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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina adopts a Magistrate Judge’s Report
and Recommendation in Travis Wright’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning conditions of pretrial
detention and alleged inadequate medical treatment. The court denies Wright’s motion for summary
judgment and grants the defendants’ motions for summary judgment. The court declines to express an
opinion on whether the complaint constitutes a strike under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i).
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court reviewed a Magistrate Judge's Report and
Recommendation addressing cross-motions for summary judgment in
a pro se prisoner's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court considered
Plaintiff's objections, reviewed the challenged portions of the Report,
adopted the Report as modified, denied Plaintiff's motion for summary
judgment, and granted Defendants' motions for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A district court conducts de novo review of the portions of a
Magistrate Judge's Report and Recommendation to which a specific
objection is made, and reviews unobjected-to or nonspecific portions
for clear error. The court also applied the summary-judgment standard
incorporated from the Report and construed the pro se pleadings
liberally.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure civil rights constitutional law prisoner litigation summary judgment

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's objections to the Magistrate Judge's Report and Recommendation were sufficiently
specific to require de novo review.

2. Whether the Report and Recommendation should be adopted and Plaintiff's motion for summary
judgment denied while Defendants' motions for summary judgment were granted.

3. Whether the district court had authority to determine whether the dismissal of the prisoner action
constituted a strike under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i).

HOLDINGS

1. Objections that merely repeat unsupported factual allegations and do not identify a specific factual or
legal error in the Report do not warrant de novo review of the challenged conclusions; the court may
review such portions for clear error.

2. The Magistrate Judge's recommendation was properly adopted: Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment
was denied and Defendants' motions for summary judgment were granted.

3. The district court declined to express an opinion on whether the complaint should be deemed a strike
because the authority to adjudicate strike status belongs to the court considering a later request for in
forma pauperis status.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“district courts lack authority to adjudicate whether their dismissals of prisoner actions constitute strikes
under the three-strikes rule.” (III)

“the strike decision is solely for the district court considering a subsequent request for IFP status” (III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Travis Wright, a state pretrial detainee proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, alleged that officials at the
Sumter Lee Regional Detention Center violated his constitutional rights. His allegations concerned placement in
individual housing, inadequate linens, showers, sanitation, cleaning supplies, and meals, commissary losses,
unaddressed grievances and complaints, and inadequate medical treatment. Defendants submitted affidavits and
documentation, while Wright's objections principally repeated unsupported factual assertions and did not provide
admissible evidence or address the Report's legal conclusions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on November 17, 2023, later amending and supplementing his complaint. The parties
filed cross-motions for summary judgment, and the Magistrate Judge recommended denying Plaintiff's motion



and granting Defendants' motions. Plaintiff objected to the Report and Recommendation, but the district court
found that his objections were largely unsupported factual assertions and did not identify specific legal error. The
court adopted the Report as modified and declined to express an opinion on whether the complaint constituted a
strike under the Prison Litigation Reform Act.
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