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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This matter cones before the Court on Plaintiffs’ Mtion [ 631]
to Conpel Further Deposition Testinony and Docunents from Linda
Tripp and Plaintiffs’ Mtion [667] to Extend Tinme by One Day to
Reply on Plaintiffs’ Mtion to Conpel. Upon consideration of
plaintiffs’ notions; the oppositions of the governnent defendants,
non-party Tripp, and the United States of Anmerica by the Ofice of
t he I ndependent Counsel; plaintiffs’ reply; and an in canera review
of the docunents submtted under claim of privilege by non-party

Tripp, the court will GRANT nunc pro tunc Plaintiffs’ Mtion [667]

to Extend Tinme by One Day to Reply on Plaintiffs’ Mtion to Conpel;
and DENY Plaintiffs’” Mtion [631] to Conpel Further Deposition
Testi nony and Docunents fromLinda Tripp, as di scussed and ordered

bel ow.

Backgr ound




The underlying allegations in this case arise from what has
becone popul arly known as “Filegate.” Plaintiffs allege that their
privacy interests were viol ated when the FBI inproperly handed over
to the Wite House hundreds of FBI files of forner political
appoi ntees and governnent enployees from the Reagan and Bush
Adm ni strations.

The notion now before the court is based upon the deposition
of non-party Linda Tripp. Tripp’s deposition has two potentia
avenues of relevancy for the present case. First, Tripp clains to
have sone know edge of relevant facts pertaining directly to the
m suse of plaintiffs’ governnent files. Second, although she is
not a plaintiff in this proceeding, the msuse of Tripp' s
government file, in the form of her background security
information, is discoverable to the extent that it is |linked to the
defendants in the present case.!

The court has already granted in part a notion for protective
order brought by non-party Tripp. Specifically, the court
precluded plaintiffs from questioning Tripp “on all matters not

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of adm ssible

The court has also held that certain information bearing
upon an attenpt to conceal political notivations for or
connection to the msuse of Tripp s background security
informati on may al so be di scoverable in the present case, as a
derivative of the discoverability of a White House connection to
the Tripp release. See Al exander v. FBI, Gv. No. 96-2123,

Menor andum and Order (D.D.C. Mar. 31, 1999) (holding this topic
to be discoverable in the context of the deposition of Kenneth
Bacon, Assistant Secretary of Defense).
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evidence on the issues of the obtaining or msuse of Tripp' s
government files, the obtaining and msuse of the plaintiffs’
governnment files, or matter subsuned by these subject areas.” See

Al exander v. FBI, G v. No. 96-2123, Menorandum and Order at 10, ¢

4(a) (D.D.C. Dec. 7, 1998). The court also stated that it was not
granting plaintiffs “a “roving conmission to investigate the
subj ect matter of other all eged scandal s i nvol ving t he Wi te House,
t he deponent, or any other entity.” 1d. at 5. The court went on
to specifically exclude the Lewi nsky and White House Travel Ofice
matters from the scope of discoverable material.? Wth these
conponents of the protective order in mnd, the court allowed the
Tri pp deposition to proceed, vacating the stay that had been put in
pl ace upon notion of the O fice of the |Independent Counsel.
Plaintiffs took non-party Tripp s deposition on Decenber 14,
1998, and January 5, 13, and 22, 1999. According to the governnent
defendants, Tripp testified for a total of approximately fourteen
hours, eight of which were dedicated to questioning by plaintiffs.
Plaintiffs now nove to conpel further testinony and docunent
production fromnon-party Tripp. First, plaintiffs nove to conpel
Tripp to submt to further oral deposition testinony on five

t opi cs:

2The court excepted fromthe protective order plaintiffs’
line of questioning as to the msuse of Billy Dale’s FBI file,
even though Billy Dale is also connected to the White House
Travel O fice investigation.



1. The dat abases in use at the Wiite House Counsel’s
office while Tripp was enpl oyed there.

2. The identity of people who attended *“Witewater
damage control” neetings in the Wite House
Counsel ' s offi ce.

3. The substance of a particul ar conversati on between
Tripp and Deputy Wite House Counsel Cheryl MIIs.

4. The substance of a conversation between Tripp and
Deputy White House Counsel Bruce Lindsay regarding
Kat hl een W11 ey.

