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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

GENE E. DUDLEY, SR., )
)

Plaintiff, )

)

V. ) CaséNo. 09-2027-JWL

)

NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE, )
et. a. )
)
Defendants. )

)

)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Plaintiff Gene E. Dudley Sr., appearipg se, alleges that he was wrongfully
made to incur certain medical expenses @participating in a federal residential re-
entry program at Kansas City Communityn@ (“KCCC"), that he was injured when
the defendants delayed the delivery to hingatain legal mail, thate was intentionally
and improperly hindered in his attempiexhaust certain administrative remedies for
grievances he held, and that he was dedigdprocess of lam connection with a
grievance he filed with the Bureau of Prisoff$he matter is presently before the Court
on a Motion for Reconsideration (Doc. #5B¢d by Mr. Dudley in response to the
Court’s grant of defendant’s motion testhiss for failure to state a claim or,
alternatively, for summary judgment. Iddition to his Motion for Reconsideration, Mr.

Dudley has moved for a final, appealable junggt on the groundsdhthe Court had not
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properly signed its order granting summary juégt in favor of the defendants. For the
reasons set forth below, the Court demiessDudley’s Motion fo Reconsideration as

well as his Motion Requesting anail Appealable Judgment.

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

|. Standard

The Federal Rules of Civil Proceduwte not provide a mechanism pursuant to
which a party may file a “motion to reconsidetJnited States v. Emmaqri07 F.3d 762,
764 (10" Cir. 1997) (quotindHatfield v. Board of County Comm’rs for Converse County
52 F.3d 858, 861 (1bCir. 1995)). Instead, the Court construes such a filing as either a
Rule 59(e) motion or a Ru&(b) motion, depending uponettiming of the filing of the
motion. Id.

A motion to reconsider filed within ten yiaafter entry of judgment is considered
a Rule 59(e) motion, whereas a motion terestder filed more than ten days after the
entry of judgment is consideredmotion for relief under Rule 60(b)Servants of
Paraclete v. Doe204 F.3d 1005, 1012 ({ir. 2000):Weitz v. Lovelace Health Sys.
Inc., 214 F.3d 1175, 1178 (1ir. 2000). As Mr. Dudley filed his Motion for
Reconsideration within ten gsa of the Court entering judgent, it will be construed as
one to alter or amend the judgm@ursuant to Rule 59(e). Sdawkins v. Evans4

F.3d 543, 546 (10Cir. 1995).

! Relief may be granted under Rule 60gh)y “in exceptional circumstancesAmoco
il Co. v. United State&nvtl. Protection Agency231 F.3d 694, 697 (1Cir. 2000).
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Grounds “warranting a motion to reconsider include (1) an intervening change in
the controlling law, (2) new evidence prevityugnavailable, and (3) the need to correct
clear error or prevent manifest injusticeServants of Paraclet04 F.3d at 1012 (citing
Brumark Corp. v. Sampson Res. Cof¥ F.3d 941, 948 (YCir. 1995)). See alsd.

Kan. R. 7.3(b) (listingdctors for reconsideratioand Priddy v. Massangr2001 WL
1155268, at *2 (D. Kan. Se#8, 2001) (observing that the factors for reconsideration

and Rule 59(e) are the same). Thus, aendor reconsideration “is appropriate where

the Court has misapprehended the facts, ' patsition, or the controlling law. Itis

not appropriate to revisit ises already addressed or adveaacguments that could have
been raised in prior briefing.Servants of Paraclet®04 F.3d at 1012 (citingan Skiver

v. United States952 F.2d 1241, 1243 (£Cir. 1991)). A motion to reconsider “is not a
second opportunity for the losimgrty to make its strongest case, to rehash arguments, or
to dress up arguments that previously failediches v. Wildger849 F. Supp. 2d 1358,

1360-61 (D. Kan. 2004).

