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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

ALEXANDRIA DIVISION 

Verisign, Inc.,  

Plaintiff, 

v. 

XYZ.com, LLC and Daniel Negari, 

Defendants. 

 

Case No. 1:14-cv-01749 CMH-MSN 
 
 
 
 

 
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO COMPEL ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff Verisign, Inc.’s Complaint alleges a single claim against Defendants XYZ.com 

LLC and Daniel Negari: false advertising under the Lanham Act. At the opening of discovery 

XYZ served interrogatories seeking basic information about the factual basis for (1) Verisign’s 

claim that it was injured and (2) specific allegations relating to required claim elements on which 

Verisign has the burden of proof. This basic information is critical to XYZ’s ability to defend this 

case. And Verisign must have had this information at the time its Complaint was filed in order to 

have a good faith belief as required under Rule 11. 

Verisign served answers that are fundamentally incomplete. They mostly rely on restating 

conclusory allegations in Verisign’s Complaint and statements purporting to incorporate other 

materials by reference. XYZ has sought repeatedly to obtain complete answers from Verisign. 

Two weeks ago, Verisign promised to provide them by a certain time. That date has passed. 

Verisign has still not produced complete interrogatory answers to these basic questions about its 

allegations. 

Verisign’s refusal to confirm whether its interrogatory answers are complete—at least 

with respect to the information already in Verisign’s possession—leaves XYZ in the dark about 
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the basis for Verisign’s claim. Verisign chose to file this lawsuit against XYZ and purportedly had 

facts in its possession warranting the action. Verisign should not be permitted to conceal the basic 

facts underlying its claim. XYZ respectfully requests that the Court compel Verisign to produce 

full and complete interrogatory answers as required by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. Verisign’s lawsuit alleges one claim of federal unfair competition based on alleged 
false advertising. 

Verisign filed this lawsuit against its competitor XYZ alleging a single claim—false 

advertising under the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a)(1)(B). Verisign’s Complaint centers on 

two key allegations: (1) XYZ’s statements about the availability of names in the .COM registry 

and (2) XYZ’s statements about the volume of registrations in the .XYZ registry. (Compl. ¶ 16.)  

Verisign claims that XYZ’s hyperbole related to the difficulty of getting a .com domain 

name—including statements that “all the good real estate” in .com names is gone—are 

actionable false statements. (Id. ¶¶ 25–31.) Verisign also complains that a video created by XYZ 

featuring an old Honda and a new Audi paint Verisign in an unflattering light. (Id. ¶¶ 17–24.) 

Verisign also claims that a series of blog posts and an NPR broadcast contain false statements—

including an allegedly false claim that XYZ was the number one new domain and the “next 

.com.” (Id. ¶¶ 31–58.) Verisign alleges this claim is false because XYZ registered a number of 

new domains for free, and Verisign thinks that only paid subscriptions count. (Id. ¶ 44.) 

Verisign’s Complaint merely concludes that it was harmed by Defendants’ alleged 

conduct, without providing any factual allegations: 

4. XYZ and Negari’s statements violate the Lanham Act, constitute unfair 
competition, and are proximately impairing Verisign’s brand and goodwill. 

74. Verisign is being injured as a result of XYZ and Negari’s false and/or 
misleading statements of fact including because XYZ and Negari’s 
statements undermine the equity and good will Verisign has developed in the 
.COM registry. 

75. XYZ and Negari’s false and misleading promotional statements, as 
described above, have irreparably harmed and, if not enjoined, will continue 
to irreparably harm Verisign. 
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(See Compl. ¶¶ 4, 74-75.) 

B. XYZ served 16 interrogatories seeking the factual basis for Verisign’s false 
advertising claim.  

On April 6, 2015, XYZ served written interrogatories seeking the factual basis for 

Verisign’s false advertising claim. (Declaration of Derek Linke in Support for Motion to Compel 

Further Responses to XYZ’s First Set of Interrogatories (“Linke Decl.”) ¶ 2, Ex. A.) 

1. Harm Interrogatories (Nos. 1–3) 

Interrogatory Nos. 1, 2, 3 (“Harm Interrogatories”) seek information about Verisign’s 

alleged injuries suffered as a result of the alleged false advertising in its Complaint (emphases 

added): 

No. Interrogatory 

1 Identify and describe in detail all harm You contend Your reputation 
and goodwill have suffered as a result of any alleged statements, 
actions, or conduct attributed to Defendants in the Complaint. Include in 
Your answer the amount of such alleged harm, and the method used to 
calculate the same. 

