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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
MIAMI DIVISION
CASE NO. 13-23013-CIV-GAYLES/WHITE
PLEADRO J. SCOTT,
Plaintiff,

V..

MIAMI| DADE DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS
etal.,

Defendans.

ORDER

THIS CAUSE came before the Court on Defendant Midbaide Countys Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiffs SecondAmended Complaint [ECF No. 164pefendantsMotion to Dismiss
Jane Doe [ECF No. 206]; adefendants Motion to Dismiss Case as Sanction for Plaiigiff
Failure to Follow the Gurt's Order to Provide Complete Responses to Discovery RedE&dts
No. 208] The matter was previoustgerred to Magistrate Judge Patridkhite, pursuant to 28
U.S.C. 8636(b)(1)(B) and Administrative Order 20Q3 of this Court, for a ruling on all
pretrial, nondispositive matters, and for a Report and Recondiaiéon on any dispositive matters.
[ECF No. 3]. On Decembel3, 2016, Judge White issued a Report recommending that the Court
grant MiamiDade Countys Motion to Dismisgthe “County Dismissal Repdit [ECF No. 170].
On Jur 26, 2017, Judge White issued éteport recommending that the Court grant Defendants
Motion to Dismss Jane Dogthe “Jane @e Repof) [ECF No. 216] and another Report
recommending that the Court deny Defendaistion to Dismis Case as SanctioarfPlaintiff s
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“Sanction Repadi) [ECF No. 217]. Plaintiff has objected to the Coty Dismissal Report and the
Jane Doe Report.

A district court may accept, reject, or modify a magistrate judge’s report and
recommadation. 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1). Those portions of riygort and recommendation to
which objectionis made are accordeaf novo review, if those objections “pinpoint the specific
findings that theparty disagrees with.United Sates v. Schultz, 565 F.3d 1353, 1360 (11th Cir.
2009);see also Fed.R. Civ. P. 72(b)(3). Any portions of tlreport andecommendation to which
no specific objections madeare reviewednly for clear errorLiberty Am. Ins. Grp., Inc. v.
WestPoint Underwriters, L.L.C., 199 F. Supp2d 1271, 1276 (M.D. Fla. 2001g¢cord Macort v.
Prem, Inc., 208 F. App’x 781, 784 (11th Cir. 2006).

This Court, having conductedde novo review of theMotions and theecord, agrees
with Judge Whites well-reasoned analysis and agreeth his findings

Accordingly, dter careful consideration, it SRDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:

(1) Judge Whitss Repot and RecommendatisfECF Nocs. 170, 216, 21F are

AFFIRMED AND ADOPTED and incorporatethto this Order by reference;

(2) Defendant MiamiDade Countys Motion to Dismiss Plaintif6 SecondAmended

Complaint [ECF No. 162k GRANTED. Plaintiff s claims against MiariDade
County areDI SM|SSED.

3) DefendantsMotion to Dismiss Jane Doe [ECF No. 268[GRANTED. All

claims against Jane Doe &&SM|SSED and Jane Doe is administratively

terminated as a party to this action



(4) DefendantsMotion to Dismiss Case as Sanction for Plaitgifrailure to Follow
the Qourt's Order to Provide Complete Responses to Discovery Red&€s
No. 208]is DENIED.

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers avliami, Florida, thisAth day of August, 2017.

DY

DARRIN P. GAYLES
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



