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I N THE UNIl TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DI STRICT OF OH O
EASTERN DI VI SI ON

Leroy Trout, et al.

Plaintiffs,
V. : Case No. 2:13-cv-606
: JUDGE JAMES L. GRAHAM
Donna MIler, et al., Magi strate Judge Kenp
Def endant s.

REPORT AND RECOMVENDATI ON

A conplaint was filed in the nanmes of Leroy Trout and ldra
Trout against Donna MI|er, Katherine Sol onon, and Karen Johnson.
(Doc. #1). The $400.00 filing fee was not paid, nor did
plaintiff file an application for |eave to proceed in fornma
pauperis. A hearing to determ ne whether the case should be
al l owed to proceed was scheduled for July 16, 2013, at 10:00 a.m
(Doc. #2). Notice of the hearing was provided by regular mail to
the individuals nanmed as plaintiffs at the addresses provided in
the conplaint. No appearance was nade by Leroy Trout or ldra
Trout at the hearing on July 16, 2013.

The filing fee has not been paid, there has been no request
for leave to proceed in forma pauperis, and it does not appear

that the clainms asserted in this action will be pursued.
Consequently, the Court will recommend that this action be
di sm ssed.
For the reasons stated above, it is recomended that this
action be dism ssed.
PROCEDURE ON OBJECTI ONS
|f any party objects to this Report and Recomrendati on, that

party may, within fourteen days of the date of this Report, file
and serve on all parties witten objections to those specific
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proposed findings or recomendati ons to which objection is nmade,
together with supporting authority for the objection(s). A judge
of this Court shall make a de novo determ nation of those
portions of the report or specified proposed findings or
recommendations to which objection is nade. Upon proper

obj ections, a judge of this Court may accept, reject, or nodify,
in whole or in part, the findings or recommendati ons nade herein,
may receive further evidence or may reconmt this matter to the
magi strate judge with instructions. 28 U S.C. 8636(b)(1).

The parties are specifically advised that failure to object
to the Report and Recormendation wll result in a waiver of the
right to have the district judge review the Report and
Recomendati on de novo, and al so operates as a wai ver of the
right to appeal the decision of the District Court adopting the
Report and Recommendation. See Thomas v. Arn, 474 U. S. 140
(1985); United States v. Walters, 638 F.2d 947 (6th G r.1981).

[s/ Terence P. Kenp
United States Magistrate Judge