2 Identify and describe in detail all economic harm that You contend to 
have suffered as a result of any alleged statements, actions, or conduct 
attributed to Defendants in the Complaint. Include in Your answer the 
amount of such alleged harm, and the method used to calculate the same. 

3 Identify and describe in detail any harm not included in Your answers 
to Interrogatory No. 1 or Interrogatory No 2. that You contend You 
have suffered as a result of any alleged statements, actions, or conduct 
attributed to Defendants in the Complaint. Include in Your answer the 
amount of such alleged harm, and the method used to calculate the same. 

2. Liability Interrogatories (Nos. 4–16) 

Interrogatory Nos. 4–16 (“Liability Interrogatories”) seek the factual basis for particular 

allegations in Verisign’s Complaint relating to liability for the false-advertising claim 

Interrogatory Nos. 4, 5, 7, 8 seek the factual basis for key allegations in Verisign’s 

Complaint (emphases added): 

No. Interrogatory 
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4 Identify and describe in detail the Relevant Purchasing Public that You 
refer to in the Complaint; Include in Your answer Your best estimate as 
to the number of individuals and entities that comprise the Relevant 
Purchasing Public and the basis for Your estimate. (See Complaint ¶ 71.) 

5 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the alleged statements, 
actions, or conduct attributed to Defendants in the Complaint deceived 
or tended to deceive the Relevant Purchasing Public and/or “a 
substantial segment of the audience exposed to it”. (See Complaint ¶¶ 
71-72.) 

7 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the alleged statements, 
actions, or conduct attributed to Defendants in the Complaint were 
likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant 
Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

8 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the alleged statements, 
actions, or conduct attributed to Defendants in the Complaint constitute 
“commercial advertising and promotion”. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

Interrogatory Nos. 6, 9, 10 seek the factual basis for Verisign’s allegations about 

particular allegedly false statements (emphases added): 

No. Interrogatory 

6 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the XYZ Video is a 
description or representation of fact that deceived or tended to deceive 
the Relevant Purchasing Public and/or “a substantial segment of the 
audience exposed to it”. (See Complaint ¶¶ 17-23, 71-72.) 

9 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the Good Real Estate 
Statement constitutes commercial speech. 

10 Describe in detail how to empirically determine what a company or 
individual “wants” in the context of the following statement, 
“companies and individuals cannot get the .COM domain names they 
want from Verisign”. (See Complaint ¶ 42.) 
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Interrogatory Nos. 11–16 seek the factual basis for Verisign’s allegations that the alleged 

false statements were widely disseminated to the relevant purchasing public (emphases added): 

No. Interrogatory 

11 State all facts Relating To Your contention that Defendants’ allegedly 
“false and/or misleading” and “deceptive promotional” statements 
were widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 
Complaint ¶¶ 69-71). 

12 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the XYZ Video was 
widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 
Complaint ¶¶17-23, 71). 

13 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the Next .COM Blog 
Post was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 
Complaint ¶¶32-33) 

14 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the Coined Statement 
was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 
Complaint ¶¶40, 71). 

15 State all facts Relating To Your contention that any of the statements 
referred to in the Complaint that allegedly appeared on the Negari Blog 
were widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 
Complaint ¶¶ 20, 53(a)-(d), 71.) 

16 State all facts Relating To Your contention that the Notable 
Accomplishment Slides were widely disseminated to the Relevant 
Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 53(e), 71.) 

Finally, XYZ’s Interrogatory No. 17 requested information about the persons who 

contributed to Verisign’s answers to Interrogatory Nos. 1–16.  

C. Verisign’s answers to Interrogatory Nos. 1–16 consist entirely of objections, 
recitation of statements in the Complaint, references to other materials, argument, 
and vague promises to supplement. 

On May 11, 2015 Verisign served responses to XYZ’s interrogatories. (Linke Decl. ¶ 3, 

Ex. B.) Verisign’s response to XYZ’s interrogatories seeking information about the basis for its 

claims consist of objections, restatements of Verisign’s conclusory allegations, and argument. 

