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MEMO ENDORSEL

The Law Office of David S. Hammer

114 Greene Smeet. Suite 1101 @ New Yark, New York (0012 @ (212) 94 1-8118 ® (ux) (212) 219-7755

November §, 2007

| USDC SDNY
By Tax DOCUMENT
ELECTRONICALLY FILED

Honorahle Robart P. Putterson

United States Distiict Court DOC #: _
Southern District of New York DATEFILED: [[-0%-O)
United Stales Courthouse puvapend

500 Pear] Street
New Yark, New York 10007

Re: Warner Bros. Entertainment. Inc. et. al. v. RDR Baoks. 07 Cv. 9667 (RPP)

Dear Judge Pattcrson.

1 write on behalf of RDR Books (“RDR™), for whom T have today been retained as New
York counsel. [do so on the suggestion of your Chambers, with whom the partics engaged in a
confcrence call this moming. 1 placed this call, and write this lctter, 1o request an adjournment of’
the hriefing schedule prescntly in place, under wiiich plaintiff's hrief on its motion for a
preliminary injunction is due today, and RDR's opposition papers duc a week from today.

The reason for my request is simple: my client, RDR Books, is a very small company,
operating near Grand Rapids Michigan, with gross sales of a littlc more than $100,000 per yecar,
RDR does not have Intellectual Property counsel, indeed docs not really have any permanent
counsel, nor does it have the resources nceessary to hire an cxpert in Intellectual Property law.
Indeed. RDR’s prescnt plan is to have its briefs composed by the cousin of RDR’s owncr, a solo
practitioner who is not himself an Intellectua] Property lawyer, and a man who (though he has
some general idca of wliat RDR does), will necd some time to cducate himsclt as to the facts and
tssues in this particular casc.

For thesc reasons, we ask for an adjournment of the bricting schedule on plaintiff’s
preliminary injunction motion until the first week in January — that is, for about 7 weeks. RDR is
prepared. of course, to enter into a voluntury freeze order that would be comparable 10 o
preliminary injunction and would be efTective for the period of this adjownment. Such an order
would insure that plaintiff sustains no prejudice from any adjournment -- other than the fact that
it has worked for the last few days to produce a hrief that would now be submitted in January.
We note, in this regard, that RDR has voluntarily complicd with plaintiff’s expedited discovery
requests, and that an adjournment therefore would give plaintiffs time to make their own review
of what RDR actually intends to publish.
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My preference would be W come hefore Your Honor this aftcrnoon to discuss these
issues. Failing that, T await the Court’s instructions on how 1o proceed.

Sincerely yours,

ﬂ/f/’é 7l

David 8. Hammer

v Dale M. Cendali
O'Melveney & Myers, LLP
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