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MEMORANDUM.

Faintiff appeds as of right from the summary dismissa of her negligence action pursuant to
MCR 2.116(C)(10). We affirm. This case is being decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR
7.214(E).

A shopkeeper’s ligbility for injuries caused on its premises is summarized asfollows:

“It isthe duty of a storekeeper to provide reasonably safe aides for cusomersand he is
ligble for injury resulting from an unsafe condition ether causad by the active negligence
of hmsdlf and his employees or, if otherwise caused, where known to the storekeeper
or is of such character or has exiged a sufficient length of time that he should have
knowledge of it.” [Serinto v Borman Food Sores, 380 Mich 637, 640-641; 158
NW2d 485 (1968), reh den 9/25/68, quoting Carpenter v Herpolsheimer’s Co, 278
Mich 697; 271 NW 575 (1937) (emphasis deleted). See aso Berryman v K-mart
Corp, 193 Mich App 88, 92; 483 NW2d 642 (1992).]

Plaintiff presented no evidence that contradicted defendant’ s employee' s satement that the floor
was clean and dry when she |eft the restroom at 1:55 p.m., particularly where plaintiff did not see any
water or muddy foot prints on the restroom floor when she entered the room. Because the employee's
satement remains uncontradicted and because plaintiff did not testify that the floor was wet when she
entered the restroom, the logica inference is that the dangerous condition was caused by an unknown
third party. Accordingly, viewing the record evidence, and al inferences that may be drawn fromit, ina



light most favorable to plaintiff, reasonable jurors could not honestly have reached differing conclusons
with regard to whether defendant’s employee created the condition that caused plaintiff'sfdl. Serinto,
380 Mich 640-641; Hunt v Freeman, 217 Mich App 92, 98-99; 550 NW2d 817 (1996).

Moreover, because the employee l€eft the restroom at 1:55 p.m., a which time the floor was dry
and clean, and because plaintiff’s fall occurred between 1:55 p.m. and 2 p.m., a which time the floor
was wet and muddy, reasonable jurors could not have honestly reached differing conclusons with
regard to whether the dangerous condition existed for sufficient time that defendant should have had
notice of it. Serinto, supra, 640-641; Hunt, supra, 98-99. Viewing the record evidence, and al
inferences that may be drawn from it, in alight most favorable to plantiff, the dangerous condition did
not exigt for sufficient time to place defendant on notice of the condition.

Affirmed.

/9 HildaR. Gage
/9 William B. Murphy
/9 Maureen Pulte Reilly



