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UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
DI STRI CT OF MASSACHUSETTS

ARTHUR LUBI N
Pl aintiff,
V. C.A. No 12-12215-JLT

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHI RE, et al.
Def endant s.

MVEMORANDUM AND ORDER

TAURO, D.J.

By Menorandum and Order dated Decenber 11, 2012, plaintiff
Arthur Lubin was ordered to show cause why this action should not
be dism ssed, or inthe alternative, to file an Anended Conpl ai nt
curing the pleading deficiencies of his original conplaint. The
Decenber 11, 2012 Menorandum and Order recognized that plaintiff
conpl ai ned that he had been subject to discrimnation, however,
he failed to clearly identify the defendants and failed to
provide a viable |legal basis for his clains.

To the extent his conplaint is construed pursuant to 42
US C 8§ 1983, the Court explained that a claimagainst the State
of New Hanpshire woul d be barred by the El eventh Amendnent. As
to a Section 1983 claimagainst the City of Manchester, plaintiff
must have alleged that the nunicipality had an unconstitutiona
policy or custom

In reply to the Decenber 11th Order, plaintiff filed over
100 pages of documents. See Docket No. 8. On the first page of
t he docunents, plaintiff sinply wites:

Pl ease find supporting docunents for claimas described in
C. A No. 12-12215-JLT. | wish to present this docunent
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package with a chronol ogi cal statenent.
Sincerely, Arthur Lubin

Plaintiff’s document package does not contain a
chronological statement and consists primarily of court documents
from a New Hampshire state court. | find that plaintiff has
failed to denonstrate good cause why this action should not be
di sm ssed.

ORDER

ACCORDI NGLY, in accordance with this Court's order dated
December 11, 2012, and the plaintiff not having shown good cause
why this case should not be dismissed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e) (2), it is ORDERED that the within action be and it is

hereby DISMISSED for the reasons stated above, without prejudice.

SO ORDERED
February 4, 2013 [s/ Joseph L. Tauro
DATE JOSEPH L. TAURO

UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT JUDGE



