
UN)TED	STATES	D)STR)CT	COURT	EASTERN	D)STR)CT	OF	LOU)S)ANA		ONDRAONTAE	WYRE	 	 	 	 	 	 C)V)L	ACT)ON		VERSUS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 NUMBER:		なね‐なばのひ		BOLL)NGER	S()PYARDS,	)NC.	 	 	 			 	 SECT)ON:		╉B╊ゅのょ			
ORDER	AND	REASONS			 On	 August	 な,	 にどなね,	 Plaintiff,	 Ondraonte	 Wyre,	 through	 counsel,	 filed	 the	 above‐captioned	 employment	 discrimination	 complaint	 against	 Defendant,	 Bollinger	 Shipyards,	)nc.		ゅRec.	doc.	なょ.		Subsequent	to	being	served	with	a	copy	of	the	complaint,	Defendant	filed	a	 motion	 for	 partial	 dismissal	 seeking	 the	 dismissal	 of	 Plaintiff’s	 claims	 for	 gender	 and	racial	discrimination.		ゅRec.	doc.	ぱょ.		After	the	parties	agreed	to	consent	to	proceed	to	trial	before	 the	 undersigned	 pursuant	 to	 にぱ	 U.S.C.	 §はぬはゅcょ,	 the	 Court	 heard	 argument	 on	Defendant’s	opposed	Rule	なにゅbょゅはょ	motion	and	ultimately	granted	the	motion	on	January	なね,	にどなの,	leaving	as	viable	only	Plaintiff’s	claim	for	sexual	harassment.		ゅRec.	docs.	なな,	なぬ,	なは,	なば,	なひょ.	 	)n	the	meantime,	a	preliminary	conference	had	been	held	at	which	trial,	pre‐trial	conference,	and	attendant	cut‐off	dates	were	established.	 	 ゅRec.	doc.	なぱょ.	 	Defendant	filed	a	formal	answer	to	Plaintiff’s	complaint	on	January	にぱ,	にどなの.		ゅRec.	doc.	にどょ.		 On	 June	 な,	 にどなの,	 Plaintiff’s	 counsel	 filed	 a	 motion	 to	 withdraw	 from	 this	 case,	representing	therein	that	they	had	been	discharged	by	Plaintiff	on	May	にに,	にどなの.		ゅRec.	doc.	になょ.		That	motion	was	granted	on	June	に,	にどなの.		ゅRec.	doc.	ににょ.		A	copy	of	the	order	allowing	the	withdrawal	was	mailed	to	Plaintiff	at	the	last	known	address	that	was	provided	by	her	former	attorneys	but	was	subsequently	returned	to	the	Court	as	undeliverable	on	June	なに,	
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	 に		

にどなの.		ゅRec.	doc.	にぬょ.		)t	has	now	been	over	ぬの	days	since	that	piece	of	mail	was	returned	to	the	Court	as	undeliverable	and	no	address	correction	has	been	made	by	Plaintiff.	Local	 Rule	 なな.な	 provides,	 in	 pertinent	 part,	 that	 "[e]ach	 attorney	 and	 pro	 se	litigant has	 a	 continuing	 	 obligation	 promptly	 to	 notify	 the	 court	 of	 any	 address	 or	telephone number	 change."	 Local	Rule	ねな.ぬ.な	 further	provides	 that	 "[t]he	 failure	of	 an	attorney	or	pro se	litigant	to	keep	the	court	apprised	of	a	current	...	postal	address	may	be	considered	cause for	dismissal	 for	 failure	 to	prosecute	when	a	notice	 is	returned	to	the	court	because	of	an incorrect	address	and	no	correction	is	made	to	the	address	for	a	period	of	ぬの	days	from	the return."	The	foregoing	Rules	impose	an	affirmative	obligation	on	 parties	 to	 keep	 the	 Court apprised	 of	 their	 current	mailing	 addresses	 and	 relieves	court	personnel	of	that	burden. See	Lewis	v.	Hardy,	にねぱ	Fed.Appx.	のぱひ,	のひぬ	n.な	ゅのth	Cir.	にどどばょ,	cert.	denied,	ののに	U.S.	なにねは,	なにぱ	S.Ct.	なねばひ	ゅにどどぱょ;	Thomas	v.	Parker,	No.	どば‐CV‐ひねのど,	 にどどぱ	WL	ばぱにのねば	 ゅE.D.	 La.	March	なひ,	にどどぱょ;	Batiste	v.	Gusman,	No.	 どば‐CV‐ななぬは,	にどどば	WL	なぱのにどには	ゅE.D.	La.	June	には,	にどどばょ.		The	importance	of	this	obligation	was	noted	by	 the	Fifth	Circuit	 years	 ago	when	 it	 stated that	 "[i]t	 	 is	 incumbent	upon	 litigants	 	 to	inform		the	clerk	of	address	changes,	for	it		is manifest	that	communications	between	the	clerk	and	the	parties	or	 their	counsel	will	be conducted	principally	by	mail."	Perkins	v.	
King,	ばのひ	F.にd	なひ		ゅのth		Cir.		なひぱのょゅtableょ.な/ Finally,	pursuant	to	Rule	ねなゅbょ	of	the	Federal	Rules	of	Civil	Procedure,	an	action	may	be dismissed	based	on	the	failure	of	the	plaintiff	to	 prosecute	 his	 case	 or	 to	 comply	 with	 a	 court	 order.	 	 Lopez	 v.	 Aransas	 County	

Independent	School	District,	のばど	F.にd	のねな	ゅのth	Cir. なひばぱょ.																																																									な/	 	 While	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	 information	 between	 the	 Court	 and	 litigants	 is	 now	 transmitted electronically	via	the	CM/ECF	system,	communications	between	the	Court	and	pro	se	plaintiffs	are still	conducted	primarily	by	mail.		



	 ぬ		

As	noted	above,	Plaintiff	has	failed	to	keep	the	Court	apprised	of	a	current	mailing address	as	required	by	Local	Rule	なな.な.		Without	a	means	of	communicating	with	Plaintiff	in	writing,	the	Court	is	unable	to	see	this	case	to	its	conclusion.		The	Court must	therefore	assume	 that	 Plaintiff	 has	 no	 further	 interest	 in	 prosecuting	 this	matter.	 	 As Plaintiff	 is	proceeding	pro	se,	this	failure	is	attributable	to	her	alone.		Accordingly,	it	is	ordered	that	Plaintiff’s	suit	is	dismissed	for	failure	to	prosecute	pursuant	to	Local	Rule	ねな.ぬ.な	and	Rule	ねなゅbょ,	Federal	Rules	of	Civil Procedure.		New	Orleans,	Louisiana,	this		 	day	of		 	 	 	 ,	にどなの.		 					 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 M)C(AEL	B.	NORT(		 	 	 	 	 	 	 UN)TED	STATES	MAG)STRATE	JUDGE			
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