UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA

Boyle v. Carnival Corporation

Boyle - No. 25-cv-24465-BLOOM/Elfenbein - Decided February 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida ruled on Carnival Corporation’s
motion to dismiss Daniel Boyle’s amended maritime negligence complaint. The court dismissed the
failure-to-maintain and failure-to-warn claims for insufficient notice allegations but allowed the
negligent-design and distraction-induced visual-hazard claims to proceed, declining to dismiss the

latter as redundant.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss the plaintiff's amended maritime negligence complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws plausible inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the complaint contains sufficient factual
matter to state a plausible claim for relief. Labels, conclusions, and a

formulaic recitation of the elements are insufficient.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive value only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Boyle adequately pleaded actual or constructive notice of the dangerous condition for his

failure-to-maintain and failure-to-warn claims.

2. Whether Boyle adequately pleaded notice for his negligent-design claim and his negligent-creation-of-a-

distraction-induced-visual-hazard claim.

3. Whether the negligent-creation claim in Count I'V was subject to dismissal as redundant of the negligent-
design claim in Count IIT under Rule 12(b)(6).

HOLDINGS

1. The allegations of actual and constructive notice were insufficient to plausibly establish that Carnival
knew or should have known of the specific dangerous condition. Counts I and II were therefore

dismissed.

2. Boyle adequately pleaded notice for the negligent-design claim by alleging that Carnival was directly
involved in and had final approval over the design, layout, and materials of the atrium staircase,
flooring, and lighting. Count IIT was not dismissed for lack of notice.

3. Boyle adequately pleaded notice for Count IV because he alleged that Carnival intentionally designed
the atrium and created the dangerous interaction between the distracting atrium, the staircase, and

inadequate visual cues. The court treated Count I'V as sufficiently analogous to negligent design for
purposes of notice.

4. Redundancy alone is not an adequate basis for dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) where the allegedly
redundant claim is otherwise valid and the defendant will not suffer undue prejudice. Carnival's motion

to dismiss Count IV as redundant was denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A cruise ship operator’s duty is to shield passengers from known dangers (and from dangers that should be

known), whether by eliminating the risk or warning of it.” (Section I11.A)

“To be sure, mere redundancy is not grounds for dismissal under Rule 12(b) (6) for failure to state a claim.”
(Section II1.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Boyle alleged that he fell on a two-step descent aboard Carnival Panorama while walking near a multi-story
atrium on Deck 5. He claimed that the atrium distracted passengers and that similar flooring, inadequate lighting,
and the absence of a railing created optical camouflage that concealed the change in elevation. He alleged that
Carnival had actual notice based on crew members' presence and prior near-misses or stumbles, and constructive

notice based on Carnival's involvement in the vessel's design and alleged violations of industry safety standards.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Daniel Boyle filed an amended complaint against Carnival Corporation asserting four maritime negligence

counts: failure to maintain reasonably safe premises, failure to warn, negligent design or approval of design, and



negligent creation of a distraction-induced visual hazard. Carnival moved to dismiss all counts, arguing that
Boyle had not adequately pleaded actual or constructive notice and that Count IV was redundant. The court

dismissed Counts I and II but denied dismissal of Counts IIT and IV, allowing those claims to proceed.
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