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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

M chael D. WIkins appeals the district court’s order dis-
m ssing wth prejudice his conplaint alleging civil rights viola-
tions. WIkins case was referred to a nmagi strate judge pursuant to
28 U.S.C. 8 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). The nmgi strate judge reconmended
that relief be denied and advised WIlkins that failure to file
tinmely, specific objections to this recommendation could waive
appellate review of a district court order based wupon the
recommendati on. Despite this warning, WIkins |odged only one
specific objection to the magistrate judge' s reconmendation with
regard to his clains agai nst Def endant Lubman. W have revi ewed t he
record and the district court’s opinion accepting the recomenda-
tion of the magi strate judge and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district court as to

Wl kins' clainms against Lubman. WIlkins v. Reno, No. CA-97-808-3

(E.D. Va. June 11, 1998).

As for WIlkins clains against the remaining Defendants, the
tinmely filing of specific objections to a magi strate judge' s recom
nmendation is necessary to preserve appellate review of the sub-
stance of that recomendation when the parties have been warned
that failure to |lodge specific objections will waive appellate

review. See Howard v. Secretary of Health & Hunan Servs., 932 F. 2d

505, 507-09 (6th Cir. 1991); Lockert v. Faulkner, 843 F.2d 1015,

1019 (7th Gr. 1988). See generally Thomas v. Arn, 474 U S. 140




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

W1l kins has waived appellate review of his remaining clains by
failing to file specific objections after receiving proper notice.
Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court. W deny
WIlkins’ notion for 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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