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T lns matter came ‘before thc Courton Ormbu 10, 2018 o T

[IH alk/a Joey I Lanier;, Lamcr Tre

-"ti1;’<,:is}h;c“a‘rii g, Latier was

epreserite *Rggzr E:.in;n‘rf:H: jxy‘l, L PlATtife

After consideratiof-of 'the Motion, the arguments of counsel, and

VERIOUS THhEm

Ay e I'easw\" L&t Forin

and exhibits submitted by all ‘parties; and ‘after a review: of'the rec
. "‘Q‘ , .

‘below; the iCourt Hereby GRANTS-Lanier’s Motion: for: Partial S 7.ii,1€‘§gm‘eﬁr'rl5?. Tanier is

entitled to summary judgment as. to. Plaintiff's éil“l"cgc:d damagés: for bodily injuriss. because ifs

éﬂ’regg@d bodily hnjuria

Y é-"uffuw related Tothe contractiiself,

including'any monies owed by Lanier-for hisialleged failiive o gerfotin dcaortling éo the terms of

‘alleged:contract,

BACKGROUND

Th1s case anses out a: Breacl of \,ontract' claim mwm b\

‘Sunimons .and 'Cbni_’;’jléimit»;v_'\fith»"thi s court:on Decein bg‘[f flii nthat

‘causes of “action ‘for- By
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LLakeshore Dtve;inChidpin, Soutl Carolina, Those services included theremoval of;

Plaintiff instrifcted Lanier hig sérvy

Deféndant concedes. theté aré questions of fact s fo-cachy cause of delion: for

‘seeles fo recover, hie includes damage
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Lanier' is ‘an independently owned and- opérated trge Eiioval .""bg:\"i:nf_;_s\':}.l Tanier was

contracted by the Plaintift to:perform. tiee-renioval services At the Plaint

Plaintiff’s yard. Ihe.:agreénleﬁ't wasentered i, mid-April 2013, and work began it late April 2 ol s,

In-August 201, Plaintiff claims Taniéi’s Work was not bei

'Plaintiff told Lanier-his services were no longer-neéded. At the time Luiier wag idstiicted by the

*Plaifififf niot t6: ¢ome back; theére weres piles of debris from tree removal siitl in ‘the yard. A
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ceded, e

Sawere 1g longern

réemoverthe/debris.on their: wnbyhand

“Plaintiff and' his friend eontiritied removing the-debris by liand Usig t

cs, Shaigs, and 2.

1

s toldaie

prybar from soretime in:

late Jp]liy.;’oiVeatly* Augusi oF 2045 wherit L »

until Octobet or November of 2015, When the removal by hand was rigirly complate; months after

07 stop work, Plainu i elaims heinfus

Lanier was-otdered by: the' Plain

pry. bar to.move a stump.in his yard that was left behind by Lan

Thenths.ean

Plaintiff niade the:decision o fiiove the stump on his o

stitrisp, Platitif

was never ifistriicted by Lanier to niovethe |

injured.only because Lanier left the stump in-that‘Tecation n Plainiiffs yard; hovweve
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suffer: These “lines™ limit liability ‘that ‘might otherWwise: extend” téspansibility fof - avghabiy

- wrongful conduet “fog all time. ™

the ‘wellknown and. oft-stuidied, cass 6f Palsgriaf . Ldng-fi /

PulsgraftheNew: Yotk Courtof Appéals, with Thikl:

for the Court, addressed the: docnme of pmmmm— cause where a mxhomi Cud]’(‘ <, alleged-negligence

could not reach 'the‘hamn‘ lgil,lggé;,d . ffél&'g?‘.dﬁ@% ,N._Y:“
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Just astin Ralsgre lina faw.

;,f’un&éf South:C [l]f il i

fmeseeabxhty A p]amuff '?}pﬁjo_j'v §- 105;: Lauss. by csiab
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occurted a5 & natural. and pl obible: consequience of tl ‘envam s nc<'lm e 3 czrw/f‘

G6 (1 ”7%-) (on

‘happen.” Young v, Tidé Craf, Iné., 27OSC 453, 463, 242 5.£.2d

“Hotr iou_ldcd Swhicie oné. oamf Iazla 10

See, e.g., SHll.v. Blake, 25 5SC 95 102,177 .1 74 469, 473

mo duty tosanticipate thiat

driver wo' : "‘_‘egi‘i'fgemlyf):.
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Jere ifleivened Batween
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Driggers v. Cily of Florence, 190 8.€. 309, 2 SEZ

751 (1‘ rumon mm»u dy
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10 stop woxk on the pLOJecl and NOLreum (,md 1% Ir. <ing

large stump o his:own'

.ﬁhfaqu;: W her?e", our ap pellat«‘-:h;é;o'uﬂ?:,

-nother’s niegligence; the impogitionsof lability in-fhis instance woild require

anticipated at least twoactions and decisions by King.

As in: Driggers; by pla’c.in‘g‘ the stump on the ground,

fuinish the condmon or glve nse‘to the occasxcm b ¥ wmch the m; ALY WaS

‘miere; presence: 6f “the *gtuiifip-';‘dig{ v,x"ioﬂthj_n”g' 10 cause M. King”

‘whatsoever existed by icondition of the sturmp l')eji‘hg;_placm:i oii/the groudi
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in plage for: moénths ‘withott c4iising any Bodily injury; Latier cou

would be instructed to -abandon the job by the Plainlifs Laniércaild sot have an t’i‘c{p'a' i

on hisiewn by hand, cans

Plaintiff would fake the very poor-choice to movethe farge stump
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injury to his back:. It-was the Plaiti

poor-decision to atterript tos

canbes of

to- retuin. Thus, Lanier’s: conduct is too remote;. and

Plainiiff’s alleged bodily injuries. | B 3

CONCLUSION

The Plamtiff cannot ‘establish a aeasonshle:,

proximate, ‘cause of the Plaintiff’s alieged bodily injuries.
summary. judgment: as to” any claims for bodily injury brought by fhe
Defendant Lanier’s Motion for Partial Summary fudgmint i3 heteby GF

s

IT 1S SOORVERED.

Cardling. , S ol
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