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 Rep. Charlie Collins and Rep. Jim Dotson respectfully submit this brief in support 

of their motion to quash the subpoenas duces tecum served upon them in this case 

pursuant to Rules 26(c) and 45(b) of the Arkansas Rules of Civil Procedure.  The 

subpoenas seek information and documents that are outside the scope of permissible 

discovery in this case and which are protected by legislative privilege. For both of these 

reasons, the Court should quash the subpoenas duces tecum in their entirety.  In addition, 

and in the alternative in the event the Court determines that some or all of the requested 

information and/or documents may be discoverable under Rule 26(b)(1), Rep. Collins 

and Rep. Dotson request that a decision on this motion be stayed until after (1) this Court 

rules on the pending motion to strike Plaintiff’s Third Amended Complaint, and (2) the 

Supreme Court of Arkansas issues its ruling in a pending appeal involving legislative 

privilege in State of Arkansas v. City of Fayetteville, No. CV-17-873.  Finally, in the 

further alternative and at a minimum, Rep. Collins and Rep. Dotson request that their 

depositions and document productions be continued, if at all, to another mutually-

convenient date due to preexisting conflicts with the subpoena date of October 26, 2018.   
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Factual Background 

  Plaintiff James Lee “Jim” Parsons filed this Arkansas Freedom of Information Act 

(“FOIA”) lawsuit on February 9, 2017, seeking production of various documents 

concerning General Improvement Fund (“GIF”) grants to Ecclesia College.  Parsons filed 

his First Amended Complaint on April 10, 2017, asserting additional FOIA claims 

against Ecclesia.  Parsons filed a Second Amended Complaint on May 18, 2017, which 

continued to assert FOIA claims against Ecclesia but added a claim for illegal exaction.  

Parsons argued that GIF grants to Ecclesia were illegal exactions under Article 2, Section 

24 of the Arkansas Constitution because Ecclesia is a “church” and the grants compelled 

Arkansas citizens to support a place of worship.  Parsons later acknowledged that his 

illegal exaction claim failed as a matter of law under Trinity Lutheran Church of 

Columbia, Inc. v. Comer, 137 S. Ct. 2012 (2017) and abandoned that claim.  See Mot. to 

Compel (Apr. 30, 2018) at 1 n.1.  Then, on September 17, 2018, Parsons filed a Third 

Amended Complaint again asserting FOIA and illegal-exaction claims.  Parsons 

acknowledges that the GIF grants obtained by Ecclesia have been spent but nevertheless 

asserts that he is entitled to recover those funds on behalf of the taxpayers based on 

alleged fraud and misuse.  See, e.g., Third Am. Compl. ¶¶ 34.   A motion to strike the 

Third Amended Complaint is pending.   

On or about October 3, 2018, Parsons served a subpoena duces tecum upon 

Charlie Collins, a member of the Arkansas House of Representatives for District 84.  The 

subpoena commands that Rep. Collins appear for deposition in this case on October 26, 

2018, and produce and permit inspection and copying of “[a]ny communications via any 
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recorded medium between yourself and agents, representatives or officers (including 

attorneys) of Ecclesia, Inc. d/b/a Ecclesia College regarding applications for General 

Improvement Funds of the State of Arkansas from 2010 to present.”  See Collins 

Subpoena, attached to the accompanying motion as Exhibit 1.  Parsons served a 

substantively similar subpoena upon Jim Dotson, a Member of the Arkansas House of 

Representatives for District 93, on or about October 8, 2018.  See Dotson Subpoena, 

attached to the accompanying motion as Exhibit 2.  Undersigned counsel contacted 

Parsons’s attorney, Matt Bishop, on October 15, 2018, and requested withdrawal of the 

subpoenas as inconsistent with controlling law, but he declined to voluntarily withdraw 

them.  This motion followed.  

Discussion 

As discussed below, the subpoenas duces tecum served upon Rep. Collins and 

Rep. Dotson should be quashed for two independently-dispositive reasons.  First, the 

subpoenas seek information and documents outside the scope of permissible discovery 

and are therefore improper under Ark. R. Civ. P. 26 and 45.  Second, Parsons’s attempt to 

depose legislators and inspect their communications concerning their motivations for 

considering or supporting legislation and GIF grants to Ecclesia College violates deeply-

rooted legislative privilege principles.  The Court should therefore quash the subpoenas 

in their entirety.  In the alternative, the Court should defer a ruling on this motion until 

after the Supreme Court issues its forthcoming ruling in the City of Fayetteville case, 
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which will be controlling on the issue of legislative privilege or, at a minimum, continue 

the inspections/depositions to a mutually-convenient date. 

