
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
      ) 
RAYMING CHANG, et al.,   ) 
      ) 
    Plaintiffs, )   Civil Action No. 02-2010 (EGS\JMF) 
      )        (submitted to Judge Facciola) 
v.      ) 
      ) 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et al. ) 
      ) 
    Defendants. ) 
__________________________________ ) 

 
 

DEFENDANT DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA’S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF 
SPECIAL MASTER’S ORDER REGARDING THE TESTIMONY OF THE 

DISTRICT’S FORMER LEAD COUNSEL MONIQUE PRESSLEY 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 Defendant District of Columbia (“the District”), by and through undersigned counsel, 

respectfully moves for reconsideration of the Special Master’s September 27, 2012 Order (“the 

Order”) requiring the testimony of the District’s former lead trial counsel Monique Pressley 

about alleged deletions of the E Team JOCC Running Resume.  The Order requires Ms. Pressley 

to reveal both fact and opinion work product that is protected by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) and 

prevailing case law in this Circuit.  The fully developed current record in this case shows there is 

no “substantial need” for Ms. Pressley’s testimony sufficient to overcome the traditional 

protections afforded ordinary or fact attorney work product, and clearly the Chang plaintiffs have 

not made the “stronger showing of necessity” to overcome the protection to which her opinion 
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work product is entitled.  Accordingly, the District respectfully requests that the Special Maser 

set aside that part of the Order that requires the testimony of Ms. Pressley.1

 Pursuant to LCvR 7(m), the District has conferred with counsel for the Chang plaintiffs 

who have indicated they oppose this motion for reconsideration.  Defendants Ramsey and 

Newsham concur with this motion.  A proposed Order is attached hereto. 

   

BACKGROUND 

I. THE SEPTEMBER 27, 2012 ORDER 

 In the Order, as it pertains to Ms. Pressley, the Special Master began by recognizing his 

previous ruling that Ms. Pressley’s mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, or legal theories 

were “absolutely protected from disclosure as work product,” citing Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3)(B).  

See Memorandum Opinion, January 5, 2012, at 8 (Dkt. No. 873).   In that opinion, the Special 

Master stated:  “It is frankly impossible to ask Ms. Pressley questions about her ‘rationale, 

justification, reasoning and/or explanation’ for her delay in telling Chang plaintiffs about what 

Bynum had found without seeking her thoughts and mental impressions, in obvious violation of 

the work product privilege.”  Id. at 9. 

 The Order reaches the opposite ruling on exactly the same facts and law.  The Order 

justifies requiring the testimony of Ms. Pressley by stating that “facts [Ms. Pressley] knows 

[about the Running Resume] are not protected because, whether that knowledge is work product, 

the privilege yields upon a showing of substantial need and an inability to secure the information 

from another source without substantial hardship.”  Order at 2.  The Order further explains this 

reversal by identifying three reason supporting an invasion of the work product privilege:  (1) 

                                                 
1  The District does not object to the other parts of the Order as it relates to the requested 
testimony of other witnesses.   
 
 

Case 1:02-cv-02010-EGS-JMF   Document 910   Filed 10/04/12   Page 2 of 16



3 
 

“that her knowledge of what happened at the now-famous status conference where plaintiffs’ 

counsel and I learned for the first time of an effort to delete data from the E Team system server 

is crucial to my work as Special master;”2 (2) the Chang plaintiffs “have a substantial need for 

it;”3

 This reversal in ruling is not justified by the record in this case.  If anything, a review of 

the events transpiring from the Court’s January 5, 2012 Order to the most recent Order 

unquestionably demonstrates that there is no evidence of any attempt to delete or destroy the 

Running Resume, any “fact” that Ms. Pressley knew about possible “deletions” of the Running 

Resume came from Marc Bynum, whose deposition was taken by the Chang plaintiffs, and the 

Chang plaintiffs cannot establish any substantial need for Ms. Pressley’s work product or any 

undue hardship if they do not have her work product. 

 and (3) the only other source of this “information is hearsay – what Pressley may have said 

to others about her knowledge of what had occurred.”  Id.  Although the Special Master 

recognized in the Order his inability to distinguish before her testimony what may constitute 

attorney-client privilege, which would be protected “absolutely,” from what may be work 

product, he concluded that he would have to “hear the objections question by question.”  Id.   

