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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order dismssing his
action alleging that his enployer violated certain |abor |aws.
Appel l ant's case was referred to a magi strate judge pursuant to 28
U S. C 8636(b)(1)(B) (1988). The magi strate judge recomended t hat
relief be denied and advi sed Appellant that failure to file spe-
cific and tinely objections to this recomrendation could waive
appel l ate reviewof a district court order based upon the recomen-
dation. Despite this warning, Appellant failed to file nmaterials
which specifically identified portions of the recommendation to
whi ch he obj ected. Rat her, Appellant filed materi al s which the dis-
trict court correctly characterized as "ranbling” and "hal |l uci na-
tory,"” in which Appellant asserted that an unnanmed United States
Suprenme Court Justice prom sed hima hearing and favorable result
on his claim

The tinmely filing of specific objections to a magistrate
judge's recomrendati onis necessary to preserve appel | ate revi ew of
the substance of that recommendati on when the parties have been
warned that failure to object will waive appellate review See

O piano v. Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 47 (4th GCr. 1982) (if a party

makes only general objections to the nmagistrate judge's findings
and reconmendati ons, the objections are not sufficient to preserve

appel |l ate review); see also Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-

47, nn. 1-3 (4th Cr. 1985); see generally Thomas v. Arn, 474 U. S.

140 (1985). Because the materials Appellant filed in response to

the magi strate judge's recommendati on conpletely failed to object
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to any portion of the recomrendati on, Appellant has wai ved appel -
| ate reviewby failing to file specific objections after receiving
proper notice. Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnment of the district
court. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the naterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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