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Per Curiam Rafael A Carball o-Coll azo, Josefina Carballo, their

conj ugal partnership, and Vivian Carbal | o-Arroyo (col | ectively, "RAC')
appeal the district court's grant of summary judgment for North
Aneri can Packagi ng of Puerto Rico, Inc. ("NAMPAC') in this di spute over
pensi on benefits and i nvest nent advi ce. The ot her nanmed def endant s
were not served and they were properly dism ssed.

The district court found that RAC had failed to provide, in
opposi ng sunmary j udgnent, "a separate, short, and conci se st at ement of
the material facts as towhichit is contended that there exists a
genuineissuetobetried, properly supported by specificreferenceto
therecord.”" D.P.R Loc. R 311.12. RACdidindeedutterly fail to
provi de specific recordcitations. As the quotedrul e provides, the
court responded to RAC s om ssi on by deem ng admtted the facts as
NAMPAC gave theminits own, proper statenent. It then entered sunmary
j udgnment for NAMPAC. !

W have previously uphel d t he application of Local Rule 311.12to

appropriate cases. E. g., Corrada Betances v. Sea-Land Serv.., Inc., 248

F.3d 40, 43-44 (1st Gr. 2001); Ayal a- Gerena v. Bristol Myers- Squi bb

Co., 95 F.3d 86, 95 (1st Cir. 1996); Laracuente v. Chase Manhatt an

Bank, 891 F.2d 17, 19 (1st Cir. 1989). Qur review of the record

convinces us that this is such a case. We rem nd counsel that

L The district court also analyzed RAC s clains on their
nmerits as though there had been no failure to conply with the Local
Rul es, and found them wanting on a nunber of grounds.
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conpliance with the directives of the district courtsis necessaryto

the orderly conduct of litigation, and that this Court is |argely

unsynpat heti c to nonconpliant parties. See Serra-Lugo v. Mayaguez

ConsortiumlLas Marias, No. 01-1441, slipop. at 3-4 (1st Gr. Cct. 30,

2001) (per curiam. Accordingly, we alsotake the facts as set forth
by NAMPAC.

The di strict court thoughtfully discussed the variety of reasons
why RAC s clains failed. W have nothing to add to the district
court's expl anati on of why NAMPACis not liableto RAC. 1st Cr. Loc.

R 27(c). The judgnment of the district court is therefore affirned.



