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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
COUNTY OF HORRY } In The Magistrates Court
) District Seven
Deborah Dorsey } Case #2025CV261030568
Plaintiff )
Vs, )
Ryan Homes )
Defendant )

This matter came before me, the Honorable William L Lynch, on December 3rd, 2025, in a non-jury,
Summons and Complaint action. Present were both the Plaintiff and the Defendant, Dean Trent for Ryan
Homes and representing Ryan Homes and Dean Trent was attorney Zachary Crow! of the Bellamy Law Firm.

The Plaintiff alleges that shortly after purchasing a new home from the builder, Ryan Homes, several of
"the palm trees that were planted in her yard as part of the landscape package, appeared to have died and
subsequently, she had them removed at her own expense due to her belief that the HOA was going to fine her
for having dead palm trees in her yard as well as her understanding that her palm trees were not covered by
the new home warranty. Plaintiff alsc alleges that after having the trees removed, Ryan Homes began a
preject to replace dead palm trees throughout the neighborhoed and that the Plaintiff was not going to be
included in the replacement project due to having already removed her trees. Plaintiff is seeking restitution
for the cost of the tree removal she paid for as well as replacement cost for the trees that were removed or
have new trees replaced at Ryan Homes's expense. Ryan Homes claims that there was no warranty extended
to the landscaping of the Plaintiff's residence and that due to her removing her palm trees before they could
be inspected by the replacing landscaper to determine if they were indeed dead, the Plaintiff was not eligible
to participate in the “beautification” project.

The Plaintiff provided testimony, pictures and other documentation to the court by way of her original
complaint. Some of the documents that were provided to the court were objected to as they were considered
hearsay. The documents included social media posts and text messages from other individuals who were not-
present in the courtroom to authenticate the messages. These messages and posts are not being considered
by the court. The Plaintiff was also cross-examined by attorney Crowl. Crowl introduced documents and
questioned the Plaintiff about the home warranty she had signed when purchasing the home. Plaintiff agrees
to home warranty not covering landscaping and Plaintiff also agreed that there was no past or current
arbitration regarding the home warranty.

Attorney Crowl then directed Dean Trent to explain his position within Ryan Homes and to explain the
replacement process of the palm trees in the neighborhood deemed a “beautification project”. Trent
explained that Ryan Homes had a trusted landscaper evaluate all the front facing {front of residence} palm
trees in the neighborhood that needed to be replaced. Once it was determined which trees were dying or
dead, they would be replaced one time, with no warranty attached. This was considered phase 1. Trent
advised the Plaintiff that since she had removed her trees on her own, there was no way for the landscaper to
evaluate the trees to see if they were indeed dead.
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The court questioned Trent about how many homes were in that neighborhood in which he replied to
roughly 200 homes. The court also inquired about the number of palm trees that were replaced. Trent replied
with approximately 100 +/- trees were replaced. The court lastly inquired about “Phase 2” of the
“heautification” project and what it entailed. Trent responded that Phase 2 included palm trees that were not
forward facing and deemed to have died.

The court agrees that the replacement of the palm trees is not covered under the Plaintiff’s warranty.
This fact was also presented in an email from Dean Trent to the Plaintiff. The issue at hand is not with the
warranty, the issue is should the Plaintiff have been afforded the same opportunity to have her palm trees
replaced even though she had them removed before the “beautification project” had started? It is apparent
that there was either an issue with the trees or with the installation of the trees by the original landscaper.
This is evidenced by way of the pictures presented by the Plaintiff as well as the number of trees that had to be
replaced throughout the neighborhood as testified to by Trent. Even though the Plaintiff had her trees
removed prior to being examined by a licensed landscaper, it is apparent from the pictures that at least one
tree was dead (had collapsed in the yard) and most likely, the other trees the plaintiff had removed were dead
or dying as well as evidenced by pictures presented by Plaintiff.

Based on evidence and testimony provided to the court, the court awards the Plaintiff $1755.00 (One
Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty-Five Dollars and Zero Cents), which includes $275.00 for reimbursement to
the Plaintiff for the cost of removing four palm trees, $1400.00 for (4) palm trees replaced at $350.00 per
tree, and $80.00 in court costs.

Note: There was some testimony provided by Plaintiff about the possibility of a fifth tree that was
dead or dying. The court asked Trent if the landscaper had determined if the tree had been evaluated or
replaced in the Phase Il project. Trent was unsure and the Plaintiff also did not know if the tree had been
replaced or not. The court is not going to award monies for the fifth tree as it has either been replaced
without the Plaintiff's knowledge, or it was not deemed dead or dying by the landscaper.

Also, if the Plaintiff and Ryan homes come to an alternate resolution about the replacement of the
palm trees, this judgment will be considered void and the case considered settled.

Respectfully-Submitted,

William L Lynch

Little River Magistrate
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