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SECOND DIVISION 
MILLER, P. J-, 

MARKLE and LAND, JJ.

NOTICE: Motions for reconsideration must tie 
physically received in our clerk's office within ten
days of the date of decision to be deemed timely filed. 

https://www.gaap peals.usfrules

August 1, 2024

NOT TO BE OFFICIALLY 
REPORTED

In the Court.of Appeals of Georgia

A24A0782. GUYTON v. GOLDEN DONUTS, LLC.

•V

Miller, Presiding Judge.
In tills dispute msing fr(Hnan auli(Hitol>ile accident between VictorGuytonand

an employee of Golden Donuts, LLC, Guyton seeks review of the trial court’s order

Golden Donuts. On appeal,Ek negligence action for failure to timely serve
Guyton, who is proceeding pro semises numerous arguments (bat die (rial court

erred in making this ruling. We agree with Guyton eat the trial court ened in

Golden Donuts with prejudice, and so we vacate flatrtigmigging his lawsuit against 

portion ofthe trial court’s dismissal order and remand with instructions to dismiss the

. We otherwise affirm the trial court’s dismissal of the case.case without prejudice

https://www.gaap


rnofirm to dismiss a complaint for insufficient“A trial court’s ruling on a 

service of process will be upheld on appeal absent a showing of an abuse of discretion. 

Factual disputes regarding service are to be resolved by the trial court, and the court s

fmrfingg will be upheld if there isany evidence to support them.” (Citation omitted.)

Griffin v. Stewart, 362 Ga. App. 669 (870 SE2d 3) (2022).

The record shows that on March 6,2021, Guyton was driving his motorcycle

d Old Fairbum Road in Fulton Countyat die intersection of Camp Creek Parkway an

when he was
Dunkin’ Donuts Franchising, LLC, alleging that Dunkin’ was the owner and operator

.
of the vehicle. Guyton raised two claims of negligence, alleging that Dunkin’ failed to

and .maiKtain the road and titatDunldn’s hismaiiceccBnpany did not property

handle his claim. *
Dunkin' moved for summary judgment, arguing ht part that Guyton had faded 

vidence that Dunkin’ owned or operated the vehicle involved in the

' ;!-'••• - ^

7*to produce anye 

accklent
Donuts, and he moved to add Golden Donuts as a party. On April 21,2023, following

ahearing, the trial court gnmtedDunkin’sinotion for summary judgmentand granted

hi response, Guyton admitted that the vehicle was actually owned by Golden



Guyton’s motion to add Golden Donuts as a party. The trial court gave Guyton until

May 22,2023, to serve Golden Donuts.

On June 6,2023, Golden Donuts moved to dismiss the lawsuit because Guyton 

never served it and because the statute of limitations had expired. In response, Guyton

. The trial court granted die motion to dismiss and dismissed the complaint30.2023
with prejudice, concluding that Guyton had Med to act with reasonable diligence to

serve Golden Donuts after die two-year statute of limitations for personal injury

claims expired. This appeal followed.

first argues that the trial court erred in granting Golden Donut s1. Guyton

conclusion that he did not act diligently in serving Golden Donuts. Guyton summarily

from Golden Donuts’ counsel,argues that die trial court erred by relying on hearsay 

but does not point to any specific statements dial were allegedly improper and

y

and constituted excusable neglect, but he does not back up this statement with any 

details or facts from die record showing why the late service was excusable.

• ji



Bed to conclude that this argument is abandoned. SeeAccordingly, we are compe
Court oTAppeals Rule 25 (dX^CArty enumeration of error drat is not suH»rtedm

, lteWnflwcilnti<»ofanlhonlyreaigumeut.nayl*de^

“that status does not relieve him of therecognize that Guyton is proceeding pro se,
obligation tocomply with the substantive and procedural requirements of the law,

inelnding the rales of this Court.” (Citation end punctuation omitted.) Higdm v. 

321 Ga. App. 2<50 (739 SE24498) 0013). Further, to the efleat that Guyton

his case for failure to state aappears to argue that die trial court erred by dismissing 

claim, flie trial court did not dismiss any part of his case on that basis.
Guyton, however, also argues that the trial court erred by dismissirqs his case

against Golden Donuts wilh prejudice, rather than without prejudice, and we agree.

