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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Christopher D. Taylor, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2023-CP-40-04680

Christopher Thoericht, Appellant,

Gregory P. Parsons and Patricia A.

Parsons and Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a

Thompson Rental Services and Sales,

Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe, ... Respondents.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Christopher Thoericht appeals the following orders of the Honorable Christopher D.
Taylor: (1) Order Granting Gregory and Patricia Parsons’ Motion for Summary Judgment dated
June 10, 2026; (2) Order Granting Thompson Rental’s Motion for Summary Judgment dated June
10, 2026 (the “Original Orders”); and (3) Order Denying Christopher Thoericht’s Motion to Alter
and/or Amend dated August 28, 2026 (the “Reconsideration Order”), copies of which are attached
hereto as Exhibit A, Exhibit B, and Exhibit C. Appellant received written notice of the entry of the
Order Denying Appellant’s Motion for Reconsideration on August 28, 2026.

s/ Ivey B. Franklin

Ivey B. Franklin, Esq.
S.C. Bar No.: 104131
Landon L. Brock, Esq.
S.C. Bar No.: 104940
FRANKLIN LEGAL SOLUTIONS
P.O. Box 51468
Summerville, SC 29485
Phone: (843) 619-0227
Fax: (843) 808- 6994
Attorneys for Appellant

September 28, 2026





Counsel of Record for Respondents:

John M. Grantland, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 64158

Crawford A. Krebs, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 105797

P.O. Box 6648

Columbia, SC 29260

Phone: 803-782-4100

Fax: 803-782-4140
jerantland(@murphygrantland.com
ckrebs@murphygrantland.com

Attorneys for Defendants Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a Thompson Rental Services
and Sales, Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe

Michael W. Rabb, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 103259

55 Beattie Place, Suite 1200

Post Office Box 10589 (29603)

Greenville, SC 29601

Telephone: (864) 271-5438

Facsimile: (864) 271-7502

Mrabb@GWBlawfirm.com

Attorneys For Defendants Gregory and Patricia Parsons

Julie C. Hunter, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 102214

Todd Earl Rigler, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 101343

1612 Marion Street, Suite 200

Columbia, SC 29201

Office: (800) 774-8242

julie@cslaw.com

trigler@cslaw.com

Attorneys For Crossclaim Defendants Gregory and Patricia Parsons
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EXHIBIT A

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF RICHLAND
Case No. 2023-CP-40-04680

Christopher Thoericht,
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’
Plaintiff, GREGORY P. PARSONS AND
VS. PATRICIA A. PARSONS’ MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Gregory P. Parsons, Patricia A. Parsons,
Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a Thompson Rental
Services and Sales and Thompson Services,
Inc., and John Doe,

Defendants.

This matter comes before the Court upon Gregory P. Parsons and Patricia A. Parsons’
(“Parsons Defendants”) Motion for Summary Judgment filed on April 2, 2026. The matter was
heard on April 7, 2026. Present and presenting arguments at the hearing were lvey Franklin, Esq.
for Plaintiff, Michael W. Rabb, Esq. for Parsons Defendants, Julie Hunter, Esq. on behalf of the
Parsons Defendants as Crossclaim Defendants, and Crawford Krebs, Esq. for Rental Resource,
Inc. d/b/a Thompson Rental Services and Sales and Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe. After
consideration of the pleadings, the motion, the arguments at the hearing, and the relevant legal
authority, the Court hereby GRANTS Parsons’ Defendants” Motion for Summary Judgment for
the reasons set forth below.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed this negligence cause of action against Parsons Defendants seeking to recover
damages to property and personal injuries allegedly sustained in a motor vehicle accident which
occurred on November 19, 2020. On that date, Defendant Gregory Parsons, a civil engineer, rented

