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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ROBERT LEE TAYLOR, No. 2:17-cv-2014 KIM CKD P
Plaintiff,
V. ORDER

ERIC ARNOLD, 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 Magrsite Judge as provided

by 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(B) and Local Rule 302.

On December 19, 2019, the magistrate juagggned to this case filed findings and
recommendations, which were served on all paaineswhich contained nat to all parties that

any objections to the findingsmd recommendations were tofded within fourteen days.

Neither party has filed objectiomns the findings and recommendations.

Although it appears from tHde that plaintiff's copy of the findings and

recommendations was returned, plaintiff was propsglyed. It is the plaintiff's responsibility {o

keep the court apprised of hisrent address at all times. Puasit to Local Rule 182(f), service

of documents at the rembaddress of the party is fully effective.
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The court presumes that angdings of fact are correcBee Orand v. United States,
602 F.2d 207, 208 (9th Cir. 1979). The magistpadge’s conclusions of law are reviewed
denovo. See Robbinsv. Carey, 481 F.3d 1143, 1147 (9th Cir. 2007) (“[D]eterminations of lav
by the magistrate judge are revevde novo by both the distriatart and [the appellate] court
....."). Having reviewed the file, the codinds the findings andecommendations to be
supported by the record abg the proper analysis.

Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. The findings and recommendations filzecember 19, 2019, aaglopted in full;

2. Defendant’s motion to dises (ECF No 39) is granted; and

3. This case is closed.

DATED: September 7, 2020.
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CHIEF I.‘Q/"ED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




