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SUMMARY

The court granted Defendant Kathy Anderson’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss Robert Goggins’s
Fourth Amendment claim concerning an allegedly unlawful traffic stop, search, and seizure. Applying
South Carolina’s three-year statute of limitations and Fourth Circuit precedent, the court held that the
claim accrued when the search occurred in September 2020 and was therefore untimely. The court
adopted the magistrate judge’s Report and Recommendation and overruled Plaintiff’s objections.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss the plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 unlawful-
search-and-seizure claim under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)
(6). A magistrate judge recommended dismissal as barred by the
statute of limitations. The district court reviewed the plaintiff's
objections, adopted the Report and Recommendation, overruled the
objections, and granted the motion to dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court reviewed specific objections to the magistrate
judge's Report and Recommendation de novo and reviewed
unobjected-to or merely general objections for clear error. The Rule
12(b)(6) inquiry assesses whether the complaint states a legally
sufficient and plausible claim for relief under Rules 8(a)(2) and 12(b)
(6).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim based on an allegedly unlawful search and seizure was
barred by South Carolina's three-year statute of limitations.

2. Whether the claim accrued when the search occurred or only when the state criminal proceedings ended
or the evidence was suppressed.

3. Whether the court should reach the defendant's alternative qualified-immunity argument.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiff's § 1983 claim based on the alleged unlawful search and seizure accrued when the search
occurred, and South Carolina's three-year statute of limitations barred the claim filed more than three
years later.

2. The court declined to reach the defendant's alternative qualified-immunity argument because the statute-
of-limitations ruling was dispositive.

3. The complaint did not allege a separate malicious-prosecution claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, the motion to dismiss, (ECF No. 85), is GRANTED.” (Discussion)

“Because it is undisputed the search that gives rise to this action occurred in September 2020, the court finds
Plaintiff’s unlawful search and seizure claim barred by the statute of limitations.” (Discussion)

“A motion to dismiss filed pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) tests the legal sufficiency of a
complaint or pleading.” (Standard of Review)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In September 2020, Kathy Anderson, while on duty with the City of Clinton Police Department, allegedly
conducted a traffic stop without probable cause and performed an unlawful search and seizure. Robert Goggins
alleged that he was arrested and detained and sought $80,000 in damages under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. He filed this
action in December 2023, more than three years after the search, although a state court had suppressed evidence
and dismissed the charges in January 2023.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in December 2023 alleging that defendant conducted an unlawful traffic stop, search, and
seizure in September 2020. Defendant moved to dismiss based on qualified immunity and the statute of



limitations. After considering plaintiff's response, the magistrate judge recommended dismissal on limitations
grounds and alternatively recommended against qualified immunity at that stage. The district court conducted
the required review, adopted the recommendation on the limitations issue, declined to reach qualified immunity,
and dismissed the action.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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