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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE

LORETTA MURRAY, et al., )
Plaintiffs,
No.: 3:15-CV-284-TAV-CCS

V.

FRANK WILLIAMS, et al.,

~— e

Defendants. )

ORDER

This civil matter is before the Cowh the Report and Recommendation entered by
United States Magistrate Judge C. Clifford #lyir Jr., on May 9, 2017 (the “R&R”) [Doc.
100], and on plaintis’ Petition for Writ of Supersedeaand Applicatn for Temporary
Stay Pending Appeal [Doc. 101]. Defenddiiesl a response and supplement to plaintiffs’
petition [Docs. 102, 103].

In the R&R, Magistrate Judge Shirley reamends that plaintiffs’ Motion for Stay
of Execution of Sanction [Doc. 92] be denidithere have been no timely objections to the
R&R, and enough time has passed since thegfiif the R&R to treaany objections as
having been waivedSee 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1); Fed. R. Civ. P. 72.

The Court does note that plaintiffs’ Patditifor Writ of Supersedeas and Application
for Temporary Stay Pending Appeal [Doc. 18ppears to address the same subject matter
as the R&R. Howevens noted in defendants’ supplarmelaintiffs have acknowledged
that they filed the petition in & Court in error and actuallgtended to file the document

in the Sixth Circuit [Doc103-1]. As suchthe Court will deny the petition.

Dockets.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/tennessee/tnedce/3:2015cv00284/75102/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/tennessee/tnedce/3:2015cv00284/75102/104/
https://dockets.justia.com/

After a careful review of the matter, the Coigrin agreement ith Magistrate Judge
Shirley’s recommendations, which the Court ad@ptd incorporates into its ruling. As
such, the CouACCEPTSIN WHOLE the R&R [Doc. 100]. As such, Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Stay of Execution of $&tion [Doc. 92] is herebPENIED. In addition, plaintiffs’
Petition for Writ of Supersedeas and Applica for Temporary Sty Pending Appeal
[Doc. 101] is alsdENIED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

d Thomas A. Varlan
CHIEFUNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




