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At an estimated 8.4 billion in number, connected devices now in use outnumber people 
on earth.1 It is estimated that the usage of these devices will continue to grow, reaching 
20 billion devices over the next two years and 50 billion devices by 2050.2 The Internet 
of Things (IoT) describes the milieu of these connected devices, which are connected to
each other and to the internet. IoT technologies are transforming not only industrial 
processes but the way people do business. Their effect is far reaching, cutting across all
disciplines and industries. These connected devices range from wearables, children's 
smart toys and home appliances, to digital health devices and autonomous vehicles.

In this new world of product development, IoT technologies are marked by shorter 
product and adoption cycles and have the capability to collect, store, and exchange 
highly specific data about their users. Product failures or vulnerabilities of IoT devices 
may not only lead to privacy breaches, but also to property damage, personal injury, and
economic loss claims. Class actions may well become an effective litigation tool for 
advancing claims involving IoT technology failures. As recent IoT class action 
jurisprudence demonstrates, IoT product failures may be exposed by an ill-intentioned 
third party in the course of a cyber-attack or through benign schemes driven by research
and journalistic initiatives.3 At times, the exposed vulnerability may necessitate a 
product recall.4

Recent IoT class actions south of the border demonstrate the rich variety of claims 
being advanced by plaintiffs: privacy and warranty breaches, negligent design and 
manufacture, unjust enrichment, fraud and failure to warn claims. While there may be 
cases where defendants will agree to a settlement,5the current tendency has been for 
defendants to fight the merits of the claims being advanced. In the cases to-date, the 
defendants have prevailed where it has been demonstrated there was no evidence that 
any of the plaintiffs experienced the alleged product failure.

This strategy of resistance has not always reaped benefits for the challenging 
defendants. A recent example is the July 5, 2018 ruling in Flynn v. FCA. Despite there 
being no evidence that any of the plaintiffs’ vehicles were hacked into as a result of the 
alleged cybersecurity flaws of their connected vehicles’ infotainment system, a U.S. 
Federal Court declined to order summary judgment with respect to all of the plaintiffs’ 
claims. The Court found there existed a genuine dispute as to whether the class 
vehicles had defects, whether the alleged defects were remedied by the recall and 



2

whether additional measures were required to protect the vehicles from an 
unreasonable risk of hacking.6 While the Court found that the plaintiffs’ unjust 
enrichment claims lacked merit, the warranty claims survived the summary judgment 
motion, as did some of the plaintiffs’ claims for fraudulent misrepresentation. Ultimately, 
the Court granted partial certification of three classes of plaintiffs in Michigan, Illinois, 
and Missouri. As this decision is expected to be appealed, it remains to be seen whose 
arguments will ultimately prevail.

Takeaways

What should IoT manufacturers, distributors, suppliers, and platform providers do in the 
face of this product litigation risk? The best practice may well be to exercise due 
diligence in ensuring the security integrity of the IoT device, both for the device itself as 
well as anything that connects to it. Particularly in cases where there is no evidence that 
any class member suffered the alleged product failure, it would appear that challenging 
the merits of the claim pre-certification may have some merit.7

In conclusion, while courts are still defining the parameters for IoT class actions, class 
actions are expected to be an attractive option for plaintiffs to seek recovery for losses 
incurred from IoT product failures. In this changing landscape, it will be important for IoT
device manufacturers, distributors, suppliers, and platform providers to not only 
inoculate against security failures before the product hits the market but also to continue
to conduct post-market product surveillance in order to deploy safety and security 
reinforcements during the product life cycle.
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notify its customers and had done so in a responsible, prompt, generous and exemplary 
fashion.

Par

Glenn  Zakaib, Edona C. Vila

Services

Action collective, Litige bancaire, Cybersécurité, respect de la vie privée et protection des renseignements 

personnels

____________________________________________________________________________________

BLG  |  Vos avocats au Canada

Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. (BLG) est le plus grand cabinet d’avocats canadien véritablement 

multiservices. À ce titre, il offre des conseils juridiques pratiques à des clients d’ici et d’ailleurs dans plus de 

domaines et de secteurs que tout autre cabinet canadien. Comptant plus de 725 avocats, agents de propriété 

intellectuelle et autres professionnels, BLG répond aux besoins juridiques d’entreprises et d’institutions au pays 

comme à l’étranger pour ce qui touche les fusions et acquisitions, les marchés financiers, les différends et le 

financement ou encore l’enregistrement de brevets et de marques de commerce.

blg.com

Bureaux BLG

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada
T2P 0R3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 1J9

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415

Montréal

1000, rue De La Gauchetière Ouest
Suite 900
Montréal, QC, Canada
H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada
M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

Les présents renseignements sont de nature générale et ne sauraient constituer un avis juridique, ni un énoncé complet de la législation 

pertinente, ni un avis sur un quelconque sujet. Personne ne devrait agir ou s’abstenir d’agir sur la foi de ceux-ci sans procéder à un examen 

approfondi du droit après avoir soupesé les faits d’une situation précise. Nous vous recommandons de consulter votre conseiller juridique si 

vous avez des questions ou des préoccupations particulières. BLG ne garantit aucunement que la teneur de cette publication est exacte, à 

jour ou complète. Aucune partie de cette publication ne peut être reproduite sans l’autorisation écrite de Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., 

S.R.L. Si BLG vous a envoyé cette publication et que vous ne souhaitez plus la recevoir, vous pouvez demander à faire supprimer vos 

coordonnées de nos listes d’envoi en communiquant avec nous par courriel à desabonnement@blg.com  ou en modifiant vos préférences 

d’abonnement dans blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe. Si vous pensez avoir reçu le présent message par erreur, veuillez nous écrire à 

communications@blg.com. Pour consulter la politique de confidentialité de BLG relativement aux publications, rendez-vous sur 

blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais S.E.N.C.R.L., S.R.L. Borden Ladner Gervais est une société à responsabilité limitée de l'Ontario.

https://www.blg.com/fr/people/z/zakaib-glenn
https://www.blg.com/fr/people/v/vila-edona
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/disputes/class-actions
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/disputes/banking-litigation
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/cybersecurity-privacy-data-protection
https://www.blg.com/fr/services/practice-areas/cybersecurity-privacy-data-protection
http://www.blg.com/fr/
mailto:desabonnement@blg.com
https://www.blg.com/fr/about-us/subscribe
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels
http://www.blg.com/fr/ProtectionDesRenseignementsPersonnels



