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PER CURI AM

Jason Hugh Denalt Hunt seeks to appeal the district court’s
order dismssing his petition filed under 28 U S.C. A 8§ 2254 (West
1994 & Supp. 2001). Hunt’'s case was referred to a nmagi strate judge
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). The magi strate judge
recomended that relief be denied and advi sed Hunt that failure to
filetinely objections to this recommendati on coul d wai ve appel | ate
review of a district court order based upon the reconmendati on.

The tinely filing of objections to a magistrate judge’s
recommendation is necessary to preserve appellate review of the
substance of that recommendati 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 G r. 1985); see also Thomas v.

Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985). Further, a litigant may forfeit the
right to de novo review if he fails to file tinmely objections, if
the objections are to strictly legal issues and no factual issues
are chal l enged, or if the objections are general or conclusory and
do not relate to a specific error in the report and recomendati on.

O piano v. Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 47 (4th Gr. 1982).

In his objections to the nmgistrate judge's report, Hunt
addressed eight areas of disagreenent with the findings and
recommendation of the magistrate judge. However, we concur wth
the district court’s determ nation that only two nmay be consi dered

obj ections for revi ew purposes. O these renai ning two obj ections,



we have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
accepting the recomendation of the magistrate judge and find no
reversible error.

Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and
di sm ss the appeal on the reasoning of the district court. Hunt v.
Rusht on, No. CA-00-3375-3-23 (D.S.C. Sept. 26, 2001). W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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