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PER CURI AM
Appel | ant seeks to appeal the district court's order di sm ss-

ing his petition filed under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 2254 (1994), anended by

Antiterrorismand Effecti ve Death Penalty Act of 1996, Pub. L. No.
104-132, 110 Stat. 1214. Appellant's case was referred to a magi s-
trate judge pursuant to 28 U.S. C. § 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). The nuagi s-
trate judge recomended that relief be deni ed and advi sed Appel | ant
that failuretofiletinely objections tothis reconmmendation coul d
wai ve appellate review of a district court order based upon the
recomrendati on. Despite this warning, Appellant only fil ed objec-
tions to the dismssal of his claimof ineffective assistance of
counsel .

The tinely filing of objections to a nmgistrate judge's
recomrendati on is necessary to preserve appellate review of the
subst ance of that recomendati on when t he parti es have been war ned
that failure to object wll waive appellate review. Wight v.
Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cir. 1985). See generally Thonas

v. Arn, 474 U. S. 140 (1985). Therefore, Appell ant has wai ved appel -
| ate review of all clains not raised in his objections.

Regar di ng Appel I ant' s cl ai mof i neffective assi stance of coun-
sel, we have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion
adopting the recommendation of the magistrate judge and find no
reversible error. W accordingly deny a certificate of appeal abi|l -
ity and dism ss this claimon the reasoning of the district court.

Coleman v. South Carolina, No. CA-96-9-3-20BC (D.S.C. Sept. 30,

1996). We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
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contentions are adequately presented in the naterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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