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PER CURI AM

Joseph A. Ritz appeals the magi strate judge grant of summary
judgnent to Christopher Morgan and dism ssal of Ritz's civil rights
conplaint.” Ritz's sole claimon appeal is that the Mgistrate
Judge erred in finding that as a matter of | aw Morgan did not have
probabl e cause to arrest himfor driving while intoxicated.

This court reviews a decision to grant sunmary judgnent de

novo. See Higgins v. E.I. DuPont de Nenpurs & Co., 863 F.2d 1162,

1167 (4th Cr. 1988). Summary judgnent is appropriate only "if the
pl eadi ngs, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and adm ssions
on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is
no genui ne issue as to any material fact." Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c);

see Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U S. 317, 322 (1986).

We have reviewed Ritz' s contentions and the nmagi strate judge’s
menor andum and order and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirm on the reasoning of the nmagistrate judge. See Rtz v.

Mor gan, No. CA-98-3947-ANMD (D. Md. July 2, 1999). We dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d
not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

“The proceedings in this action were conducted by a magi strate
judge with the consent of the parties. See 28 U.S.C A 8 636(c) (1)
(1994).