5. How Tripp cane to see letters that Kathleen Wl ey
| ater sent to President Cinton.

Plaintiffs also seek to conpel further docunent production from

Tripp on three requests:

6. Portions of audio tapes of tel ephone conversations
bet ween Tri pp and Moni ca Lew nsky.
7. Portions of notes of a telephone call between
Li ndsay and Tri pp.
8. Portions of a book proposal prepared on Tripp's
behal f.
1. Analysis

A Applicable Law

Plaintiffs nove to conpel the testinonial and docunentary
itens enunerated above based on Rule 37 of the Federal Rules of
Cvil Procedure. As the court has stated on previous occasions in
this case, it isthe plaintiffs’ duty to first showthat the matter
they seek to conpel is discoverable. This rule conmes from the

definition of the scope of relevant discovery under Rule 26(b) of



the Federal Rules of G vil Procedure, which states that “[p]arties
may obt ai n di scovery regardi ng any matter, not privileged, whichis
relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending action.

The information sought need not be adm ssible at the trial if
the i nformati on sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the
di scovery of adm ssible evidence.” Feb. R CQv. P. 26(b)(1).

This showi ng of discoverability is all the nore inportant in
t he present di spute because the court has al ready granted non-party
Tripp a protective order “on all matters not reasonably cal cul ated
to lead to the discovery of adm ssible evidence on the issues of
the obtaining or msuse of Tripp’'s governnent files, the obtaining
and m suse of the plaintiffs’ governnment files, or matter subsuned

by these subject areas.” See Al exander v. FBI, Cv. No. 96-2123,

Menor andum and Order at 10, § 4(a) (D.D.C. Dec. 7, 1998).
Once plaintiffs have made this initial show ng, however, it
becones the opposing parties’ (and non-parties’) burden to prove

the applicable privilege they claim if any.

B. Plaintiffs” Motion to Compel
i [tem 1
The court will deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel further
testinmony on the databases in use at the White House Counsel’s
office while Tripp was enployed there. At the deposition, Tripp

testified that she saw Deputy White House Counsel WIIiamKennedy’s



secretary, Betsy Pond, entering data fromcertain files onto Pond’ s
conput er. According to Tripp, this data came from files that
appeared to be the sane files that Pond had earlier told Tripp
| ooked Ii ke FBI files.

Logically, plaintiffs sought to devel op facts about the type
and nature of the conmputer systemonto which Pond was | oading this
informati on. Wen asked about what conputer system Pond was using
when entering this data, however, Tripp answered: “I don’t know
what dat abase [Pond] was inputting into. | never asked.” Tripp
Depo. at 101. Thus, it appears that Tripp sinply has no know edge
of the specific database in use.

Next, plaintiffs inquired nore generally of Tripp as to “what
types of databases during the tine that you worked in the Wite
House Counsel’s office were you aware of ?” Tripp Depo. at 104. To
this question, both non-party Tripp and the governnent defendants
objected, on the basis of discoverability under the protective
or der.

After the first day of Tripp's deposition, and after this
question had been objected to by the governnent, the court held a
hearing on several matters pertaining to the deposition. On
Decenber 17, 1998, the court issued an order pertaining to this
very issue of Wiite House databases and Tripp's deposition. I n
that order, the court held:

Further questioning of M. Tripp about Wite House

security systems is . . . PROH BITED. Furt her

guestioning about Wite House conputer systens 1S
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perm ssible, but in [ight of her testinony that it was
Ms. Pond who was in-putting the FBI files and Ms. Tripp
did not see the screen or know the system this seens a
waste of time to go further with this witness rather than
Ms. Pond. This questioning does not provide good cause
to extend plaintiffs’ six-hour limt on direct
exam nati on

Al exander v. FBI, Cv. No. 96-2123, Oder (D.D.C. Dec. 17, 1998)

(enphasis in original). Thus, to the extent that plaintiffs
guestion inquires about White House security systens, plaintiffs’
guestion has al ready been prohibited.

The remaining issue, then, is whether Tripp nust respond to
plaintiffs’ question to the extent it relates only to conputer
systens, as opposed to security systens. As seen above, the court
has already held that this line of inquiry is permssible, but it
has al so stated that it would not grant plaintiffs an extensi on of
deposition tinme to pursue these answers. See id. Mreover, the
court has already sua sponte granted |leave to plaintiffs to depose
Pond in light of Tripp's testinony. See id. Gven this | eave and
the court’s Decenber 17, 1998 denial of further time to explore
this topic, the court finds that the discovery sought fromTrippis
“obt ai nabl e from sone other source that is nore convenient,” that
plaintiffs have “had anple opportunity by discovery in the action
to obtain the information sought,” and “the burden or expense of
t he proposed di scovery outweighs its likely benefits.” Feb. R CQw
P. 26(b)(2). Plaintiffs had a full hour of deposition tine
remai ning after the court issued its Decenber 17, 1998 order, and
t hey chose not to ask Tripp the question to which they now seek to
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conpel an answer. The court has already held that Tripp's failure
to answer this question did not create good cause for an extension
of plaintiffs’ examnationtime; plaintiffs have provi ded no reason
for the court to change that conclusion. Therefore, plaintiffs’

request to conpel an answer to item1 will be denied.

