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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
NORTHERN DIVISION

TERRY M. TURNER, )
Plaintiff, : )
V. )) No. 2:15CV00021 ERW
THOMAS PRIOR, ))
Defendant, : )

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Plaintiff, a prisoner proceeding in formauperis, brings this action under 42 U.S.C.

§ 1983. The amended complaint names thirty-tleéendants and is 161 pages long with 143
pages of exhibits. The Court previously ordepidntiff to amend his complaint to conform to
Rules 8 and 10 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Plaintiffdilas to do so, and the
Court will dismiss this action without prejudice.

The crux of plaintiffs complaint is that he was treated for multiple sclerosis (“MS”)
although he did not have the disease. He bayeeally has a “demyelinating problem” in his
lower extremities. He claims the treatment caused him injury. The exhibits show that plaintiff
had a diagnosis of MS when he arrived & phison, and the recordgsow that the physician
defendants worked to refine his diagnosis and treatment over several years. In 2014, MS was
ruled out.

In its earlier order, the @lirt noted that the complaint was overly long and repetitive.
The original complaint was 227 ges long with 143 pages of extigh The Court cited Rule 8

and directed plaintiff to includenly a “short and plain statemersfating his claim for relief.
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The amended complaint is not a short andnptaatement of his claim. It suffers from
the same defects as the original complaint. nffarepeats substantiglisimilar allegations over
and over, making the complaint needlessly lamgl complex. Some of plaintiff's claims go
back to 2004 and are barred by the five-year gaititimitations. Many ofthe defendants were
not involved in plaintiff’'s medical care, but pléfihrepeats the same afjations against them as
he does the treating defendants.

Defendants could not be expected to folate a response to the amended complaint
because of its needlessly complex nature. aA®sult, the Court will dismiss this action for

failure to comply with the Fieral Rules._See ManganWeinberger, 848 F.2d 909, 911 (8th

Cir. 1988) (allowing for dismissal with prejudice). The dismissal is without prejudice.
Accordingly,
IT ISHEREBY ORDERED that this action i®©1SMISSED without prejudice.
So Ordered this 24th day of April, 2015.
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E.RICHARD WEBBER
SENIORUNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




