Muller et al v. Auto Mission, LTD et al
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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

ROBERT P. MULLER, an individual, No. 13-cv-00304-NC
CESAR MIANI, an individual, YOLANDA
MIANI, an individual,and on behalf of the ORDER DENYING WITHOUT

general public, PREJUDICE REQUEST FOR
EXTENSION OF TIME
Plaintiffs,
Re: Dkt. No. 13
V.

AUTO MISSION, LTD., a corporation, dba
Hayward Toyota; TOYOTA MOTOR
CREDIT CORPORATION, a corporation;
and DOES 1 through 20, Inclusive,

Defendants.

On February 15, 2013, defendant Toylgtator Credit Corporation filed a motion to

compel arbitration which is sé&dr hearing on April 3, 2013Dkt. No. 5. On February 25
defendant Auto Mission Ltd. filed a joindertime motion. Dkt. No12. The deadline to
file any opposition to the matn was March 1, 2013. Warch 14, 2013, plaintiffs
submitted a request for an ex$gon of time to submit theapposition for the reason that

the response date was inadvertently miscaledddpdt. No. 13. Plaintiffs’ request is not

174

accompanied by a declaration or a proposedr@sieequired by the applicable local rule

and fails to describe the efforts plaintiffave made to obtain a stipulation to the time
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change.See Civ. L.R. 6-1(b)(“A requed for a Coutt order endrging or $iortening tme
may bemade by witten stipuation pursiant to Civl L.R. 6-20r motionpursuant tcCivil
L.R. 6-3.); Civ. L.R. 6-3(a) &motion b change tne “must e accompaied by a
proposel order ad by a dedration”). Accordingly, the Couridenies wibout prejudice
plaintiffs’ requestor an extesion of time for failure to compy with the bcal rules.
Plaintiffs may resbmit theirrequest in ompliancewith the reuirementsof Civil L.R. 6-2
or Civil L.R. 6-3. The motion mug statethe specift extensio of time saght by phintiffs.
IT IS SO RDERED.

Date: March14, 2013

Natnanael M.Cousins
United StatedagistrateJudge
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