robin was entitled to summary judgment on plaintiffs' LPLA claims because plaintiffs failed to present
evidence that Robin exercised control over or influenced a characteristic of the Crystal Gauge's design,
construction, or quality that caused the alleged harm.

4. Robin was not entitled to summary judgment on the non-manufacturer-seller negligence claim because
plaintiffs presented sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute about Robin's actual or constructive
knowledge of the alleged defect and its failure to warn.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“rejection of expert testimony is the exception rather than the rule.” (p. 6)

“At bottom, Plaintiffs have put forth sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute of material fact as to
whether Robin knew or should have known of the Crystal Gauge’s alleged defect arising from unintended



activation of pressure readings in unit systems that users may be unfamiliar with.” (p. 12)

“Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Ametek’s MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT [Doc. 71] is
DENIED.” (p. 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Timothy L. Stringer died in a May 15, 2021, explosion on an offshore oil and gas production platform while
performing a pressure-integrity test. He used an Ametek Crystal XP2i Digital Test Gauge distributed by Robin
and reportedly called out a pressure reading of 175. Investigators concluded that the gauge was displaying
pressure in Bar rather than PSI, meaning the reported reading corresponded to approximately 2,538 PSI and
exceeded the casing's maximum pressure rating. Stringer's spouse and children alleged that Ametek and Robin
failed to warn users about the gauge's selectable pressure units and the dangers of misinterpreting them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in the Fifteenth Judicial District Court for Lafayette Parish, Louisiana, on February 28, 2023.
Robin removed the case to the Western District of Louisiana on March 31, 2023. The district court denied the
motions to exclude plaintiffs' expert, denied Ametek's motion for summary judgment, and granted Robin
summary judgment on plaintiffs' LPLA claims while denying summary judgment on potential non-manufacturer-
seller negligence liability.
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