a Nifty Lift from Defendants Rental Resources, Inc. d/b/a Thompson Rental Services and Sales
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and Thompson Services, Inc. (hereinafter, collectively, “Thompson Defendants”). Defendant
Parsons and Thompson Defendants visually inspected and equipped the Nifty Lift to Defendant
Parsons’ truck before Defendant Parsons drove to a job site on the coast of South Carolina. The
incident occurred as Defendant Parsons was returning to Thompson Defendants’ location in Irmo,
South Carolina. Defendant Parsons testified he was traveling in the left lane of Interstate 20 when
he felt the equipment sway, and he looked in the rearview mirror and saw a tire separate from the
equipment. He then moved to the shoulder of the roadway and came to a stop. Plaintiff testified
he was driving and saw something up in the air through his windshield before he realized it was a
tire. Plaintiff testified that the separated tire struck his vehicle. Following the impact, Plaintiff
testified he was able to get his vehicle over to the shoulder of the road where other vehicles had
also pulled over. Following the conclusion of written discovery and depositions of the parties,

Parsons’ Defendants moved for summary judgment as to all of Plaintiff’s claims.

LEGAL STANDARD

"Summary judgment is appropriate when the pleadings, depositions, affidavits, and
discovery on file show there is no genuine issue of material fact such that the moving party must
prevail as a matter of law." Turner v. Milliman, 392 S.C. 116, 122, 708 S.E.2d 766, 769 (2011);
Rule 56, SCRCP. "When determining if any triable issues of fact exist, the evidence and all
reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light most favorable to the non-moving party.” Id.
However, a complete failure of proof concerning an essential element of the non-moving party's
case necessarily renders all other facts immaterial. See Gauld v. O'Shaugnessy Realty Co., 380
S.C. 548, 559, 671 S.E.2d 79, 85 (Ct. App. 2008). "It is a fundamental rule that 'if the plaintiff
relies solely upon the pleadings, files no counter-affidavits, and makes no factual showing in

opposition to a motion for summary judgment, the [trial] court is required under Rule 56, to grant
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summary judgment, if, under the facts presented by the defendant, he was entitled to judgment as
a matter of law."™ Higgins v. Medical University of South Carolina, 326 S.C. 592, 598, 486 S.E.2d
269, 272 (Ct. App. 1997). “Summary judgment is appropriate when the material facts are not in
dispute.” Nelson v. Piggly Wiggly Central, Inc., 390 S.C. 382, 389, 701 S.E.2d 776, 780 (Ct. App.
2010).

DISCUSSION

This Court finds—pursuant to Rule 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure—
Plaintiff has failed to establish any genuine issue of material fact in this matter and failed to support
a claim of negligence beyond mere speculation, making summary judgment appropriate in this
matter. Under Rule 56, SCRCP, a Motion for Summary Judgment should be granted when the
evidence, viewed in the light most favorable to the non-moving party, shows there is no genuine
issue of material fact. Upon such a finding, the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter
of law. See Rule 56, SCRCP.

In this matter, Plaintiff has offered no evidence Defendant Gregory Parsons tampered with
or adjusted the tires on the equipment before the incident occurred. Plaintiff has also offered no
evidence for the cause of the tire separating from Thompson Defendants’ equipment nor any
explanation that would attribute negligence to Defendant Parsons.

At the hearing, Plaintiff first argued that Defendant Parsons was speeding at the time of the
incident as evidence of negligence. Plaintiff asserted dash camera video from the investigating
officer included audio of Defendant Parsons stating he was traveling an estimated 70 miles per
hour at the time of the incident. Plaintiff asserted this speed is supported by the 70 miles per hour

included on the investigating officer’s report.
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The Court is not persuaded that these arguments rise above mere speculation. Defendant
Parsons has testified repeatedly that he was unsure about his exact speed at the time of the incident.
Defendant Parsons provided an estimated speed to the investigating officer, but as he testified,
does not recall his exact speed. Moreover, the investigating officer’s report cannot support
negligence as it is statutorily inadmissible as evidence to prove negligence or due care when
attempting to recover damages. See S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-1290 (2025). Plaintiff has not presented
any other evidence to support a claim of speeding.

