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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina adopts the Magistrate Judge’s
Report and Recommendation and grants the respondent’s motion for summary judgment in Anthony
M. Hudson’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas action. The court rejects Hudson’s objections concerning
ineffective assistance of counsel, the validity of his guilty plea, procedural default, and counsel’s
alleged failure to file a direct appeal. The petition is dismissed, and a certificate of appealability is
denied.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. After
the Magistrate Judge recommended granting Respondent's motion for
summary judgment, Petitioner filed objections. The District Court
reviewed the objections, adopted the Report and Recommendation,
granted summary judgment, dismissed the petition, and denied a
certificate of appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The District Court conducts de novo review of portions of a magistrate
judge's report to which specific objections are made, and reviews
unobjected-to or nonspecific portions for clear error. In reviewing the
§ 2254 claims, the court applies the deference required by 28 U.S.C. §
2254(d) to state-court adjudications and defers to state-court factual
determinations, including credibility findings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hudson's objections to the Magistrate Judge's recommendation concerning grounds two and
three were sufficiently specific to warrant de novo review and whether those grounds were procedurally
barred.

2. Whether the state post-conviction court's rejection of Hudson's claim that counsel failed to ensure a
knowing, voluntary, and intelligent guilty plea was contrary to or an unreasonable application of clearly
established federal law, or based on an unreasonable factual determination.

3. Whether the state post-conviction court's rejection of Hudson's claim that plea counsel was ineffective
for failing to file a direct appeal was contrary to or an unreasonable application of Hill v. Lockhart and
Strickland v. Washington, or based on an unreasonable factual determination.

4. Whether Hudson was entitled to a certificate of appealability.

HOLDINGS

1. Objections that do not address the Magistrate Judge's procedural-bar reasoning and instead reargue the
underlying merits are nonspecific; the District Court therefore need not conduct de novo review of those
issues and may review them for clear error. The court found no clear error in the recommendation that
grounds two and three were procedurally barred.

2. The state post-conviction court's determination that Hudson's guilty plea was knowingly, voluntarily, and
intelligently entered, and that he failed to satisfy Strickland's requirements, was not contrary to or an
unreasonable application of clearly established federal law and was not based on an unreasonable
determination of the facts. Habeas relief on ground one was therefore denied.

3. The state post-conviction court's rejection of Hudson's claim that counsel was ineffective for failing to
file a direct appeal was not contrary to or an unreasonable application of Hill v. Lockhart or Strickland
and was not based on an unreasonable determination of the facts. Habeas relief on ground four was
therefore denied.

4. A certificate of appealability was denied because Hudson failed to make a substantial showing of the
denial of a constitutional right.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The recommendation has no presumptive weight, and the responsibility to make a final determination
remains with the Court.” (Opinion, Part II)

“Importantly, a review of an ineffective assistance of counsel claim is not simply a review of the merits;
rather, review is focused upon whether the state court decision was reasonable.” (Opinion, Part III)

“Accordingly, this Court adopts the Magistrate Judge’s Report and Recommendation and incorporates it
herein by reference.” (Opinion, Part IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hudson challenged his guilty pleas in South Carolina state court to voluntary manslaughter and attempted armed
robbery. He received concurrent sentences of twenty-eight years for voluntary manslaughter and twenty years for
attempted armed robbery. His federal petition asserted ineffective assistance concerning the knowing and
intelligent nature of his plea, the failure to investigate his mental health, and the failure to file a direct appeal, as
well as a claim that evidence warranted a trial.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hudson challenged his South Carolina convictions and sentences through a § 2254 petition. The matter was
referred to a Magistrate Judge, who recommended granting Respondent's motion for summary judgment,
concluding that two grounds were procedurally barred and that the remaining ineffective-assistance claims failed
under the applicable deferential standards. The District Court overruled Hudson's objections, adopted the Report
and Recommendation, granted summary judgment, dismissed the petition, and denied a certificate of
appealability.

DISPOSITION
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