I. The Subpoenas Duces Tecum Seek Information And Documents Outside the 
Scope of Permissible Discovery. 

 
Under the Arkansas Rules of Civil Procedure, a party is only able to obtain 

discovery when, among other things, the requested materials are relevant to a viable legal 

claim or defense in a pending lawsuit.  See Ark. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1); Dodson v. Allstate 

Ins. Co., 345 Ark. 430, 446, 47 S.W.3d 866, 876-77 (2001) (explaining that discovery is 

permitted only with regard to viable legal claims presented in the case); Atkins v. Fewell, 

No. CA 02-1286, available at 2003 WL 22407427, at *10 (Ark. Ct. App. Oct. 22, 2003) 

(same).  The subpoenas served upon Rep. Collins and Rep. Dotson in this case do not 

meet that test and, therefore, should be quashed. 

Parsons asserts two claims against Ecclesia College: (1) FOIA claims based 

Ecclesia’s alleged failure to produce documents as required by the State’s open-records 

law, and (2) an illegal-exaction claim based on Ecclesia’s alleged illegal acquisition 

and/or expenditure of GIF grant money.  The information and documents Parsons seeks 

from Rep. Collins and Rep. Dotson do not relate in any way to his FOIA claims, the 

remedy for which would be the compelled production of the challenged materials from 

Ecclesia.  See Ark. Code Ann. § 25-19-107. Instead, Parsons’s requests appear to be 

aimed at gathering information regarding his illegal-exaction claim.  But that claim fails 

as a matter of law and, therefore, no discovery may be had regarding the alleged illegal 

exaction.     
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Parsons acknowledges in his amended complaints, and it is widely-reported public 

knowledge, that Ecclesia has already spent the GIF grant funds that are at issue in Count 

II.  See, e.g., George Waldon, Ecclesia Moves to Convert Property to Cash, Shed Debt, 

Ark. Business (Oct. 8, 2018).1  In addition, former Ecclesia president Oren Paris III has 

already been ordered to pay $621,500 in restitution, the amount of public GIF money that 

flowed to Ecclesia in the kickback scheme.  Id.  As a result, and as a matter of law, 

Parsons has no valid cause of action for a “refund” of those same funds to the taxpayers 

under the illegal-exaction clause.  See, e.g., White v. Ark. Capital Corp./Diamond State 

Ventures, 365 Ark. 200, 226 S.W.3d 825 (2006) (affirming dismissal of a taxpayer 

illegal-exaction complaint as moot when public grant funds had already been spent by the 

recipients); see also Wilson v. Walther, 2017 Ark. 270, 527 S.W.3d 709 (distinguishing 

White and holding that an illegal-exaction claim is not moot if the entity receiving the 

GIF funds kept an accounting of the funds and still has GIF funds in its account that 

could be refunded to the Treasury).  Parsons is, therefore, not entitled to conduct any 

discovery regarding his illegal-exaction claim, from third parties or otherwise.  The 

subpoenas to Rep. Collins and Rep. Dotson should be quashed in their entirety under 

Ark. R. Civ. P. 26(c) and 45(b)(2).   

In addition, it would be inappropriate to permit discovery into the illegal-exaction 

claim when a motion to strike Parsons’s current iteration of that claim is pending.  

Therefore, even if the Court disagrees with the legislators and finds that the subpoenaed 

                                                 
 1 Article available at: https://www.arkansasbusiness.com/article/123935/ecclesia-moves-to-convert-
property-to-cash-shed-debt?utm_source=enews_100918&utm_medium=email&utm_content=daily-
report&utm_campaign=newsletter&enews_zone=3816 (last visited Oct. 15, 2018).   
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materials might potentially be discoverable with regard to a theoretical illegal-exaction 

claim, the Court should defer a ruling on the motion to strike on this basis until the Court 

has ruled on the motion to strike. 

