
While it is well known that premises liability suits often run
head-first into the open and obvious defense, the issue of
notice is sometimes overlooked by attorneys who defend
such claims.  “Michigan law requires that a prima facie case
of premises liability include sufficient evidence that the
landowner either created the dangerous condition or had
actual or constructive notice of the condition.”  Sparks v
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc, 361 F Supp 2d 664, 668 (ED Mich
2005).  

A property owner is liable for an injury resulting from a
dangerous condition on the premises if the condition was
caused by the “active negligence” of the defendant or its
employees, or if the defendant or its employees either knew
or should have known of the condition.  Clark v Kmart
Corp, 465 Mich 416 (2001).  Notice may be inferred from
evidence that the dangerous condition existed for such a
duration of time that a reasonably prudent owner would
have discovered the hazard.  Id. Because it is relatively rare
to have evidence of active negligence or actual notice, many
premises liability cases rest upon some type of constructive
notice theory.  The difficulty of establishing constructive
notice was recently illustrated in Allen v CDM Enterprises,
Inc., unpublished opinion per curiam of the Court of
Appeals, rel’d 1/17/13 (Docket No. 309904), a case which
was defended on appeal by Secrest Wardle.

In Allen, two plaintiffs were injured when they fell while
exiting defendant’s bar.  They were walking one behind the
other on a wooden ramp outside one of the exit doors when
part of the ramp collapsed underfoot.  The ramp was not
equipped with handrails.  In their depositions, plaintiffs
admitted that there were no visible signs of defects; in fact,
the ramp “looked safe” and “perfect.”  They had also
observed other patrons entering and exiting via the same ramp.

Plaintiffs returned to the bar after their fall to take pictures of the area where they fell.  They argued that the pictures showed
“weathered” wood such that defendant had constructive notice of a potential hazard.  The bar owner testified that he regularly
inspected the premises when looking for empty beer containers around the property.  He testified that the only time there had
ever been an issue with the ramp was approximately two years earlier, when it was damaged by a snowplow and repaired shortly
thereafter.  
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SSEECCRREESSTT  WWAARRDDLLEE  NNOOTTEESS::

AA  pprreemmiisseess  oowwnneerr  oowweess  aann  iinnvviitteeee  ““aa  dduuttyy  ttoo  uussee
rreeaassoonnaabbllee  ccaarree  ttoo  pprrootteecctt  iinnvviitteeeess  ffrroomm  uunnrreeaassoonnaabbllee
rriisskkss  ooff  hhaarrmm  ppoosseedd  bbyy  ddaannggeerroouuss  ccoonnddiittiioonnss  oonn  tthhee
oowwnneerr’’ss  llaanndd..””    HHooffffnneerr,, ssuupprraa..  

TThhiiss  dduuttyy  iiss  bbrreeaacchheedd  wwhheenn  aa  pprreemmiisseess  oowwnneerr  ““kknnoowwss
oorr  sshhoouulldd  kknnooww  ooff  aa  ddaannggeerroouuss  ccoonnddiittiioonn  oonn  tthhee
pprreemmiisseess  ooff  wwhhiicchh  tthhee  iinnvviitteeee  iiss  uunnaawwaarree  aanndd  ffaaiillss  ttoo
ffiixx  tthhee  ddeeffeecctt,,  gguuaarrdd  aaggaaiinnsstt  tthhee  ddeeffeecctt,,  oorr  wwaarrnn  tthhee
iinnvviitteeee  ooff  tthhee  ddeeffeecctt..””    IIdd.. aatt  446600..

AA  ddeeffeennddaanntt’’ss  dduuttyy  ttoo  pprrootteecctt  iinnvviitteeeess  ((ssuucchh  aass  tthhee
ppllaaiinnttiiffffss  iinn  AAlllleenn))  ffrroomm  ddaannggeerroouuss  ccoonnddiittiioonnss  oonn  tthhee
llaanndd  ddooeess  nnoott  aarriissee  uunnlleessss  tthhee  ddeeffeennddaanntt  hhaass  aaccttuuaall  oorr
ccoonnssttrruuccttiivvee  nnoottiiccee  ooff  tthhee  ccoonnddiittiioonn..  BBeerrttrraanndd  vv  AAllaann
FFoorrdd,, IInncc,,  444499  MMiicchh  660066,,  660099  ((11999955))..

