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The Court, having considerecktparties’ respective positiosst forth in their moving and
opposition papers, does not find that Apple has shgeod cause to warrant a deviation from the
page limitations prescribed byethocal rules. Accordingly, Apple’s Motion for Leave to File
Opposition Exceeding Page Limitation to Plaintif#otion for Class Céification is DENIED.

Any further requests to exceed the page limitations set for this motion will be disre

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: JanuargQ , 2013 j“q #‘ ‘ .a‘ L

The@bnorableLucy H. Koh
Lhited States District Judge
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