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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina adopted a magistrate judge’s Report

and Recommendation and denied Wellpath LL.C’s motion to dismiss. The court concluded that

although the plaintiff’s direct claims against Wellpath had been discharged in bankruptcy, Wellpath

remained a necessary nominal defendant for potential recovery from its insurer or a liquidating trust.
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The district court reviewed a magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation recommending denial of Wellpath LLC's motion to

dismiss. No party filed objections.

In the absence of specific objections to the Report and
Recommendation, the district court reviews the recommendation for
clear error on the face of the record. De novo review applies only to

portions to which specific objections are made.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should review the magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation for clear
error when no party filed objections.

2. Whether Wellpath LLC's motion to dismiss should be denied because Wellpath remained a necessary
nominal defendant for claims potentially collectible from its insurer or a liquidating trust despite the

bankruptcy discharge.

HOLDINGS

1. When no specific objections are filed to a magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation, the district

court reviews the recommendation for clear error rather than conducting de novo review.

2. Wellpath LLC's motion to dismiss was properly denied because Wellpath remained a necessary nominal
defendant for claims that might be collectible against its insurer or the liquidating trust created under the

bankruptcy discharge plan.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“in the absence of a timely filed objection, a district court need not conduct a de novo review, but instead
must ‘only satisfy itself that there is no clear error on the face of the record in order to accept the

recommendation.’” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harold Mitchell, a detainee at the Charleston County Detention Center, sued various defendants for alleged
deliberate indifference to his medical needs and alleged negligence by Wellpath LLC. Wellpath filed a
suggestion of bankruptcy, asserting that the action was stayed. The bankruptcy discharge plan discharged claims
asserted directly against Wellpath, but Wellpath remained a necessary nominal defendant for claims potentially

collectible against its insurer or a liquidating trust.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit on November 22, 2024, alleging deliberate indifference to medical needs and negligence
arising from his detention. Wellpath filed a suggestion of bankruptcy, and the magistrate judge recommended
denying Wellpath's motion to dismiss because Wellpath remained a necessary nominal defendant for claims
potentially collectible from its insurer or a liquidating trust. With no objections filed, the district court conducted

clear-error review, adopted the Report and Recommendation, and denied the motion to dismiss.
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