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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FORTHE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ROCK HILL DIVISION

Calvin Lyndale Gaddy, #3551, C/A No.: 0:18-1445-JFA

Plaintiff,

)
)
)
)
)
) ORDER
)

U.S. District Court Colmbia; SC Attorney )

General’s Office; Clerk of Court Jeff )

Hammond; Mrs. Jacquelyn D. Austin; )

South Carolina State Attorney General, )

Defendants. )

)

Calvin Lyndale Gaddy (“Plaintiff”), a stafgrisoner proceeding pro se, brings this
civil action pursuant tet2 U.S.C. § 1983 anBivens v. Six Unknown Named Agents of
Fed. Bureau of Narcoti¢s103 U.S. 388 (1971), allegingolations of his constitutional
rights. (ECF No. 1). Platiff filed this actionin forma pauperisinder 28 U.S.C. § 1915.

In accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 636(Qf) and Local CivilRule 73.02(B)(2)(d)

(D.S.C.), the case was referred to a Magistrate Judge for review.
l. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed his Complaint on May 22018. (ECF No. 1). On June 19, 2018, the

! Because the Complaint was filed pursuant to 28.C. §§ 1915, this Court is charged with screening
Plaintiff's lawsuit to identify cognizable claims ¢o dismiss the Complaint if, after being liberally
construed, it is frivolous, malicious, fails to stat claim upon which relief may be granted, or seeks
monetary relief from a defendant who is immme from such relief. 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).
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Magistrate Judge issued a Repord aRecommendation (“Rept). (ECF No. 9).
Plaintiff filed an objection to the Repmn June 27,@18. (ECF No. 13).

Thus, this matter is ripe for review.
II. LEGAL STANDARD

The Magistrate Judge assigned to this altimrepared a thorough Report and
Recommendation, recommending the Court disnthis action as frivolous and without
iIssuance and service of process. (ECF Nop. 13). Additiondy, the Magistrate
recommended that this action be deemed a “strike” pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1RiL5(g).
(ECF No. 41). The Report setgtly, in detail, the relevarfacts and standards of law on
this matter, and this Court incorporates thtects and standards without a recitation.

A district court is only required tooaduct a de novo review of the specific
portions of the Magistrate Judge’s Repo which an ofection is madeSee28 U.S.C. §
636(b); Fed. RCiv. P. 72(b),Carniewski v. W. Vad. of Prob. & Parole974 F.2d 1330
(4th Cir. 1992). In the absea of specific objections to portions of the Magistrate’s
Report, this Court is not required to gime explanation for adopting the Magistrate’s
recommendatiorSee Camby v. Davig18 F.2d 198, 199 (4@ir. 1983). Thus, the Court

must only review those portions of the Rdpir which Plaintiff has made a specific

2 The Magistrate Judge’s review is made in acance with 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) and Local Civil Rule
73.02(B)(2) (D.S.C.). The Magistrate Judge ke only a recommendation to this Court. The
recommendation has no presumptive weight, andréisponsibility to make a final determination
remains with the CourtMathews v. WebeA23 U.S. 261 (1976). The Court is charged with making a
de novo determination of those portions of thedgeand Recommendation to which specific objection
is made, and the Court may accept, reject, or modify, in whole or in part, the recommendation of the
Magistrate Judge, or recommit the mattethe Magistrate Judge with instructiorgee28 U.S.C. 8
636(b)(1).



written objectionDiamond v. Colonial Life & Acc. Ins. Go416 F.3d 310, 316 (4th Cir.
2005).

“An objection is specific if it ‘enables thalistrict judge to focus attention on those
issues—factual and legal—that aretla heart of the parties' disputeDunlap v. TM
Trucking of the Carolinas, LLONo. 0:15-cv-04009-JMC, 201WL 6345402, at *5 n.6
(D.S.C. Dec. 12, 2017) (citin@ne Parcel of Real Progknown as 2121 E. 30th S¥.3
F.3d 1057, 1059 (10th Cir. 1996)). A specibigjection to the Magistrate’s Report thus
requires more than a reassertion of argumiota the Complaint or a mere citation to
legal authoritiesSee Workman v. Perrio. 6:17-cv-00765-RBH2017 WL 4791150, at
*1 (D.S.C. Oct. 23, 2017). A sgific objection must “direct the court to a specific error
in the magistrate’s proposed findings and recommendati@rgiano v. Johnsgn687
F.2d 44, 47 (4th Cir. 1982).

“Generally stated, nonspecific objectionsréahe same effect as would a failure
to object.”Staley v. NortonNo. 9:07-0288-PMD, 2007 WB21181, at *1 (D.S.C. Mar.
2, 2007) (citingHoward v. Sec’y of Health and Human Ser@32 F.2d 505, 509 (6th
Cir. 1991)). The Court reviews portions “nobjected to—includinghose portions to
which only ‘general and conclusorgbjections have been made—fdear error.” Id.
(emphasis added) (citingiamond 416 F.3d at 315Camby 718 F.2d at 200Qrpiano,

687 F.2d at 47).

1. ANALYSIS

In his Objection to the Magistrate’s gat, Plaintiff has made no specific



objections.See(ECF No. 13). To the corary, Plaintiff merely ttes to legal authorities,
makes conclusory allegations, and ssats arguments from his Complaifee id.
Without specific objections to the Repothis Court is not required to give an

explanation for adopting tHdagistrate’s recommendatioSee Camhy718 F.2d at 199.
V. CONCLUSION

After carefully reviewing the applicable laptbe record in this case, as well as the
Report, this Court finds the Magistratadde’s recommendation fairly and accurately
summarizes the facts and applies the corraaciptes of law. Accordingly, the Court
adopts the Magistrate’s recommendation (BE@F 9). Therefore, Platiff's Complaint is
dismissed as frivolous and without issuamcel service of process. Additionally, this

action is hereby deemed a “strik@irsuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g).

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

%«@1& Q.émm.g-

July9,2018 Josepl. Anderson Jr.
Columbia, South Carolina lted States District Judge



