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of time plaintiffs have had to prepare their reply brief and the time and resources spent by
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O § 12 The court is in receipt of plaintiffs’ administrative motion seeking a stay of
O =
= § 13| proceedings in light of the Supreme Court’s review of Dukes v. Wal-Mart, and defendants’
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(ol 14 || opposition in response thereto.
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§ § 15 The court hereby DENIES plaintiffs’ motion in part, and GRANTS it in part. Plaintiffs’
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n 2 16 || request to be relieved of their obligation to file a reply brief is denied, in view of the amount
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both parties in re-briefing class certification arguments, and in the interest of preserving the
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status quo. Plaintiffs’ reply brief is therefore due no later than December 15, 2010,
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pursuant to the stipulation recently entered by the parties. However, to the extent plaintiffs
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otherwise seek a stay of proceedings in the action — including a stay of the hearing on the

N
N

motion for class certification — until after the Supreme Court issues a decision in Dukes v.
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Wal-Mart, the motion for a stay is granted.
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IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Dated: December 8, 2010 W/
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26 PHYLLIS J. HAMILTON
United States District Judge
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