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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
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OBELIA D. VILLAFLOR and Case No: 3:09-CV-00329-MMC
KAY B. BRICE,

ir.ldi.z idfa”.y and e 3¢h31f ‘l’f all [PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING
similarly situated individuals, MOTION TO EXTEND DEADLINE
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VS.
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EQUIFAX INFORMATION
SERVICES LLC,
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Defendant.
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This matter is before the court on the Plaintiffs” Motion to Extend Deadline.
The Court has reviewed the motion and pleadings and papers filed in the instant
action and finds that there is good cause to grant the motion.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED
1. That the Motion to Extend Deadline is hereby GRANTED.
2. That Scheduling Order [DE 122] is hereby vacated. '
3. That a deadline of November 12, 2010 is hereby set for the filing of

Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Approval of Settlement.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: October28,201( Z
\

HON. MAXINE M. CHESNEY
U.S. DISTRICT COURT JUDGE

1 TheCourtnotesthatthe October29, 2010deadlinecontainedn the SchedulingOrder
wasthedateprovidedthereinby the parties,and,contraryto theimplicationin the
Motion to ExtendDeadline wasnot a "conflicting” dateselectedy the Court.
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