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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Qbenchain, JACKSON & KELLY, Charleston, Wst Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

David J. Rice appeals the district court’s order granting
Def endants’ notion for summary judgnent dismssing R ce' s |ega
mal practice claim W affirm

This Court reviews de novo a district court’s order granting
summary j udgnent and views the facts in the |ight nost favorable to

t he nonnoving party. Kubicko v. Ogden Logistics Servs., 181 F.3d

544, 551 (4th Cr. 1999). Summary judgnent is appropriate when no
genuine issue of material fact exists and the noving party is
entitled to judgnment as a matter of law Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c).
Once the noving party discharges its burden by show ng t he absence
of evidence to support the nonnoving party’ s case, the nonnoving
party nmust conme forward with specific facts show ng a genui ne i ssue

for trial. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U S. 317, 325 (1986);

Mat sushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio Corp., 475 U.S. 574,

586-87 (1986). Summary judgnent will be granted unl ess a reasonabl e
jury could return a verdict for the nonnoving party on the evi dence

presented. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 247-48

(1986) .
Wth these standards in mnd, we affirmthe district court’s

order dism ssing Rice’s | egal mal practice clai mon the reasoni ng of

its menorandumopinion. See Rice v. Rose & Atkinson, 176 F. Supp.
2d 585 (S.D.W Va. 2001). W dispense wth oral argunent because

the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the



materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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