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6 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
7
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
8
9
10 ROY D. NEWPORT, et al.,
No. C 10-04511 WHA
- 11 Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants,
5
O s 12 V.
O g ORDER ON REQUESTS
k3] “6:', 13|| BURGER KING CORPORATION, FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE
| —
23 14 Defendant/Counter-Claimant,
Q 3z
[a)
g5 15| "
:,)*5 s 16 ANTELOPE VALLEY RESTAURANTS, INC, et al.
E 5 17 Counter-Defendants.
.E /
= 18
19 The parties have submitted several requests for judicial notice (Dkt. Nos. 225, 231, 321).
20 There is no need to wade through the process of taking judicial notice of the requested documents
21 because there are too many fact issues regardless. Thus, the requests for judicial notice are
22 DENIED AS MOOT.
23
24 IT IS SO ORDERED.
25 (A= X e
26 Dated: December 5, 2011.
WILLIAM ALSUP
27 UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
28
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