
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

UNITED STATES, et rel., :
Stephen Shea and 2Probe LLC, :

:
Plaintiffs, :

:
v. : Civil Action No. 07-111 (GK)

:
VERIZON COMMUNICATIONS, :
INC., :

:
Defendant. :

ORDER

Verizon Communications, Inc. (“Verizon”) has filed a Motion for Reconsideration and/or

Clarification regarding the Court’s Order and Opinion of February 23, 2012 [Dkt. Nos. 69 & 70]. 

Verizon requests that the Court append a footnote to both the Opinion and the Order stating that

“The Opinion contains no findings of fact or law in respect of the underlying allegations in the

dismissed complaint because the case was settled prior to substantive motions or trial.  For the

purposes of the Order and Opinion, the Court assumed facts alleged by Mr. Shea to be true only

because the United States did not contest those facts and because it was unnecessary to consider

evidence  that might have been presented to the contrary of those allegations.”  Proposed Order at

1; Mot. at 6.  

Upon consideration of the Motion,  the Court concludes that the Motion should be granted1

in part and denied in part and that the following amendments shall be made to the Order and

Opinion of February 23, 2012.

The Motion was served on both the United States and counsel for Mr. Shea.  No1

responses of any kind were filed by either of them.
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As to page 5, line 13, the phrase “it is certainly more than likely that” shall be amended to

read “it may well be that.”

As to page 7, lines 8-9, the phrase “identifying significant mischaracterizations made by

Verizon” shall be amended to read “identifying what they thought were significant

mischaracterizations made by Verizon.”

As to page 7, line 22 and p. 8, lines 1-2, the sentence “the Government had no recognition,

prior to the filing of this lawsuit, that the surcharges . . . were illegal under the FARs and the

contracts, and that therefore there was absolutely no justification for their payment” shall be

amended to read:  “In this case, Shea vigorously argued that the Government had no recognition

prior to the filing of this lawsuit, that the surcharges . . . were illegal under the FARs and the

contracts, and that therefore there was absolutely no justification for their payment.”2

As to page 16, line 14, the phrase “would clearly” shall be amended to read “may well.”

As to p. 24, line 4, the phrase “the fraudulent conduct’ shall be amended to read “the

fraudulent conduct alleged by Mr. Shea.”  On line 5, the phrase “it would very likely have “ shall be

amended to read “it might well have.”

March 29, 2012  /s/                                                                
Gladys Kessler
United States District Judge

Copies via ECF to all counsel of record

For purposes of the Order and Opinion, the Court assumed facts alleged by Mr. Shea2

to be true since the United States did not contest them even, though the United States opposed the
amount of fees Mr. Shea was claiming.

-2-
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