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PER CURIAM:

As defendant-appellant correctly points out, the magistrate

judge, who purported to enter a final judgment in this case, lacked

jurisdiction to do so because several of the parties, including the

defendant Town of Rancho Viejo and the five individual defendants

other than Halleman, did not consent to entry of judgment by the

magistrate judge as provided in 28 U.S.C. § 636(c)(1) and Fed. R.

Civ. P. 73(b).  This was pointed out below by objections to the

magistrate judge’s purported judgment.  We note that although

individual defendant Halleman did consent, and was the mayor of the

Town of Rancho Viejo, he did not purport to consent on its behalf,

or sign the consent as “Mayor,” or otherwise than simply in his own

name.  See EEOC v. West La. Health Services, Inc., 959 F.2d 1277,

1281-82 (5th Cir. 1992); Caprera v. Jacobs, 790 F.2d 442, 445-46

(5th Cir. 1986); Parks v. Collins, 761 F.2d 1101, 1106 (5th Cir.

1985).  Accordingly, the purported final judgment entered by the

magistrate judge is vacated and the cause is remanded.

VACATED and REMANDED