II. The Arkansas Constitution Absolutely Bars Parsons’s Demand For 
Legislative Materials and Testimony. 

 
Even if the information and documents Parsons seeks are discoverable under Rule 

26(b)(1) (which they are not), the subpoenas should still be quashed under Rule 45(b)(2) 

as barred by legislative privilege.  Our speech or debate clause unambiguously declares 

that “for any speech or debate in either house,” members of the General Assembly “shall 

not be questioned in any other place.” Ark. Const. art. V, sec. 15.   That language “is 

deeply rooted in British and American law” and has consistently been interpreted as a 

“specific and significant bulwark[]” designed “to protect the legislature from improper 

interference by the executive branch and the judiciary.”  Edwards v. Vesilind, 790 S.E.2d 

469, 477 (Va. 2016).  “[W]ithout exception,” courts have held that far from merely 

barring questions and compelled disclosure concerning floor statements, that language 

bars courts from requiring legislators to disclose anything “within the ‘legitimate 

legislative sphere.’” Eastland v. U.S. Servicemen’s Fund, 421 U.S. 491, 503 (1975) 

(citing Doe v. McMillan, 412 U.S. 306, 314 (1973)); accord Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 479.  

Applying that established and well-founded understanding, this Court should quash the 

subpoenas to Rep. Collins and Rep. Dotson.    
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A. Our speech or debate clause is deeply rooted and must be read broadly to 
protect legislative independence and separation of powers. 
 

Our speech or debate clause was “not introduced . . . devoid of history or context” 

and cannot “be interpreted as if it had” been. Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 477. To the 

contrary, both the federal Constitution and numerous other state constitutions contain 

identical (or substantially similar) provisions that have long been read “broadly to 

effectuate” their historic “purpose of protecting” legislative independence and separation 

of powers. United States v. Brewster, 408 U.S. 501, 516 (1972); accord Tenney v. 

Brandhove, 341 U.S. 367, 373-74 (1951).  Indeed, “ignor[ing]” our clause’s “rich history 

in favor of a narrow,” speciously literal “interpretation would flout the framers’ obvious 

intent.” Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 477.  The Arkansas Supreme Court has long recognized 

as much, having previously declared that the Arkansas Constitution—like its federal and 

sister-state analogs—codifies “long-recognized” legislative privilege principles. 

Massongill v. Cty. of Scott, 337 Ark. 281, 285, 991 S.W.2d 105, 108 (1999). 

Our speech or debate clause’s language rests on the understanding that “to enable 

and encourage a representative of the public to discharge his public trust with firmness 

and success,” a legislator must “enjoy the fullest liberty of speech” and “be protected 

from the resentment of every one, however powerful, to whom the exercise of that liberty 

may occasion offense.” Tenney, 341 U.S. at 373 (internal quotation marks and citation 

omitted). That understanding “is a product of the English experience,” Eastland, 421 U.S. 

at 502, and in particular, the “history of conflict between the Commons and the Tudor 

and Stuart monarchs during which successive monarchs utilized the criminal and civil 
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law to suppress and intimidate critical legislators.” Brewster, 408 U.S at 507; accord 

Kerttula v. Abood, 686 P.2d 1197, 1201 (Alaska 1984). And given that background, it is 

hardly surprising that our speech or debate clause’s language closely resembles the 1689 

English Bill of Rights’ declaration “[t]hat the Freedom of Speech, and Debates or 

Proceedings in Parliament, ought not to be impeached or questioned in any Court or 

Place out of Parliament.” Tenney, 341 U.S. at 372 (quoting 1 Wm. & Mary, Sess. 2, c. II); 

see United States v. Rayburn House Office Bldg., Room 2113, 497 F.3d 654, 659 (D.C. 

Cir. 2007). 

The Framers correctly “viewed the speech or debate privilege as fundamental to 

the system of checks and balances.” United States v. Gillock, 445 U.S. 360, 369 (1980); 

accord Eastland, 421 U.S. at 502 (language serves the “additional function of reinforcing 

the separation of powers”); Kansas v. Neufeld, 926 P.2d 1325, 1334 (Kan. 1996) (similar 

Kansas language “reinforce[s] the carefully established” system of separation of powers). 