II. EVENTS LEADING TO THE SEPTEMBER 27, 2012 ORDER 

 This case involves the claims – now a decade old – of four plaintiffs who were arrested at 

Pershing Park in the District of Columbia on September 27, 2002.  Although about 400 people 

who were arrested at Pershing Park that day also filed lawsuits challenging their arrests, all other 

cases have long been resolved against the District.  Only the four Chang plaintiffs remain.  
                                                 
2  This statement is both difficult to understand and provides no basis for compelling Ms. 
Pressley’s testimony.  She has no more knowledge or information of what happened beyond 
what she reported on the record at the July 12, 2011 hearing, and what she reported earlier during 
the May 4, 2011 telephone conference call. 
 
3  Nor, as discussed more fully below, have the Chang plaintiffs made any sufficient 
showing at all of “substantial need” to justify invasion of the work product protection. 
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 A. THE PRODUCTION OF THE E TEAM JOCC RUNNING RESUME 
  
 On May 3, 2011, Marc Bynum, a representative of NC4, the company that provided 

technical assistance for the E Team software, came to MPD Headquarters and accessed the 

decommissioned E Team servers.  He quickly found the JOCC Running Resume on the main E 

Team server.  Bynum informed the individuals who were present that it appeared that all of the E 

Team JOCC Running Resume data was found and that it was possible to download the data to 

produce a hard copy of the Running Resume.   

 Bynum also informed the people who were present that he examined a profile in the E 

Team Running Resume data called a “History File.”  This file reflected the history of user 

activity in the creation, additions, and updates to the Running Resume.  The E Team function 

that permitted a user of the system to make additions and updates to the Running Resume was 

called the “delete” function.  By using the “delete” function, a user could store existing data in 

the program memory and clear the existing field on the computer screen so that new data could 

be entered into the system by that user.  Bynum noted that it appeared that numerous Running 

Resume entries had been “deleted” in the system by numerous users, including by people who 

were E Team employees who had access to the system.   

 Although Bynum knew that the “delete” function meant that a user caused existing data 

in the Running Resume to be “deleted” from the user’s existing screen and permanently stored in 

the memory of the system, his comment to the assembled group that data had been “deleted” 

confused those present because they believed Bynum was saying that Running Resume data had 

been erased or permanently removed from the system.  One of those present when Bynum made 
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this comment was Monique Pressley, who at that time was lead trial counsel for the District in 

the Chang case.  

 But more significantly, Bynum also told Ms. Pressley and the other people present that it 

appeared that the entire E Team JOCC Running Resume was on the system and could be 

extracted.  The District decided to bring this information to the attention of the Special Master 

and seek the guidance of the Court before entering the system to extract any information, or 

performing any function that even had the remote possibility to impairing the server.   

 B. THE MAY 4, 2011 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALL 
 
 The District initiated a telephone conference call with the Special Master and the parties 

on the morning of May 4, 2011, to report that the Running Resume data had been located by Mr. 

Bynum.  The Special Master ordered the District to preserve the second E Team server and make 

a forensic image of the data that Bynum located on the main server and produce it in a readable 

hard copy format.  This was done by the District later that day with the assistance of the United 

States Secret Service. 

 Ms. Pressley made several significant disclosures to the Special Master and the parties 

during the May 4, 2011 status conference call.  First, she conveyed what Bynum said about how 

an operator can “create[] a separate record” when “someone went into that link and added more 

information.”  She added that “each time another operator entered something, that time entry is 

saved as well.”  (Transcript of May 4, 2011 conference call (Dkt. No. 816, at 9).)  More 

important, Ms. Pressley told the Special Master and the parties that “[w]e’re certain that nothing, 

I mean, not even - - not viewing, not deleting, there’s nothing that could keep us from seeing 

what actually happened.”  (Id. at 10.)  In other words, Ms. Pressley told the Special Master and 

the parties that all of the Running Resume was recovered and nothing was lost. 
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 Ms. Pressley also advised the Special Master and the parties that “the District certainly 

would expect that Mr. Bynum would be available to testify about what he uncovered and how it 

was uncovered, and to explain any questions the Court may have, and to make the server itself 

available. . .”  (Id. at 17.)   Thus, it was expected on May 4, 2011, that the Chang attorneys 

would be able to ask Bynum any questions about what he found and the subsequent history of 

the Running Resume data.  In fact, this is exactly what happened. 

