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Appeal from the United States District Court for the District of 
South Carolina, at Columbia.  Sol Blatt, Jr., Senior District 
Judge.  (3:08-cv-01639-SB) 
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Before MICHAEL, DUNCAN, and AGEE, Circuit Judges. 

 
 
Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion. 
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PER CURIAM: 

Shaheen Cabbagestalk appeals the district court’s 

order accepting the recommendation of the magistrate judge and 

dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2006) action for failure to 

prosecute under Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(b).  We have reviewed the 

record and find no reversible error.  Accordingly, we affirm for 

the reasons stated by the district court.  See Cabbagestalk v. 

Blowe, No. 3:08-cv-01639-SB (D.S.C. Feb. 27, 2009).  We deny 

Cabbagestalk’s motion for summary judgment.  We dispense with 

oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are 

adequately presented in the materials before the court and 

argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


