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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA

William J. Pierce C/A No. 3:15¢v-3048JFA-BM
Plaintiff,

VS.

Alan Wilson;Dan F. Laney ORDER
Defendars.

l. INTRODUCTION

William J. Pierce(*Plaintiff”), proceedingpro se, brings this civil action pursuant to 42
U.S.C. § 1983This case watransferredo this Court from the Dist Court for the Dstrict of
Columbia. Plaintiff is aninmate incarcerated at th#hnson State Prison in Wrighike,
Georgia® He files this actiorin forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915. Thisse is subject to
summary dismissal.

In accordance with 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b) and Local Civil Rule 73.02(B)(2), D.S.C., the case
was referred to the Magistrate Judge for pretrial handlidg.January 27, 2016he Magistrate
Judgeissueda Report and Recommendati¢gReport”) whereinhe recommends that thisoGrt
dismiss the action without prejudi@nd without issuance and service of procS€F No. 10).
Plaintiff filed an objection to the Report. (ECF N&3). Thusthis matter is ripe fothe Gurt’s
review.

The Court is charged with making de novo determination of those portions of the

Report to which specific objectianare made, and th€ourt may accept, reject, or modify, in

! Plaintiff is apparentlgervinglife sentences iseparatenurders in Suth Carolina and Georgia

2 The Magistrate Judge makesly a recommendation to thiso@rt. The recommendation has no presumptive
weight, and the responsibility tnake a final determination remains with the Couvtathews v. Weber, 423 U.S.
261 (1976).
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whole or in part, the recommendation of the Magistrate Judge, or recommit the tmdtte
Magistrate Judge with instructionSee 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)However,adistrict courtis only
required toconduct ade novo review ofthe specifigoortions ofthe Magistrate Judge’'Reportto
which an objection is madeSee 28 U.S.C.8 636(b); Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(bfarniewski v. W.
Virginia Bd. of Prob. & Parole, 974 F.2d1330 (4th Cir. 1992)In the absence of specific
objections to portions of the Repaiftthe MagistrateJudge this Court is not required to gia
explanation for adopting the recommendati@e Camby v. Davis, 718 F.2d 198, 199 (4th Cir.
1983).

Further, ade novo review of the Magistrate JudgeReport is unnecessarylien a party
makes general and conclusory objections that do not direct the court to acspeoifiin the
magistrate's proposed findings and recommendati@rpiano v. Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 474th
Cir. 1982) In the absence of a proper objection, the court niosty* satisfy itself that there is
no clear error on the face of the record in order to accept the recommend&ieiamond v.
Colonial Life & Acc. Ins. Co., 416 F.3d 310, 3 (4th Cir. 2005)(internal citation omitted)see
also Thomasv. Arn, 474 U.S. 140, 148-53 (1985).

The Report sets forth in detail the relevant facts and standards of law on this amatte
the court incorporates thosgthout a recitation.

. DiscussioN

In his well-reasonedReport, the Magistrate Judge detailed not less than ggeends
upon which this case should be summarily dismis§ed.ECF No. 10. By contrast, in his
objection, Plaintiffmakesthree “objections,” none of whichare even remotelyelatal to the

Magistrate Judgds conclusionsSee ECF No. 13.



First, Paintiff contendsthat the Magistrate Juge misidentifiedhis trial judge. Former
South Circuit Court Judge Dan F. Laney is listed as-defendant in this actiofror this reason,
the Magistrate Judge likely assumdddge Laney was the trial judge. Hower, Plaintiff
maintains hatJudge Laney was merely thalge whaallegedlysuppressed evidence prior to the
trial at whichJudge Louis Rosepresided See Sate v Pierce, 207 S.E.2d 414S.C. 1974).
Regadless, this minor error of fact is not a specific objectionany ofthe conclusios of the
Magistrate Judge.

Secondly, Hintiff maintains thatn April of 1971,a SouthCarolina LawEnforcement
Division investigatorand theAttorney Generabf South Carolina granted hiffiull immunity.”
ECF No. 13 p. 31. Despite thisalleged grant ofmmunity, Plaintiff was prosecuted two year
later for murder and sentenced to life in prison. Again, this is not a pobpeEationto any part
of the Magistrate Judgetecommendtions.

Finally, Haintiff contends that ditis trial a witness for the prosecution was paid $6,00
by an unidentified plice officerto testify against the Plaintiff. Additionally, Plaifitalleges that
Donald ‘Pee We& Gaskins informed him thathetestifying witness had seen the victiin the
presence ofhe same unidentified police officprior to the murderFurther, Plaintiff insinuates
the police officer may have beaatuallyresponsible for the murdérPlaintiff allegesthat the
use of this allegedly perjured testimoognstitutesa Brady violation. Again, regardless, these

allegations araot properobjections to the Report.

3 Donald“Pee Wet Gaskins, 8uth Carolinds mostnotoriousserial killer, allegedly killed more than 100 people
duringthe 1960s.

4 Margaret‘Ped Cutting the 12 year ol daughter of theBouth CarolineSenator James Cuttino, 8f Sumter
County.

5 Plaintiff’s conviction for this murder isot without controversyBefore his execidn, Gaskindimsef claimed to
have been responsitfier the murderand Plaintiffs confession is the subject wfuch debate.
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Accordingly,in light of the Plaintiffs failure to specifically object to anpoint of error in
the Magistrate Judgeconclusions, this Qotis satisfied there is no clear error on the face of the
Report.

[11.  CONCLUSION

After a careful review of the recordf the applicable law, andf the Reportand the
Objections thereto, thisCourt finds the Magistrate udige’s recommendations proper
Accordingly, the @urt ADOPT S the Report and Recommendation of the Magistratehaneby

DISM I SSES this action without prejudice and without issuance and service of process.

%4,?43. Q‘éwmg-

March 29 2016 Joseph F. Anderson, Jr.
Columbia, South Carolina United States District Jgg

IT ISSO ORDERED.



