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Per Curiam After carefully reviewing the briefs

and record on appeal, we affirmthe decision bel ow

The appellant argues that because the district
court neither recited in its order that it had reviewed the
record de novo, nor issued its own findings and rulings, we
must conclude that it erroneously allowed the magi strate to
finally decide the summary judgnment notion w thout the
appellant’s consent. 28 U. S.C. 8 636 and Fed. R Civ. P.
72. Nothing in the relevant statute or rule, however,
requires the court to issue its own findings or explain the

scope of its review El nrendorf Graficia, lInc., v. D.S.

Anerica (East), Inc., 48 F.3d 46, 50 (1st Cir. 1995).

The appel | ant al so argues that summary j udgnment was
i mproper because of a factual dispute concerning whether a
resear cher properly invoked his right to wthhold
i nformation by objecting to disclosure within the five days
allotted by 45 C.F.R 8 5.65(d)(2). As the magistrate
st at ed, however, the date of the researcher’s objection was
irrel evant since the government could itself determne to

wi t hhold the information under 45 C.F. R 8 5.65(e)(1).



None of the appellant’s renmaining objections rise

to the level of appellate argunent. United States V.

Zannino, 895 F.2d 1, 17 (1st Cir. 1990).

Aifirmed. Loc. R 27(c).



