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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
AIKEN DIVISION

Matthew Gregory Cabbil, )

Civil Action No. 1:16ev-01820JdMC
Plaintiff,
ORDER
VS.

The United States of America,

Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

MatthewGregoryCabbil, (“Plaintiff”) proceedingro sg, filed a Complainpursuant to 28
U.S.C. 8§ 191mgainstthe United States of America (“Defendant”) seeking redi@ssarious
damages and losses resulting from an allegedahwadiation experimenthis matter is before
the court for review of the Magistrate Judge’s Repaod Recommendation (“Repor{(BECF No.

26), filed on September 8, 2016, recommending that the district saormarilydismiss the
Complaint (ECF No. 1) ithis case without prejudice. The Report sets forth the relevant facts and
legal standards which this court incorporates herein without recitation.

The Magistrate Judge’s Report is made in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) dnd Loca
Civil Rule 73.02 for the District of South Carolina. The Magistrate Judge’s Reportly a
recommendation to this court, and has no presumptive weitjetresponsibility to make a final
determination remains with this couee Matthews v. Weber, 423 U.S. 261, 27@1 (1976). The
court is charged with makingde novo determination of those portions of the Report to which
specific objections are made, and the court may accept, reject, or modify, in wholgadr, the
magistrate judge’s recommendation or recommit the matter with instrucBes28 U.S.C. §

636(b)(1).
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1), within fourteen days of being served with a copy, any
party may serve and file written objections to such proposed findings and recomoredati
Plaintiff was advised of his right to file an object to the Report by September 26, 2016. (ECF
No. 26.) Plaintiff and Defendants have not filed any objections to the report.

In the absence of objections to the Magistrate Judge’s Report, this court iguictd¢o
provide arexplanation for adopting the recommendati&ee Camby v. Davis 718 F. 2d 198, 199
(4" Cir. 1983). Rather, “in the absence of a timely filed objection, a district court neezhdatt
ade novo review, but instead must ‘only satisfy itself that thisrao clear error on the face of the
record in order to accept the recommendatioRidmond v. Colonial Life & Acc. Ins. Co., 416
F.3d 310, 315 (&Cir. 2005) (quoting Fed. R. Civ. P. 72 advisory committee’s note). Furthermore,
failure to file specificwritten objections to the report results in a party’s waiver of the right to
appeal from the judgment of the district court based upon such recommendation. 28 U.S.C. §
636(b)(1);Thomasv. Arm, 474 U.S. 140 (1985Wright v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841 ¢ Cir. 1985);

United Statesv. Schronce, 727 F.2d 91 (¢h Cir. 1984).

After a thorough and careful review of the record, the court finds the Magidtrdge’s

Report provides an accurate summary of the facts and law in the instaahdak®es not contain

any clear error. The couDOPTS the Magistrate Judge’s Repamnd Recommendatio(ECF

! Plaintiff filed correspondence with the couas well as what he assertaigranscript of a 1995
speech made by President Clintdnying the fourteemlay objection periodECF Nas. 28, 29,
30). However,noneof the filingsstatean objection to the Report nor is there any mention of the
Reportin either the letters or the trseript (ECF Ncs. 28, 29, 30)Pro se complaints are held to a
less stringent standard than those drafted by attor@eydon v. Leeke, 574 F.2d 1147, 1151

Cir. 1978), and a federal district court is charged with liberally congtraiicomplaint filecdby a

pro se litigant to allow the developmentaopotentially meritorious casirickson v. Pardus, 551
U.S. 89, 94 (2007Even when construdiberally, Plaintiff’s filings do not amount tobjections.



No. 26)lt is thereforeORDERED that Plaintiff's Complaint i1 SMISSED without prejudice
and without requiring Defendants to file a retérn.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

8 ' I’
United States District Judge

December1, 2016
Columbia, South Carolina

2 Plaintiff filed three additional Motions for Leave to Procéedorma pauperis. (ECF Nas. 33,
34, 35).Plaintiff previously filed, and was granted, a Motion for Leave to Proceddrma
pauperis. (ECF Ncs. 2, 25. There is no further relief the court can pde/Plaintiff. As such, the
courtDENIES the threeduplicativein forma pauperis Motions as moot (ECF Na. 33, 34, 35.)