  Within 30 days of the May 4, 2011 status conference call, a hard copy of the entire 

JOCC E Team Running Resume was produced to the Special Master and the parties, including 

the Chang plaintiffs.  It was clear when this production was made that no data had been deleted 

from the Running Resume.4

 C. THE JULY 12, 2011 STATUS CONFERENCE 

  

 After the entire Running Resume was produced to the Special Master and the parties, the 

Special Master conducted a status conference on July 12, 2011, to discuss the status of the 

investigation once that the Running Resume had been recovered.  The transcript reveals that at 

the beginning of the hearing, the Special Master let the parties know that he was “preparing” 

findings of fact and conclusions of law, and that he expected “to report to Judge Sullivan on what 

has occurred, and . . . I will do that immediately, and then ask for his guidance and ask him if he 

wishes, in my capacity as special master, for me to do anything with reference to the discovery 

of [the E Team JOCC Running Resume], by virtue of the process that began on May 4.”  

(Transcript of July 12, 2011 status conference (Dkt. No. 804, at 5-6).)   The Special Master 

                                                 
4  Since the E Team JOCC Running Resume was produced to them, the Chang attorneys 
have never been able to demonstrate that any of the Running Resume data was deleted, 
destroyed, or lost.  
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added that he expected his findings up to that point to be finished “before the week ends.”  (Id. at 

7.)   

 After the Special Master made these comments, during a recess in the proceedings, Ms. 

Pressley advised Chang counsel regarding Bynum’s statements on May 3, 2011, about possible 

attempted “deletions” when he first found the electronic version of the Running Resume.  

However, when Ms. Pressley made this statement to Chang counsel, both Ms. Pressley and the 

Chang lawyers knew that the entire Running Resume had been found and produced, and also 

knew that Bynum was (and had been) available to be deposed.  When the conference 

reconvened, and before Ms. Pressley could inform the Special Master about Bynum’s statements, 

Chang counsel Jonathan Turley told the Special Master what Ms. Pressley had just advised him 

during the recess. (Id. at 26.)   The following exchange then took place between Ms. Pressley and 

the Special Master: 

MS. PRESSELY:  Actually, Your Honor, the reason that I was 
going to disclose it was so that you could do what you’ve already 
done, but since I’m - -  
 
THE COURT:  Well, tell me anyway. 
 
MS. PRESSLEY:  - - (unintelligible) I just would rather you know. 
  
One of the reasons why Mr. Bynum’s testimony is so important 
before findings are made is because when he went in to extract the 
data, he did see what appeared to be clear evidence that the E-
Team’s data files had been deleted by a user on February 26th of 
2010, and that’s something he will also be providing testimony 
about. 
 
The user’s name was entered into the system but it was not an 
MPD employee – 
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(Id. at 26-27.)  The Special Master then reconfirmed that Bynum’s deposition could be taken by 

the Chang plaintiffs.  Only six weeks later, on August 23, 2011, the Chang plaintiffs took 

Bynum’s deposition.  

 In January 2012, at the request of the Chang plaintiffs, the District paid NC4 to produce 

additional reports regarding the use of the E Team JOCC Running Resume.  These reports were 

prepared by NC4 employee Eric Kant, and were promptly provided to the Chang lawyers.  The 

District identified Kant as a Rule 30(b)(6) witness on the Running Resume data – including 

whether there had been any “deletions” of data – and his deposition was taken by the Chang 

plaintiffs on March 7, 2012.  In his deposition, Kant confirmed that no Running Resume data had 

been deleted, destroyed, or lost. 

 D. THE SPECIAL MASTER’S MAY 9, 2012 REQUEST FOR    
  IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL WITNESSES 
 
 On May 9, 2012, the Special Master requested that the parties identify potential witnesses 

to testify on ten topics that he designated for the next evidentiary hearing in his investigation of 

discovery-related issues in the case.  (Dkt. No. 893.)  Two of the topics proposed by the Special 

Master were:   

 Topic 3 – Why was [the E Team Running Resume] not recovered sooner than it was 

during the ordinary course of discovery in this case?  

