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Submitted May 15, 2012**  

Before: CANBY, GRABER, and M. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Christine Jones appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment in her 42

U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging constitutional violations when prison officials

questioned her and searched her property when she attempted to visit her husband
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at Corcoran State Prison.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We

review de novo a dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), Barren v.

Harrington, 152 F.3d 1193, 1194 (9th Cir. 1998) (order), and the authority of a

magistrate judge, United States v. Sanchez-Sanchez, 333 F.3d 1065, 1068 (9th Cir.

2003).  We affirm.  

  On appeal, Jones argues that the magistrate judge lacked jurisdiction to

issue findings and recommendations because Jones refused to consent to proceed

before a magistrate judge.  Because the magistrate judge did not enter dispositive

orders, Jones’s consent to the magistrate judge’s designation was not required.  See

28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(B); see also Estate of Conners by Meredith v. O’Connor, 6

F.3d 656, 658 (9th Cir. 1993) (discussing scope of magistrate judge’s authority

under § 636(b)(1)(B)).  The district judge properly conducted a de novo review of

the magistrate judge’s findings and recommendations and Jones’s objections

thereto, and entered final judgment.  See 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C).

Issues that are not specifically and distinctly raised and argued in the

opening brief, including the merits of the dismissal, are deemed waived.  See Smith

v. Marsh, 194 F.3d 1045, 1052 (9th Cir. 1999).

Jones’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive. 

AFFIRMED.


