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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina adopts the Magistrate Judge’s
Report and Recommendation in Hazel Stoudemire, Sr.’s § 1983 and South Carolina Tort Claims Act
action. The court overrules Plaintiff’s objections, denies his motions for summary judgment, directed
verdict, and declaratory judgment, and grants Defendants’ motions for summary judgment. The court
concludes that Plaintiff failed to present sufficient evidence supporting his failure-to-protect and
inadequate-medical-care claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, objected to a
Magistrate Judge's Report and Recommendation addressing cross-
motions for summary judgment and related dispositive motions. The
district court conducted de novo review of the specifically challenged
portions and clear-error review of the remainder, adopted the Report
and Recommendation, denied Plaintiff's motions, and granted
Defendants' motions for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court reviewed de novo the portions of the Report and
Recommendation to which specific objections were made and
reviewed unobjected-to portions, including portions subject only to
general or conclusory objections, for clear error. Summary judgment



was reviewed under the applicable Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56
standard, and Plaintiff's pro se filings were liberally construed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Magistrate Judge properly refused to consider untimely or improperly verified documents
offered by Plaintiff as evidence opposing summary judgment.

2. Whether Eleventh Amendment immunity applied to Plaintiff's claims against the South Carolina
Department of Corrections and Defendants in their official capacities.

3. Whether Plaintiff's claims concerning failure to protect and inadequate medical care were properly
analyzed under the Eighth Amendment rather than the Fourteenth Amendment.

4. Whether Plaintiff presented sufficient evidence to satisfy the subjective knowledge requirement for a §
1983 failure-to-protect claim.

5. Whether Plaintiff's general and conclusory objections identified error in the Report and
Recommendation warranting rejection of the recommendation.

HOLDINGS

1. The Magistrate Judge properly declined to consider Plaintiff's purported February 2025 declaration
because it was not filed or presented to the court and was untimely, and properly determined that the
August 2021 documents were not a proper factual declaration and did not contain specific factual
testimony concerning the underlying incident.

2. Eleventh Amendment immunity applies to Plaintiff's claims against the South Carolina Department of
Corrections and against the individual Defendants in their official capacities.

3. Because Plaintiff was a convicted prisoner in custody when the alleged events occurred, his claims
concerning physical harm by inmates and prison officials' failure to protect him are properly analyzed
under the Eighth Amendment rather than the Fourteenth Amendment.

4. Plaintiff did not present sufficient evidence to establish that any Defendant had specific knowledge of a
substantial risk of harm to Plaintiff, and therefore his evidence did not satisfy the subjective component
of his § 1983 failure-to-protect claim.

5. General, conclusory objections that merely reassert prior arguments or express disagreement with the
Magistrate Judge's conclusions do not require correction of the Report and Recommendation;
unobjected-to or inadequately objected-to portions are reviewed for clear error.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The recommendation has no presumptive weight, and the responsibility to make a final determination
remains with the Court.” (Section II)

“An objection is specific if it ‘enables the district judge to focus attention on those issues—factual and legal—
that are at the heart of the parties’ dispute.’” (Section II)

“A specific objection must “direct the court to a specific error in the magistrate’s proposed findings and
recommendations.”” (Section II)

“After a thorough review of the Report, the applicable law, and the record of this case, the Court finds no
clear error in the Report.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that on February 16, 2021, Defendant Sergeant Thomas unlocked his cell door, permitting
unidentified inmates to enter and attack him, resulting in a broken jaw. Plaintiff also alleged that Defendants
failed to provide timely medical assistance after the attack. In opposing summary judgment, Plaintiff relied on
documents that were either not filed, untimely, unrelated to this action, or lacked specific sworn factual
testimony regarding the incident.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action was referred to a Magistrate Judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b) and Local Civil Rule 73.02(B)(2) for
pretrial proceedings. The Magistrate Judge recommended denying Plaintiff's motions and granting Defendants'
motions for summary judgment. Plaintiff filed objections and a reply; the district court overruled the objections,
adopted the Report and Recommendation, denied Plaintiff's Motion for Directed Verdict, Motion for Declaratory
Judgment, and Motion for Summary Judgment, and granted Defendants' motions for summary judgment.
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