 Topic 8 – When did counsel for the District of Columbia learn of [the effort to delete the 

Running Resume] and how? 

 The Chang plaintiffs identified former District lead counsel Monique Pressley to testify 

on both topics.  The District opposed any testimony by Ms. Pressley.  On September 27, 2012, 

the Special Master ordered Ms. Pressley to testify.  (Dkt. No. 909.)    
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ARGUMENT 
 

 I. THE CHANG PLAINTIFFS DO NOT HAVE SUBSTANTIAL NEED FOR  
  MS. PRESSLEY’S WORK PRODUCT  
 
 The attorney work-product doctrine protects materials and thought process of counsel 

prepared in anticipation of litigation.  Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  The rule provides that 

“documents and tangible things that are prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial by or for 

another party or its representatives” is not subject to discovery.  See Rule 26(b)(3)(A).  In the 

seminal case of Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495, 510 (1947), the Supreme Court stated that the 

purpose of the rule is to protect the adversary process by ensuring that lawyers work with a 

“degree of privacy, free from unnecessary intrusion by opposing parties and their counsel.”  See 

also Amobi v. District of Columbia, 262 F.R.D. 45, 52 (D.D.C. 2009). 

 In this jurisdiction, the attorney work-product doctrine is divided into opinion and fact-

based work product.  See Washington Bancorporation v. Said, 145 F.R.D. 274, 276-77 (D.D.C. 

1992).  As the Special Master noted in Disability Rights Council of Greater Washington v. 

Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority, 242 F.R.D. 139, 143 (D.D.C. 2007), “[t]he 

distinction is a significant one.”  The court may require the production of ordinary or fact-based 

work product upon “a showing that the party seeking the discovery has substantial need for the 

materials in the preparation of the party’s case and that the party is unable without undue 

hardship to obtain the substantial equivalent of the materials by other means.”  Rule 26(b)(3). 

 Opinion work product, on the other hand, because it invades the mental impressions, 

conclusions, opinions, and legal theories of counsel, is entitled to “special protection,” and 

requires a “stronger showing of necessity to justify release.”  Disability Rights, 242 F.R.D. at 

143; Banks v. Office of the Senate Sergeant-at-Arms and Doorkeeper, 236 F.R.D. 16, 19 (D.D.C. 

2006); Byers v. Burleson, 100 F.R.D. 436, 439 (D.D.C. 2006).  The Restatement (Third) of The 
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Law Governing Lawyers (2011) provides that only “extraordinary circumstances justify 

disclosure” of opinion work product.  See Restatement, § 89.    

 The Special Master concluded that Ms. Pressley’s thoughts were “facts” that, even 

though work product, “yields upon a showing of substantial need and an inability to secure the 

information from another source without substantial hardship.”  (Dkt. No. 909, at 2.)  This 

finding should be reconsidered for several reasons. 

 First, all the “facts” about what happened at what the Special Master characterizes as the 

“now-famous status conference” are known to all who attended that conference – Ms. Pressley 

has no special or unique knowledge beyond what was told to the Court.  If what the Special 

Master means to refer to is all “facts” known by Ms. Pressley about the discovery of the Running 

Resume, these “facts” were what Marc Bynum told her on May 3, 2011.  These “facts” included 

the knowledge that the entire Running Resume had been found on the E Team server, and this 

was reported to the Special Master and the parties the next day.  Another “fact” learned by Ms. 

Pressley was that it appeared that an E Team employee may have “deleted” information from the 

Running Resume on February 26, 2003.  This was reported to the Special Master at the status 

conference on July 12, 2011 – after the entire Running Resume was extracted and provided to 

the Chang plaintiffs.  The transcript of the July 12, 2011 status conference unmistakably shows 

that Ms. Pressley reported to the Special Master that Bynum saw “what appeared to be clear 

evidence that the E-Team’s data files had been deleted by a user on February 26th of 2010, and 

that’s something he will also be providing testimony about.”  (Dkt. No. 804, at 27.)  Ms. 

Pressley’s statement could not have been any clearer about reporting to the Court this “fact.”  

