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PER CURI AM

Robert Cumm ngs appeals the district court’s order
di sm ssing without prejudice under 28 U . S.C. 8 1915A(b) (2000) his
conplaint filed under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2000). The district court
referred this case to a nmagistrate judge pursuant to 28 U S. C
8§ 636(b)(1)(B) (2000). The magi strate judge recomrended that
relief be denied and advised Cunm ngs that failure to file tinely
objections to this reconmendati on could wai ve appell ate revi ew of
a district court order based upon the recommendation. Despite this
war ni ng, Cummngs failed to specifically object to the magistrate
judge’s recommendations to deny his Ei ghth Arendnent claimand to
dismss some of the clains raised in the nmotion to anmend for
failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedies.

The tinely filing of specific objections to a nagi strate
judge’ s recommendation i s necessary to preserve appel |l ate revi ew of
t he substance of that recomrendati on when the parties have been
warned that failure to object will waive appellate review See

Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cr. 1985); see also

Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985); United States v. One Parcel of

Real Prop., 73 F.3d 1057, 1060 (10th Cir. 1996) (collecting cases
finding general objection insufficient). Cumm ngs has wai ved
appellate review of those issues by failing to file specific

obj ections after receiving proper notice.



Turning to the only issue preserved for appellate
review,  we have reviewed the record and find no reversible error
in the district court’s dismssal of Cumm ngs’ First Amendnent
claim Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated by the

district court. See Cummings V. Rubenstein, No. CA-03-2195-5

(S.D.W Va. Sept. 30, 2004). We dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

"W note that Cummings failed to challenge in his informa
bri ef on appeal the basis for the district court’s dism ssal of his
due process clains or his retaliation clainms. Accordingly, he has
wai ved appell ate review of those issues. 4th Cr. R 34(b) (“The
Court will limt its reviewto the issues raised in the inform
brief.”).
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