Plaintiff next argued that Defendant Parsons’ failure to comply with an equipment safety
manual for the rented Nifty Lift constitutes evidence of negligence. Specifically, Plaintiff points
to Defendant Parsons’ failure to request to review the manual prior to his rental of the equipment
and Defendant Parsons’ failure to follow the recommended speed limit of 50 miles per hour as set
forth in the manual.

The Court is again unpersuaded by these arguments. Plaintiff has produced no evidence
that Defendant Parsons reviewed the manual prior to the rental or that Defendant Parsons was even
aware such a manual existed. Defendant Parsons has testified he did not become aware of a manual
until after the incident when he began to personally research the cause of the wheel malfunction.
This testimony is supported by testimony from Thompson Defendants’ corporate representative
who testified Thompson was not aware of the existence of a manual at the time of the rental.
Defendant Parsons cannot be expected to inquire about reviewing a manual he did not know
existed. Defendant Parsons likewise cannot be expected to comply with a speed recommendation
of which he had no knowledge. The Court also reiterates the lack of evidence beyond speculation

of Defendant Parsons’ speed at the time of the incident.
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Finally, Defendant Patricia Parsons, Defendant Gregory Parsons’ wife, has no connection
to this incident. She was named as a Defendant because she owns the car driven by Mr. Parsons
that was involved in the incident. Under South Carolina law, “[t]he owner of an automobile is not
liable for personal injuries caused by it merely because of its ownership.” See Holder v. Haynes,
193 S.C. 176, 186, 7 S.E.2d 833, 837-38 (1940). Plaintiff makes no other substantive allegations
against Mrs. Parsons.

This Court also finds Thompson Defendants’ crossclaim against Parsons Defendants is
rendered moot by both this ruling and this Court’s grant of summary judgment to Thompson
Defendants on Plaintiff’s claims against them. See Sloan v. Greenville Cnty., 380 S.C. 528, 535,
670 S.E.2d 663, 667 (Ct. App. 2009) (“A [claim] becomes moot when judgment, if rendered, will

have no practical legal effect upon the existing controversy.”).

CONCLUSION

Because Plaintiff has failed to submit any evidence which creates a genuine issue of
material fact in dispute, both Defendant Gregory Parsons and Defendant Patricia Parsons are
entitled to summary judgment.

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED that Parsons Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment
iSs GRANTED and Thompson Defendants” Crossclaim Motion is MOOT.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Presiding Judge

Richland County Court of Common Pleas
Columbia, South Carolina
May 2026
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Richland Common Pleas

Case Caption: Christopher Thoericht vs Gregory P Parsons, defendant, et a
Case Number: 2023CP4004680

Type: Order/Summary Judgment

So Ordered

s/Christopher D. Taylor (#2795)

Electronically signed on 2026-06-10 11:04:59 page 6 of 6
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EXHIBIT B

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND CIVIL ACTION NO: 2023-CP-40-04680
Christopher Thoericht,

Plaintiff,
V. ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS

RENTAL RESOURCE, INC. D/B/A
THOMPSON RENTAL SERVICES, INC.

Gregory P. Parsons, Patricia A. Parsons, AND JOHN DOE’S MOTION FOR
Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a Thompson Rental SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Services and Sales and Thompson Services,
Inc., and John Doe,

Defendant.

This matter came before the Court upon the Motion of Defendants Rental Resource, Inc.
d/b/a Thompson Rental Services and Sales, Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe (hereinafter
“Thompson Defendants™), seeking an Order granting Summary Judgment in their favor. This
matter came before the Court on April 7, 2026. After reviewing the Motion and considering the

arguments of counsel, the Court hereby GRANTS Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment.

FACTS NOT IN DISPUTE

This lawsuit arises from an automobile accident that occurred on November 19, 2020, on
Interstate 20. (Compl. 11 8.) Plaintiff alleges that as he was driving, a wheel flew off of a lift being
pulled by Defendant Parsons. (Compl. {f 10-11.) The wheel then collided with the front of
Plaintiff’s vehicle. (Compl. 9 11.) Plaintiff further alleges that the lift in question was owned and
rented by the Thompson Defendants. (Compl. {1 13.)

