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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

Case No. 17-cv-20314-GAYLES

FARHOD KARIMOV et al.,
Plaintiffs,

V.
OBK CENTER CORP. d/b/aBAHOR

RESTAURANT and IRINA ELIUTINA,
Defendants.

ORDER AFFIRMING AND ADOPTING REPORT OF MAGISTRATE JUDGE

THIS CAUSE comesbefore the Court oMagistrate Judge Alicia OtazReyes$s Report
and Recommendation [ECF No. 3éhteredon May 26, 2017Plaintiffs filed this action on Ja
uary 25, 2017allegingthat theDefendantgailed to pay the Plaintiffs overtime wages, in siain
of the Fair LaboiStandards Act, 29 U.S.@.201 et seg. [ECF No. 1].The Defendants filed a
Motion to Dismiss or Stay Proceedings andCtompel Arbitration on March 20, reque$ing that
the Court stay this action and order the parties to arbibeged on the fadchateach Plaitiff
signed a mandatory arminding arbitration agreemefECF No. 16] This Court eferred the
adion to Judge Otazo-Reyes on April 19, 2017 [ECF No. 23].

Following a hearinggn May 26th, Judge Ota#®eyes enterkthe instantReport and Re
ommendaion, which recommendghat (1) the Defendans’ mation to dismiss belenied (2) the
Defendants motion to stay be granted; and (3) the partiesibected to poceed to arltration.
Obections to the Repodnd Recommatation were due June 9, 2017. To date, noctbjes have
been filed.

A district court may accept, reject, or modify a magistrate judge’s repdntezomme-

1 While the motion ixaptioned as “Motion to Dismis$ in part; themotioris sole argument is that this Court stay
the action pending arbitration.
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dation. 28 U.S.C. 8 636(b)(1). Those portions of the report and recommendation to whieh obje
tion is made are accordeld novo review, if those objections “pinpoint the specific findings that
the party disagrees withUnited Sates v. Schultz, 565 F.3d 1353, 1360 (11th Cir. 2008 also
Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b)(3). If no objectioare filed the district court need only review the report and
recommendation for “clear erroMacort v. Prem, Inc., 208 F. App’x 781, 784 (11th Cir. 2006)
(per curiam);see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 72 advisory committee’s nofbe Court has undertaken
this review and has founab clear error in the analysis and recoematations stated in thieport
and Recommendation.
Accordingly, it isSORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:
(1) the Reportand RecommendationCF No.34]is AFFIRMED AND ADOPTED
and incorpaoated nto thisOrder by reference
(2) the Defendantamotionto stay[ECF No. 16]is GRANTED IN PART. The Plantiffs
are herebYDIRECTED to amitratetheir claims in accordance with thearitten
agreenents to arbitrate. Theeferdants motion isDENIED to the atent it seeks
dismissal of the Plaintiffsclaims;and
(3) thisaction shall b&sTAYED pending completion of arbitration and shalldskmn-
istratively closed dung the pendency of the stadBiaintiffs orDefendants may move
to reopenthe case at thepproprate time.

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers at Miami, Florida, thi2th day of June, 2017.

o4

DARRIN P. GAYLES
UNITED STATES DI ICT JUDGE