Indeed, just as “the powers properly belonging to one of the departments ought not to be 

directly and completely administered by either of the other departments,” as James 

Madison explained, “[i]t is equally evident, that neither of them ought to possess, directly 

or indirectly, an overruling influence over the others in the administration of their 

respective powers.” THE FEDERALIST NO. 48; see also Holmes v. Farmer, 475 A.2d 976, 

982-83 (R.I. 1984). Thus, in addition to being read consistent with its English origins, our 

speech or debate clause’s language must also be read broadly “with an eye toward 

promoting, not eroding, the separation of powers principles integral to . . . sound 

government” and critical to individual liberty. Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 477; see NLRB v. 
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Noel Canning, 134 S. Ct. 2550, 2559 (2014) (separation of powers safeguards liberty); id. 

at 2592–94 (Scalia, J., concurring in judgment) (discussing how separation of powers 

protects individual liberty); City of Ft. Smith v. McCutchen, 372 Ark. 541, 544, 279 

S.W.3d 78, 81 (2008) (explaining that separation of powers “is essential to preserve the 

orderly processes of government and its basic integrity”).  

Further, while being different in kind than the fears that originally spurred the 

adoption of our speech or debate clause’s language, the risk of intimidation remains just 

as high today. As recent attacks on the General Assembly’s integrity illustrate all too 

well, “[i]n times of political passion, dishonest or vindictive motives are readily attributed 

to legislative conduct,” Tenney, 341 U.S. at 378, and frank words between legislators can 

all too easily be distorted by interest groups to undermine the democratic process. See 

Rayburn House Office Bldg., 497 F.3d at 661 (explaining that “exchanges between” 

legislators or with staff “may legitimately involve frank or embarrassing statements,” and 

the threat of revealing those statements could “chill the exchange of views with respect to 

legislative activity . . . counter to the [speech or debate] Clause’s purpose”). The 

Arkansas Supreme Court has long recognized as much, holding that the Arkansas 

Freedom of Information Act’s exemption for legislators’ unpublished memoranda, 

working papers, and correspondence “promotes and encourages free exchange of 

thought.” McCambridge v. City of Little Rock, 298 Ark. 219, 228, 766 S.W.2d 909, 913 

(1989).  Therefore, our speech or debate clause’s language must be read broadly “to 

protect the integrity of the legislative process by insuring the independence of individual 
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legislators” and to reinforce the separation of powers. Eastland, 421 U.S. at 501-02 

(internal quotation marks omitted). 

B. The language used in our speech or debate clause categorically bars 
compelled disclosure of anything within the legislative sphere.  

 
Consistent with the understanding that our speech or debate clause must be read 

broadly, courts have uniformly held that “the phrase ‘speech or debate in either house’” 

used in our speech or debate clause is “a term of art signifying a ‘sphere of legitimate 

legislative activity’” essential to “the legislative process.” Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 479 

(citing Tenney, 341 U.S. at 376-77). For instance, as early as 1808, the Massachusetts 

Supreme Court recognized that similar language in that state’s constitution did not merely 

refer to “delivering an opinion, uttering a speech, or haranguing in debate” but shielded 

“every . . . act resulting from the nature, and in execution, of the office.” Coffin v. Coffin, 

4 Mass. 1, 27 (Mass. 1808). “The English and American history of the privilege suggests 

that any lesser standard” risks rendering legislators subject to intimidation by the 

executive or a hostile judiciary.  United States v. Helstoski, 442 U.S. 477, 491 (1979); see 

also 1 WILLIAM BLACKSTONE, COMMENTARIES, *164 (if all privileged activities were “to 

be set down and ascertained,” it would be “easy for the executive power to devise some 

new case, not within the line of privilege” to “harass any refectory member and violate 

the freedom of parliament”). 

Applying that standard, courts have consistently held that “[i]t is beyond doubt 

that” our speech or debate clause’s language “protects against inquiry into acts that occur 

in the regular course of the legislative process and into the motivation for those acts.” 
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Brewster, 408 U.S. at 525; accord In re Hubbard, 803 F.3d 1298, 1310 (11th Cir. 2015) 

(“The privilege applies with full force against requests for information about the motives 

for legislative votes and legislative enactments[.]”); see also Brown & Williamson 

Tobacco Corp. v. Williams, 62 F.3d 408, 419 (D.C. Cir. 1995) (holding that “any probing 

of legislative acts is sufficient to trigger” protection (emphasis in original)); Lucchesi v. 

Colorado, 807 P.2d 1185, 1189 (Colo. Ct. App. 1990) (similar clause shields “all actions 

naturally involved in the performance of any legislative functions”).  