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Summary judgment is appropriate when “the pleadings, depositions, answers to

interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no
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genuine issue as to any material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”
Rule 56(c), South Carolina Rules of Procedure. “The purpose of summary judgment is to expedite
disposition of cases which do not require the services of a fact finder.” Austin v. Beaufort County
Sheriff’s Office, 377 S.C. 31, 34, 659 S.E.2d 122, 123 (2008). “In determining whether a genuine
question of fact exists, the court must view all inferences which can be reasonably drawn from the
evidence in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.” Bishop v. South Carolina Dep’t of
Mental Health, 331 S.C. 79, 502 S.E.2d 78 (1998).

Additionally, in order to resist a motion for summary judgment, the nonmoving party “must
do more than simply show that there is some metaphysical doubt as to the material facts but must
come forward with specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for trial.” Baughman v.
American Tel. and Tel. Co., 306 S.C. 101, 410 S.E.2d 537 (1991) (internal quotations deleted) (citing
Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio Corp., 475 U.S. 574, 586-87, 106 S.Ct. 1348, 1356
(1986)). “It is not sufficient for a party to create an inference that is not reasonable or an issue of fact
that is not genuine.” Kitchen Planners, LLC v. Friedman, 440 S.C. 456, 463-64, 892 S.E.2d 297, 301
(2023) (quoting Town of Hollywood v. Floyd, 403 S.C. 466, 477, 744 S.E.2d 161, 166 (2013)). Finally,
“Rule 56(e) specifically prohibits the nonmoving party from resting upon the mere allegations or
denials of its pleadings.” SSI Medical Services, Inc. v. Cox, 301 S.C. 493, 392 S.E.2d 789 (1990).

Further, “the court must determine that a genuine issue of material fact exists for each
essential element of the plaintiff’s claim,” and “must determine whether the plaintiff has established
a prima facie case as to each element of a claim” when ruling on a summary judgment motion.

Hansson v. Scalise Builders of South Carolina, 374 S.C. 352, 358, 650 S.E.2d 68, 71 (2007).

Page 2 of 5
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ARGUMENT

This Court finds that Plaintiff relies on res ipsa loquitor in his allegations of negligence on
the part of Thompson Defendants. However, South Carolina has “consistently refused to adopt the
doctrine of res ipsa loquitor,” and “it is well settled that the burden rests upon the party to prove
negligence.” King v. J. C. Penney Co., 238 S.C. 336, 339, 120 S.E.2d 229, 230 (1961). The burden
“cannot be met by relying upon the theory that the thing speaks for itself or that the very fact of
injury indicates negligence.” Id. (citing Gilland v. Peter's Dry Cleaning Co., 195 S.C. 417, 11
S.E.2d 857; Perry v. Carolina Theatre, 180 S.C. 130, 185 S.E. 184). Plaintiff has not offered
evidence of any act or omission by Thompson Defendants that caused the tire to detach. Moreover,
Plaintiff cannot testify to the mechanism of how the tire detached as he admitted to not seeing the tire
come off.

Q: So you didn't see that tire come off at all?

A: No, sir.

Q: All right. So you wouldn’t be able to testify as to the mechanism of how it flew off?
A: No, sir.

(Thoericht Dep. 32:10-14). When alleging negligence, Plaintiff must show negligence “with
reasonable certainty, not through mere conjecture.” Ajaj v. United States, 479 F. Supp. 2d 501, 549
(D.S.C. 2007) (citing Eickhoff v. Beard—Laney, 199 S.C. 500, 20 S.E.2d 153 (1942); Crider v.
Infinger Transportation Co., 248 S.C. 10, 16, 148 S.E.2d 732 (1966)).

