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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Shondell M Fletcher appeals the district court’s order
di sm ssing wi thout prejudice her 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2000) conpl ai nt.
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
recommended that the conplaint be dismssed without prejudice and
advised that failure to file specific witten objections shal
constitute a waiver of a party’ s right to further judicial review,
i ncludi ng appell ate review. The magi strate judge al so noted that
“any witten objections nust specifically identify the portions of
t he Report and Reconmendati on to which objections are made and t he
basis for such objections.” Despite this warning, Fletcher failed
to note specific objections to the nmagistrate judge's
reconmmendat i 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 Wight v.

Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 844-46 (4th G r. 1985); see also O piano v.

Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 47 (4th Cr. 1982) (failure to file specific
objections to particular conclusions in magi strate judge' s report,
after bei ng war ned of consequences wai ves further review). Because
Fl et cher was warned of the consequences of failingto file specific

obj ections and because she failed to specify the portions of the



magi strate judge’s report to which she objected, we find that
Fl etcher has wai ved appellate review. Accordingly, we affirmthe
judgnent of the district court.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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