DIALEUF SUULIH CARKULINA INTHE MAGISTRATE COURT

COUNTY OF SUMTER

Barbara Ann Johnson 2024 -CV-43101-2595

PLAINTIFF,

ORDER
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SC Court of Appeals

McLaughlin Ford,
DEFENDANT.

This matter came before the court for a bench trial on July 17, 2024, It was filed on May 17,
2024 following a public sale filed by Mclaughlin FFord, case number 2024C V4320202698, which
was continued duce to Plaintff contesting the sale.
FPACTS
The testimony and evidence presented at trial were undisputed as to the following facts: On
June 5,2023, Plantiff (Johnson) took her 2005 Ford Explorer with 145,319 miles on the /
odometer to the Defendant (Mcl.aughlin) with the following complaints: the customer wanted it

mspected, was concerned about an oil and transmission fluid leak, the vehicle was running rough N
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at 1dle, and the vehicle would shake violently when driving down the road.
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Johnson informed Mclaughlin that she had a warranty and the company would cover the

costs. Mcl.aughlin cxpl'limd that t!u\ could not gu.uantu diagnostics would be covered and
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followed their procedure ufhfl\mg cu ugh mileage, nldu vehicles sign a Disclaimer
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of Warrantics. Johnson denied she signed it and denied she signed th 1(. casc on the intial in-
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take sheet atter Defendant’s Service Advisor, Olivia C mft testified rh\t she
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Johnson for approximately three minutes that if the warranty company refused to pay, she




would be responsible for the bill. Both of these documents were submitted into evidence and
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the court noted that the signatures were similar to other court documents signed by Johnson
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On June 22, 2024 at 12:32 pm, Plaintiff approved the “tear dm\ n to the point of
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failure™ as required by the warranty C()mp'm\ n mdu to diagnose the problem. The w arranty
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u)mplctt.l\ dxsnnntkd it was dt,rummul that a new engine wassdeeded. The warranty company
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offered partial pay n‘\inr and ]’hmuff would be uspmlx;bk for the remaining amount due.

On September 15, 2024, Plaintiff communicated to Defendant that she would be prm'idi:}g

her own engine. Defendant exglained(that this would change the ap yroved con erage and j
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any. MclLaughlin testified that per the warranty

company, h customer supplied engine would yvojd rl ¢ wqut_&q and this was commu‘?.ltad to
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the Plantiff. Under the approved warranty claim, Johnson would be ntsp(msll)k for §4,120.00 -
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the balance remaining after the warranty was applied to the engine replacement. f Plamaff —l}u,(:
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chose not to replace the Lnguu SLITLTT was still outstanding for the work actually pufmmul
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continued ‘ll’ru‘nptmg to come to a resolution. Defendant sent a leht to (,uu_ notice to Johnson -~ Ue

A8 astr Ay U Fpdod Humo 4 cvaa ag & MMW-‘%’ &

ofn ]‘lmm\ "4, 2014 and she did not 1up(md Dcfmd'mt led wnh the court for a public sale
At oo youdt mup 2o back Fratth f' otsacrol gy Geail] i
e en mdhths a

which was scheduied for June 3 '7(1'7) A du' Fer thc \Lhid(. \\ as taken 6 i & ek s
pehiler Yone pend Ligbr A Jiepass 62 £y fadi e fe

McLaughlin.

tha Dms /7//2%.{ ,wt%wvﬂ?a erd QuotEmeo wtw/uo.

Johnson testified that she never needed’a new cngine, she never gave Mclaughlin approval

to remove her engine, she believed they broke the timing chain, and they were trving to “get 5
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ANALYSIS

Clearly, Mclaughlin obrtained the 1(.1(.'1\.(: and the Disclaimer of Warrantics was
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JohnSon’s inability or refusal to accept that a “tear down to the point of failure”, means the
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lL\p(m\lbﬂlr\ The Plamntiff testified fer ently that she never needed a new engine. However, slu,

was the one who wformed Mclaughlin that she could find a used engine for ](.;;-\ m(mu c{
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For the f(m_'omq reasons, this court finds that the Plaintiff has failed to meet her burden of
proof by the preponderance of the evidence, is not a credible witness, and is not entitled to relicf
from the Defendant.

AND I'T 1S SO ORDIERED.

9’&%3 13 2024

July 23,2024 Sumtct County Magistrate Judge




