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| UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT. |
- FORTHE ms'rmc'r OF COLUMBIA

ASA GORDON, prose,

~ Plaintiff, 2§
\4 ~ ) Civil Case No. 16-2458 (RJL)
,,NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND )
: RECORDS ADMINISTRATION, et al iy )
Defendants. . ) JAN 26 Zﬂﬂ
: ' ) Gierk| U.YS:.»»D!-smczt & Bankrupley:
. C}o;uir:ts for. tlje Dmrtotof Goiymhia ,

Pendmg in thlS case is the government defendants rnotlon to dlsmxss under Fed
R CIV B 12(b)(6) Upon cons1derat10n of Plamtlff’s Conscnt Motlon for Enlargement , .‘

of T:me to respond to the government’ Motlon to Dlsrmss [Dkt #9] the Court hereby ; o

', ,GRANTS that Motlon and further advxses the pro se plamtlff of hlS obhgatlons under the |

:', Federal Rules of vaﬂ Procedure and the local cml ru]es of thlS Court See Neal v. Kelly, |
- 963. F Zd 453 456 (D C. C1r 1992), Fox v, Stmckland 837 F.2d 507 509 (D C Cu‘
| In Fox v. Strzckland 837 i 2d 507 (D C CII‘ 1988) the Court of Appeals held that ’

. a dlstnct court must take pams to adv1se a pro se party of the consequences of fallmg to

B res.pond to a'dlsposuwe motion, “That notice . . should mclude an explanatlon that the LI
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failure to rcspond . may rcsult in the dlstrlct court grantlng the motlon and dlsmlssmg -

| the case.” Id at 509, Furthermore, the Court may treat as conceded any unopposed o

2 v’ argumcnts defendants have advanced in support of thelr dlSpOSltlve motion See Hopkzns e m

V. Women s Dzv General Bd of Global Mznzstmes, 284 F. Supp 2d 15 25 (D. D C 2003), -
"aﬁ’d 98 Fed Appx 8 (D (&4 Clr 2004) (01t1ng FDIC V. Bender, 127 F 3d 58 67- 68 (D C.
CLI’ 1997) (other citation omltted))
Accordmgly, 1t s L | o
’ ORDERED that plamtlff may have hlS requested cxtenswn to oppose to the
,‘ ,defcndants motlon to dlsm1ss Plamtlff shall respond by February 10 2017 or the »
Court w111 treat defendants motton as conceded and may summarlly dlsrmss the case. - i

'SO ORD,E_RE’D. .




