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Plaintiffs Peter Schuman and William Coplin (collectively “Plaintiffs”) and Defendants
Microchip Technology, Inc., Atmel Corporation, aAtinel Corporation U.S. Severance Guarantg
Benefit Program (collectively “Defendants”), heregferred to collectively as the “Parties,” hereh
stipulate, by and through their respect@attorneys of reaal, as follows:

WHEREAS, Defendants filed a Rule 12(B)(6otion to dismiss Plaintiffs’ Amended
Complaint on April 28, 2017 (Dkt. 33);

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2017, Defendants alged a motion to dismiss the complaint in
the related casBerman, et al. v. Microchip Technology, Inc., et al., Case No. 5:17-CV-01864-HSG
(N.D. Cal.), in which the plaintiffs are represenbgdthe same counsel representing Plaintiffs in 1
matter;

WHEREAS, pursuant to Civilocal Rule 7-3(a), Plairffs’ oppositions to Defendants’
motions to dismiss in both cases are currently due May 12, 2017,

WHEREAS, Defendants agree to extend teadline for Plaintiffs to respond to both
motions to dismiss to and including May 31, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the stipulated extension of time for Plaintiffsespond to Defendants’ motior
to dismiss will not affect any other dates or deadlines in this case;

THEREFORE, THE PARTIES HEEBY STIPULATE that Plaintiffs’ time to respond to
Defendants’ motion to dismiss (Dkt. 33) is exded up to and including May 31, 2017. The heatf
on the motion will remain set for June 22, 2017 @02.m., or as soon thereafter as this Court is

available.

Respectfullgubmitted,

Dated: May 8, 2017 /s/Michael Rubin
MichaelRubin

ALTSHULER BERZON LLP
Michagl Rubin

Connie K. Chan

RaphaelN. Rajendra
AltshulerBerzonLLP
177PostStreet,Suite300

San Francisco, California 94108
Telephone: (415) 421-7151
Facsimile: (415) 362-8064
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MCGUINN, HILLSMAN & PALEFSKY
Cliff Palefsky

Keith Ehrman

535 Paific Avenue

San Fracisco, CA94133

Teleplone: (415) 21-9292

Facsinle: (415) 43-0202

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Proposed Class

Dated: May 8, D17 [sIMark G. Kisicki
Maik G. Kisicki
(E-sigreture autharzed on Ma 8, 2017)

OGLETREE, DEAINS, NASH, SMOAK &
STEWART, P.C.

Mark G. Kisicki (CA SBN 15@57)
mark.kisicki@ogldéreedeakingom

2415 Bast Camelbek Road, $ite 800
Phoenx, Arizona 016

Teleplone: 602.78.3700

Fax: 6@.778.3750

Mark Schmidtke

mark.stimidtke @ogletreedekins.com
56 S.WashingtorStreet, Suite802
Valparaiso, IN 46383

Teleplone: 219.22.8668

Fax: 210.242.8669

Attorneys for Defendants

PURSUANT TO STIPULATION, IT IS SO ORCERED.

Dated: May 9, D17
he Hén. Haywood 3. Gilliam, .
United Stags District lidge
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DECLARATION OF MICH AEL RUBIN IN SUPPORT OF STIPULATI ON

I, Michael Rubin, delare as folbws:

1. | am a memer in good sanding of the bar of theState of Cafornia andam one of
the @unsel of reord for Plantiffs PeterSchuman ad William Coplin (collectively “Plaintiffs”) in
the dove-captioed case. &am also onef the cousel of recod for Plaintifs Robin Beman, Bo
Kang, KhashayaMirfakhrael, Thang Van Vu, Doma Viers-Cagillo, Girish Ramesh, &rick
Hanly, llana Shernshain atd Mandy Shwarz in the related casBerman, et al. v. Microchip
Technology, Inc., et al., Cag No. 5:17€V-01864-HSG (N.D. CGdl.). | makethis declastion in
support of the Rirties’ stipubted requesto enlargehe time forPlaintiffs to respond tdefendants’
motion to dismis. The factset forth inthis declartion | knowto be true ®my own prsonal
knowledge, excpt where steed to be bsed on infomation andbelief.

2. The procedual history ofthis case,ncluding pror time modfications, isset out in
the Court’s Decenber 22, 206 Order o the PartiesJoint Stipdiation to Wihdraw Deéndants’
Motion to Dismss and for Raintiffs to Fle Amendel Complairt. Dkt. 27. Pursuant tadhat
Stipulation andOrder, Plainiffs filed anAmendedComplaint e March 31,2017. Dkt.29.

3. On April 28,2017, Defedants fileda motion todismiss Plaitiffs’ complaint in this
action. Dkt. 33. That samelay, Defendnts also fied a motionto dismissthe complait in Berman.

4. Pursuant to @il Local Rule 7-3(a),Plaintiffs’ oppositions taDefendantsmotions ©
dismiss in both eses are cuently dueMay 12, 20¥. Due to peexisting vork obligations,
Plaintiffs’ counsel are unal® to file bothoppositiors by May 12 2017.

5. | conferred wth counsefor Defendats, and Degndants agee to extendhe deadlin
for Paintiffs to respond to bth motionsto dismiss® and inclugng May 31, 2017.

6. To the best bmy knowleldge, the regested timemodification will haveno effect on
the ghedule forthe case.

| declareunder pendl of perjuly that the foegoing is tue and corret to the besof my

knowledge. Exeuted at Sa FranciscoCalifornia,on May 8, D17.

/s Michael Rubin
MichaelRubin
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