[I. Analysis

Placing the requisite liberal consttion upon Mr. Dudley’s Motion for
Reconsideration, the Court concludes thasserts the followig grounds for the
requested relief: (1) the Court failed to lidgraonstrue his prior pleadings to find that
28 U.S.C. § 1331 provides a jurisdictionasisafor the consideration of Mr. Dudley’s
claims; (2) Mr. Dudley shouldave been granted a scheduling conference; (3) the Court

should have providehllr. Dudley with notice that it wald treat the defendants’ motion



as one for summary judgment, rather thanagion to dismiss; (4) Mr. Dudley presented
sufficient evidence to &ablish an issue of materiadt regarding whether the North
Central Regional Office (“NCRQO”) could belddiable for the detention of Mr. Dudley’s
mail® and he should have been permittdditional discovery talemonstrate the

NCRO'’s responsibility; (5) ta NCRO denied Mr. Dudlethe opportunity to exhaust
administrative remedies, apparently with regard separately fitklawsuit in the United
States District Court for the District 8outh Dakota; and (6) Mr. Dudley presented
sufficient evidence to surviveummary judgment on his claim that federal law required
the government to pay his medical bills whileused at KCCC, that the Court improperly
denied him the opportity to conduct additional discovenn this issue, and that he was
denied the opportunity to exhaust administrateredies so as to bring a claim under the

Federal Tort Claims Act (“FTCA”). The Cduaddresses each of these claims below.

Jurisdiction under § 1331
Mr. Dudley states that the Court “shddiave liberally construed” his original
complaint as asserting federal question jurisoliicunder 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1331 with regard to
all defendants in the present action, bagaseh their alleged viakion of the Second
Chance Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 110-19921Stat. 657 (2008), 28.S.C. 8§ 542 and 42
U.S.C. 8 199%t. seq On September 8, 2009, the Court granted a motion of certain

defendants in the action—KCGCahd the Executive Director &esidential Programs for

2 Mr. Dudley claims that the Court impropetssumed the role of the jury in deciding
issues of fact and law” with reghto the detention of his mail.
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KCCC, Mr. Charles Megerman, on the gnds that the Court lacked personal

jurisdiction over them. Whether or not the Court balject matter jurisdictioover

such defendants pursuantthe federal law cited by Mr. Dudley has no bearing upon
whether the Court could exercigersonal jurisdictiorover such defendants. Therefore,
to the extent Mr. Dudley asserts that @@murt improperly dismissed the action as against
such defendants, the Court rejects his argument. With regard to Mr. Dudley’s complaints
against the “Federal Defendants” for whtime Court granted theresently-contested
motion, the Court did in fact provide thegrasite liberal construction to his pleadings

and found that Mr. Dudley had attemptedssert federal questigurisdiction under the
statutes he cites. As to some claithe Court concluded that Mr. Dudley had
nonetheless failed to exhaust his administeatemedies, a conclusion which separately
barred his claims. For other claims, the Céound no factual bast® assert a violation

of the particular federal statute cited, thatexeign immunity barred his claim, or that he
had otherwise not set forth sufficient fatissurvive summary judgment. The Court
therefore finds Mr. Dudley’s allegation that the Court improperly failed to liberally

construe his complaint to assert fedepgestion jurisdiction wholly unfoundéd.

% Mr. Dudley also appears to raise a payeftivolous argument thahis Court lacked
jurisdiction because Mr. Dudldyad failed to exhaust his administrative remedies. He
stated in his Motion for Reconsideration:

[The Court] concluded that Plaintiffifad to exhaust the administrative remedy
concerning medical [random page ineditis simply not fact. Plaintiff
complaint cited 42 USC 8§ 1997 et g@pfendant misconstrued this statute
erroneously) however this statute deatpressly with exhaustion requisites.
Moreover, Plaintiff inadvertently omittezbpies of certailocuments (exhibits)
and subsequenthdsised litigants of the omigsn and thereinafter submitted
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Scheduling Conference

Mr. Dudley complains that the Cowthould have granted him a scheduling
conference under the Federal Rules oflGtvocedure because “more than 120 days
elapsed after both Defendants’ responéeblé does not cite any authority for this
proposition. In its order of October 21, 2009, the Court noted that Mr. Dudley’s request
for a scheduling conference had become nrobight of the Court’s decision to grant
summary judgment in favor of the defendant®oc. 56 at 35). Once Mr. Dudley’s
claims were dismissed by this Courtywés no longer obligated to set a scheduling
conference. Moreover, Mr. Dudley failsdemonstrate how the Court’s decision not to

grant him a scheduling conference relateth&Court’'s dismissal of his claims.

same. Copies of medical claims weardeed submitted. THaw of the land is
that exhaustion is mandatory and in adzgeof this Courtacks jurisdiction.”

