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SUMMARY

The Indiana Supreme Court reviewed the denial of summary judgment to defendants in a personal-
injury action arising from an elevator's abrupt reversal and descent. The court held that the defendants
had not established the absence of a genuine issue regarding proximate causation, including whether a
false fire-alarm signal and alleged wiring negligence contributed to the injuries. The court also held
that the defendants failed to eliminate factual issues concerning the plaintiffs' specific-negligence

claims and affirmed the trial court's denial of summary judgment.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants appealed the trial court's denial of their motions for

summary judgment in a personal-injury action. The Court of Appeals
accepted an interlocutory appeal and reversed, directing entry of
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granted transfer and reviewed the summary-judgment ruling.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is reviewed under the same standard applied by
the trial court. The movant must show that no genuine issue of
material fact exists and that the movant is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The evidence is construed in favor of the nonmoving
party, alleged facts favorable to that party are accepted as true, and

doubts are resolved against the moving party.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the ground that their conduct was not a
proximate cause of Carlisle's injuries because an elevator malfunction was an unforeseeable intervening

and superseding cause.

2. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment against Carlisle's specific-negligence claims

because the designated evidence established that defendants had not negligently performed any duty.

3. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Carlisle could not establish the

exclusive-control element of res ipsa loquitur.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants were not entitled to summary judgment on proximate cause because the evidence, viewed in
Carlisle's favor, supported a genuine issue whether a false fire-alarm signal precipitated the elevator's
reversal and whether the elevator malfunctions were foreseeable rather than superseding causes.

2. Summary judgment was improper on the plaintiffs' specific-negligence claims because defendants did
not carry their initial burden of eliminating determinative factual issues concerning whether they

negligently performed their duties.

3. The court declined to address whether the evidence supported res ipsa loquitur because defendants did

not argue that the trial court erred in failing to grant partial summary judgment on that issue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court must accept as true those facts alleged by the nonmoving party, construe the evidence in favor of

the non-movant, and resolve all doubts against the moving party.” (763 N.E.2d at 461)

“For these reasons, the defendants have failed to establish the absence of any material issue in the plaintiffs'

claim that the defendants' acts proximately caused David Carlisle's injuries.” (763 N.E.2d at 463)

“Because Shambaugh and Koorsen do not carry their burden as parties seeking summary judgment to
eliminate any determinative factual issues as to plaintiffs' claims of specific negligence, the plaintiffs need not
come forward to establish the existence of a genuine issue for trial on its theory of specific negligence.” (763
N.E.2d at 464)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

David Carlisle, who used a wheelchair, was injured when an elevator abruptly reversed direction while
ascending, causing him and the wheelchair to rise and then drop onto a walking cane lodged beneath him.

Shambaugh had wired the building during construction, and Koorsen had supplied and participated in installing



the fire-alarm system that could place elevators into fire-service mode. Carlisle presented expert evidence that
induced voltage from the fire-alarm wiring caused false alarm signals and that prior incidents involved

unexpected entry into fire-service mode, sudden reversal, and rapid descent.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court denied summary-judgment motions filed by Shambaugh and Koorsen but authorized an
interlocutory appeal. The Indiana Court of Appeals reversed and instructed the trial court to enter summary
judgment for defendants. The Indiana Supreme Court granted transfer, automatically vacated the Court of

Appeals opinion, and affirmed the trial court's denial of summary judgment.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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