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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan granted Target Corporation’s
motion for summary judgment in a slip-and-fall action brought by Carolyn Edwards. The court held
that Edwards failed to present evidence that Target had actual or constructive notice of the water on
the floor and also rejected her gross negligence and nuisance claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on plaintiff's premises
liability, gross negligence, and nuisance claims arising from a slip-and-
fall. The court granted summary judgment for defendant and denied or
denied as moot the other pending motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56, summary judgment is
appropriate when 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. The court views the evidence and reasonable inferences in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the nonmoving party
must identify specific evidence establishing a triable issue and may not
rely on pleadings or conclusory assertions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Target was entitled to summary judgment on Edwards's premises liability claim because
Edwards lacked evidence that Target had actual or constructive notice of the water before her fall.

2. Whether Target was entitled to summary judgment on Edwards's gross negligence claim because the
evidence did not establish that Target knew of or created a dangerous condition or otherwise acted with
gross negligence.

3. Whether Edwards could maintain public or private nuisance claims based on the water on Target's floor.

4. Whether Edwards's later filings and motions warranted denial of summary judgment, compelled
production of video footage, or otherwise affected the disposition.

HOLDINGS

1. A premises-liability plaintiff must establish that the landowner had actual or constructive notice of the
dangerous condition before the injury. Because Edwards presented no evidence that Target had actual or
constructive notice of the water before her fall, she failed to establish a genuine dispute on breach and
Target was entitled to summary judgment.

2. Assuming Michigan recognizes an independent common-law claim for gross negligence of the type
asserted, Edwards's claim fails because she presented no evidence that Target knew of or created a
dangerous condition or otherwise omitted ordinary care in circumstances where serious harm was
apparent.

3. Edwards could not establish a public nuisance because she presented no evidence that the water on
Target's floor significantly interfered with the public's health, safety, peace, comfort, or convenience, or
otherwise constituted an unreasonable interference with a public right.

4. Edwards could not maintain a private nuisance claim because she did not allege or show a
nontrespassory invasion of her interest in the private use and enjoyment of land.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, Target is entitled to summary judgment on Edwards’ premises liability claim.” (Premises Liability
Claim section)

“Target is therefore entitled to summary judgment on Edwards’ gross negligence claim.” (Gross Negligence
Claim section)

“Thus, Target is entitled to summary judgment on Edwards’ nuisance claim.” (Nuisance Claim section)

“For all of the foregoing reasons, IT IS ORDERED that Target’s Motion for Summary Judgment (ECF No.
62) is GRANTED.” (Conclusion)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On December 18, 2020, Carolyn Edwards slipped and fell on water near the entrance of a Target store in Clinton
Township, Michigan, while walking from carpet onto a linoleum floor. She testified that she did not see the
water until after she fell, could not say how long it had been on the floor or where it came from, and did not
know whether anyone had previously fallen on it. A Target security guard assisted Edwards after the fall and
placed a wet-floor sign in the area, but Edwards presented no evidence that Target knew or should have known
of the water before the accident.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Edwards filed suit against Target after slipping on water near the entrance of a Target store. The case proceeded
through discovery, and Edwards's counsel was eventually permitted to withdraw. Target moved for summary
judgment, the parties briefed the motion, and the court held oral argument. The court granted summary judgment
on all claims, denied Edwards's motions, denied Target's motion to strike as moot, and denied Target's earlier
motion to dismiss as moot.
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