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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THEEASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MARK A. GRANT, No. 2:19¢v-01495MCE-CKD PS
Plaintiff, ORDER
V.
MICHAEL CORRAL,

Defendant.

OnMarch 3, 2020, the magistrate judge filed findings and recommendations herein
were served on the parties and which contained notice that any objectionBrtditiys and
recommendations were to be filed within fourteen days. ECF No. 29. No objectionslectre

Accordingly, the @urt presumes that any findings of fact are corr&eteOrand v.
United States602 F.2d 207, 208 (9th Cir. 1979). The magistrate judge’s conclusions of lay
reviewedde novo. SeeBritt v. Simi Valley Unified School Dist.708 F.2d 452, 454 (9th Cir.

1983).

The Court has reviewed the applicable legal standards and, good cause appearing,
concludes that it is appropriate to adopt the Proposed Findings and Recommena&tibns i

Accordingly, IT ISHEREBY ORDERED that:

1. The Proposed Findings and Recommendations filed March 3, 2020 (ECF Nue 2¢
ADOPTEDIn full; and
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2. Haintiff's motion to strike (ECF No. 21) GRANTED IN PART and affirmative
defense nine (Arrest/Force) 3 RICKEN without prejudice; and DENIEIN PART without
prejudice as to the remainder of plaintiff's motion.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
DATED: March 24, 2020
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MORRISON C. ENGLAND, JFJ;)E }
UNITED STATES DISTRICT"




