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Plaintiffs-Appellants Powell’s Books, Inc., et al. in 09-35153 and Plaintiffs-

Appellants ACLU of Oregon, et al. in 09-35154 respectfully move for

reconsideration of the Order entered on June 3, 2009 (the “June 3 Order”), which

consolidated these appeals and directed that a consolidated opening brief be filed

by June 5, 2009. Plaintiffs-Appellants respectfully request that the Court, upon

reconsideration, modify the June 3 Order to direct that a single excerpts of record

be filed on the two appeals, and that the two appeals be argued together, but that

the cases not be consolidated, so that separate briefs will filed in the two appeals.

Alternatively, Plaintiffs-Appellants request that this Court grant Plaintiffs-

Appellants an extension of time to file a consolidated brief until two weeks after

entry of an Order on this motion.

On May 7 and 8, Plaintiffs-Appellants in these two cases filed separate

motions requesting that this Court hear argument on the cases on the same day and

allow them to file a single excerpt of record.

These appeals arise out of the same proceedings and same decision rendered

in the United States District Court for the District of Oregon. The district court’s

decision treated the claims of Powell’s Books, Inc., et al. (Plaintiffs-Appellants in

No. 09-35153) very differently from the claims of American Civil Liberties Union

of Oregon, et al. (Plaintiffs-Appellants in No. 09-35154). Therefore, the two sets

of Plaintiffs-Appellants filed separate notices of appeal, represented by separate
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counsel, and are prepared to file separate briefs on appeal, raising different issues.

The motion for a combined excerpt of record and for combined argument was

made to promote judicial efficiency in the hearing of two different appeals.

On June 3, 2009, this Court construed Plaintiffs-Appellants’ motions as

requesting consolidation of the cases for all purposes and granted the motions as

construed. It ordered Plaintiffs-Appellants to file a joint brief on June 5, 2009—

two days after entry of the June 3 Order.

Plaintiffs-Appellants respectfully request that this Court reconsider its June 3

Order. To clarify, Plaintiffs-Appellants did not intend to request consolidation for

all purposes, but only to file a joint excerpt of record and a joint oral argument.

Plaintiffs-Appellants in 09-35153 have different interests and, therefore, different

approaches to this appeal, from Plaintiffs-Appellants in 09-35154. The two sets of

Plaintiffs-Appellants believe that the separate briefs that they have written are the

best mechanism to clarify those different interests and approaches for the Court.

Because no party had sought consolidation, the two sets of Plaintiffs-Appellants

had been proceeding with the expectation that they would file their separate

opening briefs on the schedule previously set by this Court— in 09-35153 on

June 4, 2009, and in 09-35154 on June 5, 2009. Each of those opening briefs is

substantially complete, and would have been filed by that deadline but for the

Court’s entry of the June 3 Order.
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Plaintiffs-Appellants respectfully request that the Court modify the June 3

Order to grant the relief originally sought, so that there is a combined excerpt of

record, and combined oral argument, and that the Court direct that the separate

briefs on the two appeals be filed within three business days after entry of the

Order.

If the Court declines to reconsider its June 3 Order, Plaintiffs-Appellants

respectfully request that the Court extend the time to file a consolidated brief to

two weeks after the entry of the Court’s Order on this motion for reconsideration.

Plaintiffs-Appellants’ briefs are substantially completed. However, combining two

very different briefs into one, and coordinating regarding the substance of that

consolidated brief, would require counsel to devote significant additional time. In

addition, counsel request the extension of time to allow the many Plaintiffs-

Appellants in this matter to review the final document before filing.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs-Appellants respectfully request that this Court

reconsider its June 3, 2009 order and that, in the alternative, the Court extend the

time to file a joint opening brief to a date two weeks after the entry of the Court’s

order on this motion for reconsideration.

Dated June 4, 2009.

STOEL RIVES LLP

s/ P. K. Runkles-Pearson
P. K. Runkles-Pearson, OSB No. 061911
Attorney for Plaintiffs-Appellants
ACLU of Oregon, et al. in 09-35154

SONNENSCHEIN NATH &
ROSENTHAL LLP

s/ Michael A. Bamberger (with permission)
Michael A. Bamberger
Richard M. Zuckerman
rzuckerman@sonnenschein.com
Attorney for Plaintiffs-Appellants
Powell’s Books, Inc., et al. in 09-35153
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