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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
WESTERN DIVISION AT DAYTON

RONNIE L. WHITE, JR,

Plaintiff, Case N0.3:13¢v-173
VS.
COMMISSIONER OF District Judgewalter H. Rice
SOCIAL SECURITY, Magistrate Judge Michael J. Newman
Defendant.

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION?

When pro se Plaintiff did not file his Statement of Errors within the @y period
referenced in Sixth Amended Magistrate Judges’ General Order No. 11 (eff1S2@11), the
Court, actingsua sponte, afforded Plaintiff an additional fourteen days in which to do See
doc. 9(Order to Show Cause). Plaintiff was then notified, in writing, thefailure to file a
Statement of Errors on or befdd®vember 1, 2013 would be cause for the Court to dismiss this
matteron lackof-prosecution grounds and also on accourtti®failure to comply with General
Order No. 11.Seeid.

Plaintiff was providedvith a copy of the Ordeio Show Causand General @er Na 11
via certified mail. See Certificate & Mailing (doc. 1Q. Additionally, oncethe November 1st
deadlineset forth in theOrder to Show Cause passed, the Caifdrdedpro se Plaintiff an

additional five days in which to meet the deadline.

! Attached hereto is a NOTICE to the parties regarding objections to this Rembrt an
Recommendation.
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No response of any kind having been received from Plaintiff, the Court
RECOMMENDS, pursuant to the Order to Showu3a(doc. 9) that this case bel SMISSED
on account ofro se Plaintiff's failure to prosecute and in light bfs failure to conply with
Sixth Amended Magistrate Judges’ General Order No. 11.

November 6, 2013
s/ Michad J. Newman

United States Magistrate Judge



NOTICE REGARDING OBJECTIONS

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b), any party may serve and file specific, written
objections to the proposed findings and recommendations VAOWRTEEN days after being
served with this Report and Recommerahat Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(d), this period is
extended t&SEVENTEEN days because this Repaiid Recommendatiois being served by
one of the methods of service listed in Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(b)(2)(C), (D), (E), ,car(@)may be
extended further by the Court on timely motion for an extension. Such objectionspsuaiy
the portions of the Repoeand Recommendatioabjected to, and shall be accompanied by a
memorandum of law in support of the objections. If the Report and Recommendatsedsin
whole or inpart upon matters occurring of record at an oral hearing, the objecting party shall
promptly arrange for the transcription of the record, or such portions of it astedspaay agree
upon or the Magistrate Judge deems sufficient, unless the assigsteidt iudge otherwise
directs. A party may respond to another party’s objections WRGIWRTEEN days after being
served with a copy thereof. As is made clear above, this period is likextseded to
SEVENTEEN days if service of the objections is mgu&suant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(b)(2)(C),
(D), (E), or (F). Failure to make objections in accordance with this procedureonfey rights
on appeal.See Thomasv. Arn, 474 U.S. 140, 1535 (1985);United States v. Walters, 638 F.2d

947, 949-50 (th Cir. 1981).



