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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS
JONESBORO DIVISION

CEDRIC GLAZE PLAINTIFF

V. Case No. 3:15-cv-00161 KGB/BD

MIKE ALLEN, et al DEFENDANTS
ORDER

Before the Court are threRBartial Recommended Dispositor{*RD”) submitted by
United States Magistrate Judge Beth Dd@t. Nos. 40; 52; 53). The first REecommends
that this Court grant separate defendant the City of West Memphis’s motiomied{®kt. No.

40). Plaintiff Cedrick Glaze does not object to the dismissal of the City of M&siphisas a
defendant in this cag®kt. No. 50). Accordingly, the Court concludes thatfiree RD should
be, and herebig, approved and adopt€dkt. No. 40) The City of West Memphis’s motion to
dismiss is granted (Dkt. No. 33).

The second RD recommends that this Court dismiss without prejudice Mr. Glam®'s c
against defendant Stone because “[tlhe time for service on Defendant Stone hds grakse
Defendant Stone has not been served with a summons or a copy of the cdm{idintNo. 52,
at 2). Mr. Glaze objectetd this RD, claiming that defendant Stone is Ryan Stone, who has filed
an answer to the complaint (Dkt. No. 5@)efendants have stipulated that Mr. Glaze has served
Ryan Stone with the summons and complaint (Dkt. No. 57). For these reasons, the Court
declines taadopt the second RD (Dkt. No. 52).

The third RD recommends that this Court disméhout prejudiceMr. Glaze’s claims
against the John Doe defendants in this case based on Mr. Glaze’s failure to identdywand s

these defendantsithin the time allowedDkt. No. 53). Mr. Glaze has not objected to this RD,
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and the time to do so has pasSeéfter carefully considering thehird RD, the Court concludes
that the third RD should be, and hereby, approved and adopted its entirety as this Court's
findings in all respect@Dkt. No. 53).

So orderedhis 26thday ofApril, 2016.

Fush 4. Prdur

Kristine G. Baker
United States District Judge

1 Mr. Glaze indicates in his objections to the second RD that he objects to ¢heBhir
as well. However, his filing is solely focused on the recommendation to dismisslaef&tone
and does not address the John Doe defendants (Dkt. No. 56).
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