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PER CURIAM: 

Karen Moore appeals the district court’s order accepting 

the recommendation of the magistrate judge and dismissing her 

civil complaint.∗  We have reviewed the record and find no 

reversible error.  Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated 

by the district court.  Moore v. Google, Inc., No. 2:13–cv-

03034–RMG, 2014 WL 4955264 (D.S.C. Sept. 30, 2014).  We deny the 

pending motion for stay pending appeal and for appointment of 

counsel as moot.  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 

 

                     
∗ We note that Moore’s notice of appeal designated not only 

the district court’s final order but also two pretrial orders of 
the magistrate judge.  Because Moore sought review of the orders 
in the district court, and the district court addressed the 
issues Moore raises on appeal in its final order, we conclude 
that we have jurisdiction to review those issues in this appeal.  
Hoven v. Walgreen Co., 751 F.3d 778, 782 (6th Cir. 2014). 


