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

Benjamin Davis Bowden,
C/A No. 6:16¢cv-01952TLW
Plaintiff,

V.

ORDER
Greenville County Detention Health Services

TracyKrein, Kim Olszewski

Defendans.

Plaintiff Benjamin Davis Bowdena pretrial detaineeproceedingpro se andin forma
pauperis, filed this action alleging violations of his constitutional rightgsuant to 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983.ECF No. 1 The matter now comes before this Court for revievited FirstReport and
Recommendation (the First RepoECF No. 12,andthe Second Report andecommendation
(the Second Report), ECF No. 3ited by United States Magistrate Judge Kevin F. McDongdd
whom this casevas assignedursuant to the provisions of 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(B) and Local
Civil Rule 73.02(B)(2), (D.£.).

In the First Report the Magistrate Judge recommends that the Gaumimarily dismiss
DefendanGreenville County Detention Health Servigagsuant to 28 U.S.C. 8315A ECF No.
12.0bijections to the First Repaxiere due oduly 25 2016, andPlaintiff has nofiled objections.

On November 26, 201®efendantKrein and Olszewskiiled a Motion for Summary
Judgment arguing that Plaintiff received adequate medical care, Plairétf fai exhaust his
administrative remedies, Defendants are entitled to qualified immuamitythe claims are barred

by the Eleventh Amendment. ECF No. 24. The Second Repodmmends dismiak of
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Plaintiff's claims.ECF No. 35. The deadline ¢tbjectto the Second Report was January 25, 2017.
However, Plaintiff failed to fe objections to the Second Report.

This Court is charged with conductinglanovo review of any portion of the Magistrate
Judge’s Reporto which a specific objection is registered, and may accept, reject, orymadif
whole or in part, the recommendations contained in that Report. 28 U.S.C. 8 636. In the absence
of objections, this Court is not required to give any explanation for adopting the recomorendat
See Camby v. Davis, 718 F.2d 198, 199—-2(ath Cir. 1983).

This Courthas carefully reviewedle novo, the Report and Recommendations, the record,
and the applicable lam this caseNoting thatPlaintiff filed noobjections to the First Report, the
First Report,ECF No.12, is herebyACCEPTED. The record reflects that the deadlines for
Plaintiff to respondo Defendants’ motiomere extendedly the Court. However, Plaintiff failed
to file a response to Defendants’ motfonsummary judgment. In addition, Plaintiff has not filed
objections to the Second Report. For these reasons andattiogtated by the Magistrate Judge
the Second Report, ECF No. 35, is herAl§CEPTED, and the Plaintiffs Complaint, ECF No.

1, isDISMISSED without prejudice

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

S/Terry L. Wooten

Terry L. Wooten
Chief United States District Judge

June 29, 2017
Columbia, South Carolina

1 This Court notes that the Plaintiff did not respond to Dieféendants’Motion for Summary
Judgment. The analysis in that filing suppodismissal of this action on the meriés to
Defendants Krein and Olszewskilowever, n light of the Court's dismissal of this action,
Defendants’ Motion for Summary, ECF No. 24, is deeiédiOT .
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