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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

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 

 

PLAINTIFF’S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO 

DEFENDANT XYZ.COM’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 

Plaintiff VeriSign, Inc. (“Verisign”), by and through undersigned counsel, and under 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 33, the Local Civil Rules of the Eastern District of Virginia, and 

this Court’s Rule 16(b) Scheduling Order, hereby objects to the following Interrogatories by 

Defendant XYZ.COM, LLC: 

OBJECTIONS 

The following General Objection applies to all Interrogatories and is incorporated by 

reference into the responses to each individual Interrogatory. The assertion of the same, similar, 

or additional objections in response to any particular Interrogatory does not waive or limit the 

Plaintiff’s General Objection as set forth below. 

1. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories to the extent they seek information that is 

protected from disclosure under the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, or any 

other applicable statutory or common law privilege.  Inadvertent production of any document or 
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revealing of information subject to any applicable privilege or protection is not intended to be, and 

shall not operate as, a waiver of any such privilege or protection, in whole or in part. 

 This General Objection is incorporated into each and every response provided, and the 

failure to expressly reference this General Objection shall not be interpreted as a failure to assert 

the same. 

OBJECTIONS TO INSTRUCTIONS 

 Plaintiff objects to Instruction 4 because the instruction requires Plaintiff to produce 

documents and tangible things in response to interrogatories, which is inconsistent with the 

requirements of Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and more appropriate as the 

subject of a document request under Rule 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

 Plaintiff objects to Instruction 6 because the instruction contains a legal statement and 

conclusion regarding the relevancy and scope of Defendants’ interrogatories, not an instruction.  

Plaintiff will address each request individually and object to those that are not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  With regard to privileged 

information, Plaintiff construes this instruction to mean that if the interrogatory calls for 

information that would be responsive but for this instruction, Plaintiff will construe the 

interrogatory as not calling for privileged information. 

Plaintiff objects to Instruction 7 because the requirement to state “all of the factual and 

legal grounds for your objection with specificity” for Plaintiff’s objection is inconsistent with 

Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  Plaintiff will object as required under Rule 

33(b)(4). 

Plaintiff objects to Instruction 10 because the instruction directly contradicts Instruction 

6.  Plaintiff further objects to this Instruction because it exceeds the requirements set forth in 
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Rule 33(b).  To eliminate these inconsistencies, Plaintiff will disregard this Instruction and 

respond with respect to privileged information as stated in Plaintiff’s response to Instruction 6.  

Plaintiff objects to Instruction 11 because the instruction is inconsistent with the Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure and sets an arbitrary time period upon which Plaintiff must provide 

supplemental responses.  Any supplements to Plaintiff’s responses will be provided as required 

by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the Local Rules of this Court. 

RESERVATIONS 

Plaintiff states that it has not yet had the benefit of discovery in objecting to these 

interrogatories.  Certain information relating to Defendants’ misconduct and Plaintiff’s damages 

and harm is in the possession, custody, or control of Defendants and/or third parties.  Further, 

Plaintiff anticipates expert testimony in this case, which may provide additional information 

relevant to the Complaint.  Plaintiff intends to supplement its responses to interrogatories prior to 

the conclusion of discovery (including expert discovery), and in accordance with the Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure and the Local Rules of this Court. 

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory as premature for the same reasons 

identified in Plaintiff’s Rule 26(a)(1)(A)(iii) disclosures. 

ANSWER: 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 

Case 1:14-cv-01749-CMH-MSN   Document 109-2   Filed 07/03/15   Page 4 of 15 PageID# 1570



registry.  Defendants’ statements have also injured Plaintiff’s reputation, and have 

unjustly enriched Defendants at Verisign’s expense. 

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. 

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 

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.  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. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.  

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory as premature for the same reasons 

identified in Plaintiff’s Rule 26(a)(1)(A)(iii) disclosures. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff incorporates its answer to Interrogatory No. 1 as if fully set forth 

herein.  

INTERROGATORY NO. 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. 
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OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory as premature for the same reasons 

identified in Plaintiff’s Rule 26(a)(1)(A)(iii) disclosures. 

ANSWER: Consistent with the objections above, and the reservations set forth in 

Plaintiff’s answer to Interrogatory No. 1, Plaintiff cannot, at this time, identify additional 

harm. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.)  

OBJECTIONS: None. 

ANSWER: The relevant purchasing public are actual or potential purchasers of 

domain names. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.)  

