UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH
CAROLINA

Zedrick Smalls v. Charleston County Sheriff’s Office

Smalls - No. C/A No. 0:24-4614-RMG-PJG - Decided April 7, 2026

SUMMARY

The magistrate judge recommends granting the parties’ consent motion to remand the remaining state-
law claims to the Charleston County Court of Common Pleas. Although the parties invoked 28 U.S.C.
§ 1447(c), the court explains that it retains supplemental jurisdiction and recommends remand as a

discretionary decision under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c) because the federal claims have been dismissed.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on the parties’ consent motion to remand

the remaining state-law claims to state court after dismissal of the
federal claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A district judge may review objections to a magistrate judge’s report
and recommendation de novo; absent timely objections, the district
court need only satisfy itself that there is no clear error on the face of

the record before accepting the recommendation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court retained supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims after all
federal claims had been dismissed.

2. Whether remand was mandatory under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c) or discretionary under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c).

3. Whether the court should decline supplemental jurisdiction and remand the remaining state-law claims

to state court.

HOLDINGS

1. The court retained supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims because they were
sufficiently related to claims within the court’s original jurisdiction and formed part of the same Article
IIT case or controversy.

2. Remand was not mandatory under § 1447(c) because the court had subject matter jurisdiction over the
remaining state-law claims through supplemental jurisdiction; any remand would therefore be

discretionary.

3. The court should exercise its discretion under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c) to decline supplemental jurisdiction

and remand the remaining state-law claims to the Charleston County Court of Common Pleas.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the federal claims have now been dismissed, the court may exercise its discretion to decline

supplemental jurisdiction over the state law claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c).” (at 1)

“Because the court here retains supplemental jurisdiction over the state law claims, remand here is

discretionary rather than mandatory.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The action began as a state-law suit in South Carolina state court. Plaintiff later amended the complaint to add
federal claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, prompting removal to federal court. The federal claims were
subsequently dismissed or otherwise terminated, leaving only state-law claims. The parties then jointly sought

remand.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally commenced the action in the Charleston County Court of Common Pleas on August 31, 2023,
asserting state-law claims against Charleston County and the Charleston County Sheriff’s Office. In July 2024,
Plaintiff filed an amended complaint adding defendants and claims, including a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
Defendants removed the action to federal court on August 22, 2024. After the court dismissed Defendant
Wellpath and the parties stipulated to dismissal of the remaining federal claims, the parties moved by consent on
March 13, 2026, to remand the state-law claims. The magistrate judge recommended granting the motion, based
on discretionary relinquishment of supplemental jurisdiction rather than a jurisdictional defect under 28 U.S.C. §
1447(c).

DISPOSITION



remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The report and recommendation instructs that the remaining state-law claims be remanded to the Charleston
County Court of Common Pleas. The district court was to consider objections under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) and

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(b) before adopting the recommendation.
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