Consistent with the principles aforementioned, the United States District Court of South
Carolina has previously held that summary judgment is appropriate where a Plaintiff fails to
present evidence of an act or omission that would have caused a tire to detach. Zuber v. Goodyear
Tire & Rubber Co., No. 3:19-CV-0015-CMC, 2019 WL 5842165, at *3 (D.S.C. Nov. 7, 2019). In
Zuber, the Plaintiff alleged that he lost control of his vehicle due to its left rear tire, installed by
the Defendant five days prior, coming off, leading to the accident. Id. At *1. The Court found that

Page 3 of 5
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the Plaintiff did not raise a genuine issue of material fact as to whether any act or omission by the
Defendant caused the tire to come off. Id. at *3. The Defendant also provided evidence that the
tire was installed according to policy standards. Id. The Court held that “Plaintiff slips into res ipsa
loquitor territory by insisting that Goodyear is at fault simply because the tire disengaged a few
days after the visit to Goodyear.” Id.

The facts of Zuber are analogous to this case. Plaintiff provides no evidence to a genuine
issue of material fact regarding negligence on the part of Thompson Defendants. Furthermore,
Thompson Defendants have provided testimony that every time a rental occurs, an employee
inspects the rental vehicle according to the manual. (Glover Dep. 30:23-31:1). Plaintiff cannot
meet his burden because he cannot let the thing speak for itself under South Carolina law.

Furthermore, the testimony of Defendant Parsons does not create a genuine issue of material
fact and amounts to mere speculation. Though Defendant Parsons opines that there is a possibility
that the wheel was not properly greased, he admits that he is not licensed in any sort of engineering.
(Parsons Dep. 85:13-16). Additionally, he admits that he did not know the standards for greasing
of wheels until looking up the manual online at a later date, when he was not in possession of the
wheel. (Parsons Dep. 86:3-22). These hypotheticals—presented by the Codefendant rather than
the Plaintiff—are not enough to defeat summary judgment as to the Thompson Defendants. South
Carolina Courts have held that mere speculation and conjecture is not enough to create an issue of
material fact. Jackson v. Bermuda Sands, Inc., 383 S.C. 11, 17, 677 S.E.2d 612, 615-16 (Ct. App.
2009). The Court stated, “assertions as to liability must be more than mere bald allegations made
by the non-moving party in order to create a genuine issue of material fact.” Id. citing Baughman

v. Am. Tel. and Tel. Co., 306 S.C. 101, 117, 410 S.E.2d 537, 546 (1991).

Page 4 of 5
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CONCLUSION

Plaintiff has failed to produce or submit any evidence whatsoever indicating any negligence
on behalf of the Thompson Defendants and are unable to rely on speculation and bald allegations
made by the Codefendant. Accordingly, the Thompson Defendants are entitled to judgment as a
matter of law because Plaintiff relies on the doctrine of res ipsa loquitor, which is not recognized
under South Carolina Law.

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED that Thompson Defendants’ Motion for Summary
Judgment is GRANTED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Presiding Judge

Richland County Court of Common Pleas
Columbia, South Carolina
June _ , 2026
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Richland Common Pleas

Case Caption: Christopher Thoericht vs Gregory P Parsons, defendant, et a
Case Number: 2023CP4004680

Type: Order/Summary Judgment

So Ordered

s/Christopher D. Taylor (#2795)

Electronically signed on 2026-06-10 11:02:19 page 6 of 6
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EXHIBIT C

FORM 4
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF Richland
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2023CP4004680
Christopher Thoericht et al Gregory P Parsons et al

PLAINTIFF(S)

[l

[o]
[
[l

10

DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):D Rule 12(b), SCRCP;|:| Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); |:| Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);

[ ] other
ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):[_| Rule 40(j), SCRCP;[_] Bankruptcy;

|:| Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;

[ ] other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

HAffirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;

Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: |:| See attached order (formal order to follow) @ Statement of Judgment

by the Court:

This matter is before the Court on Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration pursuant to Rule 59(e) SCRCP, which was timely filed on June 30, 2026. The
Motion asks this Court to alter, amend, or reconsider its Final Orders Granting Summary Judgment, entered June 20, 2026.

