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MICHAEL D. BRUNO (SBN: 166805)
MBRUNO@GORDONREES.(MOM
HIEU TRAN (SBN: 280585)
HTRAN@GORDONREES.(OM
GORDON & REESLLP

275 Battery Street,ute 2000
SanFrancisco, CA 94111

Telephone (415) 986-5900

Facsimile: (415) 986-8054

Attorneys for Defendant
JOHN MUIR HEALTH
(erroneously sued hereas “John Muir Melicd Cener”)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIF ORNIA

MARLENE PEREZ, an individual, and RO® ) CASENO. 15-01792 HSG

CERISANO, an individud,
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR

ADMINI STRATIVE RELIEF TO FIL E

Plaintiff, EXCESS PAGES FOR GOOD CAUSE

VS.

JOHN MUIR HEALTH, a Cdifornia
corpaation, JOHN MUIR MEDICAL
CENTER, an unknown busisgentity, and
DOES 120, et al

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

) Trial Date: July 18, 2016

Hon. Judge Haywood &illiam, Jr.

Defendans. Complant Filed: April 21, 2015

N e N N—

TO THE HONORABLE COURT AND TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS
OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that, pusuant to Locd Rule 7-11, Defendant John Muireldth
(“Defendant), through it attorreys ofreaord, herebynoves for Administrative Rdief, after
having dtempted to saure a stipulatiorirom Plaintffs MarlenePaez and Rosa &isano

(heranatfter colledively refarred to as “Plaintfs”). Defendantrespectfully requestsleare to fle
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DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE RELIEFTO FILE EXCESS PAGESFORGOOD

a singe consolidateanemorandum of la in sypport ofits motion forsummaryjudgment, oiin
the alemative motion fosummary adjudiaion, thd exceals the 25 pagkmit by five pages
based on the good cause¢ feeth bdow:

Defendants cealineto file a dispogive mation is Thusday, March 31, 2016. Dkt. #51.

Northem Didrict Local Rule 7-4(b) exjesslylimits briefs to 25 pages in length. Undet
Locd Rule 7-11, however, aagy maymove for miseellaneous dminidrative relief, including a
motion “to exceal othewiseapplicable pagdi mitations.”

This caseinvolvestwo plantiffs, who assit thefollowing six causes ofadion:
retaliation,wrongful constructivelischarge, and digimination in violdion of Title VII, the
ADA, California’s Far Employment and Housm Act (“FEHA”), and Céfornia common lev.
Dkt. No. 60. Plantiffs contend thaDefendant unlawfullyretaliated againsthhem becaise
Plaintiff s testified in a sexddarassmentdion brought by Platiffs’ former co-worker, Ms.
Charotte Real, aganst aJMH superisor, Mr. Crarles Griffin. 1d. § 1. Paintiffs worked for
Defendant in two diferent demrtments, and premised ihelaims on arous dleged advese
employment actions, including but rimhited to, a*heavy” workload of dificult assgnments,
poor erformancereviews over ghree yea period, unvarranted dis@linary actions, ignored
complaints, and constrtice discharge. Dkt. No. 60. Ridiffs claim thatthey endwed unlawful
treamentfrom at kast two different supervisorsAndrea Lovejoy and Shanda Dellner) and
Defendant’s managemetnteam (Sara Monahan and Michie Lopes).1d.

Although Ddendant endavorsto keep is consoldated memmndum of law in support
of its motion forsummary judgment, or in the altertige motion forsummary adjudaion,
concseand to the point, Bfendantrequires five addtional pagesto adequately provide ddted
factual background ecessary to for the coud’analysis. See &laration of Hieu Tran in
Suppot of Defendant’'sMotion for Administative Relief [“Tran Ded.”] at {/8.

On Mach 22, 2016, Defendarsttounsé contaded Plaintifs’ counsé (via telephone ang
emal) proposing that thegtties stipulée to ajoint request for Defendant to egeeal the 25 pge

limit on a motion for senmaryjudgment. See Exhibit A tordn Ded. at 4. Defendant’s
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proposal included a joimequest for Plaintiffsto exceal the 25 pagémit in opposition to
Defendants motion for summaryudgment.ld. Defendant prepaed a proposed joint stipulatio
and includedtiin theemail. Id. Plaintffs did notrespond. Tan Ded. at 5.

On March 24, 2016, Defendarsttounsésent a follow up red and confer emibto
Plaintiffs’ counsel inquing as to wheher Plaintiffs would stipulée to a joint requst to exceedl
25 paelimit. See ExhiltiA to Tran Decl. at 6. Platiffs’ counsel did notespond to
Defendants request for stipulation and ingtad requested to e and confer over a discower
dispute the nebday, Fiday, March 25, 2016ld.

To date, Déendant has natecaved a response froflaintiff regarding its request for
stipulation. Tan Ded. at 7.

Acoordingly, Defendantrespedfully requestsan ader pemitting it to file a consadated
brief in support of & motion forsummaryjudgment, or in theleemative motion forsummary
adjudcaion, in exessof 5 pages, thus changing the nmaxm length of he brief from 25 page
to 30 pags(exclusive of exhibits, attchments, ddaraions, table of contents, table of

authotties, and proof ofesvice).

Dated: March 27, 2016 GORDON & REES LLP
By: /S__HieuTran
MICHAEL D. BRUNO
HIEU TRAN

Attorneys br Defendant
JOHN MUIR HEALTH

CORRECTED ORDER
Having considereche Defendants Mation for Adminigrative Relief to fle aa
consoidated brié in support ofits motion for sunmaryjudgment, or in the amative motion

for sunmary adjudication, in eessof pageds DENIED.

IT 1S SO ORDERBD.

Dated 3/29/2016 Ww
MEGTE GLTIAM, IR

United State Didrict Judge
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