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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

RANDALL W. FOSTER,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 16-2174-CM
USIC LOCATING SERVICES, LLC,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This matter comes before the court on defehd3SIC Locating Services, LLC's Renewed
Motion for Judgment as a Matter loAw or, in the Alternative, Modin for New Trial (Doc. 213). Afte

a two-week trial, a jury awarded plaintiff Rdall W. Foster $354,090 in damages after determining

defendant was partially liable for negligence iilirfig to mark a buried power line, which resulted|in
plaintiff's injuries after he structhe buried and unmarked power lingh a shovel. Defendant claims
there are several legal reasons whig ientitled to judgment as a mattdrlaw, or, inthe alternative,
reasons why it was prejudiced in the first trial andriitled to a new trial. For the reasons set forth
below, the court deas defendant’s motion.
l. Background
The facts of this case are well known to tloairt and the parties. Highly summarized, the

relevant facts are as follows. Plaintiff was eoygld by Rylie Equipment &ontracting Company. Op

ic

March 26, 2014, plaintiff and his co-worker wererlting on a project to run underground fiber opt

cable into a State Farm office at 6011 Nieman Rpahawnee, Kansas. Prior to beginning work|on

D

the project, plaintiff's supgisor contacted the Kansas One-Catiteyn to have the underground utilities
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in the area located and marked. The logatiork was performed by defendant’s employee Randy

Phienthamkan.

Upon arriving at the scene to begin the projpletintiff conducted a wakthrough of the jobsitg

and reviewed an AT&T map of the area showingdaliutilities, includig an underground power line

in the general area where the accident occurfekintiff observed three streetlight poles and
markings that indicated a buried electric power fizne between the first and second poles. There
no markings in between the secar third poles, which, according paintiff, meant Phienthamka
had determined no underground servieese buried in that area.

Plaintiff began work in the unmarked areangsan underground boring machine or horizor|
directional drill. While plaintiff was operating theiljrthe machine’s striker alert system sounded

alarm. Plaintiff did not call th©ne-Call center, defendant, or thdityt operator. Instead, plaintifi
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withdrew the drill and began digging by hand with @ahshovel in the area where the drill was located

when the alarm sounded. The hole plaintiff was digging was filled withrweatk mud, and plaintiff

could not see far into the hole. As he was digginginpff struck a live wire and suffered an electri¢

shock. He was thrown back and briefly lost consciousness.
Plaintiff filed this suit on March 18, 2016 for glggence based on defendant’s failure to log

and mark the live electrical wire in the areanss working. A jury trial commenced on September

2018. On September 21, 2018, the jury returned its vefididing defendant 37 percent at fault, plaintiff

15 percent at fault, plaintiffemployer Rylie Equipment & Contrtieg Company 37 percent at fau
and Kansas City Power and Light (“KCP&L”") 11 pertanfault. (Doc 210.) Defendant then timg
filed the present motion.

. Legal Standards

A. Renewed Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law
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In reviewing a motion for judgment as a mattetan¥, this court must determine whether the

evidence, viewed in the light rebfavorable to the nonmoving parpresents a disagreement sufficig
to mandate submission to a jury or whether it iss®-sided that one party must prevail as a matte
law. Hinds v. Gen. Motors Corp988 F.2d 1039, 1045 (10th Cir. 1993). The court is mindful
judgment as a matter of law should be “cautiously and sparingly grariatk v. M & W Gear Co
269 F.3d 1220, 1238 (10th Cir. 2001) (quotiNgese v. Schukma®8 F.3d 542, 547 (10th Cir. 1996
Granting such a motion is appropriately if the evidencépoints but one way anid susceptible to ng
reasonable inferences supporting the party opposing the mo&amjuan v. IBP, In¢ 275 F.3d 1290
1293 (10th Cir. 2002) (quotation omittedge also Freeman v. Gerber Prods.,G®6 F. Supp. 2d 52¢
534-35 (D. Kan. 2007). The court does not weigh theeeig, pass on the credityi of the witnesses
or substitute itgonclusions for thasof the jury. Turnbull v. Topeka State Has@55 F.3d 1238, 124
(10th Cir. 2001) (quotation omitted). However, judgtena matter of law must be entered if ther
no legally sufficient evidentiary basis with respéwta claim or defense under the controlling 13
Roberts v. Progressive Indep., In@83 F.3d 1215, 1219-20 (10d@r. 1999) (citingHarolds Stores,
Inc. v. Dillard Dep’t Stores, In¢82 F.3d 1533, 1546 (10th Cir. 1996)).
B. New Trial

