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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

FOR THE COUNTY OF MARION 

 
Chad Mangum, ) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Case No. 25CV08937 

Plaintiff, 
 

 

-v- 

JCB 

 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR 

CLARIFICATION OF ORDER DENYING 

OBJECTION TO EXTENSION OF TIME 

State of Oregon, acting by and through the 

State Board of Tax Practitioners, 

Defendant. 
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MOTION 13 

Plaintiff respectfully moves the Court for clarification regarding its denial of Plaintiff’s 14 

Objection to Informal Extension Order and Renewed Demand for Immediate Hearing on Motion 15 

for Preliminary Injunction. 16 

On or about April 17, 2025, Plaintiff submitted the referenced objection, detailing 17 

multiple procedural irregularities and requesting urgent action in light of time-sensitive 18 

regulatory harm. On April 21, 2025, the Court issued a one-word order: “DENIED.” 19 

This motion is submitted to respectfully request the Court clarify the basis of that denial, 20 

including whether: 21 

a. The Court found that the objection lacked procedural merit under ORCP 15 D or 22 

ORCP 79; 23 
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b. The Court concluded that the Defendant’s lack of request for extension was 1 

nonetheless sufficient; 2 

c. Or whether the denial was issued for reasons unrelated to the merits of Plaintiff’s 3 

filing. 4 

Plaintiff does not file this motion lightly, and is mindful of judicial economy. However, 5 

in the absence of any stated basis for the denial—and in light of the procedural, constitutional, 6 

and time-sensitive regulatory concerns raised—Plaintiff submits that clarification is necessary to 7 

preserve a complete and reviewable record, and to guide further proceedings without 8 

unnecessary repetition or uncertainty. 9 

Accordingly, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court issue a brief clarification of the 10 

grounds for its April 22, 2025 denial, and further inquires how the opposing party was granted an 11 

extension when no such request appears on or off the record, to the best of Plaintiff’s knowledge. 12 

 13 

Because justice without transparency invites error, and discretion without explanation invites 14 

doubt. Granting mercy to one robs justice from another. 15 

 16 

DATED this 23rd  day of April, 2025. 17 

Respectfully Submitted, 18 

CHAD MANGUM 19 

Plaintiff 20 

/s/ Chad Mangum_  21 

CHAD MANGUM 22 
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