
De~ember 7.2010 Jefferson Colllty 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF JEFFERSON COUNTY, WEST VIRGINIA 

DAVID SNYDER and MARY SNYDER, 
Personal Representatives of the 
Estate ofMicbael Snyder, deceased, 

Plaintiffs, 

ft. 

HUNTFIELD, L.C., 
RYAN INCORPORATED CENTRAL, 
CHS TRAFFIC CONTROL SERVICES. INC., 
VIP LIMOUSINE SERVICE. LTD., 
GLEN M. LEE. d/b/a VIP LIMOUSINE SERVICE. LTD., 
SHARON K. wn.sON, 
REA THER L. STRACHAN, and 
LEE JAMES CRAWFORD, 

Defendants. 

JUDGMENT QRQRB 

Civil Action No. 06-C-243 

RECEIVED 

JAN "2 2010 

~C 

This action came on for ttial before the Court and ajury, Honorable David H. 

Sanders, presiding. and the issues having been duly tried. and the jury having returned its 

answers to the interrogatories propounded by the Court, and the jury on December II, 

2009, having rendered the following verdict: 

VERnIer FOBM 

1. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that the Defendant H1IIItfield 
was guilty of negligence which proximately caused or contributed to the death of Michael 
Snyder? 

Yes No[ X ] 

2. Do you find by a preponderance oftbe evidence that the Defendant Ryan 
IamlfOI" CCIdI'IIl was guilty of negligence which proximately caused or contnbuted to 
the death of Michael Snyder? 

Yes ..... [_....! No( X ] 

3a. Do you find by a preponderance of tile evidence that the Defendant CBS Traffic 
CODII8I Scrrica expressly agreed to indemnify Huntfield? 

Yes [] No[ X ] 

If you answer question 3a 'WO" then do not answer question 3b but proceed to question 4. If 
you IIIISWeT ''YES'' to question 3a p/efJR abo answer 3b, then go to question 4 and the remaining items 
on tire vnrJia fonn. 
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lb. Do you find by a preponderance of tile evidence that the Defendant CBS Traffic 
CoaIIOI Sawka was guilty ofneg1igence which proximately caused or contributed to the 
death ofMicbael Snyder? 

Yes [ 1 No[ ] 

4. Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence that the Defendant James Lee Craw," was guilty ofnegtigence which proximately caused or contributed to the death of 
Michael Snyder? 

Yes [X ] No[ 1 

If you answered "No" to each questions 1. 2. 3b and 4. STOP. Do 'IIOttl1lSWef'tlIIy 

/iIIthn' f/III!SIiotIs. lnjiwm the btJjJjJf tIttJt you Irm1i! I'tfJChed It wnJia. 
1/ you IltISWeI'ed "Ycs" to _ ormorr ofqtl4#ions 1, 2, Jb or 4, J1"Of#d to the nI!Xt question. 

s. Do you find by a ptepOnderance of the evidence that PlaintiffMlchael Snyder was 
gujlty of negligence whim proximately caused or contributed to the death of Michael 
Snyder? 

Yes [ 1 No[ X ] 

Set.fonh the pIft'efIIII.ge of/rzlllt which you tIItribute to any of the De/etulants guDty of .gena abow, tIIId, awy pmztII1Jge ofjiuJlt you tJtrtibuIe to the PIIlinliJf. Your answer must equal 
101M. 

Huntfield ~ 

Ryan Incorporated Central ~ 

CHS Traffic Control Services --«m 
Lee James Crawford 1.D 

Michael C. Snyder .J% 

Total 1m 

Do you find 1hat, at the time of the accident at issue in this lawsuit, 

a. Lee Crawford was an agent or employee of VIP Limousine Service acting 
witbin the course and scope ofms employment? 

Yes [1 Nol X ] 

b. Lee Crawford was an agent or employee of Glen Lee acting within the 
course and scope ofbis employment. 

Yes [] No[ X ) 

c. Heather Strachan was an agent or employee of VIP Limousine Service acting 
within the course and scope of her employment? 

Yes [] Nol X ] 

-_ ........... _-- ----- 6356 ---.............. _ ............ - ......... ---............. -



December 7. 2010 Jefferson Cot.nly 

d. Heather Strachan was an agent or employee of Glen Lee acting within the 
course and scope ofber employment? 

