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PER CURI AM

Mont e Medl ey appeal s fromthe order of the district court
awar di ng summary j udgnent to Federal Express Corporation (“Fedex”)
and di sm ssing his conplaint of unl awful enploynment discrimnation
inviolation of Mil. Ann. Code, art. 49B, 8§ 42 (2003). Because the
district court erroneously denied as “noot” Medley’s notion for an
extension of the discovery period and otherwi se failed to address
his notion for discovery in opposition to summary judgnent, we
vacate the judgnent and remand for further proceedings.

As part of the discovery process, Medl ey sought certain
records of simlarly situated Fedex enpl oyees, and Fedex obj ect ed.
Fedex also declined to turn over the docunents at a deposition
conducted on March 25, 2003. On March 26, 2003, the final day of
t he discovery period, Medley filed a notion to further extend the
di scovery period to facilitate the filing of a notion to conpel
di scovery. On April 24, 2003, Fedex filed a notion for sunmary
judgnent. On May 15, 2003, with the summary judgnent notion still
pendi ng, the district court entered a “paperless order” denying
Medl ey’s notion for additional discovery as “noot.” Medley then
responded to the summary judgment notion and again noved for
addi ti onal discovery under Fed. R Gv. P. 56(f). On July 15,
2003, the district court filed a nenorandum opinion and order
awardi ng summary judgnent to Fedex, inplicitly denying Medley’s

notion under Rule 56(f), and dism ssing his conplaint.



Medl ey’s notion for extended di scovery was not noot at
the tinme it was denied by the district court. Mor eover, the
district court did not address Medl ey’ s notion under Rule 56(f) in
its opinion and order dism ssing Medl ey’ s conplaint. Accordingly,
we vacate the judgnment of the district court, and we remand for the
court to consider Medl ey’ s notion for an extension of discovery and
Rul e 56(f) notion. We dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

VACATED AND REMANDED




