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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS, MISTCI COURT o
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKAASKEM U
WESTERN DIVISION 6% 019

PAULA CORBIN JONES,

AY.

Plaintiff, : CIVIL ACTION
: NO. LR-C-94-290
v.
WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON : Judge Susan Webber Wright
and

UNDER SEAL
DANNY FERGUSON,

Defendants.
PRESIDENT CLINTON’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION

TO MOTION TO QUASH OR MODIFY SUBPOENA AND FOR
PROTECTIVE ORDER OF AMY PAUL, EBERLE & ASSOCIATES

President Clinton, through the undersigned counsel,
files this response in opposition to the motion of Amy Paul,
joined by Eberle & Associates to quash or modify the subpoena,
and for protective order. For the reasons set forth below, we
respectfully submit that the motion should be rejected and
discovery ordered to proceed consistent with the Court’s prior
discovery orders in this matter.

ARGUMENT

I. THE MOTION TO QUASH OR TO MODIFY SHOULD BE DENIED.

The motion to quash should be denied and the subpoena
enforced for several reasons. First, the subpoena was validly
issued pursuant to Rule 45 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure to Amy Paul, an employee of Eberle & Associates, an organi-

zation we understand is involved in raising money for the Paula




Jones Legal Fund. In addition, based on discovery in this case,
we understand that Ms. Paul has met with and corresponded with
plaintiff. Furthermore, the subpoena seeks information that
clearly is relevant to the underlying action. For example, the
subpoena seeks information concerning Paula Jones, her lawsuit,
the Paula Jones Legal Fund, and the Rutherford Institute (the
organization raising money to pay the legal fees and costs of
plaintiff’s lawsuit). Indeed, as the motion to quash acknowledg-
es, the Court already has considered and rejected motions to
quash subpoenas seeking similar discovery from Cindy Hays and the
Paula Jones Legal Fund. Accordingly, prior to receiving this
motion, or Ms. Paul’s objections, we already had informed counsel
for Ms. Paul that, to the extent the Court’s prior Orders are
applicable to this subpoena, it too is governed by those Orders.
See Exhibit A hereto.

With respect to privilege issues, we requested, and
Rule 26 (b) (5) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure requires,
that Ms. Paul provide a privilege log so that we may evaluate any
assertions of privilege. The privilege log will enable us to try
to resolve any such claims without the court’s involvement.

We simply do not understand the basis for Ms. Paul’s
objection to the subpoena on the grounds that it would result in
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and undue expense, and there-
fore, do not have a response. As this Court has observed on
numerous occasions, responding to any subpoena causes some annoy-

ance, burden and expense. Ms. Paul, however, has failed to point



to any particularly egregious annoyance or burden on her that
would require relief from the Court. Similarly, Ms. Paul’s
objections to the definition of "document" are unavailing because
the subpoena merely defined that term in accordance with Rule 34
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. To the extent Ms. Paul
claims that the time period is burdensome, we are available to
discuss modifications.

In short, the motion to quash or modify should be
denied.

II. REQUEST FOR SPECIAL PROTECTIVE ORDER FOR AMY PAUL, EBERLE &
ASSOCIATES SHOULD BE DENIED.

The request for an additional protective order in the
case to govern discovery solely from Ms. Paul and Eberle &
Associates also should be rejected. The motion fails to articu-
late any reason why the existing confidentiality order, a copy of
which was served on Ms. Paul with the subpoena, does not suffi-
ciently protect material responsive to this subpoena. Thus, Ms.
Paul fails to substantiate her claim that the information sought
from her and Eberle & Associates requires any special treatment
beyond that which has been afforded to all discovery in the case,
including discovery from the President of the United States. 1In
these circumstances, there simply is no need for the Court to
consider additional protections solely for Ms. Paul and Eberle &

Associates.



CONCLUSION
For all of the foregoing reasons, the Motion to Quash

and for an additional protective order should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,
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Robert S. Bennett, Esqg.

Carl S. Rauh, Esq.

Mitchell S. Ettinger, Esq.

Amy Sabrin, Esq.

Katharine S. Sexton, Esq.

SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE, MEAGHER
& FLOM LLP

1440 New York Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 371-7000

Kathlyn Graves, Esqg.

WRIGHT, LINDSEY & JENNINGS
200 West Capitol Avenue
Suite 2200

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 371-0808

Stephen Engstrom, Esqg

WILSON, ENGSTROM, CORUM, DUDLEY
& COULTER

809 West Third Street

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202

(501) 375-6453

Attorneys for William Jefferson
Clinton

Dated: Washington, D.C.
December 30, 1997



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 30® day of December,
1997, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Response in
Opposition to Motion to Quash or Modify Subpoena and for Protec-
tive Order of Amy Paul, Eberle & Associates was served by facsim-
ile and United States mail, postage prepaid to:

Fred Codding, Esqg.
Codding & Codding
10382 Street

Fairfax, Virginia

Bill W. Bristow, Esqg.
216 East Washington
Jonesboro, Arkansas 72401

Donovan Campbell, Jr., Esq.
Rader, Campbell, Fisher & Pyke
Stemmons Place, Suite 1080
2777 Stemmons Freeway

Dallas, Texas 75207

Katharine S. Sexton
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VIA FACSIMILE

Fred Codding, Esq.
10382 Main Street
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Re: Jones v. Clinton -- Subpoena to Amy
Paul (UNDER SEAL)

Dear Mr. Codding:

I understand from our telephone conversation
that you represent Amy Paul, Eberle & Associates in
connection with the subpoena we served pursuant to the
above-referenced matter.

This letter confirms that, to the extent the
Court’s Orders with respect to discovery concerning the
Paula Jones Legal Fund and Cindy Hays are applicable to
the above-referenced subpoena, i.e., that the names of
individual donors only should remain confidential, the
above-referenced subpoena is governed by those Orders,
and I understand you already have obtained copies of
those Orders.

Please feel free to call me if you have any
questions.

Very truly yours,
foller § S ZL T

Katharine S. Sexton



