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PER CURIAM:

Rudy Rice appeals the magistrate judge’s order granting Howard County
Government (the County) summary judgment on Rice’s hostile work environment and
retaliation claims, brought pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended, 42 U.S.C.A. 88 2000e-2000e-17 (West 2012 & Supp. 2017), and the Maryland
Human Relations Act, also referred to as the Maryland Fair Employment Practices Act,
Md. Code Ann., State Gov’t 88 20-601 to 20-609 (West 2014)." Rice asserts on appeal
that the magistrate judge erred in granting the County summary judgment because he
presented sufficient evidence on both his claims to present his case to a jury. We discern
no reversible error and affirm.

We have reviewed the record and have considered the parties’ arguments. As to
Rice’s claim of a hostile work environment, we agree with the magistrate judge that a
reasonable jury could not conclude that the alleged unwelcome conduct was imputable to
the County. The alleged offenders were not Rice’s supervisors, and the County’s
remedial actions were legally sufficient to eliminate any hostile work environment. See
Strothers v. City of Laurel, Md., 895 F.3d 317, 328, 332-33 (4th Cir. 2018) (setting forth
elements of hostile work environment claim and differentiating between supervisor and
coworker in determining if harasser’s actions were imputable to employer); EEOC v.

Xerxes Corp., 639 F.3d 658, 670 (4th Cir. 2011) (“A remedial action that effectively

“ Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(c) (2012), the parties consented to the jurisdiction of
the magistrate judge.



stops the harassment will be deemed adequate as a matter of law.” (internal quotation
marks omitted)).

Turning to Rice’s retaliation claim, we also agree with the magistrate judge that
Rice failed to meet his burden of demonstrating that the County’s nonretaliatory reason
for Rice’s termination was mere pretext and that his protected activity was the “but-for”
cause of his termination. See Univ. of Tex. Sw. Med. Ctr. v. Nassar, 570 U.S. 338, 362
(2013).

Accordingly, we affirm the magistrate judge’s order. 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



