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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MARIVEL VALDE/Z, Case No. 2:11-cv-10359-ODW(AJWX)
Plaintiff, ORDER DISMISSING ACTION

V. WITHOUT PREJUDICE

CENTENNIAL LEASING LLC,

Defendant.

On March 20, 2012, the Court issued@rder to Show Cause why this actig
should not be dismissed for lack of peogtion and for Plaintiff Marivel Valdez’s
failure to comply with the Court'slanuary 23, 2012 OrdeSetting Scheduling
Conference. (Dkt. No. 20.) SpecificallyetiCourt noted that Plaintiff had failed 1
(1) serve Defendant Centennial Leasing Lwh a copy of the Court’s January 2
2012 Order Setting Schedulingofference; (2) contact Centennial to schedule
meeting of counsel on or fwee March 12, 2012and (3) participate whatsoever
aiding Centennial to prepare a jointly signeederal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(
report to be filed on or before March 19, 2012d.)( As a result, the Court orderg
Plaintiff to show cause in writing no latdran March 26, 2012, hy this action should
not be dismissed for failure to prosectier case and to comply with the Cour
January 23, 2012 Orderld()
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As of March 27, 2012, the Court hasee/ed no writing demonstrating to th
Court any reason why this action should betdismissed for lack of prosecution a
failure to comply with the Court's OrdeWhile the Court notes that on March 2
2012, Plaintiff filed a documeritled, “Scheduling Meetingf Counsel Set for April

2,2012 1:30 p.m.” (Dkt. No. 21), this documién no way addresses Plaintiff's Mar¢

20, 2012 Order to Show Cause.

The Court recognizes that Plaintiff roceeding in this action in pro s
however, Plaintiff's pro se status does natabe her of her responsibility to comp
fully with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure any orders issued by this Court. ]
date, Plaintiff has been informed twicenree in the Court’'s dmary 23, 2012 Orde

Setting Scheduling Conference and agairthe Court's March 20, 2012 Order

Show Cause—of her responsibility to participate in the preparatiarjointly signed
Rule 26(f) report. Plaintiff has neitherdertaken this responsibility nor provided t
Court with any justification for her compée absence in the Rule 26(f) proce
Accordingly, pursuant to the Court’s Mar2h, 2012 Order to Show Cause, Plaintif
case is hereb®I SMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE.

Should Plaintiff choose to re-file h&omplaint in pro se, the Court advis
Plaintiff that a Federal Pro Se Clinic icé&ied in the United States Courthouse at
N. Spring Street, Room 525, Fifth Floor, Loageles, California 90012. The clinic
open for appointments on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays from 9:30 a.m tg
p.m. and from 2:00 p.m. to@D p.m. The Federal Pro &dinic offers on-site
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information and guidance tmdividuals who are represemg themselves in federe

civil actions.

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

March 27, 2012
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HON. OTISB. WRIGHT I
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE
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