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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
CHARLESTON DIVISION

David D. Stanfield, )

Plaintiff, C.A.No.: 2:14-cv-00839-PMD

V. ORDER

)
)
)
)
)
Jarrel Wigger; Angelica Hattaway; Gina )
Reeves; Thomas L. Hughston, Jr.; and )
Kristi L. Harrington, )

)

)

Defendants.

)

This matter is before the Court on the Report and Recommendation (“R&R”) of the
Magistrate Judge (ECF No. 14). Following pre-service reviewyaunt to the provisions of 28
U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(B) and Locé&liv. Rule 73.02(B)(2)(e) (D.S.G.)he Magistrateludge issued
the R&R, recommending that this Court summadigmiss, without prejude, Plaintiff David
D. Stanfield’s (“Plaintiff”) Amended ComplaintECF No. 6) and denflaintiff's Motion for
Preliminary Injunction and Emergency TRO (ECB.N). Plaintiff timely filed Objections to
the R&R (ECF No. 19). The Court has carefulviewed and considered the entire record,
including Plaintiff's Objections, and finds thdbhe Magistrate Judge fairly and accurately
summarized the relevant facts aaqplied the correct principles t#w. Accordingly, the Court
hereby adopts the Magistrate Judge’sAR&nd incorporates it into this OrderEurther, for the
reasons detailed below, the Court declinesgtant Plaintiff leave to amend his Amended

Complaint.

1. On May 12, 2014, the same day that the Magistratgelissued the R&R, Defendants Kristi L. Harrington and
Thomas L. Hughston, Jr. (collectively “Judicial Defendants”) filed a Motion to Dismiss (ECF No. 10) pursuant to
Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Because the Court hereby adopts the R&R and dismisses
Plaintiff's Amended Complaint, the Court need not sepiratédress the Judicial Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Magistrate Judge makes only a recommendation to this Court. The recommendation
has no presumptive weight, anc tfesponsibility for making a fihaetermination remains with
the Court. Mathews v. Webed23 U.S. 261, 270-71 (1976). Parties are allowed to make a
written objection to the Magistrate Judggisoposed findings and recommendations within
fourteen days after being servadcopy of the R&R. 28 U.S.& 636(b)(1). This Court is
charged with conducting a de novo reviewaosfy portion of the R&R to which a specific
objection is registered, and the Court may agcegect, or modify the R&R’s findings and
recommendations in ole or in part. Id. Additionally, the Court may receive additional
evidence or recommit the matter to thediédrate Judge with instructionsd. A party’s failure
to object is accepted as an agreement thighconclusions of the Magistrate Judgee Thomas
v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985). In the absence of &lyniiled, specific objection—or as to those
portions of the R&R to which no specific objection is made—this Court “must ‘only satisfy itself
that there is no clear error dne face of the record in ondéo accept the recommendation.”
Diamond v. Colonial Life & Accident Ins. Cal16 F.3d 310, 315 (4th Cir. 2005) (quoting Fed.

R. Civ. P. 72 advisory committee note).

DI SCUSSI ON?

R&R
As an initial matter, the Counotes that it has takegreat strides to liberally construe the
often-contradictory, if not incomprehensible, arguments and assertions both in Plaintiff's

Amended Complaint and in his Objectidiesthe Magistrate Judge’s R&RCompare, e.g.Pl.’s

2. The Magistrate Judge’s R&R sets forth in sufficient detail the relevant facts of this case, including citations to
the record. Because Plaintiff did nofjett to the Magistrate Judge’s fadtuecitation and because the Court finds

that the Magistrate Judge’s factual recitation accuratélgcte the record, the Courtiapts the Magistrate Judge’s
proposed findings and summary of the relevant facts for purposes of this Order. Thus, the Court sees no need to
repeat or restate the relevant faansl procedural history of this case.



Objections 1, 11 (“THISS AN INDEPENDENT ACTIONattacking the validity of a prior
judg[Jment an equitable proceeding.” (emphasis added)th id. at 3, 112 (“In this
Independent action thBlaintiff is not contesting the lidity of the State judg[Jments. . .”
(emphasis added)). Nevertheless, the Court cagnote a clear failure tallege fact that set
forth a claim cognizable in a federal district coutee Weller v. Dep’t of Soc. Seng01 F.2d
387, 391 (4th Cir. 1990). Stated simply, aftendacting a de novo review of those portions of
the Magistrate Judge’s R&R tohich Plaintiff lodged specifiobjections, the Court finds no
basis to reject, modify, or saside the R&R'’s findings and recorandations either in whole or
in part. In his Objections, @& from referencing, restatingnd relying upon thallegations in
his Original and Amended Complaints, Plaintifirparily attempts to emphasize the independent
and equitable nature dle present action. However, foretlvarious reasons set forth in the
R&R, and explained in great déthy the Magistrate Judge, Plaiifis arguments in this regard
are unavailing. Therefore, havingviewed the record, includirfgjaintiff’'s Objections, de novo,
the Court concludes that the Magistrate Judgéyfaummarized the relena facts, extensively
outlined the corresponding principles of law, andectly applied those praiples to the facts at
hand. Accordingly, the Court amgts and adopts the Magistrate Judge’s thorough and well-
reasoned R&R and fully incorpates it into this Order.
. Motion to Amend

On May 22, 2014, the day after he filed hisj€gtions to the R&R, Plaintiff filed a
document styled as “Plaintiff's Second AmendmtenComplaint.” (ECF No. 21). Plaintiff has
already amended his Original Complaint andRalties have respondedther by way of an
Answer or Motion to Dismiss.Thus, Plaintiff may file his Second Amendment to Complaint

only with Defendants’ written consent or the Court’s leave. Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a)(1), (2).



