UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH

CAROLINA

Randolph Ashford v. T. Byrne (MD); P. Derrick (RN/HCA)

Ashford - No. 0:25-cv-1156-JFA-PJG - Decided March 12, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina reviewed Plaintiff Randolph

Ashford’s objections to a Report and Recommendation concerning his motion for a preliminary

injunction. The court overruled the objections, adopted the Report and Recommendation, denied the

motion for a preliminary injunction, and recommitted the matter to the Magistrate Judge for further

review.
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Plaintiff objected to a magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation
recommending denial of his motion for a preliminary injunction in a

prisoner civil-rights action.

The district court reviews specific objections to a magistrate judge's
Report and Recommendation de novo and reviews unobjected-to
portions, including portions subject only to general or conclusory

objections, for clear error.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court properly reviewed the magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation under

the de novo and clear-error standards.

2. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated a likelihood of success on the merits sufficient to warrant a preliminary
injunction based on alleged deliberate indifference to his medical needs.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court must conduct de novo review of the portions of a magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation to which specific objections are made, while unobjected-to portions and portions
challenged only by general or conclusory objections are reviewed for clear error.

2. A prisoner's disagreement with a medical provider's judgment, or negligent diagnosis or treatment, does
not by itself establish deliberate indifference; Plaintiff therefore failed to show a likelihood of success on

the merits and was not entitled to a preliminary injunction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, the deliberate indifference standard “is not satisfied by ... mere disagreement concerning

‘[q]uestions of medical judgment,’ or mere negligence in diagnosis or treatment.”” (Section IIT)

“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, a prisoner proceeding pro se, alleged that Defendants denied him constitutionally adequate medical
care by failing to provide orthopedic shoes or inserts prescribed by another specialist. Defendant Byrne
examined Plaintiff and concluded that orthopedic inserts were not necessary, and the Report noted that the South
Carolina Department of Corrections must approve special shoes or insoles and that subjective pain ordinarily
does not indicate a need for special footwear. The district court concluded that Plaintiff's disagreement with the
medical judgment and services provided did not demonstrate constitutionally deficient care or a likelihood of

success on the merits.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The case was referred to a magistrate judge for pretrial proceedings under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b) and Local Civil
Rule 73.02(B)(2) (D.S.C.). The magistrate judge recommended denying Plaintiff's motion for a preliminary
injunction because Plaintiff had not shown a likelihood of success on the merits. After reviewing Plaintiff's
specific objections de novo and the remainder of the Report for clear error, the district court adopted the Report,

denied the preliminary-injunction motion, and recommitted the matter to the magistrate judge for further review.

DISPOSITION



other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The matter was recommitted to the magistrate judge for further review.
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