After reviewing the applicable law and considering arguments raised in the Motion, the Court is unable to discover any material fact or principle of
law that has either been overlooked or disregarded and further finds no error of law or fact not appropriately considered.

Therefore, the Motion to Alter, Amend, or Reconsider is DENIED.

ORDER INFORMATION

This order [0] ends[_] does not end the case. [ ] See Page 2 for additional information.

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a

copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 08/28/2026

John E. Snow, Jr. for John Doe,Thompson Services Inc,Rental Resource Inc,Thompson
Rental Services & Sales

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 1 of 2
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Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk’s
entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to
parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 of 2
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Richland Common Pleas

Case Caption: Christopher Thoericht vs Gregory P Parsons, defendant, et al
Case Number: 2023CP4004680
Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

So Ordered

s/Christopher D. Taylor (#2795)

Electronically signed on 2026-08-28 11:25:22 page 3 of 3
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Franklin Legal Solutions

October 5, 2026

Sent Via E-Mail

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk of Court of Appeals

P.O. Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211

Email: ctappfilings@sccourts.org

RE: Christopher Thoericht v. Gregory P. Parsons, et al.
Civil Case No.: 2023-CP-40-04680

Dear Ms. Kitchings,

I have enclosed for filing the Notice of Appeal with the Proof of Service for the

Appellant regarding the above-referenced matter. A $250.00 filing fee check has been placed in

the

mail to be delivered to the South Carolina Court of Appeals.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have

any questions or need any additional information.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely,

\ s l\} NN fo £

b ¢ V4
X )

Ivey B. Franklin, Esq.

Enclosures as stated.

Cc:

Crawford A. Krebs, Esq. (via e-mail: ckrebs@murphygrantland.com)
John M. Grantland, Esq. (via e-mail: jgrantland@murphygrantland.com)
Michael W. Rabb, Esq. (via e-mail: Mrabb(@GWBlawfirm.com)

Julie C. Hunter, Esq. (via e-mail: julie(@cslaw.com)

Chad Graham (via e-mail: cgraham@btblawfirm.com)

P.O. Box 51468
Summerville, SC 29485
P: (843) 619-0227 |F: (843) 808-6994
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Christopher D. Taylor, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2023-CP-40-04680

Christopher Thoericht, e Appellant,

Gregory P. Parsons and Patricia A.

Parsons and Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a

Thompson Rental Services and Sales,

Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe, ... Respondents.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Christopher Thoericht appeals the following orders of the Honorable Christopher D.
Taylor: (1) Order Granting Gregory and Patricia Parsons’ Motion for Summary Judgment dated
June 10, 2026; (2) Order Granting Thompson Rental’s Motion for Summary Judgment dated June
10, 2026 (the “Original Orders”); and (3) Order Denying Christopher Thoericht’s Motion to Alter
and/or Amend dated August 28, 2026 (the “Reconsideration Order”), copies of which are attached
hereto as Exhibit A, Exhibit B, and Exhibit C. Appellant received written notice of the entry of the
Order Denying Appellant’s Motion for Reconsideration on August 28, 2026.

s/ Ivey B. Franklin

Ivey B. Franklin, Esq.
S.C. Bar No.: 104131
Landon L. Brock, Esq.
S.C. Bar No.: 104940
FRANKLIN LEGAL SOLUTIONS
P.O. Box 51468
Summerville, SC 29485
Phone: (843) 619-0227
Fax: (843) 808- 6994
Attorneys for Appellant

September 28, 2026





Counsel of Record for Respondents:

John M. Grantland, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 64158

Crawford A. Krebs, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 105797

P.O. Box 6648

Columbia, SC 29260

Phone: 803-782-4100

Fax: 803-782-4140
jerantland(@murphygrantland.com
ckrebs@murphygrantland.com

Attorneys for Defendants Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a Thompson Rental Services
and Sales, Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe

Michael W. Rabb, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 103259

55 Beattie Place, Suite 1200

Post Office Box 10589 (29603)

