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PER CURI AM
Quang Nguyen appeals froma district court order granting his
enpl oyer summary judgnent in an action filed under Title VII of the

Cvil Rghts Act of 1964, as anended, 42 U S.C. § 2000e-2 (1994).

Nguyen contends that the United States Postal Service ("enployer”)
failed to grant hima pronotion to an El ectronic Technician posi -
tion at its Dulles facility because of his race (Asian). Enployer
contends that Nguyen was not hired, anong other reasons, because
his score on the relevant entrance exam for the position was far
bel ow t he scores of the successful applicants.

Even assum ng that Nguyen could establish a prima facie case
of discrimnation, he could not prevail inthis case w thout estab-
| i shing that he was better qualified for the rel evant position than

the individual s actually sel ected. See Evans v. Technol ogi es Appli -

cations & Serv. Co., 80 F.3d 954, 960 (4th Cir. 1996). Because it

i s undi sputed that Nguyen was not as well qualified as the success-
ful applicants, we find that the district court properly granted
enpl oyer’s notion for sunmary judgnent. The district court’s order
is therefore affirnmed. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional
pr ocess.
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