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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. 
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PER CURIAM: 

Christopher Hampton seeks to appeal the district court’s order denying relief on his 

28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition.  The district court denied relief after adopting the magistrate 

judge’s recommendation and granting Respondent’s motion for summary judgment.  The 

court determined that Hampton’s timely filed objections to the magistrate judge’s report 

and recommendation were nonspecific, and therefore the court did not conduct a de novo 

review of Hampton’s objections.  See United States v. De Leon-Ramirez, 925 F.3d 177, 

181 (4th Cir. 2019) (requiring de novo review of portions of the report to which specific 

objections are made).  However, our review of Hampton’s objections shows that they were 

specific enough to warrant de novo review by the district court.  See Osmon v. United 

States, 66 F.4th 144, 146 (4th Cir. 2023) (“[A] party wishing to avail itself of its right to 

de novo review must be sufficiently specific to focus the district court’s attention on the 

factual and legal issues that are truly in dispute.” (internal quotation marks omitted)); 

Elijah v. Dunbar, 66 F.4th 454, 461 (4th Cir. 2023) (“[A]n objection which merely 

restate[s] . . . the claims [is] sufficiently specific because it alert[s] the district court that 

the litigant believed the magistrate judge erred in recommending dismissal of those 

claims.”  (cleaned up)). 

Because the district court did not conduct a de novo review, we grant Hampton’s 

motion for a certificate of appealability, vacate the district court’s order, and remand for 

further proceedings.  See Elijah, 66 F.4th at 461; De Leon-Ramirez, 925 F.3d at 181 (“As 

the court of appeals, . . . we generally don’t reach factual or legal questions in a magistrate 

judge’s report that were not first subject to de novo review by the district court.”).  We 
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deny Hampton’s motions to amend the caption and to appoint counsel.  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.  

VACATED AND REMANDED 
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