Bright v. The Board of Equalization et al Doc. 11

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
at CHATTANOOGA

EDNAB. BRIGHT, )
)
Plaintiff, )
) Case No. 4:15-cv-61
V. )
) JudgeMattice
THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION,et al. ) Magistrate Judge Lee
)
Defendants. )
)
ORDER

On February 1, 2016, Magistrate Judge Susan K. filed her Report and
Recommendation (Doc. 10). Magistrate Judlge recommended that (1) this action be
dismissed for failure to state a claim for whicelief may be granted due to this Court’s
lack of jurisdiction, and (2) that all ber pending motions be denied as moot.

Plaintiff has filed no objections tothe Magistrate Judge’s Report and
RecommendatioA Nevertheless, the Court has condactta review of the Report and
Recommendation, as well as the record, amafjittes with Magistrate Judge Lee’s well-
reasoned conclusions. Speciily, the Court finds thatit lacks subject matter
jurisdiction to hear Plaintiff's claims.

Accordingly,

e The CourtACCEPTS and ADOPTS Magistrate Judge Lee’s findings of fact,

conclusions of law, and recommendations (Doc. 10);

1 Magistrate Judge Lee specifically advised Plafrttiit she had 14 days in which to object to the Report
and Recommendation and that failure to do so wavddve her right to appeal. (Doc. 10 at 6 n.&e
Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b)(2)xee also Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140, 148-51 (1985) (noting that ‘“[ijtekonot
appear that Congress intended to require distrmtiric review of a magistrate’s factual or legal
conclusions, under de novo or any other standard, wh neither party objects to those findings”). Even
taking into account the three additional days fervice provided by Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(d), the perind
which Plaintiff could timely file any objections Banow expired.
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Plaintiffs Motion for Leave to Proceetih Forma Pauperis (Doc. 2) is hereby
DENIED ASMOOT,;

Plaintiff's Motion to Ask a Qestion (Doc. 6) is heredyENIED AS M OOT,;
Plaintiff's Motion Filed Under Titt 28 U.S.C. (Doc. 8) is heredENIED AS
MOOT,;

Plaintiff's Motion to VacateJudgment (Doc. 9) is hereldENIED AS MOOT,;
and

Plaintiffs Complaint (Doc. 1) is herelyISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE.

SO ORDERED this 22nd day of February, 2016.

/sl Harry S. Mattice, Jr.
HARRY S. MATTICE, JR.
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




