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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

9 FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10
11 | JOSEPH LAVERY, No. 2:13-cv-2083 MCE AC P
12 Plaintiff,
13 V. ORDER
14 | B. DHILLON et al.,
15 Defendants.
16
17 Plaintiff has filed a statement with the cbundicating that he received the Order and
18 | Findings and Recommendations issued byutiaersigned on August 29, 2016, ECF No. 108, In
19 || his statement, plaintiff indicatélsat he requested assistance additional time in the law library
20 | due his writing disability, but dinot receive it._See ECF Nbl1 at 2-8. Plaintiff attaches,
21 | presumably for reference, a copy of the requestsubmitted to prison staff seeking additiona
22 | library time and other accommodation§ee id. at 10-14. Although the instant filing might
23 | reasonably be construed as a request fextamnsion of time to respond to the August 29, 2016
24 | Order and Findings and Recommetmuias, the court is unable tietermine from this filing how
25 | much of an extension gahtiff may be seeking.
26 | /1
27

1 In the requests, plaintiff citehis limited time to respond toeftourt’s order and his need to
28 | “research [his] response.” See ECF No. 111 at 12.
1
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Plaintiff is advised that detal legal arguments are not necegsa order for plaintiff to
object to Findings and Recommendations.rééwer, review of the August 29, 2016 Findings
and Recommendations in this case, ECFI0&, demonstrates that the undersigned’s

recommendation that plaintiff’'s motion forghiminary injunctive relief and a temporary

restraining order be denied is mandated by agipléeclegal principles based on the facts allege

by plaintiff. There are no foreseeable groungsen which plaintiff can reasonably dispute the
binding legal authority.

Nonetheless, in order togiect plaintiff’s rights, seae independent review by the
assigned district judge, and preserve issueagdpeal, the court will construe plaintiff's recent
submission as an objection to the recommgadahat plaintiff’s motion for preliminary
injunctive relief and a temporarysteaining order be denied, andawoy and all findings and fact

and conclusions of law on which that recommemdhais based. Plaintiff need take no further

action in order for his objections to be consider&te district court will consider the arguments

that plaintiff has previously made regarding his motion for preliminary injunctive relief, and
review the issuee novo.
IT 1S SO ORDERED.
DATED: September 29, 2016 , -~
Cltliors— &{ﬂa——t—
ALLISON CLAIRE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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