ii. Iltem?2

The court will deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel further
testinmony on the identity of people who attended “Witewater damage
control” neetings in the Wite House Counsel’s office. At the
deposition, Tripp testified that certain nenbers of the President’s
staff attended neetings involving the President’s response to the
Wi tewat er investigation. Because Tripp |l eft her enpl oynent at the
White House in August 1994, any know edge that she m ght have on
this subject would pertain to neetings before this tine.

Even with regard to these neetings, however, Tripp appears to
have responded to plaintiffs’ questions as to the nanmes of
attendees. Plaintiffs specifically asked: “Wo generally attended
t hese neetings?” Tripp Depo. at 281. Tripp was allowed to answer
this question, and she |isted at |east eight people. 1d. at 281-
83. Nonetheless, plaintiffs still ask this court to conpel non-

party Tripp to submt to further testinony on this point. Because



Tripp has already answered the question, however, the court wll
deny plaintiffs’ request.?

Furthernore, the court has difficulty seeing the rel evance of
Wiite House neetings that occurred in 1993-1994 to the present
case. The court has already cautioned plaintiffs’ counsel that
“[wWe are not going into other scandals here.” See Transcript of
Decenmber 15, 1998 Hearing, at 30-31. For these reasons,
plaintiffs’ request to conpel further testinmony from non-party

Tripp as to item2 will be denied.

iii. ltem3

The court will deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel further
testinmony on the substance of a particular conversation between
Tripp and Deputy White House Counsel Cheryl MIIs. At the
deposition, Tripp testified that she had a discussion with Bruce
Li ndsay at which time she voi ced her concerns over i nproper conduct
in the Wiite House Counsel’s office. Tripp Depo. at 803-04. Part
of Tripp's concerns pertained to the handling of FBI files. See

id. Tripp further testified that MIls and Li ndsay appeared to be

3The court is aware that Tripp testified: “lI have not spent
a great deal of time on this. | wll give you off the top of ny
head the names that | recall, bearing in mnd that it won't be a
conplete list. Gwven tinme, | think I could give you a conplete
list.” Tripp Depo. at 282. Because the court also finds this to
be irrelevant information, the possibility of Tripp renmenbering
nore attendees does not affect the court’s decision today.
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very cl ose professionally and that “based on [Tripp’s] observation
of [Lindsay and MIIs’s] relationship, it would be quite likely
that they m ght have discussed this very issue.” Id. at 861
| medi ately before Tripp made this coment, plaintiffs had asked
her about any conversations she may have had with MIls. On this
line of questioning, plaintiffs asked Tripp whether MIIs “ever
said anything to [Tripp] that caused [her] concern?” 1d. at 853.
Tripp comented that MIIls never said anything that caused Tripp
any concern of a professional nature, but she may have said
sonet hing that caused Tripp concern of a personal nature. After
consul tation with her counsel, both Tripp’ s attorney and gover nnent
def endants’ attorney objected on the basis of relevance.* Tripp's
attorney proffered that the comunication “deals with a highly
personal [matter] related to M. MIlls that 1is conpletely
irrelevant to the scope of this deposition and would tend to cause
enbarrassnment or harmto her.” 1d. at 857. Despite this proffer,
plaintiffs seek to conpel this testinony because the comuni cation
constitutes a “secret” that may subject MIls to “coercive
pressures” should she becone a witness in this case.

