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PER CURIAM:

This 1s an appeal by Noah Nathan (““Nathan”) from the entry
of summary judgment on his claims against Takeda Pharmaceuticals
North America, Inc. and Takeda Pharmaceuticals America, Inc.
(collectively referred to as “Takeda”) for alleged violations of
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 2000e, et
seq. (2012). In a published memorandum decision, the district
court found that Takeda was entitled to summary judgment on
Nathan’s claims that Takeda: (1) discriminated against him
because of his status as a male caregiver; (2) subjected him to
a hostile work environment; and (3) retaliated against him for
engaging In protected activity. We affirm.

We review a grant of summary judgment de novo. Bonds v.

Leavitt, 629 F.3d 369, 380 (4th Cir. 2011), cert. denied, 132 S.

Ct. 398 (2011). Summary judgment is only appropriate when there
IS No genuine issue as to any material fact and the moving party
is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. See Fed. R. Civ. P.

56(c); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 322 (1986). In

addition, we must review the evidence 1iIn the Ilight most

favorable to the non-moving party. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby,

Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 255 (1986).
In consideration of this standard, we have carefully
reviewed the issues, the record, the law, and the arguments we

have heard and conclude that there is little that we can add to
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the thorough and well-reasoned opinion of the district court.
Thus, we affirm the judgment below on the reasoning of the

district court. See Nathan v. Takeda Pharm. Am., Inc., 890 F.

Supp. 2d 629 (E.D. Va. 2012).

AFFIRMED



