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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, : 

      : 

   Plaintiff,  : 

      : 

  v.    : Case No. 13-cr-20371 

      : Honorable Victoria A. Roberts 

DOREEN HENDRICKSON,  : 

      :    

   Defendant.  : 

 

 

 

 

REPLY TO GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO DOREEN 

HENDRICKSON'S MOTION TO ALLOW DEPOSITION OF DEBRA A. 

BLASHFIELD 

 

The government has opposed Mrs. Hendrickson's Motion for an Order 

providing that Debra A. Blashfield's testimony as a witness on her behalf be 

preserved on videotape against the possibility that Mrs. Blashfield is unable to 

appear in person during trial. The government offers no cogent argument to 

support its opposition. 

The government's sole "argument" is that Mrs. Blashfield's testimony 

"would be cumulative of the testimony offered by witnesses who are able to appear 

at trial and testify in person" (Response, page 4). However, even leaving aside the 

assumption being made about the specifics of the testimony Mrs. Blashfield may 

provide, and the specific manner and persuasiveness of her testimony-- which are 



 2 

obviously unknown to the government and can't actually be meaningfully 

anticipated by ANYONE absent that testimony being given-- Mrs. Blashfield's 

testimony could only be "cumulative" if Mrs. Hendrickson were to choose to call 

her as a witness after having already presented a series of witnesses offering 

essentially the same testimony. 

But trial has not commenced, and witness lists have not even been made up 

or presented. Thus, there is no basis for the government to presume or suggest to 

the Court that Mrs. Blashfield may not be the very first witness for Mrs. 

Hendrickson, and thus impossible to be "cumulative". 

Further, Mrs. Blashfield's affidavit references certain matters on the basis of 

which she is clearly qualified as a bona fide witness on Mrs. Hendrickson's behalf. 

These things happen to be at least superficially similar in character to some of the 

things about which other witnesses had testified in a different trial in this case. But 

the presentation of these particular points qualifying Mrs. Blashfield as a valid 

witness on Mrs. Hendrickson's behalf does not mean that these are the only things 

to which Mrs. Blashfield can testify, even if her testimony on those matters alone 

were imagined to be flatly duplicative of and indistinguishable from the testimony 

of other possibly available witnesses who might or might not be called, and 

perhaps or perhaps not in advance of Mrs. Blashfield. 

For instance, unlike most other witnesses who had appeared in the first trial 
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in this case, Mrs. Blashfield accompanied Mrs. Hendrickson to a proceeding before 

Judge Nancy Edmunds. She is thus able to testify about that event, and matters 

relating to that event, where no previously-presented witness can. She may very 

well be called upon to do so. 

In sum, the "cumulative" argument of the government is empty, and the 

government has no other argument. A feeble attempt is made to raise doubts in the 

Court's mind about the veracity of Mrs. Blashfield's testimony as to her medical 

condition. In a footnote on page 4 of its Response the government observes that 

Mrs. Blashfield was "healthy enough to be appointed to two boards in the City of 

Novi, Michigan during a city council meeting" in December of 2013. But the 

government acknowledges having nothing actually relevant to the point-- medical 

evidence refuting Mrs. Blashfield's sworn affidavit testimony. 

What the government fails to fairly acknowledge is that Mrs. Blashfield, a 

now-retired long-time Novi official, never said she was permanently bed-ridden. 

Mrs. Blashfield testified only that her ongoing survival-- whether on an ambulatory 

day or not-- is in question due to her liver failure, and that she is periodically and 

unpredictably beset with debilitating fatigue, a consequence of her condition which 

already prevented her from testifying in the first trial in this case. The danger is not 

that it is, or necessarily will be, impossible for Mrs. Blashfield to testify in person 

at trial. The danger against which a video deposition is intended to guard is that 
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Mrs. Blashfield may not be able to testify on that particular day, unlike the day she 

was appointed to an undemanding slot on a board, which may or may not be 

largely or entirely ceremonial, but certainly threatens no great disaster for anyone 

should she have to pass on attending a meeting now and then due to her condition.  

  As the Sixth Circuit noted in U.S. v. Campbell, 845 F.2d 1374 (6th Cir. 

1988), as cited in Mrs. Hendrickson's Motion,  

“It is well established that the infirmity of an elderly witness which prevents 

him or her from traveling is an “exceptional circumstance” which justifies 

the use of deposition testimony at trial. United States v. Keithan, 751 F.2d 9 

(1st Cir.1984). The determination of admissibility of deposition testimony 

based on the unavailability of the witness is a matter left to the discretion of 

the trial judge. United States v. Acosta, 769 F.2d 721 (11th Cir.1985). 

U.S. v. Campbell 845 F.2d 1374, 1377 -1378 (6
th
 Cir. 1988) 

 

Plainly, any other condition preventing a witness from traveling or otherwise being 

reliably capable of appearing and testifying in person at trial on behalf of a 

defendant is equally validating of a decision to grant this Motion for an Order for 

the video deposition of a witness such as Mrs. Blashfield, in the interest of justice. 

Mrs. Hendrickson's Motion should be granted. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

__________________________________ 

Doreen Hendrickson, in propria persona 



 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that this day a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

REPLY BRIEF was served via U.S. first-class mail upon the following counsel: 

Melissa Siskind 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Tax Division 

P. O. Box 972, Ben Franklin Station 

Washington DC, 20044 

 

 

 

 

Dated:  5/5/14 

 

 

 

 

             ____________________ 

             Doreen M. Hendrickson       
 

 

 