The court wll deny plaintiffs’ notion to conpel Tripp to
testify as to MIIs’s conversation with Tripp. First, the court
notes that the question pending is sinply whether MIls ever said

anything that caused Tripp concern. This question is obviously

“Tripp’s counsel also objected on the basis of attorney-
client privilege.
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overbroad and the court wll only consider plaintiffs’ notion to
seek information pertaining to governnment files. To this extent,
however, her counsel has already proffered that this informationis
“conpletely irrelevant” to the scope of Tripp s deposition under
the protective order. Based on this proffer, the court wll deny
plaintiffs’ notion to conpel this information.® The court wll,
however, order Tripp to submt an in canera affidavit to the court
cont ai ni ng t he substance of this conversation so that the court can

confirm Tripp’s counsel’s proffer.

iv. Item4
The court will deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel further
testinony on the substance of a conversation between Tripp and
Deputy Wi te House Counsel Bruce Lindsay regardi ng Kat hl een W1 ey.
At the deposition, the follow ng exchange took place, which
pertained to a conversation that occurred while Tripp and Li ndsay

were both enpl oyed at the Wite House:

STripp’s counsel stated during the deposition that he would
“submt [Tripp s] response to the Court for an in-canera review
and allow the Judge to nake the determ nation.” Tripp Depo. at
857. Such an in canera subm ssion would be consistent with
earlier instances of simlar questioning of a personal nature in
this case. See Order of Decenber 17, 1998 (ordering in canera
proffers from Tri pp and Kennedy as to confidential personnel
matters invol ving Betsy Pond and Deborah Gorham. This
subm ssion would also give the court a basis to confirmTripp’s
counsel s conclusory proffer of irrelevance and Tripp' s
conclusory statenment in her affidavit. See Tripp Aff. at 1-2.
Therefore, the court will order Tripp to file with the court an
in canera affidavit stating the substance of the conversation
with MIIs.
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[ Tripp:] | have failed to nmention that in the
conversation wth Bruce Lindsay, in the one that |
testified was I engthy, | had nentioned Kathleen WII ey,
and | pretty nuch at that tinme thought that that woul d be
relayed to the President and | wanted it to be.
[Plaintiffs’ counsel:] Wat about Kathleen WIIley?

[ Tripp’s counsel :] Objection, again, we are goi ng beyond
t he scope and rel evance.

[ Governnment’ s counsel :] Cbjection.

[Plaintiffs’ counsel:] Well the reason |’mgetting into

it . . . is because it shows a course of comrunication

and conduct and it shows the intimacy of the rel ati onship

bet ween Li ndsay and the President.
Tripp Depo. at 884-84. In their notion to conpel, plaintiffs
suppl enment their reasoning on the discoverability of what Tripp
told Lindsay about WIlley by pointing to a sentence from the
court’s menorandum opinion regarding Terry Good where the court
stated that “if the [Wlley] file [kept by the Wite House’'s Ofice
of Records Managenent] was maintained in a way that inplicated the

Privacy Act, then its msuse could prove to be circunstanti al

evidence of file msuse ained at the plaintiffs.” See Al exander V.

EBI, Civ. No. 96-2123, Menorandum and Order at 3 (D.D.C. Dec. 7,
1998). According to plaintiffs, the conversation between Tri pp and
Li ndsay “likely” contains inportant information about the rel ease
of letters that WIlley later wote to President dinton.
Therefore, argue plaintiffs, they are entitled to know the
substance of a conversation between Tripp and Lindsay. Tri pp,
government defendants, and the Ofice of the |Independent Counsel
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all object to this inquiry on the basis of relevance and the
court’s protective order. The court will sustain these objections.

As stated above, the court issued a protective order
precluding plaintiffs fromeliciting testinony “on all matters not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admssible
evidence on the issues of the obtaining or msuse of Tripp's
government files, the obtaining and msuse of the plaintiffs’
governnment files, or matter subsuned by these subject areas.” See

Al exander v. FBI, G v. No. 96-2123, Menmorandum and Order at 10, ¢

4(a) (D.D.C. Dec. 7, 1998). No reasonabl e reading of this |anguage
can enconpass plaintiffs’ broad question about the subject matter
of a conversation that Tripp had with Lindsay, before she |eft the
VWhite House in 1994, regarding WIIey. There is no reason to
believe that this conversation had anything to do with the rel ease
of any information that fell under the requirenents of the Privacy
Act, aside fromplaintiffs basel ess speculation. The court cannot
accept plaintiffs's argunment that this inquiry was intended to
reveal information about how WIlley's letters were kept since
plaintiffs sinply never bothered to ask narrower questions. This
is not surprising, however, given that they would fall outside of
the protective order issued by the court. For these reasons, the
court will deny plaintiffs’ notion to conpel further testinony on

item 4.

