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Per Curiam In this appeal, the plaintiff, a
di sappoi nted job-seeker, challenges the district court's grant
of summary judgnment in favor of her prospective enployer (the

United States Navy). See Cannon- Atkinson v. Cohen, 95 F. Supp.

2d 70, 76 (D.P.R 2000). W previously have acknow edged t hat
when a trial judge accurately takes the nmeasure of a case,
applies the proper | egal standards, and articul ates a convi nci ng
rational e, "an appellate court should refrain fromwiting at
length to no other end than to hear its own words resonate.”

Lawton v. State Mut. Life Assur. Co., 101 F.3d 218, 220 (1st

Cir. 1996); accord Cruz-Ranpns v. Puerto Rico Sun Gl Co., 202

F.3d 381, 383 (1st Cir. 2000); Ayala v. Union de Trongquistas,

Local 901, 74 F.3d 344, 345 (1st Cir. 1996); Holders Capital

Corp. v. California Union Ins. Co. (ln re San Juan Dupont Plaza

Hotel Fire Litig.), 989 F.2d 36, 38 (1st Cir. 1993). This is

such an i nstance. Consequently, we affirmthe judgnment bel ow on
the basis of the |lower court's opinion.

W add only that the issue here is not, as the
plaintiff assumes, whether she mght in fact have been a better
prospect for the enployer. Rat her, the issue is whether the
enpl oyer's reasons for selecting another applicant (Marrero) to

fill the vacant position were pretextual. See Feliciano de la

Cruz v. El Congui stador Resort & Country Club, 218 F.3d 1, 6
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(1st Cir. 2000); Smith v. E. W Mrse & Co., 76 F.3d 413, 421
(1st Cir. 1996). We have carefully canvassed the record and,

li ke the district court, Cannon- Atkinson, 95 F. Supp. 2d at 75,

we have found no significantly probative evidence sufficient to
create a genui ne dispute as to pretext.

We need go no further. W reject the plaintiff's
appeal for substantially the reasons elucidated in Judge Pérez-

G ménez's thoughtful rescript. See id. at 73-76.

Affirmed. See 1st Cir. R 27(c).




