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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF ALABAMA
SOUTHERN DIVISION

BRYANT ANDERSON, # 277744,

N

Petitioner,

CIVIL ACT. NO. 1:17-cv-547-ECM
(WO)

V.

KARLA WALKER JONES, et al.,

_— (L

Respondents.
MEMORANDUM OPINION and ORDER

Now pending before the Court is the Rernendation of the Magistrate Judge that
the petition for writ of habeas quus pursuant to 28 U.S.C2854 be denied and this case
be dismissed with prejudice. (Doc. 17). Qudy 6, 2020, the Petiner filed a motion for
an extension of time to file objections (da&) and on the sametdafiled objections to
the Recommendation. (Doc. 19). The Coultgvant the motion for an extension of time
to file objections and has consr@d the Petitioner’s objections.

When a party objects to a Magistrakedge’s Report anBRecommendation, the
district court must review the disputed portiafesnovo. 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1). The
district court “may accept, reject, or modifye recommended disposition; receive further
evidence; or resubmit the matter to the magisitatge with instrucons.” Fed. R. Civ.

P. 72(b)(3).De novo review requires that the districburt independently consider factual
issues based on the recodffrey S exrel. Ernest S v. Sate Bd. of Educ., 896 F.2d 507,
513 (11th Cir. 1990)See also United Statesv. Gopie, 347 F. App’x 495499 n.1 (11th Cir.

2009). However, objections to the Magistrdudge’s Report and Recommendation must
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be sufficiently specific in order to warraae novo review. See Macort v. Prem, Inc., 208
F. App’x 781, 783-85 (11tiCir. 2006). Otherwise, a Report and Recommendation is
reviewed for clear errorld.

In his objections, the Petitioner simplyjetts to the Report and Recommendation
without any specificity and withoutating the bases for his objectionSee Doc. 19. He
reiterates the claims presented in his petitiut does not point tany error by the
Magistrate Judge. Consequently, the Petitisngbjections are reviewed for clear error,
and the Court finds that they are due tmberruled. The welteasoned Recommendation
of the Magistrate Judge effectively addredisof the Petitioner's @ims. Accordingly,
upon an independent revieafthe file in this caseand for good cause, it is

ORDERED as follows that:

1. the Petitioner’'s motiofor an extension of timgloc. 18) is GRANTED.

1. the Petitioner’s objeicins are OVERRULED;

2. the Recommendation of the Msigate Judge (doc. 17) is ADOPTED;

3. the petition for writ of habeas corpussuant to 28 U.S.& 2254 is denied;

and

4. this case is DISMISSED with prejudice.

A final judgment will be entered.

DONE this 14tlday of July, 2020.

/sl Emily C. Marks

BMILY C. MARKS
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