A dismissal for insufficiency of service of process isafindingby die trial 
court thatservke was mup^fected in a reasonable and dr%eta manner
within the prescribed staft® of Bmifation and is not a ruling that die

- - - of die statute of

r-

*
on the meril 
statute
raiimmate die factual issue of tolling.

fhcJiial issue and musta



(Citation omitted.) Griffin, supra, 362 Ga. App. at 674 (2). Because the trial court 

Ai**,icc^ the case against Golden Donats on the grounds of insufficient service of

prooess,
without prejudice, rather dtan with prejudice. “Accordingly, we vacate this portion of 

die trial court’s judgment and remand with direction that the case be dismissed without 

prejudice. In making this ruling, we, of course, express no opinion whatsoever on 

refiling of the action would now he barred by die applicable statute ofwhether a 

limitation” Id.

I. In a related enumeration of error,1 Guyton argues that the trial court erred in

the defendants’ alleged fraud and criminal negligence. Guyton, however, did not argue 

before die trial court that the statute of limitations should have been tolled, and the 

trial court did not address any tolling issues in its dismissal order. “[Tjhis Court wfll 

not address arguments raised for the first time on appeal.” Hall v. /toss, 273 Ga.App. 

811,*14n.l2 (616 SE2d 145) (2005).

different order than1 We «*dre<Bg Guyton’s enumerations of error in a 
presented in his brief



die merits of his case, particularly1. Guyton’s remaining arguments concern 

placing emphasis on the alleged actions 0fDunkin’s and Golden Donuts' insurance 

carriers and his motions to apportion feult and add a ftaud claim against an insurance 

carrier. The trial court, however, never ruled on any of these issues or the merits of

those grounds presented to and ruled on by the trial court Consequently, [these 

arguments present] nothmgfer our xesnss*? Fredericks* Halt,275 Ga. App. 412,414 

(2) (620SE2d638) (2005); see Williams v. United Community Bank, 313 Ga. App. 706, 

708 (722 SE2d 440) (2012) (“An error of law hie as its basis a qredfic ruling made by 

die trial court. There having been no rulings by the trial court on the issues raised on 

appeal there are no rulings to review for legal error.”) (citation and punctuation

omitted).
/•-
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vacat* thp- portion of the trial court’s judgment dismissing the 

qgainct Golden Donnis with prejudice and remand with direction that the case be 

<Hemice«i Without prejudice. We otherwise affirm the trial court’s dismissal of this

Accordingly, we

case

case.
Judgment affirmed in part and vacated in part, andcaseremandedMarldeand

Land, JJ~* concur.

\
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Futon County Superior Caust 
***EFUJED*“AC 

Date: 1001/20236:00 PM 
ateMecander,aak

IN THE SUPERIOR OOT3KT OF FULTON COUNT? 
STATE OFG3EORC3A

VICTOR GUYTON, EL,

plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 2022CV369793 

HE^HBHBiBLYM.ISa«E®ABAM8

v.
GOIDENIKfi'fDTS, tLC AND JOHN
dqe/janedoe,

defendants.

UTONTI

Uris matter can»

Plaintiff’s Complaint for two counts
ajgilicabteanfenaty, fee CotHtltewijy GRAINS pe&ad

that follow.

ant’s Motion to Dismiss for fee reasons

g A rTTIAL ATT FOATIONS

: :
: 'T'

aatonrobiteccdlisiOT  which ocenned on Mardt 6.W21-Franchising, IiC (Dunlin) based npon an

On April 21. 2023. this Court 3

On June 6. 2023, fee defendant filed a Motion to DismissLLC no Inter tian May 22, W23-
d^ie^ciM«™rf|^P«^»OCGA5M,-‘2(b)®"i®-0”fc“7-

Mrvedon3ia»30,^.ndnfe^«w«&®yMy3,2023, demonstrating that fee defendant was

Cmi Action File No.2022CV3®793 
Page 1 of4aB^lSSSSS5£fcii«ta»i>i—i



an die proper00) days after die Court iniposeideaffii* «f May 22. 2023 to pe^sewke

defendant.

gT AND ARP OF IffiVdtg

Amotion

not

andCafornovanttstriiB^dHtifeek^
fentewndcof tofccsBfSaiiit sufficient towanama^ant ofid^'soi^it’’jdiK*osonv,FS^t2S7

480te'M 10,12-13(1997);Osprey Cove Real Estate,IZCv. Tawerviete Ctmstn,

motion to dismiss, all pleadings 

yhn filed them. and all doubts regarding such 

foot.” Stendahl v. Cobb Cotatty* 284 Gt 525,

525,668 S.E-2d723,723 (2008). Acomplafo.isrybedisn^ 

merit

SLR2d204(1970)-

Gjl 498,501,

LLC, 334 Ga. App. 436,808 SJE.2d425 (2017). Th bedding 

are to be construed most foorably to die patty

a

U\ ■ ■

any
• .. - -s •••i- • . a- .