V. ltem b
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The court will deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel further
testinony on how Tripp came to see letters that Kathleen WII ey
|ater sent to President Clinton.® At the end of her deposition
Tripp testified that during the time she worked in the White House,
bef ore Septenber 1994, she saw letters that Wlley had witten to
President dinton. Plaintiffs’ counsel asked how she canme upon t he
letters, to which Tripp, governnent defendants, and the O fice of
t he Independent Counsel objected, based on relevance and the
court’s protective order. The court will sustain these objections.

First, the question asked by plaintiff does not pertainto the
subject matters of the release of plaintiffs’ FBI files or of
Tripp’ s background security information. Thus, it falls outside of
the protective order issued in this case, and plaintiffs’ question
t heref ore seeks undi scoverable matter.

Second, although plaintiffs in this instance nmake a better
attenpt to explain the relevance of the Wlley issue to this case,
this theory was not put into practice at the deposition.
Specifically, plaintiffs argue that if Wlley' s letters were kept
in a certain systemof records and otherwi se qualified for Privacy
Act protection, then their msuse may be relevant to this case.
Al though this reasoni ng approaches a tenable position, the court
still rejects this argunment in this instance because plaintiffs’

counsel sinply never asked any questions that woul d bear upon the

’Plaintiffs do not dispute that Tripp saw these letters
before Wlley sent themto the President.
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| ogi ¢ that they now seek to conpel answers under. Put another way,
plaintiffs have devel oped the habit of asking overbroad questions
whi ch may (but probably will not) fortuitously lead to rel evant
i nformati on; however, these types of questions cannot be said to be
“reasonably calculated” to lead to the discovery of adm ssible
evi dence. See FeED. R GQv. P. 26(b). Typically plaintiffs wll
then file a notion to conpel the overbroad category of information
i nquired about in the deposition but argue that their deposition
questions were nerely “foundational.” In conjunction with this
argunent, plaintiffs usually set forward a nore narrowy tailored
position on why the question should be conpelled. As plaintiffs
must have | earned by now, and as they should have al ready known,
the court is not disposed to conpel further oral deposition
testinony, especially by a non-party, based on overbroad questions
that have little apparent connection to the reasoning they set
forth in their notions to conpel.

In short, the question posed by plaintiffs’ counsel falls
outside of the protective order entered as to Tripp’s deposition.
Even if no such protective order existed, however, plaintiffs’
guestion bears no reasonable relationship to the reasoning set
forth in plaintiffs’ notion to conpel. Tripp’ s know edge of these
letters cane before they were even sent to the President, so she
could have no information as to their status as Privacy Act
records. For these reasons, the court will deny plaintiffs’ notion
to conpel further testinmony on item5
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vi. ltem®6

The court wll deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel the
production of relevant portions of audio tapes of telephone
conversations between Tripp and Mnica Lewi nsky. Only non-party
Tripp objects to the production of this material. Tripp’'s
objections are that the production of these tapes: (1) would be
undul y burdensone; (2) would be beyond the scope of perm ssible
di scovery as described in the protective order; and (3) would
violate Tripp's asserted right of self-incrimnation under the
Fifth Anmendnent because the information, if it exists, “relates to
matters involved in the Maryland Gand Jury proceedings for her
all eged violations of the Maryland Wretap statute.” Linda R
Tripp’s Response to Plaintiffs’ Request for Docunents Pursuant to
Subpoena at 5. Moreover, Tripp states in her opposition that “she
does not possess or control those itens sought” by plaintiffs.
Plaintiffs’ Qpposition at 4.7 Plaintiffs respond that, at |east by
affidavit, Tripp has denied only possession, but not custody or
control, of the audiotapes. In their view, FED. R Qv. P. 45
requi res production even if Tripp is in custody or control but not
possessi on. Moreover, plaintiffs argue that the Fifth Amendnent

does not apply to “the contents of preexisting, voluntarily

Tripp has filed an affidavit with her opposition which
states that “I amnot in possession of any all eged audi otapes
containing the voice of Mnica Lew nsky.” Tripp Aff. at 2.
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prepared docunents,” citing United States v. Hubbell, No. 98-3080,

slip op. at 46 (D.C. GCr. Jan. 26, 1999).

