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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

OCEANIC EXPLORATION COMPANY and
PETROTIMOR COMPANHIA DE
PETROLEOS, S.A.R.L.,
Plaintiffs,
V. Case No. 1:04-cv-00332-EGS
CONOCOPHILLIPS, et al,

Defendants.
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CONOCOPHILLLIPS DEFENDANTS’ EXPEDITED MOTION TO STAY DEADLINES
IN THE COURT’S SEPTEMBER 21, 2006 ORDER PENDING RESOLUTION OF THE
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION
OF INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL

Pursuant to Rule 6(b)(1) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, defendants
ConocoPhillips and ConocoPhillips Company (the “ConocoPhillips defendants™) respectfully
request the Court to stay the deadlines for these defendants to file their Answer/Responsive
pleading and report pursuant to Local Civil Rule 16.3, until resolution of the ConocoPhillips
defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration or, in the Alternative, Certification of Interlocutory
Appeal. In support of this motion, the ConocoPhillips defendants state as follows:

1. On September 21, 2006, this Court issued an Order dismissing with prejudice the
defendant Timor Sea Designated Authority (“TSDA™) on the basis of the act of state doctrine,
dismissing the ConocoPhillips’ domestic and foreign subsidiaries, and granting in part and
denying in part the ConocoPhillips defendants’ motion to dismiss.

2. Pursuant to the Court’s September 21, 2006 Order, the ConocoPhillips defendants

are to “file an Answer/Responsive Pleading to plaintiffs’ Second Amended Complaint” by
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October 10, 2006. In addition, the parties are to file “a meet and confer report in accordance
with Local Civil Rule 16.3 by no later than October 25, 2006.”

3. On October 4, 2006, the ConocoPhillips defendants moved for reconsideration or,
in the alternative, for certification of interlocutory appeal from the Court’s September 21, 2006
Order. If successful, the motion would terminate this litigation, rendering moot the filing of an
Answer/Responsive pleading and Rule 16.3 report.

4. Pursuant to Local Rule 7(m), counsel for the ConocoPhillips defenda;lts have
conferred with counsel for plaintiffs. Plaintiffs are opposed to this motion.

5. This Court has wide discretion, pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(b)(1), to enlarge the
time given parties to file responsive pleadings and hold initial pre-trial confereﬁces for “cause
shown”:

When by these rules or by a notice given thereunder or by order of
court an act is required or allowed to be done at or within a
specified time, the court for cause shown may at any time in its
discretion (1) with or without motion or notice order the period

enlarged if request therefore is made before the expiration of the
period originally prescribed or extended by a previous order . . . .

Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(b)(1). See also 1-6 Moore’s Federal Practice & Procedure - Civil § 6.06 (a
district court has the discretion to extend time under the Rules and “is expected to use its
enlargement power ‘to secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action.’”).

6. Courts in this district freely grant extensions of time to answer complaints. Cf.
Day v. D.C. Dept. of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, 191 F. Supp. 2d 154, 159-60 (D.D.C.
2002) (granting a motion to extend time to answer nunc pro tunc afier the answer deadline had
passed); Simpson v. The Socialist People’s Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 2001 WL 1701673, at *2-3
(D.D.C. June 18, 2001) (granting a defendant an enlargement of time in which to file a

responsive pleading after the original deadline had passed). Courts in this district have also
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stayed proceedings while decisions are pending on appeal. See, e.,g., Judicial Watch, Inc. v.
United States Dept. of Energy, 319 F. Supp. 2d 32, 35 (D.D.C. 2004) (denying a motion for
reconsideration but staying the order until the court of appeals reviewed it); APCC Sérvs., Inc. v.
Sprint Commc’ns Co., 297 F. Supp. 2d 90, 101 (D.D.C. 2003) (granting certification for
interlocutory appeal and stay pending appeal).

7. Plaintiffs would not be prejudiced by staying the deadlines in the Court’s
September 21st Order until resolution of the accompanying dispositive motion. If that motion is
successful, then, as noted above, the deadlines would be moot.

For the foregoing reasons, the ConocoPhillips defendants respectfully request a stay of
the deadlines for filing an Answer/Responsive pleading and for filing a meet and confer report in

accordance with Local Civil Rule 16.3 as established in the Court’s September 21st Order.

Respectfully submltted :

Martin D. Beirne (D.D.C. Bar # TX0025) Thorfas D. Yannucci, P.C. (D C. Bar 358989)
Jeffrey T. Nobles (D.D.C. Bar # TX0039) Michael D. Jones (D.C. Bar # 417681)

W. Bruce Stanfill (D.D.C. Bar # TX0026) Christopher Landau (D.C. Bar # 425319)

David A. Pluchinsky (D.D.C. Bar # TX0027) Brant W. Bishop (D.C. Bar # 459255)

BEIRNE, MAYNARD & PARSONS, LLP KIRKLAND & ELLISLLP
1300 Post Oak Blvd., 25th Floor 655 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Houston, TX 77056 Washington, DC 20005
(713) 623-0887 (202) 879-5000 -
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Russell D. Howell (Of Counsel)
CoNOCOPHILLIPS COMPANY
Mclean Building
600 North Dairy Ashford Road
P.O. Box 4783
Houston, TX 77210

October 5, 2006

Counsel for ConocoPhillips defendants