' :7’-v-- • cv*,

IRRAT, ANALYSES

t Failure to Tandy Serve

Defendantargoes

service by the May 22,2023 deadline. lachdl cases, a

dattbecomplaint s&ouldbe disnrissedbeaaise Wakd£f feiledtopetfect

trial conrt has broad disaetioa to control

pKtrndprocedare; indnding“scfoMn® deadfines and other nH*te ofcaseinanag«iieriL''See 

O.C.GA § 9-11-16 (a) (5).£esi?- Ssraift, 307Ga. 815,821,838 SJL2d870,875 (M20). Bemem,

vindicate the court’s antfaority ” Cdrtes v. Ga. Power Co., 361 Ga. App. 103,104,863 SJE.2d376,

Civil Action Kfe No. 2022CV369793 
Page 2 of4Ouyicfnv.GoldmDemcism.aL

Had Older Granting Defendants Motion to Dismiss



Pina| cWer Granting Defendant'sMotipn to Dismiss
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SUPREME COURT OF GEORGIA 

Case No. S25COO01

September 17,2024

The Honorable Supreme Court met pursuant to adjournment. 

The following order was passed:

VICTOR GUYTON, II v. GOLDEN DONUTS, LLC.

The Supreme Court today denied the petition for certiorari in
this case.

All the Justices concur.

Court of Appeals Case No. A24A0782

COPST OF THE STATE OP GEORGIA 
Clerk’s Office, Atlanta

of the Supreme Court of Georgia.
my agaature and theses ofeaidanirtliBceto

affixed the day anffyearlast above written.
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Edwin CottonCcmHexOasTtsUnitUanager

March 16,2023

tiPl OflPgP VlfiDOI PORTAL
The Honorable John F. 1®^ _ , _
Office of cenw&sionfir of Insurance and Safety Foe 
Consumer Sendees Olvision 
2 Marfin Luther King, Jr. dive 
West Tower, Sutteris 
Atlanta, GA 30334

22204429 
VictorQiyiDnGoiden DoratfSw LLC <fl» DtwWn Oamas
S368S92 _
09/01/2)20 to09/01/2021
•to?«jc»<;p)p<-twE insurance Company of South Carolina (’’Selective”)

RE: FHeffe.:
Complainant 
PoTicyholcSen 
Policy No.: 
elective Dale: 
Date of Loss: 
NAJC NoTCo.r

Dear Commissioner King:

LLC (d&a DunHn Donuts).

SMS®®*-
■ "^«ssK.«,asOTaeaM,omR“

. An anffluiance Iran^Jorietl Mr.ttJBffJsassssfigMJSUj——2c^oarefflHlx-raysofMr.Gu^ffli.thei^ffisof««BchvsaeaBno«naLT7iese
charges totaled $63,935.

—M TMT“
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SELECTIVE
BE UNIQUELY INSURED*

. 23.2(^ We receded nototrfKfr-GuytorfttrW attorney had wffiKlrawn nis^^

tr^ury datotW^Piwrenever contacted us. nor <fd she or Mr. Guyton at that time respond to 
ourpendRgcourtteroflter-

• sessssssEssss®*”'
proceeded in HilgatJon.

• «!«■ Mr. Guyton verbally accepted our $147,000 counteroffer.

• March 10. ffrcr Three days later. and without explanation, Mr. Guyton emaBed us 
demand of $4,999,999.

SffiSassssaasasssaa-*-
te smraidered life ffle to us.

SHSSi
KSSajME^j-Sg-BS-S—

gpSriit.nUqrT)^^17”-^ fcigtifwesetecCvg'Cm

anew

Stncereay.