Mr. Dudley also stated at the beginninghef Motion for Reconsidation, under the title
“Mandatory Nature of the Exhaustion” tHtihis Court lacked jurisdiction and thereby
contravenes Supreme Court’s precedent.”

To the extent that Mr. Dudley asserts th& tBourt lacked jurisdtion to enter summary
judgment against him on his various claimg, @ourt rejects the argument as frivolous.
Unsurprisingly, this is also an issue that Mr. Dudley failedatse in his prior pleadings,
when he was attempting to ioke this Court’s jurisdiction. Since he has not previously
asserted this claim and had the opportunitgd®o, he may not now assert it as a basis
for reconsiderationSee Servants of Paracle04 F.3d at 1012 (explaining that a
motion for reconsideration is not an appiafe mechanism to assert arguments that
could have been raised inqrpleadings but were not).

40on September 3, 2009, the defendants filed thotion to dismiss or, in the alternative,
for summary judgment. On September 1&20Mr. Dudley filed his opposition to the
defendants’ motion, and on September 28, 26@%/ed for this Court to set a scheduling
conference, noting that the Court had ndtryéed upon the defeadts’ motion nor set a
scheduling conference. On October 10, 2008 defendants timelyled their reply as
well as their response in opposition ta.Ndudley’s motion to set a scheduling
conference. The same day, the deferslardved to delay plang, scheduling and
discovery until such time as the Courediupon their motion to dismiss.
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Treatment of the Motion as One for Summary Judgment

Mr. Dudley contends that this Court falléo provide him witmotice of its intent
to treat the defendants’ “motion to dismissiarthe alternativefor summary judgment”
as a motion for summary judgment. He belgetteat the Court should have provided him
with a “Rand Notice” beforentering summary judgmentiowever, Mr. Dudley was on
notice that the Court might treat their tiom as one for summary judgment, as the
defendants explicitly soughttarnative relief in the form of summary judgment and set
forth the applicable summary judgment standdardtheir motion. Mr. Dudley in fact
replied to their motion utilizinghe applicable standards, assey that he had established
genuine factual issues. The Court also ndtas Mr. Dudley is no stranger to litigation
in federal court, as the government has ceatetlia search of the PACER Service Center
and concluded that Mr. Dudley has filed ogetty civil cases in various federal courts
over the past twenty years. addition, this Court was undeo obligation to provide Mr.
Dudley with a “Rand Notice,” referring to r@quirement in the Ninth Circuit that the
court provide a pro se fedérprisoner with “fair notice” of the requirements and
consequences of a summary judgment motfeee Rand v. Rowlanti54 F.3d 952, 960-
61 (9" Cir. 1998). First, as thisdlirt is not a part of the NintCircuit, it is not bound by
Ninth Circuit law. See Halpin v. Simmon234 Fed. App’x818, 820 (16 Cir. 2007)
(unpublished opinion). Serd, while Mr. Dudley is gro selitigant, he is no longer a
pro se prisonerSee idat 958 (noting the reasons for applying the fair notice requirement
to pro se prisoners). In conclusion, the Cdids that Mr. Dudley actually had notice of
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the general summary judgment requirememd that he was not entitled merely on the
basis of hispro sestatus to any special notice from this CouBee Halpin 234 Fed.
App’x at 820-21 (concluding that the districourt need not have provided evepra se
prisoner with notice of the requirement$ a summary judgment motion where the
prisoner had prior litigation experience and tlisgs demonstrated that he understood
without any special notice thhé needed to produce evidemoeupport his opposition to

the motion for summa judgment).

Detention of Mr. Dudley’s Malil

Mr. Dudley contends in his Motionf&keconsideration that he presented
sufficient evidence to survévsummary judgment on the issue of whether the NCRO
could be held liable for detaining his maihd that he should taa been granted an
opportunity to engage in additional discoven this issue before the Court granted
summary judgment. Mr. Dudley argued fold#&ional discovery in his opposition to the
defendants’ motion to demonstrate that theROreceived his mail, apparently asserting
that return addresses on certain correspocele/ould demonstrate that his mail was
funneled through the NRXO before being delivered torhiat the residential re-entry
center. (Doc. #51 at 9). Mr. Dudley did nesart that any particall individuals at the
NCRO should be deemed lialfor the detention of himail aside from Mr. Van Racy,
the NCRO Contract Oversight Specialmtd Mr. Michael K. Nalley, the NCRO

Regional Director.