Motions for new trials are “not regarded witavor and should only bgranted with grea
caution.” United States v. Kellew29 F.2d 582, 586 (10th Cir. 1991)he court should grant a ne|
trial only in limited circumstances where “the cobdlieves the verdict is against the weight of
evidence, prejudicial error has occurredsobstantial justickas not been done Wirtz v. Kan. Farm
Bur. Servs Inc., 311 F. Supp. 2d 1197, 1226 (D. Kan. 20@4#ternal quotation marks and citatic

omitted); Fed. R. Civ. P. 59(a).
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[I1.  Analysis
Defendant moves for judgment as a matter wfda the following issues: (1) plaintiff failed t
present sufficient evidence to support the existenceresch of a legal duty (2) plaintiff failed f{

demonstrate proximate cause, anil gi&intiff did not pesent legally sufficient evidence regardi

damages. In the alternative, defendant requestsvdrial for the following reasons: (1) the Boyd Smj

testimony was prejudicial, (2) defendant was prejudimethe court’s failure to give an intervening a
superseding causation instructiamd (3) the verdict was agairtse weight of the evidence.
A. Judgment As A Matter Of Law
a. Duty

Defendant claims he is entitled to judgment asaéter of law because plaintiff failed to establ

sh

the existence of a legal duty or breach of that dDfendant first argues that it owed no duty to plaintiff

to locate and mark the buried power line at isseeabse, pursuant to the Piat Order, plaintiff's
negligence claim was based on defendant'sgatlebreach under the Kansas Underground Ut
Damages Prevention Act (‘KUUDPA”), K.S.A. § @B801. Defendant alleges that under the KUUDJ
the duty is placed on the faciligperator to locate underground power lines. Under the statutg
facility operator is the company thatvns the underground lines, whicare, is KCP&L. Therefore, 4

the locating service hired by tloperator, it owes no duty togihtiff under the statute.

lity
DA

b the

[72)

Plaintiff, however, responds that his neghge claim was not predicated on the KUUDPA and

defendant owed him a common-law duty to exardieasonable care while performing the duty
locating and marking underground power lines.

Under Kansas law, a plaintiff “must first provestexistence of a duty owed to him or her by
defendant.” South ex rel. South v. McCarterl9 P.3d 1, 8 (Kan. 2005). The existence of a duty

guestion of law for the courtild. “To find a legal duty to support agiggence claim, (1) the plaintif
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must be a foreseeable plaintiff and (2) @rebability of harm must be foreseeableManley v.
Hallbauer, 423 P.3d 480, 483 (Kan. 2018). And once a duty has been established, “a person deneral
has the duty to act as a reaably prudent person would aatsimilar circumstances.id. So, in other
words, “an individual must act lika reasonably prudent person towartther individual if there i$
some sort of relationship between the two individulat justifies imposing a legal obligation on ong or
the benefit of the other—a relationship based on foreseeabilitaiiley v. Hallbauer387 P.3d 185
188 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016).

Further, under the Restaterhé8econd) of Torts 8324A—recoged by the Kansas Supreme
Court—

[olne who undertakes, grataiisly or for consideration, teender services to another

which he should recognize as necessary for the protection of a third person or his things

is subject to liability to the third personrfphysical harm resulting from his failure to
exercise reasonable careptotect his undertaking, if
(a) his failure to exercise reasonable care increases the risk of such harm, or
(b) he has undertaken torflm a duty owed by the loér to the third person, or
(c) the harm is sufferedelbause of reliance of the other or third person upon the
undertaking.
Roe ex. rel. Roe v. Dept. of Soc. & Rehab. Servs. for, $¢d>.3d 396, 403 (Kan. 2004).