Complex cams Manager-Domiciled in Soulh Carolina
SetecSve insurance Company of America
P.O. Bax 7264
London, KY40742
Direct Dial: 704-972-1228
Get 704-621-3155Fmaa- Edwin cnlftytfSseiecBve.com

Bids. Tdaitossvauaion 
EmaicnmmunicaSons

... ...
1

Hu-



“APPENDIX F”



Fulton CountySuperior Court 
“*B=0JED*"QW 

Date;12/29/2022754 PM 
Cathetene Robinson, Cleik

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF FOLTON COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA

VICTOR GUYTON II,
CIVIL ACTION TILE NO. 2022CV369793PLAINTIFF,

v.
ILYM.ESMOND ADAMSHON. A I * IMSDUNKIN’ DONUTS ER4NGEDSING% 

IX.C

DEFENDANT.

rwiwPT^TOVlNCTN PART AND fiRANTINGINgAEr
m ATOTTFF’S MOTION TO ADD PARTY

This matter came before the Court on Plaintiffs Motion to Add Party. consideration

of the pleadings and
\

As&nAstrtt

to jam him. isdividoa% as a Defendant 

“individual defendant"

Accordingly, Plafiitiffs 

plmstiff wishes to add the
is GRANTED aadhc may addaJolmDoeflaneDoeDefendant until fee identity

of die driver is discovered.

“ Xhe Crm* is unable to ascertain the identity

Motion as to die “imfeidnal defendant” is DENIED. To the extent 

Dnrikin Daunts dnver vaguely referenced in Plaintiffs Motion,

individuaTs interest in die case.

Tire care «tfc^>all be amended tDindudeaJahnflane Doe Defendant as follows:

Civil Action FaeNo- 2022CV369793 
Page 1 of2



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF FULTON COUNTY 
STATE OFGEORGIA

VICTOR GUYTON II,

CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 2022CV369793HJOSUEF,

V.

HON. KIMBERLY M. ESMOND ADAMSDUNKIN’ DONUTS FRANCHISING* 
LLC, and JOHN DOE^A-NE DOE,

ANTS.aaactti

%
SOOBDIEK0).tins^dayo£Dece&&ei;2a22.

mWSSOtiL/wSE iai\®EKl.y M-ESMOND ADAMS 
SUPERIOR COUItT OF FULTON' COUNTY 
ATLANTA JUDICIAL CTRCOIT

THstribntion List:
PSedaadSevadSlsctrojiicaliy via Odyssey eFiieGA

CSufl ArtfasaKteNo.2022CV3® W3 
Bage2cf2Gtylmv.DmMt'Donate FiwuMsm&LLtZ, ___ . ...

Older Denying in Part and Granting in Part Plaintiffs Motwn to And Party
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JOHN F. KING
Cms^ssionereftmtaaace enS Safety Fire
TwsMMSn tuner «ng it tW»a 

West Ibwec Safe 702 
«HWa.Gea*ja2i033t

pjl Office of Commissioner of 
tmf Insurance and Safety Fire
Hr ProtEct | Enforce | Edrnza | Monn

September 6,2023

Via Certified Mag 
Return Rer”p» Roasted

i

Selective Insurance Company of South Carolina 
CIO CSC ofStephens County,Inc.
597 Big A Rd.
Toccoa, GA 30577

virtnr n finvtftn n v, Dnnkm1 Donuts Franchising LLC
Civil Action No. 2022CV369793

RE:

Dear Mr. Mulligan:
The Department isin receipt of a Summons, G.mpja^and *

aWstyled^tter,received in thisofficeonor about Septoberl2«23.
were served on the Georgia Insurance Comnnsstoner pursuantto OC.GA § 33~4~3; .
Departmenl isforwatding these documents to yourntfenfiOn. Should you have any questions, 
please contact meat 404.651-6501.

iVety truly yours,
r

t,'
MleremyBtt^

Legal Division 
Georgia Department of Insurance

Enc.



Fulton County Superior Court 
•**EFU.EO*“MH 

Date; 9/7Q0222:43 PM 
Cathelene Robinson, Gfork

i:n

wrasSiSSL,SS.2SiH,“
SUMMONSi

SLORZCV 3b°nel2 . :Micro F- & 4? »£**
1»
Jptaiofirt, 5

>VS. iPort fc in' PorMtS )
i
1fig^fvcttcfxNg- O-fe )
iDefendant
i»*
i

TO THE ABOVEWAMED DEFB®ANT{S)r

BSBSS3fflfiS3?S?32BSSa»^
jjUmtifFsotlomcy.whosotarnsutiladdressk \jic.TOf! &• tStffTw* H-

12- *«F

*

J5oot piw
2Si*rg i .

