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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Donald J. Strable appeals the district court’s order dismissing his
civil action. Strable’s case was referred to a magistrate judge pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). The magistrate judge recom-
mended that relief be denied and advised Strable that failure to file
specific and timely objections to this recommendation could waive
appellate review of a district court order based upon the recommenda-
tion. Despite this warning, Strable failed to file specific objections to
the magistrate judge’s recommendation. 

Pursuant to § 636(b)(1), a district court is required to conduct a de
novo review of those portions of the magistrate judge’s report to
which a specific objection has been made. The court need not conduct
de novo review, however, "when a party makes general and conclu-
sory objections that do not direct the court to a specific error in the
magistrate’s proposed findings and recommendations." Orpiano v.
Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 47 (4th Cir. 1982); see Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b).
The timely filing of specific objections to a magistrate judge’s recom-
mendation is necessary to preserve appellate review of the substance
of that recommendation when the parties have been warned that fail-
ure to so object will waive appellate review. See Orpiano, 687 F.3d
at 47. Strable has waived appellate review by failing to direct the dis-
trict court to specific errors in the magistrate judge’s report and rec-
ommendation. See United States v. Schronce, 727 F.2d 91, 93-94 (4th
Cir. 1994) (failure to file objections waives appellate review).
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument would not
aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED
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