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Hoffman, J.

{11} Defendant-appellant Vance Grover appeals the October 3, 2003 Judgment
Entry entered by the Stark County Court of Common Pleas, which granted summary
judgment in favor of plaintiff-appellee Education Resources Institution.

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS AND CASE

{12} On July 30, 2003, appellee filed a Complaint in the Stark County Court of
Common Pleas, alleging appellant was in default on three promissory notes payable to
appellee. Appellant filed a timely answer. Appellee filed a motion for summary judgment
on September 4, 2003. In response, appellant filed an answer on September 9, 2003. Via
Judgment Entry filed October 3, 2003, the trial court granted appellee’s motion for summary
judgment.

{13} It is from this judgment entry appellant appeals raising the following
assignments of error:

{14} “l. TRIAL JUDGE UNJUSTLY ENRICHED PLAINTIFF/APPELLEE,
DEFENDANT’S EXHIBIT DD.

{15} “ll. TRIAL JUDGE ADDRESSED NO ISSUES PRESENTED BY
DEFENDANT/APPELLANT AS STATED IN THE “ISSUES PRESENTED” PARAGRAPH,
CONCERNING AMOUNT, INTEREST, AND PAYMENT.

{16} “lll. TRIAL JUDGE MISAPPLIED EVIDENCE OF DEFENDANT/APPELLANT
TO THE PREJUDICE OF DEFENDANT/APPELLANT, DEFENDANT’'S EXHIBIT E AND

‘JUDGMENT ENTRY GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT.’



{17} “IV. TRIAL JUDGE ACCEPTED ALL PLAINTIFF/APPELLEE CLAIMS
WITHOUT SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE ‘JUDGMENT ENTRY GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT.”

{18} Appellant did not attach proof of service to his Brief filed with this Court as
required by App. R. 13(D).* Accordingly, we dismiss appellant’s appeal for want of
prosecution. See, App. R. 18(C).

By: Hoffman, J.
Gwin, P.J. and

Farmer, J. concur

JUDGES

! Appellee did not file a reply brief. This is consistent with the fact appellant's brief does not contain the
requisite proof of service.
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR STARK COUNTY, OHIO
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For the reason stated in our accompanying Memorandum-Opinion, appellant’s

appeal is dismissed for want of prosecution. Costs assessed to appellant.

JUDGES
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