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Eason v. Publix · No. 7:24-CV-2 (WLS) · Decided January 14, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Georgia granted Publix Super Markets,
Inc.'s motion for summary judgment in Robin Eason's Georgia slip-and-fall action. The court held that
Eason failed to identify the substance that allegedly caused her fall and failed to create a genuine
dispute regarding Publix's reasonable inspection procedures. The Clerk was directed to enter judgment
for Publix.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Publix moved for summary judgment in a removed Georgia premises-
liability slip-and-fall action. The district court granted the motion and
directed the Clerk to enter judgment for Publix.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The court views the evidence and reasonable factual inferences in
the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the nonmoving
party must identify specific evidence creating a genuine issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Eason presented sufficient evidence identifying a hazardous substance or condition that caused
her fall to create a genuine issue of material fact on causation.

2. Whether Publix established, without a genuine factual dispute, that it exercised reasonable care through
inspection procedures and lacked actual or constructive knowledge of the alleged hazard.

HOLDINGS

1. Eason's allegation that she slipped on something slick or slippery, without evidence identifying what
foreign substance caused the fall, was insufficient to create a genuine issue of material fact on causation.
Because she could not identify the hazard or establish its cause, her negligence claim could not proceed.

2. Publix was entitled to summary judgment because record evidence showed that its reasonable inspection
procedures were in place and followed immediately before and during the incident, while Eason offered
no additional facts creating a genuine dispute concerning adherence to those procedures or Publix's
constructive knowledge.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court shall grant summary judgment if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” (Section II)

“Merely alleging that something was slick or slippery is insufficient.” (Section IV.A)

“Publix must present “[e]vidence establishing an adherence to customary inspection and cleaning procedures
on the day in question,” not just “proof of the mere existence of such customary procedures.”” (Section IV.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On June 3, 2018, Eason was shopping at a Publix in Thomasville, Georgia, wearing two-inch-high wedge
sandals. While walking through a dairy aisle to retrieve an item, she alleged that her foot slid on something slick
or slippery, causing her to fall and injure her hand, shoulder, and knee. She did not see the substance before or
after the fall, did not identify its color or consistency beyond being slick, and did not observe any substance on
her person or clothing. Publix presented evidence that an employee had inspected the aisle while stocking
merchandise during the thirty minutes before the fall and found no foreign substance, and that the store
maintained regular inspection and cleaning procedures.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Eason filed the action in the State Court of Thomas County, Georgia, on December 5, 2023, alleging negligent
premises maintenance, failure to warn, negligent hiring, and negligent supervision. Publix removed the case to



the United States District Court for the Middle District of Georgia on January 8, 2024, and answered that day.
After reviewing the summary-judgment record, the district court granted Publix's motion.
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