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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Emma Ol son appeals the district court's grant of summary judg-
ment to appellee Largo-Springhill Limited Partnership on the ground
that Olson failed to present sufficient evidence that she was denied
the opportunity to lease retail space on account of her race. We
affirm.

In June of 1991, Emma Olson sought to lease retail space for her
jewelry store at the Largo Town Center, a shopping center in Largo,
Maryland. Olson submitted a standard |ease package to Largo-
Springhill, the landlord of the shopping center; this package contained
afinancia statement, a business plan, and photographs of Olson's
existing jewelry store in Washington, D.C. Citing alack of financia
qualifications, however, Largo-Springhill declined to rent to Olson.
Olson then brought this action alleging racial discrimination under 42
U.S.C. §8 1981 and 1982. The district court granted summary judg-
ment to Largo-Springhill. Olson now appeals.
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Olson alleges that Largo-Springhill refused to lease to her because

of her race, thus violating 88§ 1981 and 1982. Runyon v. McCrary, 427
U.S. 160 (1976); Jonesv. Alfred H. Mayer Co. , 392 U.S. 409 (1968).
The district court found, however, that Olson "failed to provide any
substantive evidence that Defendant's decision not to lease retail
space in the Largo Town Center was motivated by race." In fact, the
evidence tended to show that Largo-Springhill's leasing agent did not
even know Olson's race at the time she decided against leasing to
Olson. Itistrue that a picture of Olson in her Washington, D.C. store
was included in the leasing package. But Largo-Springhill's agent had
no reason to suppose that the woman depicted in the picture was
Olson; she was not identified in the picture and it was submitted,
along with several others, in response to arequest for photographs of
Olson's existing business location, not a request for a picture of
Olson. Under such circumstances, it could hardly be said that Largo-
Springhill acted on account of Olson's race.

Ol'son responds that the high vacancy rate in the shopping center

and the comparatively rigorous financia scrutiny her business
received should be sufficient to raise an inference of discrimination.
McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 (1973). But, not-
withstanding its vacancy rate, Largo-Springhill retains the right to
reject alease applicant based on financia concerns. Any inference of
discriminatory leasing practices was severely undermined by the busi-
nesses at the shopping center: the district court noted that seventy-
seven percent of retail spaceswere leased to businesses owned or
operated by minority individuals, and over half were leased to black-
owned or operated businesses. The district court also observed that
any differencein treatment between Olson's business and another
jewelry store was justified on non-discriminatory grounds. The other
jewelry store was alarge, regionally known chain and Largo-
Springhill immediately ceased its negotiations with that chain upon
learning of its financial difficulties.

Moreover, regardless of any inference of discrimination, the district
court credited Largo-Springhill with numerous non-discriminatory
reasons for its decision, including insufficient capital for Olson's
start-up costs and monthly expenses, questionable profitability of
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Olson's existing store, little apparent name recognition for that store
in the Largo area, and concern that few of her existing customers
would travel to Olson's new location in Largo. In short, the evidence
showed that Largo-Springhill's decision was based on factors other
than race. Madison v. Jeffers, 494 F.2d 114, 116-17 (4th Cir. 1974).

.
We thus find no reason to disturb the judgment of the district court.
We affirm for the reasons stated by the district court in its careful

opinion.

AFFIRMED



