
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH
CAROLINA

Louis A. Dorff, Jr. v. Sonia E. Turner and Taylor-Marie Turner
No. 6:25-cv-4000-BHH, United States District Court for the District of South Carolina (April 29, 2026)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina reviewed a magistrate judge’s
report and recommendation concerning Defendants’ motion for summary judgment. The court found
no clear error, adopted the report, granted summary judgment only on Plaintiff’s aiding-and-abetting
breach of fiduciary duty claim against Taylor-Marie Turner, and denied the motion as to all other
claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under South Carolina and Florida law.
Defendant Sonia E. Turner moved for summary judgment, and
Defendant Taylor-Marie Turner moved to join and adopt that motion.
After the Magistrate Judge recommended partial summary judgment
and no party objected, the District Court reviewed the
recommendation for clear error and adopted it.

STANDARD OF REVIEW In the absence of specific objections to a magistrate judge’s report and
recommendation, the district court reviews the report and record for
clear error rather than conducting de novo review.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order with no reported citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What standard of review governs a magistrate judge’s report and recommendation when no party files
specific objections?

2. Whether Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff’s claims, including the fourth cause
of action for aiding and abetting breach of fiduciary duty against Taylor-Marie Turner.

HOLDINGS

1. When no party files specific objections to a magistrate judge’s report and recommendation, the district
court reviews the report and record for clear error rather than conducting de novo review.

2. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment only on Plaintiff’s fourth cause of action alleging aiding
and abetting breach of fiduciary duty against Taylor-Marie Turner; summary judgment was denied as to
all other claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“in the absence of a timely filed objection, a district court need not conduct a de novo review, but instead
must ‘only satisfy itself that there is no clear error on the face of the record in order to accept the
recommendation.’” (2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Louis A. Dorff, Jr. asserted claims under South Carolina and Florida law against Sonia E. Turner and
Taylor-Marie Turner. Sonia moved for summary judgment, and Taylor-Marie sought to join and adopt that
motion. The order does not recite the underlying substantive facts because it resolves the motion by adopting the
Magistrate Judge’s Report and Recommendation after clear-error review.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Magistrate Judge granted Taylor-Marie Turner’s motion to join and adopt Sonia Turner’s summary-
judgment motion to the extent the arguments and evidence supported judgment as to all claims against Taylor-
Marie. The Magistrate Judge recommended granting summary judgment only on Plaintiff’s fourth cause of
action, aiding and abetting breach of fiduciary duty against Taylor-Marie, and denying summary judgment on all
other claims. No objections were filed, so the District Court reviewed the Report for clear error, found none,
adopted and incorporated the Report, and granted the motion in part and denied it in part.
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