1. Verisign’s responses to Harm Interrogatories (Nos. 1–3) 

In response to XYZ’s Harm Interrogatories (Nos. 1–3), Verisign objected that the request 
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was premature to the extent Verisign’s expert disclosures are not yet due under the case 

schedule. The following table contains Verisign’s entire answer to Interrogatory No. 1. 

(i) reference to the 
Complaint and 
recitation of 
Verisign’s 
conclusory 
allegations 

Plaintiff states that, as alleged in the Complaint, Defendants’ 
statements violate the Lanham Act, constitute unfair 
competition, and are proximately impairing Verisign’s brand 
and goodwill. Defendants’ deceptive promotional statements, 
have been widely disseminated in interstate commerce 
sufficiently to the relevant purchasing public so as to 
constitute commercial advertising under the Lanham Act. 
Defendants’ statements have actually deceived a substantial 
segment of the audience exposed to them, or have the 
capacity for such deception. Defendants’ statements have, or 
are likely to, influence domain name registration purchasing 
decisions. Further, Defendants’ statements undermine the 
equity and goodwill that Plaintiff has developed in the .COM 
registry. Defendants’ statements have also injured Plaintiff’s 
reputation, and have unjustly enriched Defendants at 
Verisign’s expense. 

(b) a reference to 
briefing filed by 
Verisign and legal 
argument 

Plaintiff further states that, as explained in Plaintiff’s 
Opposition to Defendants’ Rule 12(c) motion to dismiss, 
Verisign and Defendants are direct competitors and XYZ’s 
advertising statements are premised on a comparative 
superiority claim that uses references to .COM by name. In 
this head-to-head competitive setting, coupled with 
Defendants’ express comparative claims naming .COM and 
alleged to be misleading, Verisign conclusively establishes 
standing, irreparable harm, and damages. In such situations, 
irreparable harm to Verisign’s brand reputation and goodwill 
is all but presumed. 

(c)  a promise to 
supplement after 
obtaining 
discovery from 
XYZ 

Plaintiff further states that Defendants themselves have 
claimed that the “.xyz registry has put on a multi-million 
dollar awareness campaign” that has “work[ed],” led to 
“traffic,” and generated “registrations.” The interrogatory 
request that Plaintiff quantify the harm caused by Defendants 
is, at this point, premature for several reasons, including but 
not limited to the following. First, Plaintiff is entitled to 
disgorgement of profits. Information relating to Defendants’ 
profits are in the possession, custody, and control of 
Defendants. Second, Plaintiff has not yet received any 
document production from Defendants, and anticipates such 
document production (including discovery necessary to 
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ascertain the volume of false statements made and the benefits 
derived therefrom) will be a factor entitled to consideration in 
assessing damages. Third, Plaintiff anticipates that its 
damages will be the subject of expert testimony, and the time 
for disclosure of expert reports has not yet come. 

(d) a list describing 
“categories” of 
damages 

“Nevertheless, at this time and without waiver of its rights to 
timely supplement this disclosure after discovery and expert 
reports, Plaintiff anticipates claiming damages based on the 
following categories: (1) disgorgement of Defendants’ profits; 
(2) harm caused by Defendants’ false advertising, including 
(a) lost profits, (b) harm to Plaintiff’s goodwill and brand; (c) 
lost market share; (d) costs of this action; and (e) attorney’s 
fees incurred by Plaintiff in prosecuting this action; and (3) 
injunctive relief to stop Defendants’ false advertising.” 

Verisign’s answer to Interrogatory Nos. 2 and 3 each incorporate by reference Verisign’s 

answer to Interrogatory No. 1. 

2. Verisign’s responses to Liability Interrogatories (Nos. 4–16) 

In response to Interrogatory Nos. 4–16 seeking the factual basis for allegations relating to 

liability, Verisign’s answers largely consist of: 

• References to Verisign’s Complaint (See answers to Interrogatory Nos. 5, 6, 8–10); 

• Recitations of allegations from Verisign’s Complaint (See answers to Interrogatory 

Nos. 5, 6, 8–10); 

• legal argument (See answer to Interrogatory Nos. 8); and 

• statements purporting to incorporate the entirety of another interrogatory answer by 

reference (See answers to Interrogatory Nos. 5–7, 9–16). 

Additionally, in response to Interrogatory No. 4 seeking information about Verisign’s 

allegations about the “relevant purchasing public,” Verisign’s entire answer is: “The relevant 

purchasing public are actual or potential purchasers of domain names.” Verisign did not provide 

any information in response to the interrogatory’s request for information about the size of the 

relevant purchasing public or Verisign’s basis for making that determination. 
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D. XYZ requested that Verisign either provide full and complete answers or confirm 
that its existing answers are complete. 