Under the KUUDPA, an excavator—defined as “@apyson who engages directly in excavat|on
activities within the state of Kansas-has a duty to loate all underground facilé@s before engaging ip
excavation.SeeK.S.A. § 66-1802(e), 8 66-1803. Aaxcavator also has a duty to exercise reasorjable
care for the “protection of any unggound facility in and near thenstruction area when working in
close proximity to any such undgound facility.” K.S.A. 8 66t809. An operator—defined as “any
person who owns or leases an undeaugd tier 1 or tier 2 facility—has two working days to “inform

the excavator of the tolerance zone of the undergrfagildies . . . in the area of the planned excavation

by marking, flagging or other accepta method.” K.S.A. § 66-1806(a).




Again, defendant argues that it owed no datplaintiff under the KUUDPA because it is n
the operator of the fdities at issue. It is undisped that KCP&L is the operator of the facilities at {
site at issue as defined by the KUUDPA. If plaingiifause of action against defendant was based g
on violations of the KUUDPA, platiff's claim would legally fail, as defendant is not the operato

defined by the statute. However,dlosely reviewing the Pretrial @er and the jury instructions, th
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court is not convinced that plaintiff based hiaii on a breach of the KUUDPA. Under the “Legal

Claims of Plaintiff” section of tl Pretrial Order, plaintiff states:
The Kansas Underground Uty Damage Prevention AcK.S.A. § 66-1801 to 1816, as
supplemented by Kansas Administrative gRlations K.A.R. 82-14-1 to 82-14-6,
imposes a duty to locate undeound facilities before construction work may commence.
Plaintiff's employer, through the Kansas @@all system, requestddcation services
which by contract were performed by USIC loehalf of KCP&L. Paintiff asserts that
he is entitled to recover uporetfollowing theories: . . .

(Doc. 120, at 9.) Although the Pretrial Order sgpdes all pleadings, review of the Amendec

Complaint shows that plaintiff's claim against defant was for negligence, and there was no mer

of the KUUDPA. (Doc. 39, at 3.)
The court is not convinced that plaintiff intendedgredicate his negligence claim on a violati

of the KUUDPA, and the duty defendant owed to pl#fimtas not derived from thetatute. As discusse)

above, under Kansas common-law, a lelgdy exists so long as the piéff and the probability of harn

are foreseeable. And a party who render servicesdiher is subject to liability to the third person {

physical harm resulting from his failure to exercisasonable care to protecs hindertaking. Therefore,

since defendant was hired by KCP&L—the operator efutilities—to locate the utilities as requirg¢d

tion

on

d

or

by the KUUDPA, Kansas law imposes a separate dutietendant to undertake such act in a reasonable

manner. Under Kansas common-law, defendant gui&dtiff a duty of reasonable care. The court

does not interpret plaintiff's mention of the KUUDPAthe Pretrial Order as inteto exclusively base

his negligence claim on the statute. The court thexdinds that plaintiff established the existenceg
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defendant’s legal duty. The cous also not convincetly defendant’s allgation that the KUUDPA
preempts the field, thus preclag a common-law negligence claim against defendant.

b. Breach

Defendant next argues that the evidence dtdithnot establish a breh of duty. Defendant

notes that plaintiff's liability expert, Greg Bootbpncluded that the locator was negligent becaus
either (1) did not actually perform any locating wank the property, or (2) simply copied the pr
marks made by the previous locator. Defendanhtaias that the evidence at trial contradicts b
theories, and therefore, no evidence was presentedtablish that the locator was negligent in

methods he used during the locate.

In response, plaintiff points to other portioosBooth’s testimony rad testimony from othef

witnesses to show that there veagert testimony to suppahe jury’s finding tlat defendant’s locato
was negligent in his locate.

Because the court finds that plaintiff's clamas not based on the KUUDPA, and instead w.
common-law negligence claim, it is irrelevant wbanstitutes breach under the KUUDPA. Instead,
court—mindful that the evidence should be viewethim light most favorable plaintiff—finds that
there is evidence in thecord to support the jury’s verdict. &ljury heard both parties’ experts a
properly weighed the available evidence in reaching ttgiclusion that defendant was at least parti
at fault and breached its duty to piif. For these reasons, defendanhot entitled to judgment as
matter of law on the issues of duty and breach.

c. Causation
Defendant argues that phiff failed to demonstrate causatiohhis alleged injties because (1

the evidence establishes that plaintiff’s own neglige was the intervening and superseding cause
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injury, (2) there was insufficient evidence of causation with regard to his nerve injury, and (3) the
insufficient evidence of causation witbgard to his shoulder injury.

