UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, ROCK ISLAND DIVISION

Jeffrey Leonhardt v. Menard, Inc. d/b/a Menards Store No. 3285, a

Foreign Corporation

Leonhardt - No. 4:25-cv-04010-SLD-RLH - Decided April 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois granted Menard, Inc.'s motion for
summary judgment in Jeffrey Leonhardt's premises-liability action arising from a fall involving a
loaded cart and an entrance threshold. The court held that Menards had no duty to protect L.eonhardt
from the open and obvious risk presented by the threshold and cart combination. The court rejected
Menards's statute-of-repose argument and deemed Leonhardt's motion to strike moot because the

challenged exhibit was not relied upon.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought an Illinois premises-liability and negligence action in

state court after a slip-and-fall incident. Defendant removed the action
based on diversity jurisdiction and moved for summary judgment;

plaintiff moved to strike an exhibit to the summary-judgment motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The record is construed and reasonable
inferences are drawn in favor of the nonmoving party, but the
nonmovant must identify specific evidence showing a genuine issue

for trial.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES Jeffrey Leonhardt v. Menard, Inc. d/b/a Menards Store No. 3285, a

Foreign Corporation

TOPICS

premises liability ~ duty of care ~ summary judgment  negligence  statute of limitations

PRACTICE AREAS

premises liability =~ negligence  civil procedure  construction law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Leonhardt's premises-liability claim was barred by the Illinois construction statute of repose.

2. Whether Menards owed Leonhardt a duty to protect him from the risk created by pushing a heavily

loaded cart over the entrance threshold.

3. Whether the allegedly dangerous condition was open and obvious and therefore negated the

foreseeability and likelihood necessary to impose a duty.

4. Whether summary judgment was appropriate where the record lacked evidence that the threshold, cart,

or combination of the two presented an unreasonable and foreseeable risk of harm.

5. Whether Leonhardt's motion to strike Exhibit 9 should be resolved when the court did not rely on that
exhibit.

HOLDINGS

1. The Illinois construction statute of repose did not bar Leonhardt's claim because the claim concerned the
operational use and maintenance of the store in light of the threshold's design, rather than negligent

construction or design activity covered by the statute.

2. Menards did not owe Leonhardt a duty to protect him from the open and obvious risk that a heavily

loaded cart could catch on the store's metal entrance threshold.

3. Summary judgment was proper because Leonhardt lacked evidence supporting a duty to protect against

the alleged condition, and Menards was entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Menards did not have a duty to protect Leonhardt from the store condition at issue, Menards’s

motion for summary judgment is GRANTED.” (at 2)

“On the whole, the Court holds that under the circumstances, Menards did not have a duty to guard against
the particular injury suffered by Leonhardt.” (at 18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



On September 15, 2021, Jeffrey Leonhardt attempted to push a heavily loaded blue cart carrying particleboard
through the entrance of a Menards store in Moline, Illinois. The cart caught on a metal threshold beneath the
sliding doors, tipped forward, and propelled backward, knocking Leonhardt to the ground. The threshold was
part of the store design, but the record contained no evidence that it was damaged, unusual, defective, or
involved in prior similar incidents. Menards employees indicated that other carts were more appropriate for
moving particleboard, but Menards did not provide formal guidance about which carts customers should use.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Leonhardt filed suit in Illinois state court on December 9, 2024. Menards removed the case to the United States
District Court for the Central District of Illinois on January 13, 2025. After discovery, Menards moved for
summary judgment on the premises-liability elements and the Illinois construction statute of repose, and
Leonhardt moved to strike Exhibit 9. The court rejected the statute-of-repose defense, granted summary
judgment for Menards because Menards owed no duty regarding the open and obvious condition, found the

motion to strike moot, directed entry of judgment, and ordered the case closed.

DISPOSITION
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