On Friday, June 19, 2015, XYZ’s counsel and Verisign’s counsel conferred about XYZ’s 

concerns about Verisign’s interrogatory answers. (Linke Decl. ¶ 4.) XYZ had previously raised 

these concerns during a discussion on May 28, but they had not been resolved and Verisign had 

not yet provided supplemental answers as it had promised during that previous discussion. (Id. 

¶ 5.) 

XYZ’s counsel explained the concerns about the conclusory nature of Verisign’s answers 

and their reliance on statements incorporating other materials by reference. (Id. ¶ 6) XYZ 

requested confirmation that Verisign’s existing answers were complete. (Id. ¶ 7.) Verisign’s 

counsel noted that Verisign is required to supplement the answers based on information received 

from XYZ in discovery and also that some of its answers may be supplemented following expert 

disclosures. (Id. ¶ 8.) XYZ acknowledged Verisign’s duty to supplement, but noted that XYZ’s 

concern with Verisign’s existing interrogatory answers is whether they are complete with respect 

to the information already in Verisign’s possession, including specifically all responsive 

information Verisign had at the time it filed its Complaint. (Id. ¶ 9.) 

Each of Verisign’s existing answers was discussed during that call on June 19. (Id. ¶ 10.) 

Verisign’s counsel promised to either confirm that Verisign’s existing answers to Interrogatory 

Nos. 1–16 were complete or to provide additional information in a supplemental answer by the 

middle of the following week. (Id. ¶ 11.) Specifically, Verisign’s counsel promised to try hard to 

respond by the following Wednesday, June 24. (Id. ¶ 12.) 

E. Verisign still has not produced complete answers or confirmed that its existing 
answers were complete despite its promise to do so, so XYZ remains in the dark 
about the factual basis for Verisign’s claims. 

The following week, on June 23, 2015, XYZ’s counsel wrote to Verisign’s counsel 

summarizing their discussion about Verisign’s existing answers and requesting a status update 

about Verisign’s promised responses as discussed during their call. (Linke Decl. ¶ 13, Ex. C.) 

Verisign’s counsel never responded to that email. (Id. ¶ 14.) Verisign did not provide the 
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promised confirmation or supplement by Wednesday, June 24. (Id. ¶ 14.)  

Verisign’s counsel finally spoke with XYZ’s counsel late on June 25. (Id. ¶ 15.) Verisign’s 

counsel had no information about any of the interrogatory answers that had been discussed, 

including whether Verisign would confirm the existing answers were complete or whether it 

would serve a supplement to make them complete. (Id. ¶ 16.) Verisign’s counsel declined to 

specify when, if ever, Verisign would respond to XYZ’s request. (Id. ¶ 17.) 

Another week has passed and Verisign still has not produced supplemental responses or 

confirm that its existing answers were complete. (Id. ¶ 18.) XYZ’s depositions of Verisign 

witnesses are only a few weeks away, and the end of discovery and summary judgment are 

approaching quickly. (Id. ¶ 19.) XYZ cannot wait any longer for Verisign to disclose the basic 

factual information supporting its key allegations. (Id. ¶ 20.) 

III. ARGUMENT 

A party seeking discovery may move for an order compelling answers if a party fails to 

respond. Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(3)(B). For the purposes of a motion to compel, an incomplete 

answer to an interrogatory is “treated as a failure to disclose, answer, or respond.” Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 37(a)(4). Generally, “the burden of proof is with the party objecting to the discovery to 

establish that the challenged production should not be permitted.” Singletary v. Sterling Transport 

Co., 289 F.R.D. 237, 241 (E.D. Va. 2012). 

A. The Court should order Verisign to produce complete answers to XYZ’s 
interrogatories seeking the factual basis for Verisign’s allegations. 

A defendant’s interrogatories “may properly inquire into [the plaintiff’s] contentions in 

the case and the factual basis therefor.” Wagner v. St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co., 238 F.R.D. 