First, defendant claims that the evidence distads that plaintiffs own negligence was t
intervening and superseding causéisfinjury, which breaks the calsonnection to any negligeng

by defendant. Defendant argues thlaintiff's conduct, after the ske alarm on his machine soundg

was both in violation of the KUUDPANd unforeseeable, and that butl decision to dismount the

machine and dig after the strik@ah sounded, he would not be injdreDefendant maintains plaintit
had an independent duty to eresthis own safety, and his failute do so was the intervenin
superseding cause of his injuries.

To prove legal causation, a plaintiff must shitvat it was foreseeable that a defendant’s con
might create a risk of harm, and “that the resiilthat conduct and conlniting causes were alg
foreseeable.” Russell v. May400 P.3d 647, 662 (Kan. 2017). Arédrvening cause is “one whig

actively operates in producing harm to anotherrafie actor’'s negligent aor omission has bee

committed.” Id. An intervening cause only absolves dedéant of liability if it “supersedes the

defendant’s negligence.ld. (noting, “the superseding and intening cause component breaks
connection between a negligent actd the harm caused.”). Howevdrthe intervening cause i
reasonably foreseeable, the first actor's negleg “may be considered the proximate ca
notwithstanding the tervening cause.’ld.

The court disagrees with defendargortrayal of the alleged imeening and superseding caus
in this case, particularly that it was unforesee#idé plaintiff would be injured by an unmarked pow
line. Locating companies, like def@ant, exist to mark underground powees to ensure safety durin
construction. Defendant was hired to mark undmrgd utilities to prevent contact with buried pow

lines. Itis foreseeable to defend#mt its failure to mark an undeogmd utility may result in injury o

pre was

e

d,

—h

J,

Huct

0]

he

Use,

es

er

g

er




damage to property. There was evidence that dfaaatied negligently in his response after the stiike

h

—

alarm on his machine sounded, and the jury accouotethis negligence by assigning fault to bg
plaintiff and his employer. But the court does not timat this was unforeseeable to defendant such|that
it would supersede its own negligence.

As for defendant’'s arguments regarding pléfistifailure to present evidence to establish

causation for his nerve and shouldguiies, the court finds that theewvas sufficient evidence presented

v

at trial for the jury to conclude that the incidentswtae cause of plaintiff's jaries. Defendant claim
that plaintiff failed to establisbausation for his injuries because #xpert testimony was unreliable jor
lacked foundation.

Regarding the nerve injury, prdiff provided expert testimonyia the video deposition of Dr.

D

Bernard Abrams. Defendant again attempts tdlexige this testimony, arguingis unreliable becaus
Dr. Abrams admitted that he would like the oppottyrid re-interview plaitiff to resolve some
inaccuracies, conflicts, and contra@as in the medical records. ¥es plaintiffnotes, Dr. Abramg
also testified that he stood by hislearconclusions. Defendant raised this very same issue in a pietrial
motion to exclude. (Doc. 109.) @&fcourt ruled that Dr. Abramstestimony was admissible, and apy
weaknesses in his opinions were better suitedrfigs-examination. There was no new testimony ffom
Dr. Abrams at trial that was notalable to the court when reachiitg pretrial conclusions regarding
admissibility. The court declines to reconsidereigslier decision at this point in the case. The jury
properly weighed the evidence and the credibilitthef witness and determined defendant was at least
partially at fault for plaintiff's damages.
As for the shoulder injury, defendant argues thatexpert testimony from Dr. Craig Satterlee
was not based on sufficient foundation because tiderse presented at trial did not support Pr.

Satterlee’s conclusions. In revieg Dr. Satterlee’s trial testimonkipwever, the court finds there was




sufficient evidence for the jurp reach its conclusion. Although DBatterlee may have testified (
cross-examination that he was not present at the stehdid not see the actiratident, he also detalil
a long history of treating gintiff's injuries and conladed that plaintiff's shoulder injury was caused
the physical response he experienced after he wasoelgtetd. Again, it is up to the jury to determi
the weight and credibility of eviden. For these reasons, the courtideslto grant judgment as a mat
of law on the issue of causation.
d. Damages

Defendant argues it is entitldd judgment as a matter of law on certain damage cla
specifically plaintiff's claim for I@s value of household services anthdges for historic lost wages.