As the Court thoroughly explained in its order granting summary judgment in
favor of the defendants, Mr. Dudley’s damagéims against the NCRO for detention of
his mail fail because (1) the doctrinésovereign immunity bars amivensclaim, and
(2) Mr. Dudley has not demonstrated thablas exhausted his administrative remedies in
order to bring suit against the NCRO unttee Federal Tort Claims Act (FTCA), 28
U.S.C. § 267%t seqNo additional amount of discowewould assist Mr. Dudley in
overcoming these issues. Moreover, hisnetafor injunctive relief against the NCRO
fail because Mr. Dudley did hget forth any facts indicaiy a substantial likelihood of
future injury. See Hall v. ChesteP008 WL 4657279, at *4 (D. Kan. 2008) (“A party
cannot maintain an action forjunctive relief unless a substantial likelihood of being
injured in the future is demonstrated) (citiacio v. Jones929 F.2d 541, 544 (1(Cir.
1991)). Mr. Dudley has not asserted thatdvery would assist him in establishing a
claim for injunctive relieéagainst the NCRO.

Moreover, while the doctrine of sovege immunity would not have barred Mr.
Dudley from asserting a claim against atigalar individual at the NCRO, in his
individual capacity, for the detention of Mdudley’s mail, the only two individuals Mr.
Dudley contended were respdyis were Mr. Van Racy and Mr. Michael K. Nalley. The
government presented uncontestedlence that neither inddual had any responsibility
for the processing of inmate mail and thather therefore had any knowledge that the
NCRO received Mr. Dudley’s mail. As the@t explained, these individuals cannot be
held liable in their supervisory authoritythout Mr. Dudley demonstrating personal
involvement on their part, and Mr. Dudleyléal to either present any facts indicating
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that either individual had psonal involvement or to alie that additional discovery
would demonstrate that thelyjd. Therefore, Mr. Ddley was not entitled to any
discovery on the issue of individual liabilkgr detention of his mail before the Court

granted summary judgment.

Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies

Mr. Dudley asserts that he was dertieel opportunityto exhaust administrative
remedies and, had he been dbleo so, he would have beable to file an action under
the FTCA for the failure athe government to pay his medical expenses while he was
housed at the residential re-entry centera supplemental amenemt to his complaint,
Mr. Dudley alleged that the NCRO inggrerly hindered his ability to exhaust
administrative remedies, apparently in nelgato a separately filed lawsuit, but Mr.
Dudley never provided this Court with anpéanation of what claims this allegation
relates to. The defendants stated that MdIByureferred to a separately filed action in
the United States District Court for the Distrof South Dakota and Mr. Dudley did not
deny this in subsequent filings. The Cdberefore assessed his claim on these grounds,
finding that (1) his claim foinjunctive relief had been mooted because the District of
South Dakota determined Mr. Dudley hadhadsted his administige remedies with
regard to the claim in that action and & claim for damages failed because he had
alleged absolutely no factsdicating responsibility on the part of the NCRO for his
failure to exhaust administrative remedies wégard to his claimm the pending South
Dakota litigation.
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In his Motion for Reconsideration,MDudley does not demonstrate that
reconsideration is justified because ofigervening change in controlling law, the
availability of new evidence, or the needctwrrect clear error or prevent manifest
injustice. Rather, he merehgserts the same arguments the Court has already addressed.
Therefore, the Court finds that Mr. DudleysHailed to demonstratbat reconsideration
is warranted.See Servants of Paraclef4 F.3d at 1012 (citingan Skiver v. United
States 952 F.2d 1241, 1243 (£@ir. 1991)). The Court also notes that while Mr.
Dudley did not specifically allege that tr@ourt improperly denied him the opportunity
to engage in discovery on the issue of Wweethe NCRO hindered his ability to exhaust
administrative remedies, he was nonetheless not entitled to such discovery. In his
opposition to the defendantsotion to dismiss, Mr. Dudley claimed that discovery
would show the direct involvement of tharties in “the grievance process and its
outcome,” citing to a provision in the CodeFederal Regulations requiring certain
supervisory officials to implement and opte “Administrative Remedy Programs” and
review prisoner grievance$ee28 C.F.R. § 542.11. Hower, Mr. Dudley did not
comply with therequirements of Rule 56(f) in regsting additional time for discovery.
SeeFed.R.Civ.P. 56(f). See alstackworth v. Progressive Cas. Ins..C468 F.3d 722,
732 (10" Cir. 2006) (explaining that the nonmovantist submit an affidavit “identifying
the probable facts not availat@led what steps have been take obtain these facts” and
must “explain how additional time will enalddém to rebut movant’s allegations of no
genuine issue of fact.”) (quotir@omm. for the First Amendment v. Campl@d2 F.2d
1517, 1522 (1B Cir. 1992)). For example, he did raitach an affidavit to his response
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requesting discoverynd did not explain what stepe had taken to procure the
information. See id He has failed to provide evarbasic explanation of what
grievances he refers to and any actionNR#RO could possibly have taken to prevent
him from exhausting administrative remedie®/hile the Court would normally be
highly lenient with goro selitigant who had not compliedith all formal requirements,
Mr. Dudley has had extensive litigation exeege in the federal courts and his filings
with this Court demonstrate that he untemsls the importance of complying with the
procedural ruled. Moreover, even if the form of his contention concerning discovery
were totally ignored, it falls short substamdliy because he failed to provide even any
basic explanation of what heshdone or how he might sekproceed. Therefore, the
Court finds that Mr. Dudley was not entitlemlany additional diswvery based upon the

