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Motion to Quash

At the request of the Division of Enforcement, I issued subpoenas to
Respondent David Pruitt and witness Timothy Keenan. Pruitt’s subpoena
required the production of communications between Pruitt and Keenan and
documents and communications concerning an affidavit Keenan signed on
February 2, 2018. Keenan’s subpoena concerned the same evidence plus
evidence responsive to an investigative subpoena issued to him in January
2016.
Pruitt moved to quash or modify the subpoenas, arguing they require the
production of privileged communications with his counsel and attorney workproduct.1 Specifically, Pruitt argues that his counsel’s notes concerning
counsel’s communication with Keenan and drafts of Keenan’s affidavit are
privileged.2 He also argues that communications with his counsel about the
Keenan affidavit are privileged.3
Because Pruitt did not support his motion with a privilege log or
declaration describing the evidence in question, I directed him to promptly
file such a privilege log or declaration.4 In response, Pruitt filed a privilege
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log that lists two documents: an e-mail his counsel sent to Keenan on
February 1, 2018, and a draft affidavit attached to the e-mail. On the first
page of the log, Pruitt states that it “does not include communications solely
between Respondent’s defense team and/or Respondent.” He also states that
he does not have access to documents in Keenan’s possession.
The Division opposes Pruitt’s motion. It argues that Pruitt cannot
plausibly claim that all communications between him and Keenan from 2014
to the present are privileged.5 The Division also argues that Keenan’s
communications with other people cannot be covered by a claim of privilege.6
And it does not believe that any privilege could protect from disclosure
matters covered by its investigative subpoena.7
The Division further argues that drafts of affidavits are not subject to
protection as work-product.8 Finally, it argues that Pruitt has waived any
other claim of privilege with respect to documents responsive to the
subpoenas.9
Discussion
The burden of establishing that evidence is protected by the attorneyclient or work-product privilege rests on the party trying to invoke the
privilege’s protection.10 The burden is heavy.11 Whether relying on
attorney-client or work-product privilege, the party invoking privilege must
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“specifically assert[] [it] with respect to particular documents.”12 Otherwise,
the privilege is waived.13
The Division asserts that neither attorney-client nor work-product
privilege can protect counsel’s communications with Keenan because he is a
third party.14 Although there is some support for the Division’s position that
drafts of affidavits are not protected as work product, 15 that authority rests
on the premise that unexecuted drafts are “a statement of facts within the
personal knowledge of the witness.”16 But when an affidavit is prepared by
counsel but is not executed, likely because it does not reflect the witness’s
recollection, the unexecuted draft reflects the impression of the attorney who
drafted it, rather than the witness’s impression. The content of unexecuted
drafts, therefore, cannot be described as facts, and revisions to a draft are
more likely to reveal the drafting attorney’s impressions and strategy.
Unexecuted drafts of affidavits are therefore protected by the work-product
privilege.17 Pruitt need not disclose the two documents listed on his privilege
log. Keenan may likewise withhold the draft he received from Pruitt’s counsel
and the e-mail that forwarded the draft.
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As noted, the Division argues that no claim of privilege protects Pruitt’s
other communication with Keenan from 2014 to the present or Keenan’s
communications with other people.18 But because neither Pruitt nor Keenan
have raised any privilege claims as to other communications, there is no need
to consider the Division’s argument. The same is true as to the matters
covered by the Division’s investigative subpoena.
Finally, Pruitt states in his privilege log that he is not “includ[ing]
communications solely between Respondent’s defense team and/or
Respondent.” I do not understand the subpoena to Pruitt to request
communications between Pruitt and his own counsel. However, to the extent
there are “records of phone calls, calendar entries indicating when counsel
spoke to Keenan and who was present, contemporaneous notes or
memoranda of the factual statements made by Keenan during any prior
communications,”19 or other responsive records that were not listed in
Pruitt’s privilege log, he should immediately disclose those documents to the
Division.20
_______________________________
James E. Grimes
Administrative Law Judge
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