In regard to the housell services damages, plaintiffagins that when the court grants
summary judgment on plaintiff's claim for loss afrsortium on behalf of his wife, this foreclos
plaintiff's opportunity to recovedamages for lost value of housahalervices. Defendant maintai
that under Kansas law, damages for lost value ofdtmld services are recoverable only on behalf
spouse on a loss of consortium theory. And deferatguoies plaintiff should have been precluded fr]
shifting those damages from his witehimself, because he never pleaded such damages in the R
Order.

The court, however, ruled during the pretriahhing that evidence regarding these damages
admissible as proof of economic damages. Thet ¢ook into account the fathat these damages h
been pleaded in the Pretrial Order as loss ofartinsn damages, and the court had granted defen

summary judgment on the loss of consortium claint.tBe court did recognize dhsince the filing off

ims,

Pretrial

was

dant

the Pretrial Order, plaintiff's faily circumstances had changed, dnedwas separated from, and in the

process of divorcing his ¥@. The court thereforund that evidence regang the loss of househol

services damages was admissible as economic damaagasyould be up to thary to decide whethef
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to award these damages. Defendant has not glktd@ersuasive legatason why the court shou
reconsider its pretrial decision. &leourt declines to gnt judgment as a mattef law on the issue.
Defendant also takes issue with the experinesty used to establishese damages, arguir
Dr. Baker’s opinion should have been excludedim®liable and not basemh sufficient foundation
But again, defendant is attempting to relitigate aneisba court resolved prito trial. The court founc

Dr. Baker’s opinion was admissibl&he jury heard the testimonpédawarded plaintiff economic los

damages. The court is unpersuatieat the jury’s decision was nbased on sufficient evidence. For

these reasons, defendanh entitled toydgment as a matter of law oretlssue of damages for lopt

value of household services.

Defendant next argues it is dlgd to judgment as a matter ofMan damages for historic logt

wages because the evidence shows that plaintiff @éelctifpob assignment that would have provided
an opportunity to mitigate his damages. Plaintifoboegls that while plaintiff was released by a doq
to return to work with restriains, his failure to accept an accommodated position was not unreas
because he was still suffering from nerve paith, &amfact, entered a pain management program.
As plaintiff points out, the jury was instriect on mitigation. The jury heard evidence

plaintiff's job opportunities, and &ireasons for not accepting them. By awarding these damagq

jury found that plaintiff not returning to work, whitgill suffering from pain from the incident, was not

unreasonable. The court will not disturb the jury’s i&rénd finds defendant is not entitled to judgm
as a matter of law on the issue of historic lost wages damages.
B. New Trial

a. Boyd Smith Testimony
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Defendant first argues that it is entitled to a new trial because the court erroneously admittec

testimony from Boyd Smith and this evidence wasuyatiejal. Boyd Smith, who at the time of trial w
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the owner/operator of Midwest Professional Utilitgcating Services, was offered by plaintiff ag a
rebuttal expert. Defendant moved to exclude Smamftestifying as an expert, arguing his testimgny
was untimely disclosed primary lidiby opinion testimony rather #im rebuttal testimony. The court
agreed and found that Smith had not properly beeguia®sd as a rebuttal expert. The court, howeyver,
found that Smith could testify as a lay withess regarthe steps he took when he recreated the Igcate
at the site at issue inighincident, but was precluded from i§8hg regarding any ohis opinions abou
whether defendant’s locatgrtonduct was reasonable.

Defendant now argues it is entitled to a nelal thecause Smith’s testimony was irrelevant to
any matter in the case and the evidence was unfagjydgicial because of the risk it may confuse the
jury. Plaintiff responds that Smith’s testimony walgevant because it established that the electric [line
was in fact locatable using the same maps usedelfigndant’s locator. Rintiff also argues thalt
defendant did depose Smith priorttial and had a full opportunity to @ss-examine Smith at trial.

