Ahmed v. Wacho

United States District Court
For the Northern District a€alifornia
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SAN JOSE DIVISION

IFTIKHAR AHMED, an individual, CaseNo.: 5:11¢v-03953+{ HK

Plaintiff, ORDER TO SHOW CAUSEVHY THIS
CASE SHOULD NOT BE DISMISSED
VS. FOR FAILURE TO PROSECUTE
WACHOVIA now doing business &ELLS
FARGO BANK, N.A.; CAL-WESTERN
RECONVEYENCE CORPORAION, and
DOES 1through 50, inclusive,

Defendang.
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On July 11, 2011, Plaintiff filed an action in California Superior Court for violation of
California Business and Professional Code § 17220ifornia Civil Code § 1572; fraud;
intentional misrepresentationyongful foreclosure undeéZalifornia Civil Code 88§ 2923, 2924;
and quiet title On August 11, 2011, the case was removed by Defeldelig Fargo Bank-
Wachovia’'s successor by mergeto federal courbased on diversity jurisdiction, and on August

17, 2011, the case was reassigned to this Court. The next day, Wachovia filed a motiorsso di

the complaint on all counts and a motion to strike portions of the complaint. ECF Nos. 10, 11}

Both motions required a responseRigintiff by September 1, 2011.
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To date, Plaintiff has failed to respond to either of these motions. In light of dutsghie
Court adersPlaintiff to show cause/hy this caseshould not be dismissed for failure to prosecute.
This Order does not authorize Plaintiff to file an untimely opposition to the motion tssimm
motion to strike Plaintiff has until November 3, 2011 to file a response to this Order to Show
Cause A hearingon this Order to Show Causesist forNovember 16, 2011 at 2:00 P.M. Failure
to respond tahis Order and appear #te November 16, 2011 hearing will result in dismissal

without prejudice for failure to prosecute.

IT1SSO ORDERED.

Dated: October 20, 2011 j‘«é {\L M\.
LUCY ™. KOH

United States District Judge
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