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PER CURI AM
Janes Sutton appeal s the district court's order denyingrelief

on his petition filed under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2254 (1994), anended by

Antiterrorismand Effecti ve Death Penalty Act of 1996, Pub. L. No.
104-132, 110 Stat. 1214. W have reviewed the record and the dis-
trict court's opinion accepting the reconmendati on of the nmagis-
trate judge and find noreversible error. W find that the district
court properly exercised its discretion when denying Sutton's
notion to amend his original 8 2254 petition. We further find that
Sutton suffered no prejudicial error stemmng fromthe district
court's failure to appoi nt counsel. Accordingly, we deny a certif-
| cate of appeal ability and di sm ss on the reasoni ng of the district

court.” Sutton v. Rushton, No. CA-96-3236-5-6JI (D.S.C. Sept. 29,

1997). We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

"W find no error in the district court's practice of re-
view ng de novo the magi strate judge's report and reconmendati on
and adopting the report into its own order. See 28 U S. C
8§ 636(b)(1)(C (1994).



