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PER CURIAM:

In this personal 1iInjury case, Gregory Rheubottom
appeals the district court’s order granting Appellee’s
supplemental motion for summary judgment. On appeal, he argues
that the district court misunderstood the evidence and erred 1in
granting the motion. We disagree, and affirm the judgment.

We review whether a district court erred in granting
summary judgment de novo, applying the same legal standards as

the district court. Martin v. Lloyd, 700 F.3d 132, 135 (4th

Cir. 2012). Summary judgment is only appropriate where there 1is
no genuine issue of material fact and the movant i1s entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. Id. In determining whether there
iIs a genuine issue of material fact, we view the evidence in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party. 1d. However, a
nonmoving party cannot defeat summary judgment with merely a

scintilla of evidence. American Arms Int’l v. Herbert, 563 F.3d

78, 82 (4th Cir. 2009). “Where the record taken as a whole
could not lead a rational trier of fact to find for the
nonmoving party, there 1i1s no genuine issue fTor trial.”

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

587 (1986) (internal quotation marks omitted).
We have reviewed the vrecord and agree with the
district court’s stated reasons fTor granting Appellee’s

supplemental motion for summary judgment. Accordingly, we
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affirm the district court’s order. See Rheubottom v. Washington

Metro. Area Transit Auth., No. 8:09-cv-00485-PJM (D. Md. Oct.

19, 2012). We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before this court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



