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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

GOLDYN COOPER, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

SCOTT HEATLEY, et al., 

Defendants. 

No.  2:12-cv-00602 KJM DAD P 

 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 Plaintiff is a state prisoner proceeding pro se with a civil rights action pursuant to 42 

U.S.C. § 1983 against defendants Dr. Scott Heatley, Dr. H. Walter Pepper and Terri Weinholdt.  

On August 15, 2013, defendant H. Walter Pepper filed a motion to dismiss plaintiff’s complaint 

for failure to state a cognizable claim against him.  When plaintiff failed to file a timely 

opposition to the motion, the court ordered plaintiff to file his opposition or statement of non-

opposition within thirty days.  (ECF No. 28.)  Following plaintiff’s September 30, 2013 request 

for an extension of time, the court again ordered plaintiff to file his opposition.  (ECF No. 30.)  

On September 30, 2013 and October 17, 2013, plaintiff filed statements of non-opposition to 

defendant Pepper’s motion to dismiss.  (ECF No. 29 at 2 and 31.) 

 In light of plaintiff’s statement of non-opposition to the granting of the pending motion, IT 

IS HEREBY RECOMMENDED that: 

///// 
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