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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina adopted the magistrate judge’s
report and recommendation and granted defendants’ motions to dismiss most of Kamarah Reynolds-
Hall’s claims. The court dismissed the negligence claims as time-barred, dismissed claims against the
prosecutors based on absolute prosecutorial immunity, dismissed the malicious-prosecution claims
under Heck v. Humphrey, and dismissed the false-arrest claims as untimely. The court denied the
motions to the extent the amended complaint may assert civil-conspiracy or defamation claims, denied
the motion for default judgment and other motions, and remanded the matter to the magistrate judge
for further proceedings.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After referral to a magistrate judge, the district court conducted de
novo review of the portions of the magistrate judge's report and
recommendation to which plaintiff objected. The court adopted the
report, granted defendants' Rule 12(b)(6) motions except as to
potential civil-conspiracy and defamation claims not addressed by the
motions, denied plaintiff's motion for default judgment and subsequent
motions, and remanded for further proceedings before the magistrate
judge.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court reviewed specific objections to the report and
recommendation de novo under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), but was not
required to conduct de novo review of general and conclusory



objections. For Rule 12(b)(6), the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, viewed them in the light most favorable to plaintiff,
disregarded legal conclusions, and required facts sufficient to state a
facially plausible claim.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court order; nonprecedential

TOPICS

motions to dismiss section 1983 statute of limitations default judgment civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

Civil procedure Civil rights Constitutional law Torts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the negligence claim against Holder Properties was barred by South Carolina's three-year
statute of limitations.

2. Whether the negligence claim against the University was barred by the statute of limitations.

3. Whether the Section 1983 malicious-prosecution claims against the prosecutors were barred by absolute
prosecutorial immunity.

4. Whether the Section 1983 malicious-prosecution claims against the police officers were barred by Heck
v. Humphrey because plaintiff's trespassing conviction had not been invalidated.

5. Whether the Section 1983 false-arrest claims were barred by the statute of limitations.

6. Whether plaintiff stated a plausible Section 1983 claim against McKellar.

7. Whether the University and Holder Properties were in default despite having filed timely motions to
dismiss.

8. Whether allegations not addressed by the motions potentially stated civil-conspiracy or defamation
claims requiring further proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1. The negligence claim against Holder Properties was barred by South Carolina's three-year statute of
limitations because the alleged injury occurred on August 23, 2020, and plaintiff did not file suit until
November 25, 2024.

2. The negligence claim against the University was barred by the same three-year statute of limitations
because it arose from the August 23, 2020 incident and was filed more than three years later.

3. The Section 1983 malicious-prosecution claims against Gipson and Goldberg were dismissed because
prosecutors have absolute immunity for initiating and pursuing criminal prosecutions and for conduct
intimately associated with the judicial phase of the criminal process.



4. To the extent plaintiff sought damages under Section 1983 based on his prosecution and resulting
trespassing conviction, the malicious-prosecution claims against the police officers failed under Heck v.
Humphrey because plaintiff had not shown that the conviction had been reversed, invalidated, or
otherwise called into question.

5. The Section 1983 false-arrest claims were barred by South Carolina's three-year statute of limitations
because the claims accrued when plaintiff was detained pursuant to legal process following his 2020
arrests.

6. The claims against McKellar were dismissed because the complaint did not allege a plausible
constitutional violation or sufficient personal involvement by McKellar.

7. Default judgment was denied because the University and Holder Properties had filed timely motions to
dismiss and therefore were not in default for failing to file answers.

8. The court did not decide whether plaintiff stated civil-conspiracy or defamation claims; it held only that
the allegations potentially asserted those claims and remanded for the magistrate judge to consider them
in the first instance.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court is charged with making a de novo determination of those portions of the Report to which specific
objection is made, and the Court may accept, reject, or modify, in whole or in part, the recommendation of the
Magistrate Judge or recommit the matter with instructions.” (Section III.A)

“The Supreme Court has held under § 1983 “a state prosecutor ha[s] absolute immunity for the initiation and
pursuit of a criminal prosecution.”” (Section IV.A.3)

“The rule established by Heck applies whenever a conviction results from the challenged arrest or
prosecution. It has nothing to do with where a criminal defendant is housed or the label assigned to him
following conviction.” (Section IV.A.4.a)

“Therefore, it is the judgment of the Court Defendants’ motions to dismiss are GRANTED except to the extent
Reynolds-Hall may have stated a claim of civil conspiracy and/or defamation.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he was assaulted and injured by multiple student-athletes at a dormitory near the University
of South Carolina on August 23, 2020. He alleged that university personnel, university police officers, and
prosecutors concealed or omitted evidence to protect the student-athletes, then arrested him and charged him
with first-degree burglary; he ultimately pleaded guilty to the lesser offense of trespassing. Plaintiff asserted
negligence claims against Holder Properties and the University, Section 1983 malicious-prosecution and false-
arrest claims against police officers and prosecutors, and allegations involving withheld video evidence,
conspiracy, and defamatory statements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, proceeding pro se, filed an amended civil-rights and state-law tort action arising from an alleged
assault, subsequent arrest and prosecution, and alleged concealment of evidence. The magistrate judge construed



the complaint as asserting Section 1983 malicious-prosecution claims, a negligence claim, and related claims,
recommended dismissal, and denied plaintiff's motions to amend. Plaintiff objected, sought default judgment
against the University and Holder Properties, and filed additional motions. The district court overruled the
objections, adopted the report and recommendation, dismissed the claims addressed by the motions, denied the
additional motions, and remanded for consideration of potentially unaddressed conspiracy and defamation
claims.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the magistrate judge for further review of the potentially unaddressed civil-conspiracy
and defamation claims, without any suggestion on their merits. The court directed no particular merits result.
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