Because Defendants oppose Plaintiff's profferegérmment, the Court will construe Plaintiff's
Second Amendment to Complaint as a MotiorAtoend his Amended Complaint (“Motion to
Amend”).

The amendment of pleadings is governed by Rule 15 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure. Where, as here, a party seeks émarnis complaint more than once as a matter of
course, Rule 15(a)(2) permits amendment onlth whe defendant’s written consent or the
court’'s leave. However, Rule 15(a)’s “permigsstandard” provides that such leave should be
freely given by the court “whejustice so requires.Ohio Valley Envtl. Coal., Inc. v. Hernshaw
Partners, LLC 984 F. Supp. 2d 589, 592 (S.D.W. Va. 201f3)ating Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a)(2)).
“This liberal rule gives effect to the federalligyg in favor of resolving cases on their merits
instead of disposing of them on technicalitied.&ber v. Harvey 438 F.3d 404, 426 (4th Cir.
2006) (en banc)see Conley v. Gibsor355 U.S. 41, 48 (1957). Upholding the letter and the
spirit of this rule, “leave to amend a pleading should be demgdwhenthe amendment would
be prejudicial to the opposing g there has been bad faith om part of the moving party, or
the amendment would be futile.Edwards v. City of Goldsboyd 78 F.3d 231, 242 (4th Cir.
1999) (quotinglohnson v. Oroweat Foods C@85 F.2d 503, 509 (4th Cir. 19863¥eeEqual
Rights Ctr. v. Niles Bolton Assoc602 F.3d 597, 603 (4th Cir. 2010yhe grant or denial of a
motion for leave to amend a pleading is committethe sound discretianf the trial court. See
Foman v. Davis371 U.S. 178, 182 (196Zgual Rights Ctr.602 F.3d at 603.

Notwithstanding Rule 15(a)’s permissive stard, as well as the liberal-construction
requirement fopro sepleadings, the Court concludes thaanting Plaintiff leave to amend his
Amended Complaint is not appriate under the circumstanceddaving carefully reviewed

Plaintiff's proffered amendment, the Court deniPlaintiff’s Motion to Amend on the basis of



futility. For leave to amend to be denied foiilityt, the amendment must be “clearly insufficient
or frivolous on its face.” Johnson 785 F.2d at 510. “Futility ispparent ifthe proposed
amended complaint fails to state a claim undeap@icable rules and esmpanying standards:
‘[A] district court may deny leave if amending the complaint would be futile—that is, if the
proposed amended complaint fails to satisfy the requirements of the federal ridasylé v.
Penn Nat'| Gaming, In¢.637 F.3d 462, 471 (4th Cir. 2011)itémation in original) (quoting
United States ex rel. Wilson v. Kellogg Brown & Root,, 1625 F.3d 370, 376 (4th Cir. 2008)).
Therefore, the futility analysis under Rule 15@aressarily requires a preliminary assessment of
the allegations of the proposed amendment in light of the substantive law on which the additional
claim is basedRambus, Inc. v. Infineon Techs., A8B4 F. Supp. 2d 812, 819 (E.D. Va. 2004).
Based on a review of Plaiffts filing, which this Court ha construed as a Motion to
Amend, it appears that Plaintgfproffered amendment is efteely the same as his Amended
Complaint and nearly identical to his Objectid@aghe R&R. Thus, in the present case, both the
undersigned and the Magistrate Judge have leaddtasion to perform étrequisite preliminary
assessment of the allegations of Plaintiffidmposed amendment. In his Motion to Amend,
Plaintiff primarily attempts to “clarify[] the interdf this action for th¢Clourt[']s evaluation of
[s]tanding purposes,” by narrowing his requested remedies, omitting his previous prayer for
injunctive relief and seeking only declaratorfiekwith regard tothe Judicial Defendanfs.
(Pl’s Mot. to Amend 1). However, the Magiate Judge’'s R&R, vith this Court adopts,
expressly states that “summary dismissal off8ffs claims against fie Judicial Defendants]

for declaratory relief is appropt&in this case.” (R&R 12)Accordingly, everunder the less

3. Although Plaintiff asks the Court to “find Defendsuguilty under the 14th amendment due process regulation
as well as 18 U.S.C. § 371 and render Judg[]mentsatioti from Defendants Wigeyr, Hattaway[,] and Reeves
equal to those granted by the State court to create @italdg balance,” (Pl’'s Mot. to Amend 3), this too is
substantially similar to the relief requested in Plairgifmended Complaint and addressed by the Magistrate Judge
in the R&R.



stringent standard governimpgo separties and their pleadings, Plaintiff's proposed amendment
is “clearly insufficient [and] frivolous on its face.Johnson 785 F.2d at 516. Therefore, the
Court denies Plairffis Motion to Amend.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the CouDOPTS the Magistrate Judge’'s R&R.
Accordingly, it is ORDERED that Plaintiffs Amended Complaint iBISMISSED. It is
THEREFORE ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion for Prigminary Injunction and Emergency
TRO isDENIED. It isFURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion to Amend i®ENIED.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

M%

PATRICK MICHAEL DUFFY
United States District Judge

January 5, 2015
Charleston, South Carolina

4. Because the Court concludes tRktintiff's Motion to Amend should bend is, denied on the basis of futility,

the Court need not discuss whether the requested amendment would be prejudicial to Defendants ohevhether t
has been bad faith on the part of Plaintiff. However, the Court nevertheless notes that grantirg dessmdt
would severely prejudice Defendants.



