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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Debra J. Gupton appeals the district court’s order granting sum-
mary judgment in favor of Food Lion, Incorporated, in this slip-and-
fall diversity suit based on South Carolina law. See Bessinger v. Bi-
Lo, Inc., 496 S.E.2d 33, 34 (S.C. Ct. App. 1998). She alleged that she
sustained injuries when she slipped and fell on two warm grapes that
were on the floor of a Food Lion store in Charleston, South Carolina.
On Food Lion’s motion, the district court found that Gupton had
failed to create a genuine issue of material fact as to whether Food
Lion had either actual or constructive notice of the grapes’ presence
on the floor but nonetheless failed to remove them. See id.; Gillespie
v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 394 S.E.2d 24, 24 (S.C. Ct. App. 1990). 

We review the district court’s grant of summary judgment de novo,
see Moore Bros. Co. v. Brown & Root, Inc., 207 F.3d 717, 722 (4th
Cir. 2000), and conclude that the district court did not err in granting
Food Lion’s motion. See Wintersteen v. Food Lion, Inc., 542 S.E.2d
728, 731 (S.C. 2001) ("To require shopkeepers to anticipate and pre-
vent acts of third parties is, in effect, to render them insurers of their
customers’ safety. This is simply not the law of this state"); Hunter
v. Dixie Home Stores, 101 S.E.2d 262, 265 (S.C. 1957) (granting
summary judgment to defendant where "[t]here is an absence of evi-
dence showing how the beans got on the floor or how long they had
been there"); Bessinger, 496 S.E.2d at 34; H.L. Green Co. v. Bowen,
223 F.2d 523, 524 (4th Cir. 1955) (interpreting South Carolina law)
("We cannot attribute constructive notice of the presence of this pop-
corn on evidence proving merely that the popcorn had been there a
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very few minutes"). The district court properly considered the evi-
dence in the light most favorable to Gupton in concluding that there
were no material facts in dispute. See Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc.,
477 U.S. 242, 255 (1986); Evans v. Techs. Applications & Serv. Co.,
80 F.3d 954, 958 (4th Cir. 1996). And the court correctly applied
South Carolina’s slip-and-fall jurisprudence in determining that Food
Lion did not breach its duty to Gupton. See Brendle v. Gen. Tire &
Rubber Co., 505 F.2d 243, 245 (4th Cir. 1974) (federal court sitting
in diversity applies the law as announced by the highest court of that
state). Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is

AFFIRMED.
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