Yes [] No[ X ] 

e. Lee Crawford and Heather Strachan were engaged in a joint enterprise as that 
term bas been defined for you in the jury instructions? 

Yes [X] No[] 

Pnxzed 10 the seaicm in which )'011 will COtISitJe, Damages, ONLY, if you have found some 
jiluIt ill • Defmdtmt and haw not found the PlaintiJfto be 50% (W more at fault. 

DAMAGES 

Set forth the full amount of damages which you find will fully compensate the Plaintiff, 
regardless of any percentage of fault, 

(1) the sorrow and mental anguisb suffered by Michael Snyder's parents; 

$ 700.000,00 

(2) the loss of solace, which may include society, companionship, comfort, 
guidance, kindly oftices and advice, which bas been suffered by Michael Snyder's parents as 
a result ofms death; 

$ 700.000.00 

(3) compensation for the reasonably expected loss of (i) income of Michael 
Snyder, and (u') services, protection, care and assistance provided by Michael Snyder; and 

$1.1Q9,308,00 

TOTAL DAMAGES (not reduced by fault) $2.509.308,00 

Gnm the filets as tbe jury bas determined them from evidence, does the jury find that an 
additional award of punitive damages should be considered as against any defendant in this 
case? If so the jury wi11 be fiutber instructed on this issue before being asked to state the 
amount of any such damages. 

Should punitive damages be amsidered against any of the following: 

Bunlfield Yes [ 1 No[ X 

CHS Traffic Services Yes [ ] No[ X ] 

Lee James Crawford Yes [ X ] No[ ] 

Dated: 1st.. Sean O'HarA 
Foreperson 
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PUNlTlVI DAMAGES ygnlet FOIM 

You ba~ derermined by your verdict that it would be appropriate under the facts of 
this cue to Q)DSider and award of punitive damages against the defendant Leland James 
Crawford and you have now been instructed on that point and heard additional argument of 
counsel. Aaxmtingly: 

What amount does the jury find would be appropriate as punitive damages against the 
defendant Leland James Crawford? 

S 300.000.00 

~,---------------- /51 Sean Q'Hara 
Foreperson 

It is ORDERED and AD.JUDGED that the plaintiftS recover judgment against the 

Defendants Lee James Crawford and the Estate of Heather L. Strachan, deceased, jointly 

aDd severaIJy in the sum ofS2,509,308.00, in compensatory damages, with prejudgment 

infa15t at the statutory rate on SI.109.308.00 thereof, From July 19. 2004, with 

postjudgment interest thereon on $1,400,000.00 thereofuntil paid, and an additional sum of 

SlOO,OOO.OO in punitive damages, against James Lee Crawford, with postjudgment interest 

themm at the statutory rate, until paid and that Plaintiffs further recover their costs in this 

action. It is further ORDERED and AD.JUDGED that the Plaintiffs take nothing from 

Defendants Huntfield, L.C .• Ryan Incorporated Central, CHS Traffic Conuol Services. Inc .• 

VIP Limousine Services, Ltd., and Glen M. Lee d/bla VIP Limousine Service, Ltd., and 

that chis aaion is dismissed on the merits as to these Defendants. 

The Qerk wiD enter the foregoing Order and provide attested copies to counsel of 

record. 

/l~ i>J 11 c.e'~ 
~:- AMo.c.),ea I ; .. ~ 

1-'3-'0 
-4S~ 

n. David H. Sanders ----­
Judge of the Circuit Court of 

Jefferson County , West Virginia 
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"il c..c'~ ~""~ \'"' , 
S. Byrer 

M.lorensen 

J. Molenda 

D. Buck 

P. Nooney 

D. Parker 

R. Arcovio 

A. Sunseri 
~ 

S. Williams McAuliffe 

T. Durst 

T. Mount 

S. Gandee 

T. Wiley 

P. Weiss 

G. Pullin .., D. Geis 

B. Mecom 
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. ... 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF JEFFERSON COUNTY, WEST VIRGINIA 

DAVID SNYDER and MARY SNYDER, 
Persona) Representatives of the 
Estate of Michael Snyder, deceased, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

HUNTFIELD, L.C., 
RYAN INCORPORATED cENTRAL, 
ens TRAFFIC CONTROL SERVICES, INC., 
VIP LIMOUSINE SERVICE, LTD., 
GLEN M. LEE, d/b/a VIP LIMOUSINE SERVICE, LTD., 
SHARON Ie. WILSON, 
HEA TIlER L. STRACHANJ and 
LEE JAMES CRAWFORD, 

Defendants. 