418, 426 (N.D.W. Va. 2006). “The defendant is entitled to know the factual basis of plaintiff’s 

allegations”. Id. (citing Cont’l Ill. Nat’l Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago v. Caton, 136 F.R.D. 682, 684 

(D.Kan. 1991)). Fact interrogatories are “consistent with Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure, which requires that plaintiffs must have some factual basis for the allegations in their 

complaint.” Id. (quoting Cable & Computer Tech. v. Lockheed Saunders, Inc., 175 F.R.D. 646, 652 
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(C.D. Cal. 1997)). 

XYZ’s interrogatories seek the factual basis for the key factual allegations in Verisign’s 

Complaint. In the Fourth Circuit, a plaintiff asserting a Lanham Act false-advertising claim must 

establish that: 

1. The defendant made a false or misleading description of fact or representation of fact 

in a commercial advertisement about his own or another’s product; 

2. the misrepresentation is material, in that it is likely to influence the purchasing 

decision; 

3. the misrepresentation actually deceives or has the tendency to deceive a substantial 

segment of its audience; 

4. the defendant placed the false or misleading statement in interstate commerce; and 

5. the plaintiff has been or is likely to be injured as a result of the misrepresentation, 

either by direct diversion of sales or by a lessening of goodwill associated with its 

products. 

See Scotts Co. v. United Indus., 315 F.3d 264, 272 (4th Cir. 2002); PBM Prods., LLC v. Mead 

Johnson & Co., 639 F.3d 111, 126 (4th Cir. 2011). 

1. Verisign should be compelled to produce complete answers to the Harm 
Interrogatories. 

XYZ’s Harm Interrogatories Nos. 1–3 simply seek the factual basis for Verisign’s alleged 

harm. A false-advertising plaintiff under the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a)(1)(B) “must show 

economic or reputational injury flowing directly from the deception wrought by the defendant’s 

advertising; and that that occurs when deception of consumers causes them to withhold trade 

from the plaintiff.” Lexmark Int’l, Inc. v. Static Control Components, Inc., 134 S. Ct. 1377, 1391 

(2014). In other words, “a plaintiff must plead (and ultimately prove) an injury to a commercial 

interest in sales or business reputation proximately caused by the defendant’s 

misrepresentations.” Id. at 1395. 

XYZ’s Harm Interrogatories expressly seek the basis for Verisign’s alleged economic 
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injury (Interrogatory No. 2), reputational injury (Interrogatory No. 1), and any other form of 

claimed injury (Interrogatory No. 3). In order to defend Verisign’s false advertising claim—both 

at summary judgment and trial—XYZ must know the basis for Verisign’s alleged injury. This 

information is a required part of Verisign’s showing on which it has the burden of proof, and thus 

critical to its case. Alternatively, if Verisign has actually not suffered any injury and therefore 

must attempt to rely on its conclusory allegations, then XYZ is entitled to know that Verisign has 

no other information. 

2. Verisign should be compelled to produce complete answers to the Liability 
Interrogatories. 

XYZ’s Liability Interrogatories narrowly seek the factual basis for specific allegations 

linked to required elements of Verisign’s false-advertising claim: 

Element Interrogatory 

“The defendant made a false or misleading description of 
fact or representation of fact” 

6, 10, 11 

“commercial advertisement”1 4, 8, 9, 11–16 

“the misrepresentation is material, in that it is likely to 
influence the purchasing decision” 

7, 10 

“the misrepresentation actually deceives or has the 
tendency to deceive a substantial segment of its audience” 

5, 6 

This information is a required part of Verisign’s required showing on which it has the 

burden of proof, and thus critical to this case. Verisign must have had a factual basis establishing 

these elements when it filed its Complaint. XYZ is entitled to know the basis for Verisign’s 

claims and Verisign should not be permitted to leave XYZ in the dark as this case quickly 

proceeds to summary judgment and trial. 

                                                        
1 For a statement to be a “commercial advertisement” it must be, inter alia, “disseminated sufficiently to the 
relevant purchasing public to constitute ‘advertising’ or ‘promotion’.” Reynolds Consumer Prods., Inc. v. Handi-Foil 
Corp., No. 13-CV-214, 2014 WL 794277, at *5 (E.D. Va. Feb. 27, 2014) (citing Applied Med. Res. Corp. v. Steuer, 527 
F. Supp. 2d 489, 493 (E.D. Va. 2007).) 
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B. There is no basis for Verisign to delay providing complete interrogatory answers 
pending anticipated discovery. 

