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

Curtis J. Brown# 238979, )

Plaintiff, g C.A. No.: 2:1%v-4065PMD-MGB
United States of Americat al, ))

Defendants )) )

This matter comes before the CourtRlaintiff’s objectios to United Stated/agistrate
JudgeMary Gordon Bakes report andrecommendatior(*R & R”) that the Court dismiss
Plaintiff's pro secomplaintwithout prejudiceand without service of proce$ECF Nos.21 &
18). For the reasorstated hereinthe Court overruleBlaintiff's objectiors.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The MagistrateJudge makes only a recommendation to this Colite R & R has no
presumptive weight, and the responsibility for making a final determinatioaime with the
Court. Mathews v. Weber23 U.S. 261, 270-71 (197&partiesmaymake written objectiofto
the R & R within fourteen dayafter being servedith a copy ofit. 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)This
Court must conduct a de novo review of any portion of theRt& which a specific objection is
made and the Court may accept, reject, or modify tHagistrate Judges findings and
recommendations in whole or in partd. Additionally, the Court may receivaoreevidence or
recommit the matter to the Magistrate Judge with instructitchs.A party s failure to objecis
taken as the partyagreement with th#agistrateJudges conclsions. See Thomas v. Ard74
U.S. 140(1985). Absenta timely, specific objectior-or as to those portions of the R & R to

which no specific objection is madehis Court “must ‘only satisfy itself that there is no clear
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error on the face of the record anderto accept the recommendatidn.Diamond v. Colonial
Life & Accident Ins. C9416 F.3d 310, 315 (4th Ci2005) (quoting FedR. Civ. P. 72 advisory
committeés note).

Pro sefilings are held to a less stringent standard than those drafted megg@sordon
v. Leeke574 F.2d 1147, 1151 (4th Cit978), andfederal district cousg mustconstrue such
pleadingsliberally to allow the development of potentially meritoriodaims see Hughes v.
Rowe 449 U.S. 5, 91980)(per curiam) The liberal onstruction requirement, however, does
not mean courts can ignoeeclear failure to allege facts that set forth claioognizable in
federal district courtSee Weller v. Déjpof Soc. Servs901 F.2d 387, 391 (4th Cir. 1990).

DISCUSSION

With one exception discussed beldWaintiff's objections merely rehash his complaint’s
frivolous assertions. The Court declines to address those arguments, as they are not prope
objections. See, e.g.Anderson v. Dobsor627 F.Supp.2d 619, 623 (W.D.N.C2007) (“An
‘Oobjection’ that does nothing more than state a disagreement with a magststggested
resolution, or simply summarizes what has been presented before, is not anoiwbgscthat
term is used in this contexf(titation and quotation marks omit. In addition, the Court has
considered the documents Plaint#ftached tohis objections and finds that they are either
irrelevantor do not contradict anything in the R & R.

The onlytrue objection the Court can discern is Plaintiff's accusatioet Magistrate
Judge Baker “lied” by writing in the R & R that in one of Plaintiffs many priordais, he
“filed for habeas corpus § 2241 to the Supreme Court to violate [Plaintiff's] &ld@erbation.”

(R & R, ECF No0.18, at2.) That sentence frorthe R & R is aqudation of Plaintiff's own



complaint. Although the R & R misquotes one wbtHat clearly was inadvertent. The Court
rejectsPlaintiff’'s accusationthat Magistrate Judge Baker has lied.

The Court has reviewed the remainder of the R.&Seeing nothing clearly erroneous,
the Court adopts thR & R, with the one substitution footnoted below.

CONCLUSION

For theforegoingreasons, it iIORDERED that Plaintiffs objectiors areOVERRULED
and thathe complaintis DISMISSED without prejudce and without service of process
AND IT ISSO ORDERED.

@%

PATRICK MICHAEL DiFry
United States District Judge

March 21, 2016
Charleston, South Carolina

1. Inthe complaint, Plaintiff wrote “District Court,” not “Supreme @gu (Compl., ECF No. 1, at 4.) Thuhe
Court replacethe word“Supreme” on pge 2 of the R & R with “District.”
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