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PER CURI AM

In Appeal No. 04-1564, Lisa Arthur appeals from the
district court’s order granting sunmary judgnment in favor of the
Town of Blackstone, Virginia (“Town”), and Cyde Rothgeb
(“Rothgeb”) in this enploynent discrimnation action. Art hur
contends that the district court erred (1) in finding that her
adm nistrative charge was untinely as to conmments made by Rot hgeb
in the Fall of 2000 that she alleged established a hostile work
environment and (2) in rejecting her retaliation claim on the
ground that she did not engage in a protected activity. |n Appeal
No. 04-1588, the Town cross appeals and sets forth an additional
ground on which the district court could have granted sunmary
judgnment. We affirmthe judgnent of the district court and di sm ss
t he cross appeal .

The district court referred this case to a magistrate
judge pursuant to 28 US. C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(B) (2000), and the
magi strate judge recommended that relief be denied. The tinmely
filing of specific objections to a nmagistrate judge's
recommendation is necessary to preserve appellate review of the

subst ance of that recommendation. See Wells v. Shriners Hosp., 109

F.3d 198, 201 (4th Cr. 1997); Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841,

845-46 (4th Cir. 1985); see also Thomas v. Arn, 474 U S. 140

(1985). Arthur has waived appellate review of the tineliness of



the hostile work environnment claimraised on appeal by failing to
file objections to the nagi strate judge’ s recomendati on.

Arthur also challenges the district court’s conclusion
that she failed to forecast evidence of a prima facie case of
retaliation. W note that counsel nentions the ground on which the
district court relied—that Arthur’s conplaint about a runor
Rot hgeb al | egedly spread about Arthur did not constitute protected
activity—but does not put forth any argunent that the district
court erred with respect thereto. See Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(9)
(“[T]he argument . . . nust contain . . . appellant’s contentions
and the reasons for them wth citations to the authorities and
parts of the record on which the appellant relies.”). And although
Art hur does nake such an argunent in her reply brief, “‘an issue
first argued in a reply brief is not properly before a court of

appeals.”” United States v. Lew s, 235 F. 3d 215, 218 n.3 (4th Cr.

2000) (quoting Cavallo v. Star Enter., 100 F.3d 1150, 1152 n.2 (4th

Cr. 1996)). W therefore find that this issue is not properly
before us.” See id. Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the

district court.

"Moreover, even if the claim were not abandoned, Arthur’s
general objection to the nmmgistrate judge’ s recommendation is
insufficient to preserve the issue for appellate review See
Page v. Lee, 337 F.3d 411, 416 n.3 (4th Cr. 2003) (“[T]he failure
to raise an objection ‘sufficiently specific to focus the district
court’s attention on the factual and | egal issues that are truly in
di spute’ waives any appellate review ”) (internal quotation marks
and citation omtted), cert. denied, 124 S. C. 1115 (2004).
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Turning to the Town’s cross appeal, the Town correctly
recogni zes that “we need not reach the argunents raised by the
Town[] in [its] cross-appeal” where the order granting sumrary

judgrment is affirmed. APAC Carolina, Inc. v. Town of Allendale,

S.C., 41 F.3d 157, 160 n.2, 167 (4th Gr. 1994). We therefore

dism ss the cross appeal in No. 04-1588. See Pension Trust Fund

for Operating Eng’rs v. Fed. Ins. Co., 307 F.3d 944, 947 n.1 (9th

Cr. 2002) (dismssing cross appeal by party not aggrieved by
district court judgnent).

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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