UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW
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Bennett v. Home Depot USA, Inc.
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8, 2026

SUMMARY

The court granted Home Depot USA, Inc.’s motion for summary judgment in a premises-liability

action arising from Charlene Bennett’s slip and fall on detergent at a Home Depot store in Levittown,

New York. Applying the federal summary-judgment standard and New York substantive law, the court

held that Bennett failed to present evidence that Home Depot created the condition or had actual or

constructive notice of it.
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Plaintiff brought a premises-liability personal-injury action in New
York state court. Defendant removed the action to federal court based
on diversity jurisdiction and moved for summary judgment after

discovery. The court granted the motion.

Summary judgment is appropriate when the record shows no genuine
dispute of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as
a matter of law. In federal court, when the nonmoving party bears the
ultimate burden of proof, the movant may satisfy Rule 56 by pointing
to an absence of evidence supporting an essential element of the claim;
the nonmovant must then identify evidence creating a genuine dispute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether federal or New York summary-judgment burden standards governed the motion.

2. Whether Bennett presented evidence creating a genuine dispute that Home Depot created the detergent
spill.

3. Whether Bennett presented evidence creating a genuine dispute that Home Depot had actual notice of

the spill.

4. Whether Bennett presented evidence creating a genuine dispute that Home Depot had constructive

notice of the spill or failed to conduct a reasonable inspection.

HOLDINGS

1. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56 governs the burden of proof on a federal summary-judgment motion
in federal court, even when New York law would impose a different evidentiary burden on the
defendant.

2. Home Depot was entitled to summary judgment because Bennett offered no evidence from which a

reasonable jury could find that Home Depot affirmatively created the detergent spill.

3. Home Depot was entitled to summary judgment because Bennett presented no evidence that Home

Depot employees were actually aware of the detergent spill before her fall.

4. Home Depot was entitled to summary judgment because Bennett presented no evidence that the
detergent spill was visible and apparent and existed for a sufficient length of time to permit discovery

and correction, nor evidence that a reasonable inspection would have revealed it.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Here, “Rule 56 ‘answers the question in dispute’—the defendant’s burden of proof when moving for

summary judgment—so Rule 56 applies unless it violates the Rules Enabling Act or the Constitution.

(Discussion, Standard of Review)

“Ultimately, “[b]ecause [Plaintiff] did not notice the puddle and because [Plaintiff] ha[s] provided no
evidence regarding for how long the detergent had been on the floor, ‘it would be speculative to infer that [the

detergent] had been on the floor for an appreciable length of time.’”” (Discussion, Merits, Part I1.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On February 16, 2023, Charlene Bennett slipped in a Home Depot cleaning-products aisle in Levittown, New

York, on a pool of detergent approximately one foot in diameter. She observed a detergent container lying on its



side on a shelf and testified that the liquid came from that container, although she did not know how long the
condition had existed or whether the container was uncapped. Home Depot employees testified that they
regularly walked the store for hazards, and there was no evidence of prior complaints, incidents, or employee

awareness of the spill before Bennett fell.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bennett filed suit in the Supreme Court of New York, Nassau County, on October 17, 2023. The parties mediated
on October 31, 2023, and Home Depot removed the case on November 20, 2023, under diversity jurisdiction.
After discovery, Home Depot moved for summary judgment on July 8, 2025; the court granted the motion,
concluding that Bennett lacked evidence that Home Depot created the detergent spill or had actual or

constructive notice of it.
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