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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

CHARLOTTE COLEMAN,
Plaintiff,
V. No. 12-2305-CM-GLR

GENERAL MOTORS, et al.,

Defendants.
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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

174

Plaintiff Charlotte Coleman filed a lawsuiteying employment discrimination based on Title
VIl of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Sheoatemporaneously filed a request to proceddrma

pauperis (“IFP”). (Doc. 3.) Magistrate Judge Rushfesued a report and recommendation on Jun

112
A

2012, recommending denial of plaifis request to proceed IFP (“R&R” (Doc. 6.) Judge Rushfelt
advised plaintiff that she had 14 days to objedtis recommendation. This deadline has passed, and
plaintiff has failed to file any objectionsherefore, the R&R is ripe for review.
After reviewing the R&R and the evidence before the court, the court adopts the R&R in |ts
entirety and denies plaintiffé-P motion. Specifically, a couof the United States may allow
commencement of an action without payment ofréfigiired fees by a partyhw submits an affidavit
showing an inability to pay such fees. 28 U.$@915(a)(1). When comering applications and
financial affidavits, courts generally seek targgare an applicant’s monthly expenses to monthly
income. See Patillo v. N. Am. Van Lines, Inc., No. 02-2162, 2002 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9675, 2002
WL1162684, at *1 (D. Kan. Apr. 15, 2002) (denyirkPl because applicant and his spouse had a
monthly net income that exceediir monthly expenses by $288Yebb v. Cessna Aircraft, No. 00-

2229, 2000 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 10554, 2000 WL 1025575, at *1 (D. Kan. July 17, 2000).
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In this case, plaintiff's reported monthly inoe exceeds her monthly expenses. In addition
plaintiff reports that she has $1,500 “cash on handfiénform of a checking account. (Doc. 3.)
Based on the specific financial figun@ovided, it appears to the couratiplaintiff is able to pay the
required fees. Although a burden may result ftbenpayment of these feeds1915 requires that the
claimant be unable to pay the fees before the edliyrant IFP status. Accordingly, the court adop
the R&R in its entirety and deniggaintiff's Motion to Proceed WWhout Payment of Fees (Doc. 3).

Plaintiff shall pay the filing fee of $350.@h or before July 11, 2012. Failure to pay the feeg
by this deadline may result in dismissal of plaingiffase without further notice. Plaintiff shall also
make service of summons in accordance with FedRaris of Civil Procedure 4. Plaintiff is further
advised that a “Pro Se Guide” is availbd assist her on the court’s website at

http://www.ksd.uscourtgov/a-pro-se-quide/

IT ISTHEREFORE ORDERED that Magistrate Judge Rushfelt’'s Report and
Recommendation (Doc. 6) @&lopted in its entirety.
IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that plaintiff's Motion to Proceed Without Payment of Fees
(Doc. 3) is denied. Plaittishall pay the filing fee of $350.0éh or before July 11, 2012.
Dated this 25th day of Juri&)12, at Kansas City, Kansas.
g Carlos Murguia

CARLOSMURGUIA
United States District Judge




