UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH
CAROLINA, FLORENCE DIVISION

Isaiah Jacob Holmes v. Quandara Grant, Dana Aiken, Sergeant

Black, Officer Joseph, Sergeant Bush, and Dr. Garmen

Civil Action No. 4:24-3255-MGL-TER - No. 4:24-3255-MGL-TER - Decided February 3, 2026

SUMMARY

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

report and recommendation after the plaintiff filed no objections. The court granted summary

judgment to Defendants Quandara Grant, Sergeant Black, Officer Joseph, and Sergeant Bush,

dismissing the claims against them with prejudice, while noting that claims against Dana Aiken had

previously been dismissed and Defendant Dr. Garmen’s summary-judgment motion remained pending.
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The district court reviewed a magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation recommending summary judgment for Defendants
Grant, Black, Joseph, and Bush. Plaintiff filed no objections. The
district court adopted the Report and Recommendation, granted
summary judgment for those defendants, and dismissed the claims

against them with prejudice.

When no timely objection is filed to a magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation, the district court need not conduct de novo review
and instead must satisfy itself that there is no clear error on the face of
the record before accepting the recommendation. If specific objections
are filed, the district court conducts a de novo determination of the

challenged portions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What standard of review applies when a party fails to object to a magistrate judge's Report and

Recommendation?

2. Whether the court should adopt the magistrate judge's recommendation to grant summary judgment to

Grant, Black, Joseph, and Bush and dismiss the claims against them.

HOLDINGS

1. When no timely objection is filed to a magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation, the district court
need not conduct de novo review and may accept the recommendation after determining that no clear

error appears on the face of the record.

2. Summary judgment is granted to Defendants Grant, Black, Joseph, and Bush, and the claims against
those defendants are dismissed with prejudice.

3. A party's failure to file timely objections to a magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation waives

appellate review.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“[I]n 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

ER2)

recommendation.

“It is therefore the judgment of the Court Defendants Grant, Black, Joseph, and Bush’s motion for summary
judgment is GRANTED and the claims against those Defendants are DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Holmes, proceeding without counsel, filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against six defendants. The magistrate
judge recommended granting summary judgment to Grant, Black, Joseph, and Bush. Holmes did not object to

the recommendation, and the district court adopted it and dismissed the claims against those four defendants
with prejudice.
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Holmes filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against Grant, Aiken, Black, Joseph, Bush, and Garmen. The magistrate
judge issued a Report and Recommendation on January 16, 2026, recommending that summary judgment be
granted to Grant, Black, Joseph, and Bush. Holmes filed no objections. The district court adopted the
recommendation, granted summary judgment to those defendants, and dismissed the claims against them with

prejudice; the court noted that claims against Aiken had previously been dismissed and that Garmen's summary-
judgment motion remained pending.
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