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

Sammi H. Addahoumi, Civil Action No. 3:16-cv-1571-CMC-SVH

Plaintiff,
VS. OPINION AND ORDER

Harris Pastides, Dennis Pruitt, Bobby Gist
Alisa Liggett, Maueen Grewe, Augusta
Schneider, Timothy Bedford, Leslie G.
Wiser, Jr., Josef Olmert, Scott Prill, Carl R.
Wells, Officer J. Newton, Richard L.
Frierson, and the University of South
Carolina Board of Trustees,
Defendants.

This matter is before the court dwo motions by different Defendants: 1)
Defendants Bedford, Grewe, dget, Olmert, Pastides, Schneider, and Wiser's (“Served

Defendants”) Motion to Dismiss pursuant to FBd.Civ. P. 8(a), 10(b), and 12(b)(6) (ECF N

o

43); and 2) Defendants Gist, Newton, and Well®dfendants Not Served”) Motion to Dismiss
or Quash Service (ECF No. 44). Plaintfffed a response in @osition to the Served
Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss. (ECF No. 46)

In accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 636(b) drmtal Civil Rule 73.02 (B)(2), D.S.C., thi

2

matter was referred to United States Magistdaidge Shiva V. Hodgesrre-trial proceedings
and a Report and Recommendation (“Report”). On July 25, 2017, the Magistrate Judge issued a
Report recommending Defendants’ motions to désnbe granted “with leave to file a second

and final amended complaint that comports wigd. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2).” ECF No. 52. The
Magistrate Judge advised the parties of thegmores and requirements for filing objections|to

the Report and the serious consemes if they failed to do soThe Magistrate Judge further
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warned Plaintiff his failure to file a proper anded complaint would result in his case bejng

dismissed with prejudice. No party has dilebjections, and the time to do so has passed.

However, on August 4, 2017, Plaintiff fileds®cond Amended Complaint. ECF No. 54.

The Magistrate Judge makes only a recondagan to this court. The recommendation
has no presumptive weight, and the responsibilityaéde a final determination remains with the
court. See Mathewsv. Weber, 423 U.S. 261 (1976). The courtcisarged with making a de novo
determination of any portion oféhReport of the Magisdte Judge to which a specific objection
is made. The court may accept, reject, or modifyvhole or in part, the recommendation made
by the Magistrate Judge or recommit the mattah®Magistrate Judgeith instructions. See
28 U.S.C. 8 636(b). The court reviews the Repmly for clear error in the absence of an
objection. See Diamond v. Colonial Life & Accident Ins. Co., 416 F.3d 310, 315 (4th Cir. 2005)
(stating that “in the absence aftimely filed objection, a distt court need not conductde
novo review, but instead must only satisfy itselattihere is no cleam®r on the face of the

record in order to accept thecaanmendation.”) (citation omitted).




After considering the record, the applicalde/, and the Report and Recommendation of

the Magistrate Judge, the court finds mbear error and agreesvith the Report's

recommendation. However, as Plaintiff hasd a Second Amended Complaint (ECF No. 54),

Defendants’ motions (ECF Nos. 48d 44) are dismissed as mbot.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

s/ Cameron McGowan Currie
AMERON MCGOWAN CURRIE
SeniotJnited States District Judge

Columbia, South Carolina
October 23, 2017

! Served Defendants have already filed a amtb dismiss the Second Amended Complaint
failure to state a claim (ECF No. 56), and Defants Not Served have filed a Motion to Dism
or to Quash Service (ECF No. 57). €Be motions are currently being briefed.
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