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SUMMARY

The Kansas Supreme Court held that a landowner whose property abuts a rural intersection owes no
common-law duty to passing drivers to trim or remove naturally occurring trees or vegetation that
obstruct visibility. The court relied on Kansas precedent and public-policy considerations, affirmed
summary judgment for the landowners, and affirmed the Court of Appeals.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Kansas law imposes a common-law duty on a rural landowner whose property abuts an
intersection to trim or remove naturally occurring trees and vegetation that obstruct passing drivers'
views.

2. Whether the Hallbauers were entitled to summary judgment because they owed no duty of care under
the circumstances.

3. Whether Kansas should adopt the Restatement (Third) of Torts approach imposing a duty for known or
obvious risks created by natural conditions on land.

HOLDINGS

1. A landowner whose property abuts a rural intersection owes no duty to passing drivers to trim or remove
trees or other vegetation on the property when the vegetation is a natural condition located entirely on
the land.

2. Summary judgment for the Hallbauers was proper because the absence of a legal duty resolved the
negligence claim as a matter of law.

3. The court declined to adopt the Restatement (Third) approach for the circumstances presented and
adhered to Kansas precedent embodying the traditional no-duty rule.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude the traditional rule embraced in Goodaile finds support in public policy. We, thus, hold a
landowner whose property abuts a rural intersection owes no duty to passing drivers to trim or remove trees
or other vegetation on the property.” (at 14)

“To find a legal duty to support a negligence claim, (1) the plaintiff must be a foreseeable plaintiff and (2) the
probability of harm must be foreseeable.” (at 5)

“This court may choose not to recognize a duty if the duty is contrary to public policy.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Darren Manley died when his truck collided with another truck at an unsigned intersection of two gravel roads in
rural Labette County. Trees and underbrush on the Hallbauers' property obstructed drivers' views of the
intersection, creating a blind spot. The Hallbauers had owned the property for approximately five years, and the
natural growth remained largely unchanged during their ownership, although they had cleared some trees.
Plaintiffs alleged that the vegetation contributed to the collision by obstructing visibility.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The estate and heirs sued the Hallbauers, Labette County, and John Patton after Darren Manley died in a
collision at a rural intersection. Plaintiffs settled with Patton and Labette County. The district court granted the



Hallbauers summary judgment and certified the judgment as final under K.S.A. 2017 Supp. 60-254(b). The
Court of Appeals affirmed, and the Kansas Supreme Court granted review and affirmed both lower-court
judgments.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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