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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

RICHARD LOPEZ, No. 2:13-cv-1176 KIM AC P
Plaintiff,
V. ORDER
J. KRIEG, et al.,
Defendants.

Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding prolsxs filed this civil rights action seeking relig
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The matter was referredUaited States MagisteaJudge as provide
by 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(B) and Local Rule 302.

On July 21, 2014, the magistrate judge fililediings and recommmaelations, which were
served on all parties and which contained noticdltparties that any obgtions to the findings
and recommendations were to be filed within ttyesme days. Plaintiff has filed objections to
the findings and recommendaticasd defendants Feitcher, Krieg, McDow, and Zamora havg
filed a reply to phintiff's objections.

In accordance with the provisions of 28 LS8 636(b)(1)(C) and Local Rule 304, this
court has conductedd® novo review of this case. Having céubly reviewed the entire file, the
court finds the findings anceccommendations to be supported by the record and by proper

analysis.

c. 69

—

\1%4

Dockets.Justia

.com


http://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/caedce/2:2013cv01176/255032/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/california/caedce/2:2013cv01176/255032/69/
http://dockets.justia.com/

© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N N N N DN DN NN DN R P R R R R R R R R
® N o O~ W N P O © 0N O 0NN W N B o

Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. The findings and recommendatiomed July 21, 2014, are adopted in full;

2. The motion to dismiss filed by defendargstcher, Krieg and McDow (ECF No. 38)
granted;

3. Defendant Zamora’s motion to dismiss (ECF No. 55) is granted,;

4. Plaintiff's complaint (ECF No. 1) is dismissed with leave to amend,;

5. Plaintiff shall file a first amended complaiimited to allegationsf inadequate dentall

care at SCC within twenty-eight ylaof the date of this order;
6. Plaintiff's motion to amend the complaint (ECF No. 52) is denied,;
7. Plaintiff's motion to file a supplement@dmplaint (ECF No. 35) is denied as moot;
8. The motion to stay discovery filed by defendants Feitcher, McDow and Krieg (E(
No. 40) is granted; and
9. Plaintiff's motion to compel (ECF No. 59) is denied as moot.

DATED: September 29, 2014.

TATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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