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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina adopted the magistrate judge’s
recommendation and dismissed Eric A. Wigfall, Jr.’s 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition without
prejudice under the Younger abstention doctrine. The court also denied a certificate of appealability
and did not require the respondent to file a return.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 while
detained pending trial in state criminal proceedings. The matter was
referred to a magistrate judge, who recommended summary dismissal
under Younger abstention without requiring a response from the
respondent. After petitioner objected, the district court adopted the
Report and Recommendation and dismissed the petition without
prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court makes a de novo determination of portions of a
magistrate judge's report and recommendation to which specific
objections are made, and may accept, reject, or modify the
recommendation. In the absence of specific objections, the court
reviews the record for clear error. Pro se pleadings are liberally
construed, but liberal construction does not permit the court to
disregard a failure to allege facts supporting a viable federal claim.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should adopt the magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation when
petitioner did not make specific objections.

2. Whether Younger abstention required dismissal of the petitioner's § 2241 habeas petition challenging
ongoing state criminal proceedings.

3. Whether petitioner was entitled to a certificate of appealability.

HOLDINGS

1. Because petitioner did not specifically object to any portion of the Report and Recommendation, the
district court was required at most to review the record for clear error and properly adopted the
recommendation.

2. Younger abstention applies because petitioner was involved in ongoing state criminal proceedings, those
proceedings implicated important state interests, and petitioner had an adequate opportunity to raise his
federal claims in the state proceedings.

3. A certificate of appealability was denied because petitioner did not make the required substantial
showing of the denial of a constitutional right.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Nevertheless, the Court finds that the Magistrate Judge correctly determined that applying Younger
abstention is appropriate here because (1) Petitioner is involved in ongoing state criminal proceedings, (2)
those proceedings implicate important state interests, and (3) Petitioner has an adequate opportunity to raise
his federal claims in the state proceedings.” (at 3)

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court ADOPTS the R&R (Dkt. No. 8) as the Order of the Court, DISMISSES
Petitioner’s habeas petition (Dkt. No. 1) without prejudice and without requiring Respondent to file a return,
and DENIES a certificate of appealability.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner was a state detainee awaiting trial on four criminal charges. He filed a petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241
asking the federal court to investigate the matters underlying his detention and release him from the detention
center. The court found that ongoing state criminal proceedings implicated important state interests and provided
petitioner an adequate opportunity to raise his federal claims.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Eric A. Wigfall, Jr., proceeding pro se, filed a § 2241 petition seeking investigation of his circumstances and
release from detention. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal based on Younger abstention. The district
court reviewed the recommendation, found no specific objection requiring de novo review, independently
determined that Younger abstention applied, adopted the recommendation, dismissed without prejudice, and
denied a certificate of appealability.
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