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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana grants Daimler Trucks North
America LLC’s motion for summary judgment in a products liability action arising from a tour bus
accident. Applying Indiana law, the court holds that Daimler was a component-part manufacturer and
had no duty to include electronic stability control because the feature was offered to, and rejected by,
the final manufacturer. The court enters judgment as a matter of law for Daimler.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant Daimler Trucks North America LLC moved for summary
judgment in a diversity products-liability action arising from a tour bus
accident.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when 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. The court construed the facts and
reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmoving party.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Indiana or California law governed the claims after transfer from California.

2. Whether DTNA was entitled to summary judgment under Indiana's component-part manufacturer
defense because it was a component-part manufacturer, electronic stability control was offered to SVO,
and SVO rejected it.

3. Whether DTNA nevertheless owed downstream consumers a duty to include electronic stability control
or warn them about its absence.

HOLDINGS

1. Indiana law governs the action because the acts relating to the sale of the subject chassis occurred in
Indiana, and the plaintiffs could not obtain the benefit of California law after filing in a forum that
lacked personal jurisdiction over DTNA and transferring the case.

2. A component-part manufacturer has no duty to include an optional safety feature that was offered to and
rejected by the final manufacturer. DTNA established as a matter of law that it was a component-part
manufacturer, that electronic stability control was offered to SVO, and that SVO rejected it.

3. The component-part manufacturer defense also defeats plaintiffs' undeveloped argument that DTNA had
a duty to warn downstream consumers about the absence of electronic stability control and their
argument that DTNA was not protected because it did not directly offer the feature to downstream
purchasers.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a component-part manufacturer “has no duty to include optional safety features that were offered to, and
rejected by, the final manufacturer.”” (at 8)

“In the absence of any contradicting evidence, the Court finds that DTNA has established as a matter of law
that ESC was offered to the final manufacturer.” (at 12)

“Thus, DTNA had no duty to include ESC and is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

DTNA manufactured an incomplete truck chassis that was later configured by MOR/Ryde International and
SVO Group into a tour bus. The bus crashed in Utah on September 20, 2019, and plaintiffs alleged that DTNA's
failure to include optional electronic stability control caused their injuries. SVO, the final manufacturer, had
ordered some DTNA chassis with electronic stability control and some without, and the subject chassis was
ordered without the feature. Evidence showed that the feature was available, was discussed with SVO's owner,
and was identified on an invoice as not included.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiffs filed suit in California asserting strict product liability, negligence, breach of implied warranty, and
wrongful-death claims. The action was transferred to the Northern District of Indiana because the California
court could not exercise personal jurisdiction over DTNA. The court previously held that Indiana law governed
and declined to revisit that determination. On DTNA's motion for summary judgment, the court held that DTNA
established the Indiana component-part manufacturer defense and granted judgment for DTNA.
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