Civil Action No. 06-C-243 

RECEIVED 

APR 12 2010 

~~ 

ORDER DINYJNG DEFENDANT CRAWFORD'S MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 

TIllS _ ...... tZ ... , ...... __ DAY OF -4pk----F--'---.,---------J. 2010, the Court 

considered the Motion for New Trial filed by Defendant Cmwford. The Court bas also 

reviewed the memoranda in opposition thereto and the applicable law. 

In CODSideration of aU of the same, the Court makes the following fuvtings of fact 

and coaclusions of law. 

First, the Court concludes tbat the damages section of the verdict fonn was not 

C'J1ODeOUS. The venlict form set forth the damages recoverable in a wrongful death case, 

delineated in the pr1:'Cise manner of the jury instructions.1 No party objected to the 



Iber 7.. 2010 Jefferson County 

" 

damages portion of the verdict fonn aDd no party objected to the wrongful death damages 

jmy instIuctioo. Defendant Crawford waived this point of error. A new trial on this 

" 
point is DOt wammted. 

Second, the Comt concludes that the punitive damages award was supported by 

the evidence. The jury returned a punitive damages verdict against Defendant Crawford 

in die amount of S300t OOO. Based on the evidence at trial, the punitive damages were 

wammted and Wa'C DOt excessive. A punitive damages review must be conducted in two 

steps: 

first, a determination of whether the conduct of an actor toward another 
person entides that person to a punitive damage award ... ; second, if a 
punitive damage award is justified, then a review is mandated to determine 
if the puaitive damage award is excessive .... 

:. Syi. Pt. 7, Alldre y. First National Bank of Parsons, 197 W.Va. 122. 475 S.E.2d 122 

(J9%). 

First. the Court considas whether Defendant CTclwford's conduct merits the 

assessment of punitive damages. 1be type of conduct which gives rise to ptmitive 

damages occurs "where gross ~ malice. opplession, or wanton, willful. or reckless 

cooduct 01' crimiDaI iDdiffamc:e to civil obligatioos affecting the righb of others appear, 

If you &ad tbII any ~ wa pilty of ocaIigeocc. and that thisaegligcncc 
proximMcly cauted the death ofMicblel Snyda'.tbcu you may find for the Plaintiffs and 
award tbaD. ctunaaea. 1D deteamiDiDg the lppJopriate amount of damages to award, it is 
)'OUr duly to award IDDIJCtIry damIga for the foUcnriDg: 

(I) the IOI'IOW IIDd mcatal anguish su:ffered by Michael Snyden parcoI8; 
(2) the lou of solace, which may include 1OCic:ty, companiOlllbip. comfort 

guidun:. kiDdIy offices aod advice. which has been suft"a\'ld by Michael Snyder'. paralts 
., a RIUIt ofbis death; and, 

(3) oompeosatioo for the reasonably expected loss of (i) income of Micbacl 
Snyd«. ad (ii) savices, proICdioD. care amd IIIIisWIce provided by MIchael Snyder. 
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or where legislative enactment authorizes it£.r Syl. Pt. 4, Alkire v. First National BtlIIk of 

Panons, 197 W.VL 122,475 S.B.2d 122 (1996); Syl. Pt. 4, Mayer v. Frobe,40 W.Va. 

246, 22 S.E. 58 (1895). A brief summary of the evidence from this case demonstrates 

that tbc verdict for punitive damages was supported by the evidence. According to some 

evidence, Defendant Crawford saw Michael Snyder in the roadway when he was 

hundreds of feet away; however, instead of drivinB cautiously, Crawford took the 

opportunity to bunt for his spit cup for a period of nearly six seconds. His inattention to 

the roadway was grossly negligent. 

