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Dear Counsel: 

I have reviewed and considered the papers filed by the Special 

Litigation Committee of the Board of MA Federal, Inc., d/b/a iGov (the 

“Committee” or “SLC”) in support of its motion to stay discovery, along with 

the opposition submitted by Craig London and James Hunt.  I am granting the 

motion to stay for 120 days from the time of this order, except for the 

electronic documents sought by plaintiffs.

On January 19, 2009, plaintiffs requested that defendants provide a 

proposed schedule for completing the document production.  On January 21, 

2009, defendants responded that they were “now in a position to begin rolling 

production of the electronic documents” and that they would propose a 

schedule for the completion of the production.  On March 17, 2009, 

defendants proposed that the production of documents “proceed on a 

biweekly basis beginning next week, with all documents currently identified 
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in response to the pending document requests to be reviewed and produced 

within 90 days.”  Defendants proposed this schedule “in light of the 

concurrent demands on the parties to make documents and individuals 

available to the Special Litigation Committee.”  Moreover, defendants have 

postponed production of the electronic documents for long enough.  Further 

delay would only prejudice plaintiffs.  Thus, the stay for 120 days is 

appropriate to allow the SLC sufficient time to investigate the alleged 

complaint.  In the meantime, however, plaintiffs are entitled to the electronic 

documents they requested.

For the foregoing reasons, SLC’s motion to stay is in part GRANTED, 

except for the electronic documents that plaintiffs’ requested.

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

      Very truly yours, 

William B. Chandler III 
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