WWhheenn  aa  ppllaaiinnttiiffff  aalllleeggeess  aa  llaatteenntt  ddeeffeecctt,,  ssuucchh  aass  tthhee
““wweeaatthheerriinngg””  aalllleeggeedd  iinn  AAlllleenn,,  ccoonnssttrruuccttiivvee  nnoottiiccee  iiss
ppaarrttiiccuullaarrllyy  ddiiffffiiccuulltt  ttoo  eessttaabblliisshh..    SSeeee  LLeeee  vv  BBeetthheell  FFiirrsstt
PPeenntteeccoossttaall  CChhuurrcchh  ooff  AAmm,, IInncc,,  330044  AADD22dd  779988,,  880000
((NNYY  AApppp  DDiivv  22dd  DDeepp’’tt  22000033))::    ““[[cc]]oonnssttrruuccttiivvee  nnoottiiccee
wwiillll  nnoott  bbee  iimmppuutteedd  wwhheerree  tthhee  ddeeffeecctt  iiss  llaatteenntt,,  ii..ee..,,
wwhheerree,,  aass  hheerree,,  tthhee  ddeeffeecctt  iiss  ooff  ssuucchh  aa  nnaattuurree  tthhaatt  iitt
wwoouulldd  nnoott  bbee  ddiissccoovveerraabbllee  eevveenn  uuppoonn  aa  rreeaassoonnaabbllee
iinnssppeeccttiioonn……..    TThhee  ffaaiilluurree  ttoo  mmaakkee  aa  ddiilliiggeenntt
iinnssppeeccttiioonn  ccoonnssttiittuutteess  nneegglliiggeennccee  oonnllyy  iiff  ssuucchh  aann
iinnssppeeccttiioonn  wwoouulldd  hhaavvee  ddiisscclloosseedd  tthhee  ddeeffeecctt……..””



Plaintiffs sued the bar under a premises liability theory.  Defendant moved for summary disposition, arguing that plaintiffs
could not establish a triable issue of fact as to notice.  The trial court granted the motion, finding that “[t]here’s no evidence to
support the theory that there was a defect in the wooden ramp for a sufficient amount of time to place the Defendant on notice,
actual or constructive.”  Plaintiffs appealed.

On appeal, plaintiffs argued that an issue of material fact existed regarding whether defendant breached its duty to inspect the
premises, and whether the ramp was unreasonably dangerous because it was too steep and had no handrails.  The Court of
Appeals rejected these arguments.  The panel acknowledged that a premises owner is required to make the premises safe, which
includes a duty to inspect the premises to discover hazards per Price v Kroger Co of Michigan, 284 Mich App 496, 500 (2009).
However, in this case, the panel simply saw “no evidence that defendant had actual or constructive knowledge of the ‘defect’ in
the ramp.”  The panel therefore affirmed the trial court’s findings that “because (1) other patrons used the wooden ramp
throughout the night, (2) there were no known complaints about the ramp’s condition prior to the accident, and (3) Allen
testified the ramp looked perfect before she walked on it, there [was] no evidence to show there was a defect in the ramp for a
sufficient amount of time such that defendant had actual or constructive notice of the defect.” Although plaintiffs presented
photographs taken several hours after the accident, which allegedly showed the wood to be “weathered,” the appearance of the
ramp prior to plaintiffs’ fall was the critical inquiry, according to the Court of Appeals. 

Plaintiffs also argued on appeal that the ramp contained design flaws because it was too steep and had no handrails.  However,
plaintiffs did not argue this in either their response to defendant’s motion for summary disposition, or at the summary
disposition hearing.  The panel therefore noted that this issue had not been properly preserved for appellate review.  However,
the panel went on to note that even if this argument had been preserved, it would have failed under the Open and Obvious
Doctrine.  If a danger or defect is open and obvious, the premises owner has no duty to protect or warn invitees because the
very nature of such dangers and defects “apprise an invitee of the potential hazard, which the invitee may then take reasonable
measures to avoid.”  Hoffner v Lanctoe, 492 Mich 450, 461 (2012).  “The test to determine if a danger is open and obvious is
whether ‘an average user with ordinary intelligence [would] have been able to discover the danger and the risk presented upon
casual inspection.’”  Novotney v Burger King Corp (On Remand), 198 Mich App 470, 475 (1993).  Here, plaintiffs admitted in
their brief that the alleged design flaws in the ramp, namely its steepness and lack of handrails, were “plain to see.”  Thus,
according to the appellate panel, plaintiffs had conceded that these alleged defects would have been open and obvious. 
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