That protection applies equally to testimonial and documentary evidence and 

shields not just votes, but conversations between legislators, “making, publishing, 

presenting, and using legislative reports; authorizing investigations and issuing 

subpoenas; and holding hearings and introducing materials at Committee hearings.” 

Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 479 (internal quotation marks omitted); see Eastland, 421 U.S. at 

505-06; Rayburn House Office Bldg., 497 F.3d at 661; Brown & Williamson, 62 F.3d at 

418-20. Indeed, permitting “[a]n inquiry into the purpose behind legislative discussions 

or actions would dilute the rationale for the very existence of the privilege.” Holmes, 475 

A.2d at 984; see also Rayburn House Office Bldg., 497 F.3d at 661. 

Similarly, courts have consistently recognized that consultations “with persons 

outside the legislature—such as executive officers, partisans, political interest groups, or 

constituents—to discuss issues that bear on potential legislation, and participating in 

party caucuses to form a united position on matters of legislative policy” are “a routine 

and legitimate part of the modern-day legislative process” and shielded from disclosure. 

Almonte v. City of Long Beach, 478 F.3d 100, 107 (2d Cir. 2007); Bruce v. Riddle, 631 
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F.2d 272, 280 (4th Cir. 1980) (meeting with outside groups); Campaign for Fiscal Equity 

v. New York, 179 Misc.2d 907, 911-13 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. 1999) (questions to executive 

branch employee about legislative contacts), aff’d, 271 A.D.2d 379 (N.Y. App. Div. 

2000); see also Eastland, 421 U.S. at 504-05 (“[w]here the legislative body does not 

itself possess the requisite information—which not infrequently is true—recourse must be 

had to others who do possess it” and seeking such information is clearly within the 

legitimate sphere of legislative activity (internal quotation marks omitted)); Miller v. 

Transamerican Press, Inc., 709 F.2d 524, 530 (9th Cir. 1983) (“Obtaining information 

pertinent to potential legislation or investigation is . . . within the legitimate legislative 

sphere.” (internal quotation marks omitted)).  

Likewise, because “the complexities of the modern legislative process” make it 

“literally impossible” for individual legislators “to perform their legislative tasks without 

the help of aides and assistants,” courts refuse to compel disclosure of staff 

communications or actions. Gravel v. United States, 408 U.S. 606, 616 (1972) (holding 

that “for the purpose of construing the privilege a [legislator] and his aide are to be 

treated as one”); see also Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 481-82 (privilege shields 

communications between staffers); Arizona Ind. Redistricting Comm’n v. Fields, 75 P.3d 

1088, 1098 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2003) (consultants working for part-time legislators). For 

instance, applying that understanding, the Virginia Supreme Court recently reaffirmed 

that courts cannot compel the production of communications between part-time 

legislators and professional staff responsible for assisting in drafting legislation or third-

party consultants acting on a legislator’s behalf. Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 483. As that 
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court explained, “[i]t would be of little use to protect speech or debate between legislators 

on the floor of either house but not to protect other communications or functions integral 

to the legislative process.” Id. at 479; see also Rayburn House Office Bldg., 497 F.3d at 

661 (discussing chilling effect of not shielding staff communications); Carl Zeiss Stiftung 

v. V. E. B. Carl Zeiss, 40 F.R.D. 318, 325 (D.D.C. 1966) (“government . . . needs open 

but protected channels for the kind of plain talk that is essential” to good government).  

C. Parsons plainly seeks privileged materials within the sphere of legitimate 
legislative activity. 

 
Parsons’s subpoenas seek to discover communications between legislators and 

with staff, constituent contacts, communications with outside groups, and other 

documents that might reflect legislators’ individual motives for supporting GIF 

appropriations and grants. See Mot. to Quash Exs. 1 & 2 (demanding all materials 

concerning Ecclesia’s “applications for General Improvement Funds of the State of 

Arkansas”).  As other courts have consistently concluded, such material clearly falls 

within the sphere of legitimate legislative activity and is not subject to compelled 

disclosure. See, e.g., Eastland, 421 U.S. at 505-06; Brewster, 408 U.S. at 525; In re 

Hubbard, 803 F.3d at 1310; Almonte, 478 F.3d at 107; Brown & Williamson, 62 F.3d at 

418-20; Miller, 709 F.2d at 530; Bruce, 631 F.2d at 280; Edwards, 790 S.E.2d at 479; 

Campaign for Fiscal Equity, 179 Misc.2d at 911-13. Accordingly, as a matter of law, 

those requests are barred by legislative privilege, and Rep. Collins and Rep. Dotson are 

entitled to an order quashing the subpoenas duces tecum served upon them in this case.   
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Parsons also intends to depose Rep. Collins and Rep. Dotson to determine their 

motivations for supporting GIF legislation and to inquire about other legislative activity.  

