UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

TEXAS, SHERMAN DIVISION

Abedian v. Mueller, KAG Leasing, Inc., Transport Resources, Inc.,
KAG Specialty Products Group, LL.C, and Yokohama Tire

Corporation

Abedian - No. 4:25-cv-512 - Decided February 18, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Texas denied motions to dismiss and for

summary judgment filed by Brian Mueller and KAG Specialty Products Group, LLC in a motor-

vehicle-accident case. The court granted Plaintiff Laila Abedian’s motion to quash notices seeking her

second deposition, finding that the unilaterally selected deposition date imposed an undue burden.
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Plaintiff brought negligence, vicarious-liability, negligence, and
negligence-per-se claims arising from a motor-vehicle accident. The
court ruled on defendants' Rule 12(b)(6) motion, amended motion for
summary judgment, and plaintiff's motion to quash a second

deposition notice.

For the Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepted well-pleaded facts as
true, viewed them in the light most favorable to plaintiff, disregarded
conclusory allegations, and determined whether the complaint
plausibly stated a claim. For summary judgment, the court applied
Rule 56 and considered whether a genuine dispute of material fact
existed, resolving reasonable doubts for the nonmovant without

weighing evidence or making credibility determinations. For the



motion to quash, the court applied the good-cause and need-for-

protection standard under Rule 26(c).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum opinion and order;

precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Abedian's Third Amended Petition plausibly stated claims against Mueller and KAG Specialty
under Rule 12(b)(6).

2. Whether Mueller and KAG Specialty were entitled to summary judgment on Abedian's negligence,
vicarious-liability, negligence, and negligence-per-se claims because no genuine dispute of material fact

existed.

3. Whether Abedian showed good cause and a need for protection sufficient to quash notices unilaterally
setting her second deposition.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint stated plausible claims for relief against Mueller and KAG Specialty, so dismissal under
Rule 12(b)(6) was unwarranted.

2. Mueller and KAG Specialty did not demonstrate the absence of a genuine dispute of material fact or

entitlement to judgment as a matter of law; their amended motion for summary judgment was denied.

3. The motion to quash was granted because Abedian showed that defendants unilaterally selected the date
and time for a second deposition and imposed an undue burden, and defendants did not oppose the

motion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the

reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.”

“Summary judgment is proper under Rule 56(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure “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.



“To quash a notice of deposition, the movant must “show good cause and the need for protection.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The lawsuit arose from a May 28, 2023 motor-vehicle accident involving a commercial tractor-trailer and a tire
tread that allegedly detached and collided with Abedian's vehicle. Abedian alleged that Mueller negligently
operated or maintained the tractor-trailer and that KAG Specialty was vicariously liable and independently
negligent, including in hiring, training, or entrusting Mueller. Defendants sought dismissal and summary
judgment, while Abedian challenged notices setting a second deposition on a date and time selected unilaterally

by defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Laila Abedian filed the action on May 14, 2025, and filed a Third Amended Petition on July 17, 2025. Brian
Mueller and KAG Specialty Products Group, LLC moved to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) and later moved for
summary judgment. Abedian moved to quash notices setting her second deposition. The court denied both

defense motions and granted the motion to quash.
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