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PER CURI AM
O G@Grry Ckpala appeals the district court’s orders
accepting the recommendati ons of the magistrate judge and denyi ng

relief on Ckpala's conplaint filed pursuant to Bivens v. Six

Unknown Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of Narcotics,® 403 U S. 388

(1971), and the court’s order denying Okpala's notions to
reconsider. Ckpala also challenges the nagistrate judge’ s order
denyi ng addi tional discovery. W have reviewed the record and the
opinions of the district court and nagistrate judge and find no
reversible error in the denial of GCkpala’ s Bivens clains,
reconsi deration, or discovery. Accordingly, we affirm for the
reasons stated by the district court and magi strate judge. See

OCkpala v. Gal, No. CA-01-4252-0-25BD (D.S.C. filed June 28, 2002 &

entered July 1, 2002; filed Nov. 12, 2002 & entered Nov. 13, 2002;
filed Apr. 26, 2004 & entered Apr. 27, 2004; filed May 25, 2004 &
entered May 26, 2004; May 27, 2004).

Wth regard to Ckpala' s claim under the Federal Tort

Clainms Act (“FTCA’), the magi strate judge recommended that relief

kpal a asserted on appeal that he never received the
magi strate judge’s Report and Reconmendati on recommendi ng t hat the
district court dismss certain of his clains under 28 U S.C A 8§
1915(e)(2) (B) (West Supp. 2004) and 8§ 1915A (West Supp. 2004), and
that the district court therefore erred in adopting the magi strate
j udge’ s recomendati ons. W have reviewed de novo the clains the
magi strate judge recommended the district court dismss, and find
that the district court did not err in dismssing those clains.
See Veney v. Wche, 293 F. 3d 726, 730 (4th Cr. 2002) (hol ding that
de novo standard of review applies under 8 1915A).
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be deni ed and advi sed Ckpala that failure to file tinely objections
to this recommendati on could wai ve appellate review of a district
court order based upon the recommendation. Despite this warning,
kpala failed to specifically object to the magistrate judge's
recommended di sposition of his FTCA claim The tinely filing of
specific objections to a nmagistrate judge s reconmendation is
necessary to preserve appellate review of the substance of that
recommendati on when the parties have been warned that failure to

object wll waive appellate review See Wight v. Collins, 766

F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Gr. 1985); see also Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S.

140 (1985). Ckpal a has wai ved appellate review by failing to file
obj ections after receiving proper notice. Accordingly, we affirm
this portion of the district court’s judgnent. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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