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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
CHARLESTON DIVISION

Timothy Collier, )
) C/ANo0. 2:12-01523-TMC
Aaintiff, )
)
V. ) ORDER
)
Sheriff Steven Mueller and )
Nurse Margaret Lewis, )
)
Defendant. )

The plaintiff, a state prison@roceeding pro se, filed thétion pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §
1983. This matter is before the court for review of the United States Magistrate Judge’s Report
and Recommendation made in accordance with.3C. § 636(b)(1) and Local Civil Rule 73.02
for the District of South Carolina (“Report”).

The magistrate judge makes only a recommendation to this court, and that
recommendation has no presumptive weight. The responsibility to make a final determination
remains with this court.See Mathews v. Weber, 423 U.S. 261, 270-71 (1976). The court is
charged with making de novo determination of thasportions of the Report to which the parties
specifically object, and the court may accept, rejeanadify, in whole or irpart, the magistrate
judge’s recommendation, or recomfie matter with instruction§ee 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

The magistrate judge recommended grargungmary judgment to both Defendants as to
plaintiff's federal claims, and #t any state law claims be dissed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8
1367(c).

The magistrate judge advised fiaintiff of his right to fileobjections to the Report. (ECF
No. 56 at 10). However, the plaintiff did not file any objections. In the absence of objections to
the Report, this court is not required to provaaeexplanation for adopting the recommendation.

See Camby v. Davis, 718 F.2d 198, 199 (4th Cir. 1983). Ratlfer the absence of a timely filed
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objection, a districtourt need not conduct a de novo revibwt, instead musonly satisfy itself
that there is no clear error dhe face of the record in ondéo accept the recommendation.”
Diamond v. Colonial Life & Acc. Ins. Co., 416 F.3d 310, 315 (4th Cir. 280(quoting Fed. R. Civ.
P. 72 advisory committee’s note).

After a thorough review of the Report and tieeord in this caseéhe court adopts the
Report (ECF No. 56) and incorpoeatit herein. It is therefor®RDERED that defendants’
Motion for Summary Judgnm¢ (ECF No. 30) iSSRANTED and that plaintiff's state law claims
areDISMISSED pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c).

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

gTimothy M. Cain
UnitedState<District Judge

Anderson, South Carolina
August 19, 2013

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL

The parties are hereby notified of the righappeal this order pursuant to Rules 3 and 4 of
the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.