Greenville, SC 29601

Telephone: (864) 271-5438

Facsimile: (864) 271-7502

Mrabb@GWBlawfirm.com

Attorneys For Defendants Gregory and Patricia Parsons

Julie C. Hunter, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 102214

Todd Earl Rigler, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 101343

1612 Marion Street, Suite 200

Columbia, SC 29201

Office: (800) 774-8242

julie@cslaw.com

trigler@cslaw.com

Attorneys For Crossclaim Defendants Gregory and Patricia Parsons
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Christopher D. Taylor, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2023-CP-40-04680

Christopher Thoericht, e Appellant,

Gregory Parsons and Patricia Parsons

and Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a

Thompson Rental Services and Sales,

Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe, ... Respondents.

PROOF OF SERVICE FOR NOTICE OF APPEAL

I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the Notice of Appeal for the Appellant on all
counsel for Respondents, by emailing a copy of the same on September 28, 2026, pursuant to the
Supreme Court Order 2022-05-06-04, addressed as follows:

John M. Grantland, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 64158

Crawford A. Krebs, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 105797

P.O. Box 6648

Columbia, SC 29260

Phone: 803-782-4100

Fax: 803-782-4140
jgrantland@murphygrantland.com
ckrebs@murphygrantland.com

Attorneys for Defendants Rental Resource, Inc. d/b/a Thompson Rental Services
and Sales, Thompson Services, Inc., and John Doe
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Michael W. Rabb, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 103259

55 Beattie Place, Suite 1200

Post Office Box 10589 (29603)

Greenville, SC 29601

Telephone: (864) 271-5438

Facsimile: (864) 271-7502

Mrabb@GWBlawfirm.com

Attorneys For Defendants Gregory and Patricia Parsons

Julie C. Hunter, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 102214

Todd Earl Rigler, Esq.

S.C. Bar No.: 101343

1612 Marion Street, Suite 200

Columbia, SC 29201

Office: (800) 774-8242

julie@cslaw.com

trigler@cslaw.com

Attorneys For Crossclaim Defendants Gregory and Patricia Parsons

s/ Ivey B. Franklin

Ivey B. Franklin, Esq.
S.C. Bar No.: 104131
Landon L. Brock, Esq.
S.C. Bar No.: 104940
FRANKLIN LEGAL SOLUTIONS
P.O. Box 51468
Summerville, SC 29485
Phone: (843) 619-0227
Fax: (843) 808- 6994
Attorneys for Appellant

October 5, 2026
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Subject: Re: Notice of Appeal: Case No.: 2023-CP-40-04680; Christopher Thoericht v. Gregory and Patricia
Parsons & Thompson Rental, et al.

Date: Monday, September 28, 2026 at 6:47:04 PM Eastern Daylight Time

From: Ivey Franklin

To: Crawford Krebs, jgrantland@murphygrantland.com, Michael Rabb, julie@cslaw.com, trigler@cslaw.com
CC: Landon Brock

Attachments: Notice of Appeal - Thoericht.pdf, Exhibit A- Order Granting Parsons SJ.pdf, Exhibit B- Order Granting
Thompson SJ.pdf, Exhibit C- Form 4 Order Denying Reconsideration (Thoericht).pdf

Dear Counsel,

Attached for service upon you, please find the Notice of Appeal for the Appellant in the above-
referenced matter as well as the corresponding Exhibits.

Thank you.

Best regards,
Ivey

Ivey B. Franklin, Esq.

Franklin Legal Solutions, LLC

P.O. Box 51468

Summerville, SC 29485

P: (843) 619-0227

F: (843) 808-6994

E: ivey@franklinlegalsolutions.com

*Please note my updated email address.*

CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT

The information contained in this electronic message and any attachments to this message are intended
for the exclusive use of the individual or entity to whom it was addressed and may contain confidential or
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering this
message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this message in error
and any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this information is strictly prohibited.
Please notify the sender immediately and destroy all copies of this message and any attachments.
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