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90 3.D.
1996 5D {20
Gerald olyn
Schuldies, Plaintiffs and
Appellees,
v.

Charles MILLAR, Russell Millar, Rosalie
Millar, individually and as Trustee of
the Lyla May Stephens Johnson Trust,
and as Guardian of the Lyla May Ste-
phens  Johnson Guardianship, Lyla
Johnson, individually and as Beneficiary
of the Lyla May Stephens Johnson Trost
and as Ward of the Lyla May Stephens
Johnson Guardianship, LYLA May Ste-
phens Johnsor Trust, and Lyla May Ste-
phena Johnson Guardianship, Defen.
dants and Appellants. .

Nos. 19269, 19292.
© Supreme Court of South Dakota,

Conzidered on Briefs May 22, 1996,
 Decided Sept. 25, 1996.
Rehearing Denied Nov. 1, 1996.

Ranch hands brought. action a = ¢t
ranch owner, gwners danghter, - i
hushand ! daughter’s child st
owner’s’ and puardiagnsh* w0, alleg-
ing breacr ontract, inte + with con-
tractual r ons, slard - conversion,
The Eightl  dicial Court, Butte
County, Jol.. ™ R . J., entered judg-
ment on jur awarding damages,
along with prej -t inferest and punitive
damages, De’ -8 appealed. The Fu-
preme Court =mp, J., held that: (1)
statute of * luded claim for breach
of lease; - T of valid eontract is not
raquire Lorti terference with con-
tract SHonsh * question of when
lease tationz « was for jury; (4)
oW il her trust ruardianship es-
tate re not shown ‘able for inter-
fering with prospective L rreement; (5)
compliance with statutory Irements d@id
not preclude bills of sale from transferving
ownership of livestock; () there waz no con-
version of certificate of deposit (CD) under
circumstances; (7) statutory provisions ad-
dressing award of prejudgment interest ware
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inapplicable; (8) intopt or pwrpr-- ‘o da

WIOng is r, ecessary elemen of to
eatablish ¢ sion; (9) . uid not
support zw.. or com of personal
property; (10, ~co . Dot reqoired to

hold evidentiar £
datnages; (11) sk

1 issue of punitive
ol refusa] to release

property rightfi- nging to another may
establish rec =1 for punitive dam-
age award .al * did not abuse itz
discretig ~arding '4.50 to plaintifis
for phot mg exper ad (13) statute
was ' insufficiently specifi, low attorney
fees as - \ges on convers aim,

“Aff. n part =ed in part, and
ramandeq,

Sabers, il -inion concwrring i
part and conc., cially in part.
1. Trial e=* *78 _

Motio airec erdiet questions le-
gal suffieie ., of evi_ ‘0 sustain verdiet
against moving party a Ty | motion,
trial ecourt must determ: - there i3
any substantial evide sustain aetion;

evidence must h-' -u which i5 most
favorable . party and trial eourt,
must ind: ~gitimate inferences there-
from In favor of nonmoving party. SDCL

15-6-50(a).

2, Trial &=142

If sufficient evidence exists that reason-
able minds could differ, directad verdiet is
not appropriate, SDCL 15-6-50(a).

3. Appeal and Error ¢=9~"

Trial eourt’s d Wd rolings on
motions for < raict are presuwmed
correct, = g eourt will oot seek

reasons b ree. SDCL 15-6-50(a).
4. Judginer “WG)

Motion: f. ment notwithstanding
verdict is based ¢.. 'ates back to divect-
ed verdict motion . t close of all evi-
dence and, thus, grom erted In support
of directed verdict mota. hrought before

trial eourt for second rev.,
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[when] causing a third person not to enter
into or continue the prospective rela-
ton....".

[12] [¥14] Defendants argue they could
not have interferad with the contractual rela-
tionship between Lyla and the Schuldies be-
cause there was no evidence presented that
they knew of any lease negotiations until
after diseussions had giready ended. The
exact date negotiations ceased was a fact for
the jury to decide. Attorney Richards testi-
fied Lyla intended to sign the coniract dor-
ing his last meeting with her on November
27, 1992, but he continued to work on the tax
and income consequences of the lease, The
Lyla May Stephens Johnson Trust wag es-
tablished on January 7, 1993, approximately
five weeks after Lyla's last meeting with her
attorney. The jury eould infer from the
conflicting evidence that negotistions were
continuitg and would have concluded in a
valid lease had the Millars not interfered
with Lyla’s business relationship with the
Hehuldies. Viewing the evidence in a light
most favorable to the nonmovants and giving
them the benefit of all reasonable inferences
fairly drawn from the evidence, we find no
error in the court’s submission of this issue
to the jury and the denial of defendants’
motions with respect to the Millars. Haber-
er v Rice, 511 NNW2d 279, 284 (3.D.1954).

[13] [715] Nonetheless, the trial court
should have granted a directed verdict for
Lyla. Even if it iz imaginable one can be
liable for interfering with one's own prospec-
tive contractual relations, the Schuldies never
glleged, much less proved, Lyla was legally
responsible in any way for interfering with
the prospective lease agreement. Nor is
there any evidence to support holding Lyla's
trust and guardianship estatez liable, We
reverse the judgment in this repard.

(%161 C. Bills of Sale

[T17] Defendants argue their motions
should have been granted on the isspe of
ownership of certain eattle supposedly trans-
ferred by Lyla to the Schuldies, For back-
ground purposes, we note the Schuldies ae-
quired cattle from Lyla by different means
over the years. First, in 1980, Lyla agreed
to provide four heifers for each year of em-
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ployment. At trial the parties stipulated that
this transfer occurred each year, although
formal tranafer of title was not always aec-
complished. Second, Lyla transferred four
cows to them as a Christmas bonus on De-
cember 29, 1992. Third, an agreement for
the sale of sixteen head of broken mouth
cattle was also made on December 29, 1992,
with payment deferred until November 1993,
The Schuldies testified the intent of the par-
ties was that payment for the cows was to be
derived from the calf ecrop from such COWS,
although they were to bear expenses and risk
of loss. Last, an exchange of four of Schul-
dies' eattle for four of Lyla's was also con-
summated on December 29, 1502,

(141 [118] Bills of sale were produced for
all the ahove transactions, except the anmial
compensation of four heifers. Defondants
contend the bills of sale were insufficient to
transfer ownership because the Schuldies
failed to comply with the requirements of
SDCL 40-20-26.2:

The provisions of § 40-20-26.1 notwith-
standing, ownership of livestock with the
eeller’s recorded and healed brand or the
owner’s unbranded livestock may be trans-
ferred by mesns of an authorized hill of
sale without & brand inspection. The bill
of sale shall be on a farm prescribed by the
board. A copy of an authorized bill of sale
shall be forwarded to the bhoard or its
authorized inspecting apency within five
days of such ownership transfer. An au-
thorized bill of sale may transfer no more
than five head of livestock to any ome
buyer. Mnultiple authorized bills of =zale
may not be executed to subdivide numbers
of livestock greater than five to any one
buyer.

They argue the bills of sale the Schuldies
used were never mailed to the brand inspec-
tion board and the forms were outdatad, thus
violating the statnte and voiding all transfers.
Although misdemeanor charges may possibly
result if livestock within an “pwnership in-
spection area” (SDCL 40-20-1) are tyans-
ferred in violation of the law, nothing in our
gtatutory scheme renders the transaetions
invalid by failing to follow these procedures.
Jee BDCL 40-20-26.1; 40-26-22. Indeed,
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