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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

)
DIANNA JOHNSON, et al., )
)
Plaintiffs, )
)
V. ) Civil Action No. 02-2364 (RMC)

)
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT )
OF COLUMBIA, et al., )
)
Defendant. )
)

ORDER

This case was filed on December 2, 2002, and complains about “drop, squat and
cough” searches by the United States Marshal Service (“USMS”) of various arrestees awaiting
presentment to a judicial officer of the Superior Court of the District of Columbia. Discovery has
been long and torturous to identify the alleged class members, to investigate the scope of the alleged
practices, and to determine which, if any, Defendants might be potentially liable. The USMS was
dismissed as a Defendant by Memorandum Opinion and Order of this Court on February 8, 2008.
See Dkt. ## 158 & 159. The District of Columbia was dismissed as a Defendant by Memorandum
Opinion and Order of this Court on October 31, 2008. See Dkt ## 202 & 203. The sole remaining
Defendant is former Superior Court Marshal Todd Dillard.

On November 19, 2009, just as discovery was (finally) ending, Plaintiffs filed a
Motion for Leave to File a Third Amended Complaint. See Dkt. # 216. The proposed Third
Amended Complaint seeks again to bring the USMS and the District of Columbia into the litigation

as Defendants. The District of Columbia has filed a motion to intervene to oppose Plaintiffs’
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motion. See Dkt. # 222.

Marshal Dillard has filed an opposition to Plaintiffs’ motion, see Dkt. # 219, and the
Court merely awaits Plaintiffs’ reply before ruling. That reply is due on January 11, 2010. See
Minute Order dated December 30, 2009.! Inasmuch as the District of Columbia has indicated that
it will not be able to file its opposition any earlier than January 13, 2010, see Mot. to Intervene 5,
the Court DENIES WITHOUT PREJUDICE [Dkt. # 222] the District of Columbia’s motion to
intervene. If, after Plaintiffs file their reply, the Court determines that further briefing from the
District of Columbia would assist it in ruling on Plaintiffs’ motion, the Court will permit the District
of Columbia to intervene for the purpose of filing an opposition.

SO ORDERED.
Date: January 11, 2010 /s/

ROSEMARY M. COLLYER
United States District Judge

" No further extensions will be granted.
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