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The Honorable Frank Maas ~-~,.~.:...-~ ......... -.. .. -k •. --=:~.--·~:::..::.J. .......... ~.-........-...·-- ·---...... -~~~"' ... 
United States District Court 

SouthemDistrictofNewYork MEMO ENDORSEn 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan U.S. Courthouse . U 
5 00 Pearl Street, Room 7 40 
New York, NY 10007 

BY FACSIMILE to (212) 805-6724 

Re: In Re: TertoristAttacks on September 11, 2001, No. 031VIDL 1570 (GBD) (FM) 

Dear Judge Maas: 

We represent the deferidant Dallah A vco in tllis matter following tl1e filing of our notice 
of appearance earlier this week. We vvrite to request an extension of time to respond to the 
letter-motion that plaintiffs filed on Monday, August 25, relating to documents that Dallah A vco 
has objected to producing pursuant to, among other things, a Saudi Royal Decree that prohibits 
disclosure of sensitive Saudi goverrunent inform.ation (Dkt. 2883). Although our co~com1sel 
Martin F. McMahon also continues to represent Dallah Avco in tllis matter, our fmn expects to 
take tile lead role in res~onding to tile letter-n:otion. The response is currently due ThursdayJ, . lk -. , j 
September 4, and no pnor requests for extensiOn have been made. Dallah Avco respectfully ··~?'( ~ 
requests a four-week extension of the time to respond, to October 2, 2014. That extension is /tj!J•-, 
warr~mted for several reasons. · L·_t;/I..(.J ;-· 

First, undersigned com1sel, as well as the associate responsible for tllis case, are cunently S/J'") /t l/ 
heavily engaged in preparing for an upcoming trial in an unrelated case, Cor'n Wash. Inc. v. 
Henkel Corp., No. 12-650 (D. DeL). That trial is scheduled to begin on September 15 and to last 
one week. The requested ex'1ension would greatly assist counsel in managing those competing 
responsibilities. 

Second, the motion to compel raises a number of complex legal issues that will 
fundamentally affect the course of discovery in tilis Cctse. Several of those issues aTe questions of 
Saudi Arabian law involving the proper construction of a Saudi Royal Decree. Dallal1 Avco 
expects to respond to those issues with testimony from an expert in Saudi Arabian law, and seeks 
additional time to obtain that response. 

Third, tile requested extension, altilough not insubstantial, is reasonable in view of the 
course of proceedings to date. Plaintiffs served the document requests at issue on August 22, 
2013, and Dallah Avco served its objections on November 11, 2013. The parties then met and 
conferred on Febmary 14, 2014. Dallah Avco then sent plaintiffs a detailed email addressing 
various follow-up issu.es on Febnuuy 26, 2014. Following that email, Dallal1 Avco received no 
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communication from plaintiffs' counsel for almost six months, until plaintiffs announced on 
August 19, 2014, that they would be filing their motion to compel. Given that plaintiffs had over 
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reasonable and \Vould not unduly delay the overall course of proceedings in the case. 

Plaintiffs' counsel advised that plaintiffs were 1.mcomfortable extending the deadline for 
four weeks but offered to compromise on a two-week extension. Undersigned co1.msel 
responded that, since a primary purpose of the extension was to avoid a conflict '-vith counsel's 
upcoming trial the week of September 15, a two-week extension to Thursday, September 18-
the middle of ttial - \vould not adequately address the reasons for seeking an extension. I can 
also repmi that our co-counsel, Yir. McMahon, shares ow· concerns about having sufficient time 
to frame om opposition to the letter-motion. 

Accordingly, Dallah Avco respectfully requests that the Court extend its time to respond 
to plaintiffs' letter-motion until Thmsclay, October 2, 2014. 

Respectfully submitted, 

cc: Sean Carter (by email) 
/ 

Martin F. McMahon (by email) 
Members ofPlaintiffs' Executive Committees (by email) 

-2-