Since the Chang plaintiffs got the entire Running Resume and were able to take the deposition of 

Bynum (and Kant), they have no need for any further information about the content and history 
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of the Running Resume.  By August 23, 2011, when the Chang plaintiffs took the deposition of 

Bynum, they knew everything that Ms. Pressley knew about the Running Resume.5

 Beyond this simple conclusion about the “facts,” any effort to require Ms. Pressley to 

testify about who she discussed this matter with, whether she took any notes of the discussions, 

what her impressions were about these events, and what decisions and conclusions she reached 

after thinking about these facts are protected by the work product doctrine.   To be sure, Ms. 

Pressley is entitled to a “zone of privacy” around her work product.  Trustees of Electrical 

Workers Local No. 26 Pension Trust Fund v. Trust Fund Advisors, Inc., 266 F.R.D. 1, 13 

(D.D.C. 2010).  As the Special Master noted in Banks v. Senate Sergeant-at-Arms, 241 F.R.D. 

376, 383 (D.D.C. 2007), “[t]hat such conferences [with clients and agents like Bynum] are 

inviolate from such intrusion goes without saying.”  The questions and comments by a lawyer as 

she discusses “legal and factual questions that have arisen in litigation . . . are at the heart of a 

lawyer’s preparation and surely the attorney must be permitted to do that in peace, free from 

intrusion of opposing counsel.”  Banks v. Senate Sergeant-at-Arms, 233 F.R.D. 1, 5 (D.D.C. 

2005).  As the Special Master also stated in Harris v. Koenig, 2010 WL 4910261, at *3 (D.D.C. 

Dec. 2, 2010), “how can one ask a lawyer her views as to the validity of the positions she took, 

and will take, on behalf of a client without invading her work product?”  Therefore, beyond the 

“facts” that Ms. Pressley already disclosed to the Court and the parties, it is improper to require 

 

                                                 
5  There has been no suggestion by the Chang plaintiffs that Ms. Pressley has violated any 
ethical rules in this matter.  Indeed, there cannot be.  Rule 3.3 of the District of Columbia Rules 
of Professional Conduct, “Candor to Tribunal,” prohibits a lawyer from knowingly making a 
false statement of fact to the court, or failing to correct a previous false statement of material 
fact.  At no time did Ms. Pressley offer evidence that she knew to be false.  In fact, had Ms. 
Pressley told the Special Master at any time before the July 12, 2011 status conference that the E 
Team JOCC Running Resume had been deleted, or that there had been attempts to delete parts of 
the data, this would have proven to be at least a misleading, if not a false statement of fact to the 
Court, since it became clear that no data was ever permanently deleted from the Running 
Resume. 
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her to provide testimony that implicates her work product, particularly when the opposing party 

has no “substantial need” for the information – indeed they already have the information.  

 In sum, to be able to fact ordinary attorney work product, the Chang plaintiffs must show 

a substantial need for the document or information and an inability to obtain the document or 

information from other sources.  Here, the Chang plaintiffs were given the document by the 

District and they deposed Bynum and Kant.  There can be no substantial need for Ms. Pressley’s 

testimony.   

 II. THERE ARE NO “EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES” THAT  
  PERMIT THE REVEALTION OF MS. PRESSLEY’S OPINION WORK  
  PRODUCT 
  
 Even if the ordinary or fact-based work product doctrine yields to a showing of 

substantial need – which the Chang plaintiffs cannot show given these facts – the Court must still 

protect the “mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, or legal theories of an attorney.”  Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 26(b)(3); Tax Analysts v. Internal Revenue Service, 117 F.3d 607, 619 (D.C. Cir. 1997).  

Opinion work product is entitled to “special protection and require[s] a stronger showing of 

necessity.”  Willingham v. Ashcroft, 228 F.R.D. 1, 3 (D.D.C. 2005), quoting Byers v. Burleson, 

100 F.R.D. 436, 439 (D.D.C. 1983).  The Restatement (Third), The Law Governing Lawyers, § 

89 (2011), requires “extraordinary circumstances to justify disclosure” of opinion work product. 

 One of the most fundamental roles that a lawyer has is deciding how and when to present 

issues, facts, and arguments to the court.  A lawyer’s opinions about the meaning and 

significance of issues and facts, what to do with them, how to support or challenge them, and 

when to bring them before the Court, is at the core of what a trial lawyer does.  It is that very 

thought process that is protected by the opinion work product doctrine.  As long as the attorney is 
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not violating any ethical rule, she is entitled to consider the meaning and importance of facts in 

confidence free of intrusion or invasion by her adversary. 