The court agrees with plaiff and stands by its pretrial ruling. Admitting Smith’s limited

testimony as a lay withess who perfothaesimilar locate to thlocate at issue wadeeant to the issue

UJ

in this case. Further, there wasabundance of other expert testimonyboth sides to provide the jury

with explanations as tahy the line should have or may not hdeen locatableThe court does not

believe that Smith’s testimony, caodered along with the rest dhe evidence presented at trial,

determined the outcome of the case. The court declines to grant a new trial on this issue.
b. Intervening/Superseding Cause Instruction

Defendant next argues it is entitled to a neal trecause it was substantially prejudiced by [the

court’s refusal to instruct the jugn intervening anduperseding causation.

o

“When the adequacy of a jury ingttion is challenged, te court] consider[s] all the jury hear,

and from the standpoint of the yyrdecide[s] not whether the changas faultless irevery particular,
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but whether the jury was misléa any way and whether it had anderstanding of #hissues and it
duties to determine these issuedréland v. Dodson704 F. Supp. 2d 1128, 1144 (D. Kan. 2010) (cit
Haberman v. The Hartford Ins. Grpi43 F.3d 1257, 1274 (10th Cir. 2006)).

Defendant argues the evidence overwhelminghabdished that the jury should have beg
instructed on intervening and supeEdig causes, and because the court did not incligdmsétruction,
the jury was misled about the circumstances in i@y could render a defense verdict. Defend

did include Kansas Pattern Instruction ®4103—Intervening Cause—as part of its propo

instructions. Plaintiff objeed to the inclusion of thigstruction. As part ats decision to not include

this instruction, the court followed the Comradts “Notes on Use,” which says, “The Committ
believes that the applicable instructions ina@ier 105 are normally sufficient and that the ab
instruction should seldom be giverChapter 105 of the Kansas Pattlrstructions covers comparati

fault. Following the guidance of the Committee, andsidering the evidence in the case, the court

not include the intervening causestiruction and instead decided tlia® comparative fault instruction

was sufficient to instruct the fy that they may consider theonduct of other péies—including
plaintiff—in determining fault for plaintiff's injury. At the time, and still after the fact, the court beli
this instruction, considered alongtiithe instructions as a wholegarly articulated the law and th
exclusion of the interveng cause instruction did notislead the jury to the pat that defendant woulg
be entitled to a new trial.
c. Insufficient Evidence

Defendant finally argues that it is entitledatmew trial because there was insufficient evide
to support the jury’s verdict. Motions for new triahould be granted witlgreat caution,” and whe
assessing whether there was eviddéncipport the verdict, the coumust “examine the evidence in tl

light most favorable to the preViaig party, and focus on ‘whetherelverdict is clearly, decidedly g
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overwhelmingly against the weight of the evidenceMbnsour’s Inc. v. Menu Maker Foods, Inblo.
05-1204-JTM, 2009 WL 89701, at * 2 (Ban. Jan. 13, 2009) (citinglack v. Hieb’s Enters., Inc805
F.2d 360, 363 (10th Cir. 1986)).

In arguing the verdict is contrary to the evidepmesented at trial, defenutssets out a persuasi
case for why its evidence was stronger than ptésevidence, and for why the evidence supporte
higher apportionment of comparative fault for pldfiginegligence. But this argument is based on
view of the evidence in the light rebfavorable to defendant. Plafhpresented evidence to suppd
the jury’s verdict. “The jury . .. has the exdlesfunction of appraising edibility, determining the
weigh to be given to the testimordrawing inferences from the faastablished, resalvwg conflicts in
the evidence, and reaching ultimate conclusions of faiited Phosphorus, Ltd. v. Midland Fumigal
Inc., 205 F.3d 1219, 1226 (10th Cir. 2000). It is not ughtocourt to “substitute its judgment of tl
facts for that of the jury,” and ¢hcourt may only grant a new trial if the jury’s verdict “was so aga
the weight of the evidence as to be unsupportaliledjillo v. Bd. of Educ. of Albuquerque Pub. Sc¢h
295 F. App’x 885, 887 (10th Cir. 2008).

The court believes there was sufficient evidepoesented at the nearly two-week trial tl
supported the jury’s verdict. €hverdict was not clearly, decidgdlor overwhelmingly against th
weight of the evidence. Fthese reasons, defendant’s motion for new trial is denied.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that defendant USIC Locating Services, LLC’s Reney
Motion for Judgment as a Matter of Law or, in thikernative, Motion for Ne/ Trial (Doc. 213) is

denied.

Dated July 30, 2019, at Kansas City, Kansas.

¢ Carlos Murguia
CARLOSMURGUIA
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United States District Judge
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