~ the Court considers whether the punitive damages verdict is excessive. In 

doing so, the Court applies the Garnes factors. 

i. The punitive damages assessed "bear a reasonable relationship to the harm that 

is likely to occur &om the defendant's conduct as well as to the harm that actually has 

occurred." Gllnte3, at Syt. Pt. 3, in part. Crawford's gross negligence resulted in one 

person's death and could have led to serious injuries or death to others: the child or the 

cancer patient in the car or other workers in the construction zone. 

ii. The punitive damages were also not excessive due to "the reprehensibility of 

the defendant's concluct." Id. Crawford's grossly negligent driving merited the punitive 

damages verdict by the jury. 

iii. The punitive damages were not excessive because the punitive damages 

assessment "discourages future bad acts by the defendant." Id. 
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iv. The punitive damages verdict "bears a reasonable relationship to 

compcosatory damages." Id. The punitive damages were less than one-eighth of the 

compensatory damages. "The outer limit of the ratio of punitive damages to 

compensatory damages in cases in which the defendant has acted with exbeme 

negligence or wanton disregard but with no actuaJ intention to cause harm and in which 

compeosatory damages are neither negligible nor very large is roughly 5 to 1." 8yt. Pt. 

2], in ~ Peters l'. RiYers Edge Mining, Inc., 224 W.Va. 160,680 S.E.2d 791 (2009); 

syI. pi. 15, in part. TXO Production Corp. v. Alliance Resources Corp., 187 W.Va. 457, 

419 S.E.2d 870 (1992), affd, 509 U.S. 443, 113 S.Ct 2711, 125 L.Ed.2d 366 (1993). 

The punitive damages award was well within the Supreme Court's accepted range. 

v. The punitive damages awanl did not take into consideration the "financial 

position orthe dcfendant," Garnes at Syl. Pt. 3, in part, but the reason was Defendant's 

failure to be pteSeIlt to testify to such mattcJs. 

vi. The punitive damages award was not excessive because the "costs of the 

litigation" were high. Games, at Syl. Pt. 4, in part. Plaintiffs utiljzed three expert 

witnesses for trial, and IllIJJleIOUS depositions were taken. The litigation costs in this 

matter WCR substantial. 

vii. The punitive damages were not excessive based upon a consideration of 

1a]ny eriminaJ sanctions imposed on die defendant for his conduct." Id. As noted in 

Games, at 90S, the imposition of crimina] sanctions is a mitigating factor. Defendant 

Cl1Iwford did DOt p]ead guilty to the crime he was charged with; his defense counsel 

negotiated a no contest plea, with only a thirty day jail sentence, for Michael Snyder's 
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. '" 

') 
\U L" 

death. 

viii. There were no "other civil actions against the same defendants, based on the 

same conduct..'" Id 

ix. The punitive damages are appropriate "to encourage fair and reasonable 

settlcmcnts when a clear wrong bas been committed." Id It is the Comt's perception 

that 1bc punitive damage award in this case win perhaps encourage defendants in the 

future to fairly IJld reasonably settle cases when the defendant is clearly in the wrong. 

Punitive damages were appropriate for the jury's consideration in this case, and 

1bc amount of the punitive damages are not substantial in relation to the compensatory 

damages. Neither a new trial DOl' a mnittitur is appropriate. 

Accordingly, it is ADJUDGED and ORDERED that Defendant Crawford's 

Motion for New Trial is hereby DENIED. 

The Coort notes any objections of the parties for the record. 

The Clerk is directed to enter this Order and transmit copies of this Order to all 

pro se parties aDd counsel of record. 

f..IIb::nxt: ~tt-+-/I_1. +-[, 0_ 
The Honorable David H. Sanders 

~.~ -r. 0&..--.1 
T.~ 

Judge of the Twenty-Third Judicial Circuit 
Jefferson County, West Virginia 

tn. ~0NI1'r~ 

-6- rn~ 
O. b..-c1L 

P.AI~ 
D. PoelL-

".~ 

5.~. d·" 
-r.W:..., 
p. L.A..;." 

li· ~ ...... : 
5.~(Y\c.~ 

A TRUE COpy 
ATTEST: 

LAURA E RATIENNI 
CLERK. CIRCUIT COURT 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, W.VA. 

BY :::f, U-o.u<... 
DEPUTY CLERK 


