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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s fromthe magi strate judge's order granting
Appel | ee sunmary judgnent inthis enpl oynment discrimnation action.
W have revi ewed t he record and t he nagi strate judge' s opi ni on” and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the magi strate judge. Barnett v. Burlington Indus., No. CA-94-

128 (WD.N.C. Cct. 26, 1994). W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequately presented in
the material s before the court and argunent woul d not ai d t he deci -

si onal process.

AFFlI RVED

" The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the magistrate
judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. A 8 636(c)(1) (West 1993). Subsequent
to issuance of the magistrate judge's final order and Barnett's
appeal fromthat order, the district court issued an order dis-
m ssing Barnett's conplaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d) (1988). W,
however, have jurisdiction only to review the order of the nagis-
trate judge, because the parties did not consent to an appeal to
the district court judge under 28 U.S. C. A. 8 636(c) (4) (West 1993),
and Barnett properly exercised his right to appeal directlytothis
court under 8 636(c)(3).



