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PER CURIAM:

Richard Bibbs appeals the district court’s orders dismissing his civil action and
denying his postjudgment motion. The district court referred this case to a magistrate judge
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(B). The magistrate judge recommended that relief be
denied and advised Bibbs that failure to file timely, specific objections to this
recommendation could result in a waiver of de novo review by the district court and a
waiver of appellate review by this court. Bibbs failed to file objections to the magistrate
judge’s recommendation, and the district court thus adopted the recommendation and
dismissed Bibbs’ civil action without performing a de novo review. Shortly thereafter,
Bibbs filed a postjudgment motion objecting to the district court’s order and arguing that
he was entitled to an extension of time to file objections to the magistrate judge’s
recommendation. Bibbs asserted that he had not received a copy of the magistrate judge’s
recommendation, explained that he had had problems receiving mail at his street address
in the past, and asked that all future mail be sent to him at a P.O. box address. The district
court denied the motion, and Bibbs timely appealed.

As a threshold matter, we note that Bibbs’ postjudgment motion is properly
construed as a motion for reconsideration of the district court’s final order under Fed. R.
Civ. P.59(e). See MLC Auto., LLC v. Town of S. Pines, 532 F.3d 269, 277 (4th Cir. 2008)
(“[1]f a post-judgment motion is filed within [the time period prescribed by Rule 59(e)] and
calls into question the correctness of that judgment it should be treated as a motion under

Rule 59(e), however it may be formally styled.” (internal quotation marks omitted)). “We



review the denial of a motion for reconsideration under the deferential abuse of discretion
standard.” Wojcicki v. SCANA/SCE&G, 947 F.3d 240, 246 (4th Cir. 2020).

Here, the district court found that a copy of the magistrate judge’s recommendation
was mailed to the address Bibbs provided to the court at the start of the litigation—the
same address at which Bibbs received a copy of the district court’s final order. Bibbs did
not provide formal notice of his alternate mailing address until after the district court issued
its final order dismissing the case. This court has repeatedly stressed that it is the litigant’s
responsibility to keep courts apprised of his preferred mailing address. We therefore
conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Bibbs’ motion for
reconsideration.

The timely filing of specific objections to a magistrate judge’s recommendation is
necessary to preserve appellate review of the substance of that recommendation when the
parties have been warned of the consequences of noncompliance. Martin v. Duffy, 858
F.3d 239, 245 (4th Cir. 2017); Wright v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 846-47 (4th Cir. 1985); see
also Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140, 154-55 (1985). Accordingly, Bibbs has waived
appellate review of the district court’s final order by failing to file timely objections to the
magistrate judge’s recommendation.

We therefore affirm the district court’s orders. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this
court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



