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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio adopted a magistrate judge's Report
and Recommendation and dismissed Duan B. Lattimore Jr.'s action with prejudice. The court
concluded that Plaintiff's objections were largely insufficient, abstention under Younger was
appropriate because parallel state proceedings were ongoing, and the state courts could adjudicate both
the state and federal claims.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff objected to a magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation
recommending dismissal. The district court conducted de novo review
of the portions to which specific objections were made, adopted the
Report and Recommendation in its entirety, and dismissed the action
with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review of portions of a magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation to which specific objections were made under 28
U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C) and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(b)(3).
General, vague, or conclusory objections do not trigger de novo
review of the challenged portions.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Lattimore's purported objections were sufficiently specific to require de novo review of the
magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation.

2. Whether Younger abstention was appropriate because parallel state-court proceedings were ongoing,
implicated important state interests, and provided an adequate opportunity to litigate federal claims.

3. Whether the federal action should be dismissed with prejudice and whether the pending motions should
be denied as moot.

HOLDINGS

1. General, vague, or conclusory objections that do not directly address the magistrate judge's findings or
recommendations are treated as a failure to object and waive de novo review of those portions.

2. Federal abstention is appropriate when ongoing state judicial proceedings implicate important state
interests and provide an adequate opportunity to raise federal claims.

3. State courts are competent to adjudicate and enforce federal claims unless federal law provides
otherwise.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The filing of vague, general, or conclusory objections does not meet the requirement of specific objections
and is tantamount to a complete failure to object.” (Section III.1)

“Federal law is enforceable in state courts not because Congress has determined that federal courts would
otherwise be burdened or that state courts might provide a more convenient forum . . . but because the
Constitution and laws passed pursuant to it are as much laws in the States as laws passed by the state
legislature.” (Section III.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On December 6, 2024, Lattimore purchased a 2018 Buick Envision from defendants and executed a retail
installment contract and security agreement requiring eighty-three biweekly payments beginning January 16,
2025. Defendants later repossessed the vehicle, prompting Lattimore to assert state and federal claims based on
the repossession and alleged licensing deficiencies. While the federal action was pending, Lattimore filed
parallel actions in the Hamilton County Municipal Court and Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas arising
from the same event.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Lattimore filed a federal action arising from the repossession of his vehicle and later filed an amended
complaint. He also filed two parallel state-court actions arising from the same repossession. The magistrate
judge recommended dismissal with prejudice for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and failure to state a claim,
concluding that Younger abstention was appropriate and that the claims were frivolous. The district court
overruled or deemed waived the purported objections, adopted the recommendation, dismissed the action with
prejudice, mooted the pending motions, and denied leave to appeal in forma pauperis.
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