;

"TTLm dass of so* savist Itea rise lonnsrerskonBet coronwce limit s*fc poof of
sareicslasbeen filed, IF YOU TAB. TO BOSO, roDGMENT’EV 9EFAULT WUX BETAKEN 
AGAINST YOU TOR TnEfiEMEF DEMANDED IN THE COMPLAINT.

.<%«£

i

9/6/2022 — S'----- -
Hoootabic CalhdMie -Boo" Robiason
— ‘ eCSfeasnACvurl _

tlfe
:£2 ;

TXhutyCfittl

To drfariW am s*™*** P4*51*4® b “rr'8* 
TOwrfn«^iri««n»»w»«IWM

?3H ?

OqttayStenir . *
l

i

ij



FuSon County Superior Court 
***EFILED**TV 

Date: 9IB/2022 10:15 AM 
Cathelene Robinson, Cterfc

■ 3

IN THB SUPERIOR COURT OF FULTON COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA

)VICTOR GUYTON
)n» )
)Plaintiff
J
) CIVIL ACTION 

FILE NO. 
2022CV369793

v.
)

4)
>DUNKIN’DONUTS

FRANCHISING >
• )LLC

)
)Defendant,
)

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES
-iCOSsffiS NOW, VICTOR GUYTON II, Plarntiffhereby files Complaint for Damages against

DUNKIN’DONUTS FRANCHISING LLC. Complaint pursuant to O.CG.A 33-34-1

HURISPlCnnN AND VENUE

1.
4Plaintiff is too victim of multiple severe injuries aid has suffered significant damages due to toe 

Defendant DUNKIN’DONUTS FRANCHISING LLC. Defendant DUNKIN’DONUTS 

FRANCHISING LLC mailing address 130 Royatt Street, Canton, MA, 02021. The Defendant 

registered agent for semt* of process is Corporation Service, 2 Sun Court. Suite 400, Peachtree

Contras. GA 30092 USA. :

2.

'PH I

\



Defendant is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court as the driver of the motor carrier operated 

the commercial vehicle in Georgia pursuant to O.C.GA. 404412.

3.

Defendant was transacting business in the State Of Georgia and in Fulton County on die date of 

the accident and is subject to the venue of this court pursuant to O.C.GA. 33-44. This court has 

personal jurisdiction over Defendant in pursuant to O.C.GA. 40-1417.

& CTATBME8T OP gACTS

4. - J
On March 6.2021, Approximately 0333 am, the Plaintiff was driving a motorcycle on Camp

Creek Pkwy going southbound and readied toe intersedion on Old Fahbum RdSW in Fulton

County, Georgia. Latitude (y) 21862.3625 Longitude (x) 133IZ4763. *

■J5.
5

At the same time, the Defendant was operating on the same road. As Plaintiff was traveling, he

Was rear ended fay Defendant O.C.GA 40-

;;

unexpectedly without time to avoid. Without wanting

fi-49. Without sufficienttime to react or avoid the collision.

6. .11Plaintiff was ejected from vehicle. Plaintiff was unable to stop or otherwise maneuver his 

motorcycle to avoid negligence. Subsequently, Plamtifflost control ofhis mQtorqflde end forced 

the motorcycle to slide from beneath him,

I

7. P

On March 6.2021, and prior to Defendant was responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of 

the roadway and breached that duty.
>
•}

a
« .

-'52 S
I



r

At the time of the incident Defendant has actual and/or constructive notice of Plaintiff. Being 

there were two individuals inside the insured vehicle and therefore it was negligent As a result 

of foe incident Plaintiff has Incurred medical bills in excess of SI00,000.00 as well as future 

medical expenses and lost wages. Asa result Plaintiff bin pain and suffering font severe bodily

Injuries. Causing grave illnesses.

t
i
S

i

rnilNT 1-NEGLIGENCE I
3

Plaintiff hereby re-alleges and incorporates paragraphs one (1) forou# nine (9) as if fittty set

forth herein

10.
%

Defendant insurance administered acheckfor$l408.52 for property damage per accident 

O.C.GA. 33-7-11. (A) Not less than $25,000 because of bo&Ty injury to or death of one person 

in any one ttemt""*, and subject to such limit for one person, $50,000.00 because of bodily injury 

to or death of two or more persons in any one accident and $25,000.00 because of injury to or

destruction of property.

f

f
J

!

it

As a direct and proximate result of negjigence of Defendants failure to repair.

ffll iNT 1T-NEGLIGENCE
t12.