But again—as courts have uniformly held—our speech or debate clause’s language 

plainly “prohibits inquiry only into those things generally said or done in the House or 

the Senate in the performance of official duties and into the motivation for those acts.” 

Brewster, 408 U.S. at 512 (emphasis added); see also Brown & Williamson, 62 F.3d at 

418; Miller, 709 F.2d at 529-30. Consequently, this Court should grant the legislators’ 

motion to quash.  

D. The Court should stay consideration of this motion to quash pending 
resolution of the City of Fayetteville case.   

 
 In the City of Fayetteville case, which is currently pending before the Arkansas 

Supreme Court in Case No. CV-17-873, a Washington County circuit judge denied a 

motion to quash two subpoenas served upon members of the Arkansas General 

Assembly, which would have required them to answer deposition questions about nearly 

all of their legislative activities and turn over communications between legislators, 

staff, and constituent contacts, draft legislation, and everything except floor 

statements that might illustrate their motives for considering, sponsoring, and 

supporting legislation.  The State took an interlocutory appeal of that order, and the 

appeal has been fully briefed.  The Supreme Court is expected to hear oral 

argument in the case in the next few months and issue a decision as soon as 

practicable thereafter.  The Supreme Court’s decision in the Fayetteville case will 
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control the legislative privilege issue in this case, as well.  The Court should 

therefore stay consideration of this issue pending the high court’s decision.  A stay 

would prevent piecemeal appeals of the same legal issue and best preserve 

resources of the parties and the Court without any prejudice to Parsons. 

III. In the Alternative, the Subpoenas Duces Tecum Should Be Quashed and the 
Deposition/Production be Continued to a Mutually-Convenient Date. 
 
In the alternative, and in the event the Court denies the motion to quash on the 

merits, the Court should nevertheless relieve the legislators and their counsel from 

participating in document inspections and depositions on October 26, 2018, in 

Fayetteville, Arkansas.  Undersigned counsel for the legislators has a previously-

scheduled document inspection scheduled for October 26, 2018, at Arkansas State Police 

(“ASP”) headquarters in Little Rock, Arkansas, in a multi-party case involving out-of-

state counsel in Braun v. Burke et al., U.S. District Court, Western District of Arkansas, 

No. 4:18-cv-334-BRW.  That document inspection cannot be rescheduled due to out-of-

state travel involved and pending depositions scheduled for November 8 and 9, 2018, in 

that case that require previous access to the ASP documents.  In addition, counsel for the 

legislators has numerous other filing deadlines in other cases the week of October 22, 

2018, in addition to an evidentiary hearing on a motion for a temporary restraining order 

in another case, Cameron v. Arkansas State Board of Health, Circuit Court of Pulaski 

County, Arkansas, No. 60CV-18-6922.  Finally, Rep. Dotson has a preexisting family 

obligation on October 26 that prevents him from attending the document inspection and 
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deposition on that date. For all of these reasons, and for good cause shown, the Court 

should, at a minimum, order the subpoenas quashed as to the noticed 

inspection/deposition dates and order the parties to confer and re-schedule the 

inspections/depositions on a mutually-convenient date. 

Conclusion 

  For the foregoing reasons, the Court should either stay consideration of this 

motion or grant the legislators’ motion to quash the subpoenas in their entirety.  At a 

minimum, the Court should quash the current deposition/production date of October 26, 

2018, and order the parties to agree upon mutually convenient date(s) for the document 

inspections and depositions.   

Respectfully Submitted, 

      LESLIE RUTLEDGE 
      Attorney General 
 

      By:  /s/  Jennifer L. Merritt     
Jennifer L. Merritt (2002148) 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
323 Center Street, Suite 200 
Little Rock, Arkansas  72201 
Tel:  (501) 682-1319 
Fax: (501) 682-2591 
Jennifer.Merritt@ArkansasAG.gov  
     

Attorneys for Rep. Charlie Collins and Rep. Jim 
Dotson  
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