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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c). 

OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Robert John Schieble, Jr., appeals from the district court’s order
dismissing without prejudice his civil action. The district court dis-
missed the action upon the recommendation of the magistrate judge.
Although we vacate the district court’s order and remand for further
proceedings, we express no opinion regarding the merits of this
action. 

Under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) (1994), the district court is obligated
to review de novo those portions of the magistrate judge’s report to
which objections are filed. United States v. Schronce, 727 F.2d 91, 93
(4th Cir. 1984). The district court’s order, however, does not state that
it conducted a review of the record as to those objections or made a
decision on the disputed issues de novo. Because Schieble made
timely objections to the magistrate judge’s factual findings, the dis-
trict court’s error was not harmless. Orpiano v. Johnson, 687 F.2d 44,
47 (4th Cir. 1982). 

Accordingly, we vacate the district court’s order and remand the
matter for the district court to conduct de novo review and issue a
decision, or state that it conducted such review before rendering its
previous decision. We deny Schieble’s motion for general relief. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.
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