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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

OBELIA D. VILLAFLOR and
KAY B. BRICE,
individually and on behalf of all
similarly situated individuals,

Plaintiffs,

vs.

EQUIFAX INFORMATION 
SERVICES LLC, 

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:   

HON. MAXINE M. CHESNEY

_____________________________

U.S. DISTRICT COURT JUDGE

October 28, 2010

1

1 The Court notes that the October 29, 2010 deadline contained in the Scheduling Order was 
the date provided therein by the parties, and, contrary to the implication in the Motion to 
Extend Deadline , was not a "conflicting" date chosen by the Court.
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