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PER CURI AM

Wllie J. Harrison appeals from the district court’s order
granting summary judgnment for Defendants in his 42 U S.C. A § 1983
(West Supp. 2000) action. Harrison's case was referred to a nmag-
istrate judge pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). The
magi strate judge recommended that relief be denied and advised
Harrison that failure to file tinmely objections to the
recommendation could waive appellate review of a district court
order based upon the recomendation. Despite this warning,
Harrison failed to object to the nagistrate judge' s recomrendati on
to deny relief on his claimof sub-standard water. Harrison has
wai ved appel |l ate review of this issue by failing to file objections

after receiving proper notice. See Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d

841, 845-46 (4th Gr. 1985); Thomas v. Arn, 474 U. S. 140 (1985).

Harrison al so challenges the district court’s order denying
relief on his clains of an interference wth access to nedica
services and the denial of his discovery notions. W have revi ewed
the record and the district court’s opinion accepting the recom
mendation of the magistrate judge and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See

Harrison v. Hodges, No. CA-99-2168 (D.S.C. Apr. 20, 2000). Ve

di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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