The court wll deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel this
information. Tripp states in her brief that she has no possession
or control over the tapes plaintiffs seek. “[A] wtness may not be
conpel l ed to produce naterial that the witness neither controls nor
possesses.”  CHARLES ALAN WRIGHT & ARTHUR R. M LLER, FEDERAL PRACTICE AND
PROCEDURE 8 2456 (1995); see also FeEb. R Qv. P. 45, Al t hough
Tripp’'s affidavit states only that she does not have possessi on of
the tapes, if any exist, the court finds that the representations
in her brief adequately support her contention in response to
plaintiffs’ Rule 45 subpoena. Mreover, plaintiffs have not sought
to conpel Tripp to answer questions asked at her deposition
regarding the relevant portions of these tapes, to which Tripp
i nvoked the privilege against self-incrimnation under the Fifth
Amendnent. Because plaintiffs have not so noved, the court has no
need to address Tripp's privilege claim The court wll not (and
cannot) order Tripp to produce tapes that are not wthin her
possession or control. See FED. R Qv. P. 45, Thus, plaintiffs

request to produce this material nust be deni ed.

vii. ltem7
The court will deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel production
of portions of notes of a tel ephone call between Lindsay and Tri pp.
Simlarly to item 5, plaintiffs seek to conpel Tripp to produce
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t hese notes because “the violation of Ms. Wlley s privacy rights
by the Cinton Wite House through an unauthorized rel ease of her
letters is wthin the scope of discovery for this case.”
Plaintiffs’ Mdtion at 17. Non-party Tripp objected tothisitemin
plaintiffs’ subpoena duces tecum because it went beyond the
protective order and sought irrelevant matter. Additionally, Tripp
submtted these notes for an in canera review.

Like plaintiffs’ request for further testinony regarding a
conversation between Tripp and Lindsay about WIlley, plaintiffs’
request for notes Tri pp may have kept during a conversation she had
with Lindsay about WIley (although not necessarily the sane
conversation as before) fails for three reasons. First, this
request seeks nmaterial beyond what is all owed under the protective
order because it does not inquire about the m suse of plaintiffs’
files, the release of Tripp s background security file, or any
matter subsuned therein. Instead, it inquires about a conversation
Tri pp had about a person who allegedly had her own letters to the
Presi dent rel eased. Second, disregarding the protective order for
the nonent, plaintiffs’ request seeks material not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of adm ssible evidence. As
ment i oned above, the only plausible theory of rel evance presented
so far as to the Wlley letters is that it may be evidence of an
instance of a Privacy Act violation and governnent file m suse by
defendants and therefore circunstantially relevant to plaintiffs’
case. The conversation from which Tripp took notes, however,
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occurred before WIlley even sent her letters to the President.
Thus, Tripp could have no relevant know edge about how these
letters were kept and whether this record-keeping inplicated the
Privacy Act. Third, the Ofice of the Independent Counsel states
that this information has already been released by Congress.
Plaintiffs did not contest this assertion in their reply brief.
Thus, the court assunes that plaintiffs do not contest this
argunent. For these reasons, plaintiffs’ notion to conpel item?7

wi Il be deni ed.

viii. ltem8

The court will deny plaintiffs’ request to conpel production
of relevant portions of a book proposal prepared on Tripp' s behal f.
Tripp testified at her deposition that she had a “book proposal”
prepared by a syndi cated col umi st based upon infornmation given by
Tripp. Tripp produced a ten-page redacted version of this book
proposal to plaintiffs, pursuant to their subpoena duces tecum
The thirty-seven pages of redacted i nfornati on has been produced i n
canera to the court, and plaintiffs now seek to conpel any rel evant
information fromthis subm ssion

Upon review of this subm ssion, the court finds that the
material wi thheld by Tripp need not be produced for two reasons.
First, the material contained in the book proposal falls outside of
the scope of discovery under the protective order because it does
not deal with the release of plaintiffs’ FBlI files, the rel ease of
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Tripp’'s background security information, or matter subsuned by
either of these topics. Second, aside fromthe protective order,
the information contained in the book proposal appears to have no
beari ng upon this case and is therefore irrelevant. Therefore, the

court will deny plaintiffs’ notion to conpel item 8.

[11. Concl usion

For the reasons given above, the court HEREBY ORDERS t hat:

1. Plaintiffs’ Mtion [631] to Conpel Further Deposition
Testinmony and Docunents from Linda Tripp is DEN ED

2. Non-party Tripp shall file with the court an in canera
affidavit stating the substance of the pertinent conversation with
Cheryl MIls, as discussed in this nmenorandum opi ni on

3. Plaintiffs’ Mtion [667] to Extend Tinme by One Day to

Reply on Plaintiffs’ Mtion to Conpel is GRANTED, nunc pro tunc.

SO ORDERED

Dat e:

Royce C. Lanberth
United States District Court
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