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

Lawrencel. Crawford, a/ka Jonah Gabriel)

Jahjah Tishbite, )
Petitioner ))
VS. )) Case N09:16-cv-3808-TLW
Warden McFadden ;
Respondent. : )
)
ORDER

PetitionerLawrenceL. Crawford an SCDC inmat@roceedingpro se, filed this action
pursuant to 28.S.C. 82254for habeas relieECF No.1, 16. OnDecember 22, 2016he Court
issued a proper form Order directiRgtitionerto bring the case into proper form and notifying
him that if he did not, the case would be subject to dismiE€&t No.5. In response to the Court’s
proper form OrderPetitionerfiled, inter alia, letters, ECF Ne. 8, 11, 12motions, ECF Nos. 7,
13, 18, affidavits, ECF Nos. 19, 22, 23, and an Amended Petition, ECF No. 16, but failed to bring
the case into proper forn@n May 4, 2017 United States Magistrate JudBeistow Marchant
issued a Report and Recommendation recommesdimgnarydismissal of théetition ECF No.
27. Thereatfter Petitionerfiled several documents including objections to the Ref@F Nos.
29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39, Petitioner also filed a motion for consalitbn, recusal, and
a change of venue. ECF No. 37. This matter is now ripe for disposition.

This Court is charged with conductinglanovo review of any portion of the Magistrate

Judge’s Reporto which a specific objection is registered, and may accept, reject, orymadif
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whole or in part, the recommendations contained inRiegiort 28 U.S.C. § 636. In conducting
its review, the Court applies the following standard:

The magistrate judge akes only a recommendation to the Court, to which any

party may file written objections.... The Court is not bound by the recommendation

of the magistrate judge but, instead, retains responsibility for the final

determination. The Court is required to reakde novo determination of those

portions of the report or specified findings or recommendation as to which an
objection is made. However, the Court is not required to review, unidken@/o

or any other standard, the factual or legal conclusions oh#ugstrate judge as to

those portions of the report and recommendation to which no objections are

addressed. While the level of scrutiny entailed by the Goreview of the Report

thus depends on whether or not objections have been filed, in either case the Court

is free, after review, to accept, reject, or mpany of the magistrate judge’

findings or recommendations.

Wallace v. Housing Auth. of the City of Columbia, 791 F. Supp. 137, 138 (D.S.C. 1992) (citations
omitted).

In light of the standard set forth Wallace, the Court has reviewedle novo, the
voluminousfilings and the relevant lawdhile Petitionerasserts general legal conclusiphe
does not stata basis for habeas religfs to Petitioner'ssonstitutionalclaims in his filings the
record reflect that Petitioner’s claimsdo not state a cognizable claim under federal. law
Petitionefs objections, he restatesnclusions andllegationsrom his previous filings, but fails
to state any legalrdactual fasis for the Coutb reject theconclusions in th&eport.To the extent
that his objections can be understood, the efforts of Petitioner to incorporate ffitingsther
cases is not appropriatgee Hinton v. Trans Union, LLC, 654F. Supp. 2d 440 (E.D. Va. 2009)
Further, the Court ries thatlthoughPetitionerhas filed numerous documents in this casdas
failed to bring the action into proper form.

For these reassrmandthe reasons stated by the Magistrate Jutigdreéport, ECF No. 27,
is herebyACCEPTED, the Petitioner'sObjections, ECF Nos. 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39,

40,areOVERRULED, and the PetitionECF Nos. 1, 16s DISMISSED without prejudice and



without requiring Respondent to file a retuim light of the dismissal of this actioietitioner’s
motion for consolidation, for recusal, and for a change of venue, ECF Ne.h&rebydenied as
MOOT.

The Court has reviewed this Petition in accordance with Rule 11 of the Rules Ggvernin
Section 2254 Proceedings. The Court concludes that it is not appropriate to issue ateetific
appealability as to the issues raised herein. Petitioner is advised that $eakaycertificate from
the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals under Rule 22 of the Federal Rubgspellate Procedure.

IT1SSO ORDERED.

g/ Terry L. Wooten

Terry L. Wooten
Chief United States District Judge

February 12, 2018
Columbia, South Carolina



