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CAROLINA

Sean Goins v. Director Ray
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina adopts in part a magistrate judge’s
Report and Recommendation in Sean Goins’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court dismisses the action
without prejudice for failure to prosecute and dismisses the defendant’s motion for summary judgment
as moot.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a pro se, in forma pauperis action under 42 U.S.C. §
1983. After Plaintiff failed to respond to Defendant's summary-
judgment motion or to the magistrate judge's extended deadline and
Report and Recommendation, the district court reviewed the
recommendation for clear error and dismissed the action without
prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW In the absence of specific objections to a magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation, the district court need only determine whether there
is clear error on the face of the record. Specific objections would
require de novo review of the challenged portions.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order

PARTIES Sean Goins v. Director Ray

TOPICS

section 1983 summary judgment civil procedure



PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights civil procedure prisoner litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should accept the magistrate judge's recommendation after Plaintiff failed to
file specific objections.

2. Whether the action should be dismissed for Plaintiff's failure to prosecute and failure to respond to the
court's orders.

3. Whether the dismissal should be with or without prejudice.

4. Whether Defendant's pending motion for summary judgment remained justiciable after dismissal of the
action.

HOLDINGS

1. When no timely specific objections are filed, the district court need not conduct de novo review and may
accept the recommendation after satisfying itself that there is no clear error on the face of the record.

2. The action was properly dismissed for Plaintiff's failure to prosecute after he failed to respond to the
summary-judgment motion, the magistrate judge's additional deadline, and the Report and
Recommendation.

3. The action was dismissed without prejudice rather than with prejudice.

4. Defendant's motion for summary judgment was dismissed as moot after the action itself was dismissed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The magistrate judge’s recommendation has no presumptive weight, and the responsibility for making a final
determination remains with the United States District Court.”

“Accordingly, the court DISMISSES this action without prejudice.”

“The defendant’s motion for summary judgment (ECF No. 36) is hereby DISMISSED AS MOOT.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sean Goins filed a pro se § 1983 action while proceeding in forma pauperis. Defendant Director Ray filed a
motion for summary judgment, and the court warned Goins of the response requirements and consequences
under Roseboro v. Garrison. Goins filed no response by the deadline and failed to respond after receiving
additional time and notice that dismissal for failure to prosecute would be recommended; the Report and
Recommendation was also returned as undeliverable.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The matter was referred to a magistrate judge for pretrial handling under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b) and Local Rule
73.02(B)(2)(e). Defendant moved for summary judgment, but Plaintiff did not respond despite a Roseboro notice
and an additional opportunity to respond. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal with prejudice for



failure to prosecute. The district court found no clear error, adopted the recommendation in part, modified the
dismissal to be without prejudice, and dismissed the summary-judgment motion as moot.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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