IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

DAVID MARC RATCLIFF, )

)

Plaintiff, )
) CIVIL ACTION

v )
) No. 05-3133-CM

)

MARK E.RACE, et al., )

)

Defendants. )

)

ORDER

This case is before the court on pro se plaintiff David Marc Ratcliff’s Mation for Judgment (Doc.
31). Paintiff asksthe court to enter judgment in his favor because he clamsthat defendants failed to
answer hiscomplaint in atimely manner. Defendants were not untimely in responding to plaintiff’s
complaint. The court granted them until September 23, 2005 to respond to plaintiff’s complaint, and on
that date, defendants filed a motion to dismiss.

Paintiff dso aversthat “ Defendant Mark E. Race should be held in contempt for [having]
changed his address [without] properly notifying the court or plaintiff of thisaction.” The court will not hold
Mr. Racein contempt. Mr. Race had no obligation to notify plaintiff of his change of address before an
answer was due in this case, and plaintiff should now communicate with Mr. Race through his atorney.

IT ISTHEREFORE ORDERED that plaintiff’s Motion for Judgment (Doc. 31) is denied.




Dated this 18" day of November 2005, at K ansas City, Kansas.

g/ Carlos Murguia

CARLOSMURGUIA
United States District Judge




