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Docket No. 99-02 

Date: October 22, 1999 

ORDER 

Petitioner Roberta H. Gaston filed two separate motions 

concerning discovery be t ween the parties in this matter on 

October 13, 1999. Petitioner s eeks in camera review of several 

documents listed on the Agency's log of doc uments in the 

possession of the GAO Office of General Counsel. In addition , 

Petitioner seeks an extens i on of the October 8, 1999 deadline 

for proviqing Agency counsel with the name of an individual who 

furnished certain information to Petitioner and a brief 

extension of the deadline for submitting follow-up discovery 

requests. For the reasons set for t h below, the Motion for In 



Camera Review is denied and the Motion to Extend Deadlines is 

granted. 

In her Motion for In Camera Review, Petitioner identifies 

six documents and describes the notes and annotations of 

counsel contained therein. It is clear from the descriptions 

provided that the Agency need not produce these documents. 

They are protected from disclosure by either attorney-client, 

attorney work product, or deliberative process privileges, as 

the Agency has indicated to Petitioner. Because the 

descriptions of these documents suffice to establish that they 

fall within the privileges asserted, an in camera review of the 

documents is not warranted. Accordingly, Petitioner's Motion 

for In Camera Review is hereby denied. 

Petitioner also has filed a Motion to Extend Deadlines for 

Petitioner's Response Concerning Source of Information on 

Robert Centola and for Submitting Additional Interrogatories. 

Following the status conference on this matter on October 1, 

1999, Petitioner was ordered to provide the Agency with 

information concerning the identity of the individual alleged 

by Petitioner to have disclosed information to her concerning 

the adjustment of the working hours of Robert Centola. In the 

alternative, Petitioner was told that she would be precluded 

from presenting any evidence concerning the substance of the 

following two sentences contained in the Petition for Review: 
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I was told by a friend in GAO's Office of General Counsel 
that an attorney, Robert Centola, with a diagnosed sleep 
disorder (very similar to my own judging from the 
accommodation he was granted) had been allowed to adjust 
his working hours. I understood he was allowed to work 
from 4:30 or 5:00 p.m. to the early morning. 

Petition for Review at 4. In her Motion to Extend Deadlines, 

Petitioner explains that she needs time to review documents not 

yet produced by the Agency before making a decision whether to 

reveal the identify of the individual in question. 

Specifically, she requests that she be allowed three days after 

receipt of the documents to be provided by Respondent pursuant 

to Petitioner's Requests ##10 and 12 before providing the 

information concerning the source of information about Mr. 

Centola or facing the consequence regarding use of evidence 

derived from this source. Petitioner does not indicate whether 

Respondent objects to this requested extension. 

Upon consideration of Petitioner's motion, the stated 

reason for the extension of the deadline, and the 

reasonableness of the length of the requested extension, 

Petitioner's Motion for Extension of Deadline concerning the 

source of information about Mr. Centola is hereby granted. 

Petitioner must provide the information within 3 days of 

receipt of the Agency's complete responses to her Requests for 

Production ##10 and 12. If Petitioner fails to do so, the 
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evidentiary consequences will follow as stated in the Order of 

October 1 , 1999. 

Petitioner also seeks a seven day extension of the 

deadline for submission of follow- up discovery requests, 

previously set for October 15, 1999. Petitioner notes the same 

need to review the documents yet to be produced by the Agency 

as the reason for an extension of the follow- up deadline. 

Petitioner does not indicate the Agency's view on this request . 

On October 8, 1999, Agency counsel filed a status report 

indicating that the documentation responding to the two 

outstanding discovery requests would be produced under 

protective order by October 22, 1999. Accordingly, it is 

reasonable to extend the deadline for follow-up discovery 

requests seven days beyond that production date . The parties 

must submit follow-up discovery requests by Friday, October 29, 

1999. 

All remaining deadlines established by the Order of 

October 1, 1999, remain in force. 

SO ORDERED. 

lsi 
J1ef'4eYlS. Gulin 
Administrative Judge 
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