assertions made in his oppasitito the defendants’ motion.

The Payment of Medical Bills
Mr. Dudley contends that the Court erred in granting summary judgment to
defendants on his claim that federal law reggithe government to pay for the medical
bills he incurred while at KCCC. Specifically, Mr. Dudley argues that (1) the Second
Chance Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 110-19922 Stat. 657 (2008), which Mr. Dudley
believes obligates the government to pay his oadhills, is of such significance that the

Court should reconsider its decision, angl @ourt should haveermitted him additional

> Mr. Dudley has cited to various local andéeal rules throughout his filings with this
Court, including rules regardirggheduling and discovery.
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discovery on this issue, and (2) the Court mpdizd 18 U.S.C. § 404 finding that Mr.
Dudley had no valid claim under that pragis and he was impperly denied the
opportunity to exhaust administrative remedaggarently with regartb this claim.

Mr. Dudley has not set forth any propesisaor reconsideration on the issue of
whether the Second ChancetAbligated the government pay his medical bills. As
with his claim regarding exhaustion ofrahistrative remedies, Mr. Dudley has not
demonstrated that reconsidiéoa is justified due to an tarvening change in controlling
law, the availability of new evidence, oetheed to correctehr error or prevent
manifest injustice.Servants of Paraclef04 F.3d at 1012 (citingrumark Corp. v.
Sampson Res. Carfb7 F.3d 941, 948 (Y0Cir. 1995)). The Court also concludes that
reconsideration is not warrantdde to his claim that th@ourt improperly denied him
the opportunity to engage discovery of this issue. In his opposition to the
government’s motion to dismiss or, in the alternative, for sumjundgment, Mr. Dudley
merely alleged that discoveon this issue would show théit) the contract between Mr.
Dudley and the Bureau of Prisons (BOP)igdied the government to provide for his
medical care; (2) KCCC knew bis need for medical care at the time he entered KCCC
but his medical bills still were not paid;@&(B3) that Mr. Dudley had other outstanding
medical costs. In this request, he agailedeto comply with tle requirements of Rule
56(f). Moreover, these allegations would natrrant this Court granting him additional
time for discovery as they eithesere irrelevant to his clai or were matters that were

within the particular knowledgef Mr. Dudley at the time.
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Mr. Dudley also claims that this Caumisapplied 18 U.S.G 4042. The Court
concluded that Mr. Dudley atd not properly establish@aim under § 4042 for the
payment of his medical bills because suclaeion could be brouglanly pursuanto the
FTCA and Mr. Dudley had not bausted his administrative redies with regard to such
a claim, a prerequisite to filing a claim undlee FTCA. Mr. Dudley does not explain
how the Court has misapplied this, except for stating that he was “denied the
opportunity...to exhaust the admstrative remedies first ariden submit the denial of
those claims to Federal Tort Claims Actf’"Mr. Dudley is thereby alleging that he was
denied the opportunity to exhaust his admraiste remedies with regard to his claims
for the non-payment of his medical bjlleconsideration wdd nonetheless be
inappropriate on such a basis, becausedley has not asged such a claim
previously, though had the opportunity to do so if desire8See Servants of Paraclete
204 F.3d at 1012 (explaining that a motfonreconsideration is not an appropriate
mechanism to assert argumethiat could have been raised in prior pleadings but were
not).