The Fourth Circuit has held that the “need for discovery to complete the factual basis for 

alleged claims is not an excuse to allege claims with no factual basis.” In re Kunstler, 914 F.2d 

505, 516 (4th Cir. 1990). Obtaining answers to contention interrogatories early on can “expose a 

substantial basis for a motion under Rule 11 or Rule 56, and thus lead to an expeditious and 

inexpensive determination of a lawsuit…” King v. E.F. Hutton & Co., 117 F.R.D. 2, n.5 (D.D.C. 

1987) (citing In Re Convergent Technologies Securities Litigation, 108 F.R.D. 328, 338 (N.D. Cal. 

1985).) 

Verisign should be compelled to provide answers based on the information already in its 

possession—including responsive information about the factual basis for allegations in Verisign’s 

Complaint. 

C. The Court should order Verisign to produce complete interrogatory answers that do 
not refer to its Complaint or incorporate other materials by reference. 

Rule 33(b)(3) requires a party to answer each interrogatory “separately and fully in 

writing under oath.” Because each interrogatory must be answered “fully,” it is technically 

improper and unresponsive for an answer to an interrogatory to refer to outside material, such as 

pleadings, depositions, or other interrogatories.” Equal Rights Ctr. v. Post Properties, Inc., 246 

F.R.D. 29, 35 (D.D.C. 2007). See also United States v. W. Virginia Pulp & Paper Co., 36 F.R.D. 

250, 252 (S.D.N.Y. 1964) (Merely restating the general allegations in the complaint is not a 

proper answer to an interrogatory.) 

All but two of Verisign’s interrogatory answers2 improperly refer to its pleadings or 

incorporate other materials by reference. It should be compelled to produce full and complete 

answers to those interrogatories without reference to other materials or statements incorporating 

other materials by reference. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

XYZ served interrogatories seeking information about the factual basis for key allegations 

                                                        
2 See answers to Interrogatory Nos. 4, 17. 
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for Verisign’s false-advertising claim on which Verisign has the burden of proof. Verisign’s 

answers are conclusory and fundamentally incomplete. They mostly rely on recitations of 

conclusory language from the Complaint and statements purporting to incorporate various other 

materials by reference. 

XYZ has sought repeatedly to obtain complete answers from Verisign. Verisign promised 

to produce them but failed to do so. XYZ requires this basic information in order to defend this 

case, especially as party depositions, summary judgment, and trial are quickly approaching. 

XYZ respectfully requests that the Court order Verisign to produce full and complete 

answers to its interrogatories. 

 
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL RULE 37(E) 

Undersigned counsel hereby certify that they have consulted with opposing counsel and 

have made a good faith effort to resolve the discovery matters at issue. The parties could not 

come to an agreement. Should the parties reach agreement, XYZ will promptly bring such 

agreement to the Court’s attention. 
 

Dated July 3, 2015. 
 

 
/s/ Timothy J. Battle     
Timothy J. Battle (VSB# 18538) 
Timothy J. Battle Law Offices 
524 King Street  
Alexandria, VA 22320-4593 
(703) 836-1216 Tel 
(703) 549-3335 Fax  
tjbattle@verizon.net  

 
/s/ Derek Linke     
Derek A. Newman (admitted pro hac vice) 
Jason B. Sykes (admitted pro hac vice) 
Derek Linke (admitted pro hac vice) 
Newman Du Wors LLP 
2101 Fourth Avenue, Suite 1500 
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Seattle, WA 98121 
(206) 274-2800 Tel 
(206) 274-2801 Fax 
Counsel for XYZ.com LLC and Daniel Negari 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I certify that on July 3, 2015, I electrically filed the foregoing with the Clerk of Court using 

the CM/ECF system, which will send a notification of such filing (NED) to the following: 
 

Nicholas Martin DePalma  
Randall Karl Miller  
Kevin William Weigand 
Taylor S. Chapman 
VENABLE LLP  
8010 Towers Crescent Drive 
Suite 300  
Tysons Corner, VA 22182 
 
Stephen Keith Marsh 
Marsh PLLC 
1940 Duke Street 
Suite 200 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 

 
 

/s/ Timothy J. Battle    
Timothy J. Battle 
VSB# 18538 
524 King Street  
Alexandria, VA 22320-4593 
(703) 836-1216 Tel 
(703) 549-3335 Fax  
tjbattle@verizon.net  
Counsel for XYZ.com and Daniel Negari 
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