Plaintiffhereby re-alleges and incorporates (1) through (11) as if folly set forth
;

13:

I

fam*3



p»fo*»i«nr is liable for foe negligent actions pursuant to implement the insurance taws of Hus 

State with respect to the Georgia Motor Vehicle Accident Reparations Act O.C.G.A 33-34-1 

developing minimum standards and forms for foe handling of motor vehicle liability insurance 

Mninre; Defendant was negligent in the following ways.

•?

14.

According to rule 12-2-28-.07. No insurer shall issue a policy providing coverage for liability 

arising from foe operation or use of motorcycle on public streets or highways unless foe polity 

provides Liability coverage on account of accidents of not less than $15,000 because ofbodtly 

injury or death of one person in any one accident and subject to such iinutfor one person, tea 

limit of not less in anyone accident; and $30,0Q0bccausc of bodily injury or death of two (2) or 

more persons in any one accident; and $10,000 because of injury or destruction ofproperty of

others in any one accidents, including its loss of use.

r

T

f15.

Die Defendant was negligent in foe requirement for making of a claim has not been made

satisfied.
i

fOMPtAINT FOR DAMAGES

16.

Plaintiff hardry re-allcgcs andmcoiporaies(l) through<15) as if folly set forthberein.

17.

This complaint asserts claims against Defendant Under Georgia law, O.C.G.A. 33-34-2 

|W««tgnt insured motor vehicle caused severe bodily injuries,

18. -

/

'M&m4



r

ngfrmfemt neglected responsibility regarding the insured’s liability for the accident Expenses 

have bean incuned from the accident Plaintiff rear ended by a commercial motor vehicle. 

Designed primarily for operation upon foe public streets, roads and highways ami driven by

muscular power.

19,

Defendant motor vehicle liability insurance In foe state.

20.

O.C.G.A. 33-33-1 Plaintiff incurred severe bodily injury and property damage liability coverage. 

Plaintiff incurred and has reoccurring medical payments uncovered.

21. •

O.C.G.A. 40-SM Mmimora damages for liability because severe bodily injuries have been 

iwoiim-nr Mmimums because of injury to or destruction ofproperty have been negligent

22.

O.CGA. 33-7-11 Defendant has been negligent for severe bodily injury liability.

23.

Defendant deposit of cash lieu of property damage KabOitydoes not meet Georgia requirements. 

Directnegligence by foe insurer paying a clahn against Plaintiff. Damages for severe bodily 

injuries have not been made available.

24.

O.C.GA. 33-34-3.1(b) Defendant provides coverage referenced in a way that is ambiguous, 

misleading. Medical payment limits in addition to has not been made available. Plaintiff is 

suffering from severe bodily injuries caused by a commercial motor vehicle. This complaint 

asserts claims against Defendant under Georgia law.
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25.
Plaintiff hereby re-alleges and incorporates paragraph (1) through twenty-four (24) as if fully set

forth herein. \
!26.
f?O.C.GA. 33-7-11 (a)(1)(A) Rules of the road dictate that drivers owe one another a duty to keep

a safe distance.

27.

Breach die rfcity owes to (he Plaintiff fo fiflingto exercisereasonablecare infclfiUmg^di^.

severe bodily injuries to Plaintiff'. 1
\ 28.

For the Defendant negligent acts, the Plaintiff would not have been injured The responsibility

lies only for Arose hands.
$
:5

PPAVF.R FOR RFT.TEF

Defendants' actions were ha bad feith, stubbornly fitigious.

WHEREFORE. Plaintiff preys for judgement and relief as follows:

1 prasgnt and future pain and suffering; past, present, and future m

canting capacity; loss of enjoyment oflifetmdloss consortium. 

2. For punitive or exemplary damages

?
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3. For all applicable damages of the state whose laws will govern this action

4. For any such other relief as theCourt may deem jost and proper. ;•;;
Respectfully Submitted by;

\*3L I

fc

l!Victor Guyton II 

15001 nw 12ave 

Miami, FL 33168 

m lyKmvfcioitl 2<ftaanaH.tt>m 

(786J-509-4524
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