In a separate section of his Motion Reconsideration, Mr. Dudley also appears
to contend that the Court wrongly conddd Mr. Dudley had failed to exhaust his
administrative remedies. He states:

[The Court] concluded that Plaintiffifad to exhaust the administrative remedy

concerning medical is simply not a fa®laintiff complaint cited 42 USC § 1997

et seq (Defendant misconstrued this sea&rtoneously) however this statute deals

expressly with exhaustion requisitddoreover, Plaintiff inadvertently omitted

copies of certain documents (exhibitaflasubsequently advised litigants of the
omission and thereinafter submitted sar@epies of medical claims were indeed
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submitted. The law of the land is thahaustion is mandatory and in absence of

such this Court lacks jurisdiction.

As the Court noted in its order grantisgmmary judgment to the defendants, Mr.
Dudley did attach as “exhiis” certain letters and griemae forms that Mr. Dudley
allegedly sent to the Bureau of Pris8nbir. Dudley never contended that these
unauthenticated “exhibits” demonstrated he had exhausted administrative remedies with
regard to his claims carrning payment of his megdil bills, and the defendants
presented uncontested, authenédatvidence that he had rfiotndeed, in his Motion for
Reconsideration, Mr. Dudley seems tmcede that he has not exhausted such
administrative remedies because he argusshin has been prevented from doing so in
some unspecified manner. Therefore, the Coamcludes that Mr. Dudley cannot assert
this argument as a basis for reconsideratidn.

MOTION FOR A FINAL APPEALABLE JUDGMENT

® The grievance form was not signed andtamed no indication that it had been
received by the Bureau of Prisons. The otiverdocuments weretiers Mr. Dudley had
allegedly written to the “Medical Administtor” at “Bureau of Prisons, NCRO” in
Kansas City, Kansas, and to the “Gen€alnselor” at the Bureau of Prisons in
Washington, D.C. As the Cowkplained, these exhibits were not supported by affidavit
or deposition testimony as required under Faldeule 56(c) and D. Kan. Rule 56.1(d)
and were insufficient to refe the authenticategvidence provided by the government
regarding the Bureau of Priserack of knowledge of W Dudley’s outstanding medical
bills.

" The defendants provided the “DeclaratioMafry Martinez,” a Legal Technician in the
NCRO of the Bureau of Prisenstating that Mr. Dudley danot filed any administrative
tort claims “for property damage or peral injury related tohe alleged opening,
censoring, or delay of his legal mail, any slairelated to paymenf medical bills, or
any claims related to alleged NCRO staff ifdeence, such as by scam or artifice, with
his ability to file a federal lawsuit.” (Doc. 49-15).
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Mr. Dudley also requests that this Casgue a final, appealable judgment. He
states that this Court did not properly sitgnprior order of October 21, 2009, granting
summary judgment in favor of the defendaritlowever, the order was in fact signed.
Moreover, D. Kan. Rule 5.4.4 states that amyer of the Court that is filed electronically
“without the signature of a judge, magistratdga, or clerk has the same force and effect
as if the judge, magistrate judge, or cledspectively, had signed a paper copy of the
order and it had been entered on the doickatconventional manner.” The Court

therefore finds Mr. Dudley’s mimn to be without merit.

IT ISTHEREFORE ORDERED BY THE COURT THAT plaintiff's Motion
for Reconsideration (Doc. #59 denied. Moreover, @intiffs Motion Requesting a

Final Appealable Judgment is denied.

IT1SSO ORDERED.

Dated this 21st day of Decemb2009, in Kansas City, Kansas.

siJohnW. Lungstrum
bhn W. Lungstrum
Unhited States District Judge
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