Macklin v. Hollingsworth et al Doc. 86

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

9 FOR THEEASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10
11 | JAMES L. MACKLIN, No. 2:10ev-1097MCE-KJIN
12 Plaintiff,
13 V. ORDER
14 | MATTHEW HOLLINGSWORTH, et al,
15 Defendars.
16
17 On September 8, 2014, the magistrate judge filed findings and recommendations (ECF.
18 | No. 65) herein which were served on the parties and which contained notice that any oligections
19 | the findings and recommendations were to be filed within fourteen days. On September 22, 201
20 | plaintiffs filed objections to the proposed findings and recommendations (ECF. No. 72). On
21 | October 9, 2014, defendant Deutsche Bank National Trust (ECF No. 77) and defendant Quality
22 | Loan Services Corporation (ECF No. 78) each filed a response to plaintiff' siobggethich
23 | have been considered by the court.
24 This court reviews de novo those portions of the proposed findings of fact to which an
25 | objection has been made. 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1); McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Commodote
26 | Business Machine$56 F.2d 1309, 1313 (9th Cir. 198&¢rt. denied455 U.S. 920 (1982%ee
27 | alsoDawson v. Marshall, 561 F.3d 930, 932 (9th Cir. 2009). As to any portion of the propgsed
28 | findings of fact to which no objection has been made, the court assumes its corautness

1

Dockets.Justia.com


http://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/caedce/2:2010cv01097/207010/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/california/caedce/2:2010cv01097/207010/86/
http://dockets.justia.com/

© o0 N o o A w N Pk

N N N N N DN DN NN R R R R R R R B R
0o N o 0N WN P O ©OW 0o N O o hN WwWN P O

decides the motions on the applicable I&eeOrand v.United States602 F.2d 207, 208 (9th

Cir. 1979). The magistrate judge’s conclusions of law are reviewed de See8ritt v. Simi

Valley Unified School Dist.708 F.2d 452, 454 (9th Cir. 1983).

The court has reviewed the applicable legal standardsyand cause appearing,
concludes that it is appropriate to adopt the proposed findings and recommendations in fu
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The Proposed Findings and Recommendations filed September 8a014
ADOPTED,;

2. Defendants Sele®ortfolio Servicing, Inc., Deutsche Bank National Trust Co., and
Quality Loan Service Corporation’s motions to dismiss the second amended congjil&imi@s.
45, 49) are GRANTEDand

3. Defendants Select Portfolio Servicing, Inc., Deutsche Bank National Toysird

Quality Loan Service Corporation are DISMISSED from this action WITHRRHECE.
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MORRISCN C. ENGLAND, JRYCHIEF JUDGE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DATED: December 24, 2014




