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PER CURIAM:

Mirarchi Brothers, Incorporated, appeals the district
court’s order granting summary judgment for National Electrical
Benefit Fund (“NEBF”) under the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 and awarding NEBF wunpaid contributions,
liquidated damages, interest, and audit fees related to an audit
of Mirarchi’s contribution records. On appeal, Mirarchi
contends that summary jJudgment 1s 1Improper because there 1Is a
genuine dispute over whether i1t owes NEBF unpaid contributions.
Finding no error, we affirm.

We review de novo the district court’s grant of
summary judgment, “viewing the facts and the reasonable
inferences drawn therefrom in the light most favorable to the

nonmoving party.” Emmett v. Johnson, 532 F.3d 291, 297 (4th

Cir. 2008). Summary judgment 1s proper “if the movant shows
that there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” Fed. R.
Civ. P. 56(a). A court should grant summary judgment unless a
reasonable jury could return a verdict for the nonmoving party

on the evidence presented. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477

U.S. 242, 249 (1986). We conclude that, in this case, there is
no genuine dispute as to any material fact.
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
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contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