 Because opinion work product is so highly protected – and rightly so – there must be 

“extraordinary circumstances” to permit the invasion of opinion work product.  No such 

“extraordinary circumstances” exist in the Chang case.  In fact, the record here demonstrates the 

opposite conclusion – there is no need at all for Ms. Pressley’s testimony.  It bears repeating that 

the Chang plaintiffs were given copies of the entire Running Resume, and they were provided 

additional reports that were run by Kant that reflected different fields and categories of activity 

concerning the E Team JOCC Running Resume for September 2002 IMF, including lengthy 

reports of the “History File” that Bynum first talked about to those present when he located the 

Running Resume on May 3, 2011.   None of the reports and none of the testimony shows any 

evidence of deletion or any attempted deletion of data from the Running Resume. 

 Even more significant is the fact that the Chang plaintiffs deposed the District’s only 

source for the information it possessed – Marc Bynum and Eric Kant – who both testified at 

length about the discovery and recovery of the Running Resume.  The Chang attorneys were able 

to ask both witnesses any questions about the creation of the Running Resume, how it was 

maintained and used during the September 2002 IMF event, and whether there was any evidence 

to show that anyone deleted or destroyed any part of the Running Resume.  Indeed, both 

depositions went on for hours.  Both Bynum and Kant responded to questions about whether 

there were any deletions or attempted deletions of the document, and both stated there were 

none.  Kant repeatedly explained what the term “deletion” means as a term of art in E Team 

parlance.   
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 There is no basis on this record to conclude that there is any need – much less a 

substantial need, and certainly no extraordinary circumstances , to justify invasion of Ms. 

Pressley’s work product.  Her work product is entitled to be protected. 

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, the Special Master should reconsider that part of the 

September 27, 2012 Order that requires the District’s former lead counsel Monique Pressley to 

testify about her work product concerning the E Team Running Resume.   

 

    Respectfully submitted, 
 

IRVIN B. NATHAN    
Attorney General for the District of Columbia 

       
       s/ Ellen A. Efros_______________ 
       ELLEN A. EFROS [250746] 
       Deputy Attorney General    
       Public Interest Division 
       
                                       /s/  William F. Causey________________ 
                                                  WILLIAM F. CAUSEY [260661] 
                                                  Assistant Attorney General 
                                                  441 Fourth Street, NW, 9th Floor South 

                                                Washington, DC 20001 
                                                  (202) 724-6610 

william.causey@dc.gov 
 
/s/ Shana L. Frost____________________ 

                                                            SHANA L. FROST [458021] 
Assistant Attorney General 
441 Fourth Street, NW 10th Floor 
Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 724-6534 
Fax:  (202) 741-8934 
shana.frost@dc.gov 

 
      Counsel for the District Defendants 
 
Dated:  October 4, 2012 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I certify that on October 4, 2012, I filed the foregoing with the Court’s electronic filing 
system, which will serve notice upon all counsel of record. 
 
      /s/ William F. Causey 
      Counsel for the District Defendants  
 

 
 

 

Case 1:02-cv-02010-EGS-JMF   Document 910   Filed 10/04/12   Page 15 of 16



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
      ) 
RAYMING CHANG, et al.,   ) 
      ) 
    Plaintiffs, )   Civil Action No. 02-2010 (EGS\JMF) 
      )        (submitted to Judge Facciola) 
v.      ) 
      ) 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et al. ) 
      ) 
    Defendants. ) 
__________________________________ ) 
 

 
ORDER 

 

 Upon consideration of the District of Columbia’s Motion for Reconsideration of Special 

Master’s Order Regarding the Testimony of Former District Lead Counsel Monique Pressley, the 

opposition thereto, and the entire record, it is this _____ day of October, 2012,  

 ORDERED that the Motion is hereby GRANTED; and it is further, hereby,  

 ORDERED that this Court’s Order dated September 27, 2012 (Dkt. No. 909), is 

amended by striking the requirement for the testimony of Monique Pressley at any forthcoming 

evidentiary hearing in this case. 

       __________________________ 
       John M. Facciola 
       United States Magistrate Judge  
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