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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

DELPHINE ALLEN; et al;

Plaintiffs,

VS.

CITY OF OAKLAND, et al.,

Defendants.
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MASTER CASE NO. C-00-4599 TEH

PLAINTIFFS’ ADMINISTRATIVE
MOTION TO ENLARGE PAGE LIMIT ON
PLAINTIFFS’ REPLY MEMORANDUM IN
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
APPOINTMENT OF A RECEIVER,;
DECLARATION OF PLAINTIFFS’
COUNSEL IN SUPPORT THEREOF AND

fPROPOSEB] ORDER

Hearing Date: December 13, 2012
Time: 10:00 a.m.

Courtroom: 2, 17th Floor

The Honorable Thelton E. Henderson

Allen v. City of Oakland,

Case No. C00-4599 TEH

Plaintiffs’ Administrative Maion re Expanding Brief Length
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PLAINTIFFS’ ADMINISTRATIVE MOTION AND
DECLARATION OF PLAINTIFFS’ COUNSEL

[, JULIE M. HOUK, DECLARE:

1. I 'am an attorney licensed to practice lawhe State of California and am one of the
attorneys representing the Plaintiffs in the witaation. | have personkhowledge of the matters
stated herein and wouldst#y to the same if called to do so in Court.

2. Northern District Local Rule 7-3(c) aie4(b) require that theeply memoranda filed by
Plaintiffs in support of their motion for appointmexita receiver is limited to 15 pages of text,
absent a Court Order to the contraBursuant to Rule 703(c), Plaffgiare also required to respond
to evidentiary objections assertiethe oppositions filed by theitg of Oakland within the reply
memorandum and not in a separate document.

3. In this case, the opposition memorandum to Plaintiffs’ motion that was filed by the City of
Oakland was 30 pages in length.abidition, the City of Oakland viated Local Rule 7-3(c) by filing
a separate fifteen (15) page, single-spaced docusnétied, “Defendants’ Qbctions to Plaintiffs’
Evidence in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Appadment of a Receiver,” instead of making their
objections part of their opposition memorandurad the City included its objections in their
opposition memorandum as double-spaced text, it woaNe clearly violated the Court’s Order
granting its previous administragivmotion to extend the page limit for their brief to fifty pages.

4. Plaintiffs previously sought an order eglag the page length of their reply memorandum
which was denied by the Court without prejudice.

5. Due to the number of issues raised lgyDlefendant in its opposition to Plaintiffs’ motion,
as well as the fact Plaintiffaust also respond to the fiftepage, single spaced objections to
Plaintiffs’ evidence filed by the City of Oakland, Riifs respectfully movehe Court for an Order
enlarging the page length of Plaintiffs’ reply meardum to 30 pages of text instead of 15, to ensure
that Plaintiffs have sufficient space to agkh the issues raisby Defendant’s opposition
memorandum in the City’s improper, separate dui setting forth its obgtions to Plaintiffs’
evidence.

6. | declare that the foregoiigtrue and correct under penattyperjury. Executed this 18
2

Allen v. City of Oakland, Case No. C00-4599 TEH
Plaintiffs’ Administrative Maion re Expanding Brief Length



© 00 N o o0 B~ W N P

N NN N N N N NN R PR R R R R R R R R
0 ~N o O NN W N P O ©W 0w N O 0o M W N P O

day of November 2012, at Dublin, New Hampshire
IS/

Jlie M. Houk
Attorneyfor Plaintiffs

PREOPOSED] ORDER

Having considered the Administrative Marti of Plaintiffs and for good cause shown,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT
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