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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama addresses cross-motions for
partial summary judgment arising from a motor vehicle accident. The court grants Salem Carriers
summary judgment on negligent entrustment and negligent hiring, training, supervision, and retention
claims, and grants Taylor summary judgment regarding White’s employment and scope of
employment. The court denies White’s motion for summary judgment on Taylor’s wantonness claims,
finding factual disputes concerning his conduct before the collision.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cross-motions for partial summary judgment in a diversity personal-
injury action arising from a motor vehicle collision.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(a), summary judgment is
proper when there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Cross-motions are
evaluated separately, with the evidence viewed in the light most
favorable to the nonmovant on each motion. The court may not weigh
evidence or make credibility determinations.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Salem Carriers was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's negligent entrustment claim.

2. Whether Salem Carriers was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's negligent hiring, training,
supervision, and retention claims.

3. Whether Taylor was entitled to summary judgment establishing that White was Salem Carriers'
employee and was acting within the line and scope of his employment.

4. Whether either party was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's wantonness claim against White.

5. Whether White was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's potential punitive-damages claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Salem Carriers was entitled to summary judgment because Taylor's evidence of one prior accident,
without evidence that White was at fault, and one non-out-of-service equipment-related violation was
insufficient to create a genuine issue that White was incompetent to drive or that Salem Carriers knew or
should have known of such incompetence.

2. Salem Carriers was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's negligent hiring, training, supervision, and
retention claims because Taylor failed to present evidence from which a jury could reasonably infer that
White was incompetent or that Salem Carriers knew or should have known of his alleged incompetence.

3. Taylor was entitled to summary judgment establishing that White was an employee of Salem Carriers
and was acting within the line and scope of his employment when the accident occurred.

4. Neither Taylor nor White was entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's wantonness claim against White
because conflicting evidence created a genuine dispute of material fact concerning whether White
consciously and recklessly accelerated into the intersection or instead attempted to stop and avoid the
collision.

5. White was not entitled to summary judgment on Taylor's potential punitive-damages claim because the
evidence could permit a reasonable jury to find wantonness by clear and convincing evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under Rule 56(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, summary judgment is proper “if the movant
shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law.”” (2)

“Under Alabama law, “wantonness” is “[c]onduct which is carried on with a reckless or conscious disregard
for the rights or safety of others.”” (13-14)

“Resolution of these competing accounts necessarily depends on credibility determinations, which are the
province of the jury and are not appropriate for resolution at summary judgment.” (16)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On November 3, 2022, White, an employee of Salem Carriers driving a Salem-leased tractor-trailer, ran a red
light at an intersection in Shelby County, Alabama. His tractor-trailer struck another vehicle, which then struck
Taylor's vehicle, sending it into a guardrail and causing Taylor injuries. Taylor relied on White's prior
employment history, one prior accident, and a non-out-of-service equipment-related violation to support her
negligent entrustment and negligent hiring-related claims. The parties presented conflicting testimony
concerning whether White applied his brakes or accelerated immediately before the collision.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Taylor sued Jeffery A. White and Salem Carriers under Alabama law for negligence and wantonness arising from
a collision. The parties filed cross-motions for partial summary judgment concerning negligent entrustment,
negligent hiring, training, supervision and retention, White's wantonness, punitive damages, and whether White
acted within the line and scope of his employment. The court granted Salem Carriers' motion on the negligent-
entrustment and negligent-hiring-related claims and on claims Taylor conceded, granted Taylor's motion on
White's employment and scope of employment, denied Taylor's motion on wantonness, and denied White's
motion.
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