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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

JONATHON L. MANGOLD,

Plaintiff,

V. CASE NO. 17-3182-SAC
STATE OF KANSAS, et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Plaintiff originally filed this casgro se in the Marion County Disict Court. Defendants
State of Kansas and Marion County removed the action to this Court under 28 U.S.C. 88 1441
and 1446. The events giving rigePlaintiffs Complaint appedo have taken place during his
detention at the Marion County JailMarion, Kansas (“MCJ").

The Court screened Plaintiff's Complaint, and on December 8, 2017, the Court entered a
Memorandum Order and Order to Show Ca($aOSC”) (Doc. 8), giving Plaintiff until
January 5, 2018, to either show cause why hie shsuld not be dismissed for the reasons set
forth in the MOSC or to file a proper amended complaint. In the MOSC, the Court found that:
this action is subject to dismissal against defen8sate of Kansas because this defendant is not
a “person” amenable to suit under 8§ 1983 @nd immune from suit under the Eleventh
Amendment; this action is subject to dismisaalagainst Marion Countyecause Plaintiff has
not alleged the requisite causatowestom or policy; because Plafhis no longer detained at the
MCJ, his requests for injunctiveelief are moot; and Plaifits request for compensatory
damages is barred by 42 U.S.C. § 1997e(e), Isec®laintiff has failed to allege a physical

injury.
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The Court's MOSC required Plaintiff tqh\aw good cause why his Complaint should not
be dismissed for the reasons stated thereiminti#f was also given the opportunity to file a
complete and proper Amended Complaint upmourt-approved forms that cures all the
deficiencies discussed thereiihe MOSC provides that “[i]f Platiff does not file an Amended
Complaint within the prescribede that cures all the deficieesi discussed herein, this matter
will be decided based upon the current deficientn@laint.” Plaintiff has failed to address the
deficiencies and has failed to file an Amended Complaint. The Court finds that this case should
be dismissed due to the deéincies set forth in the MOSC.

IT ISTHEREFORE ORDERED BY THE COURT that this action iglismissed for
failure to state a claim.

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

Dated in Topeka, Kansas, on this 10th day of January, 2018.

S Sam A. Crow
Sam A. Crow
U.S. Senior District Judge




