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Pursuant to Civil Local Rule 7-11, Defendant-Intervenors (“Proponents”) respectfully seek
the Court’s leave to file a reply in support of their motion for summary judgment motion that is
longer than the fifteen pages normally allotted by local rule. See Civ. L.R. 7-2(b). Specifically,
Proponents respectfully submit that an expanded page limit of twenty-five pages is warranted by
the nature of the issues presented in this case, and request the Court’s leave to file a motion of that
length. While Plaintiffs and Plaintiff-Intervenor have declined to stipulate to this proposed page
limit, they have indicated that they do not intend to make a submission opposing it. The other
parties to this case, with the exception of the County of Los Angeles who has not yet responded,
have either indicated that they take no position on this motion or have no objection.

As Proponents have previously noted, this case is of momentous importance: at stake is
the future of the venerable and vitally important social institution of marriage. Indeed, although
Plaintiffs directly challenge only Proposition 8, the joint response brief filed by Plaintiffs and
Plaintiff-Intervenor acknowledges that under the theories they advance, the laws of every other
State defining marriage as the union of a man and a woman, and likely the federal definition of
marriage, are likewise unconstitutional. See Doc # 202 at 27, 28. In keeping with the importance
of this case, the issues raised in Proponents’ summary judgment motion and addressed in
Plaintiffs’ and Plaintiff-Intervenor’s response in opposition are multitude and complex. In
recognition of these facts, the Court has previously granted leave to file briefs in excess of the
normal page limitations. Further, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff-Intervenor have addressed not only the
issues raised by Proponents, but have also raised additional questions regarding the weight to be
given to the views and admissions of the State Attorney General (which admissions Proponents

first received as an attachment in support of Plaintiffs’ and Plaintiff-Intervenor’s response),’

! In an email serving the State Attorney General’s responses to Plaintiffs’ requests for
admissions today, counsel for the Attorney General indicated that her attempt to serve
these responses on the afternoon of September 23 was unsuccessful due to a glitch in her
(Continued)
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whether certain statements of legislative fact by the California Supreme Court in the Marriage

Cases are binding in this litigation, the meaning and adequacy of Proponents’ responses to

Plaintiffs” requests for admissions and other discovery requests, and the application of Fed. R.

Civ. P. 56(f) to a case such as this one that turns on issues of legislative fact.

For these reasons, Proponents respectfully request that this motion be granted.

Dated: September 25, 2009

(Cont’d)
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