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff states that, as alleged in the Complaint, Defendants have 

disseminated a false and/or misleading promotional campaign in which they have directly 

compared .XYZ to .COM in several ways.  One of the key promotional messages from 

Defendants is that Defendants have achieved the most registrations of all new gTLDs, 

and at the time this case was filed, Defendants made repeated statements asserting that 

they had achieved between 400,000 and 750,000 new registrations.  Defendants never 

once disclosed the fact that they attained these numbers by an enormous “free” giveaway 

scheme whereby users were registered for .XYZ domain names without the users 

consent, or, in some cases, even their knowledge.  One of the entities that was 

automatically registered for a .XYZ domain was Plaintiff itself (the owner of www.gtld-

servers.com, who was automatically registered for www.gtld-servers.xyz)—who 

discovered this after the fact, and never authorized or consented to this give-away 

registration. 

A second key promotional message from Defendants has been to disparage the 

availability of common-word domain names available on the .COM registry.  As alleged 

in the Complaint, Defendants have stated that “it’s impossible to find a domain name you 

want,” and “all of the good real estate is taken.  The only thing that is left is something 

with a dash or maybe three dashes and a couple of numbers in it.”  These false statements 

are not exhaustive, but are examples of the comparative advertising campaign in which 

XYZ has attempted to position itself as a superior alternative to .COM, while relying on 

false and misleading metrics to bolster its position.  For example, Defendants released a 

video depicting .XYZ as a brand new sports car and .COM as an old Honda, used 

misleading slogans, and falsely trumpeted the message that reputable third-party 
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organizations such as NPR have called XYZ “the next .com” even though those third 

party organizations said no such thing.  These statements, coupled with additional 

statements and conduct that Plaintiff has not yet received through discovery, have misled 

and deceived the relevant purchasing public and/or a substantial segment of the audience 

exposed to it because they are literally false, or, at best, false by necessary implication, 

and/or misleading. 

Plaintiff states that Defendants’ representations are false and misleading because there 

are an astronomically high amount of theoretical names left in the .COM registry, and 

hundreds of thousands (if not millions) of .COM domain names are registered each 

quarter by businesses and individuals.  By way of example, .COM added over 30 million 

domain names to the base in 2013.  Plaintiff also states that there are numerous short, 

meaningful .COM domain names available, as represented by the recent results of 

Plaintiff’s best new .COM registrations contest.  See 

https://www.verisignInternetofficial.com/ (winners include “Chooseyourtattoo.com, 

electricmotorcycleclub.com, perfecthairstylist.com, secretsnitch.com, stressdetector.com” 

and entrants included, but are not limited to “SkinnyLA.com.”  These names were 

available in .COM in the first quarter of this year, and demonstrate that Defendants’ 

statements about .COM availability are literally false. 

Plaintiff also states that, as alleged in the Complaint, Defendants’ representations about 

.XYZ are false and/or misleading because Defendants’ registration numbers are premised 

on a false give-away scheme, such that Defendants’ statements and presentations to the 

public about the success of the .XYZ gTLD falsely represent bona-fide market 

penetration and the actual users of such domain names. 

Nevertheless, Plaintiff believes that some portion of .XYZ registrants are legitimate or 

bona fide (i.e., some legitimate registrants made the decision to purchase a domain name 

in .XYZ, as opposed to being subject to the give-away scheme or otherwise engaged in 

illegal or questionable behavior).  Discovery is ongoing, however, such registrants were 

likely exposed to Defendants’ deceptive promotional materials, posted on the Internet, as 

well as Negari’s public false statements.  Members of the relevant purchasing public 

would have heard such statements in connection with learning about .XYZ, or would 

have learned about .XYZ through another source and then researched .XYZ before 

purchasing a domain name in the .XYZ gTLD.  A search for Defendants on the Internet 

quickly places their false and misleading statements about the qualities and penetration of 

.XYZ and .COM availability at the forefront.  Such false information appears to have, 

unfortunately, led to purchases of .XYZ domain names—as .XYZ registrations continue 

to grow in number.  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.” 

Because Defendants have not corrected their false statements (such as by explaining the 

actual composition of .XYZ registrations in terms of free giveaways and foreign entities 

involved in questionable practices), such purchasers are undoubtedly misled by 

Defendants’ false statements.  Plaintiff intends to ascertain the volume and quantity 

through discovery and potential expert opinion—although, to date, Defendants have not 
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provided any responsive documents.  Plaintiff also believes that Defendants’ unlawful 

conduct has had a negative effect on Plaintiff’s profits, as explained in Plaintiff’s answer 

to Interrogatory No. 1, and Plaintiff intends to quantify that after discovery and expert 

disclosures. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: First, the XYZ Video is a description or representation of fact because the 

voice-over states “with over 120 million dot coms registered today, it’s impossible to find 

the domain name you want.”  See Compl. Ex. 1.  Second, Defendants use visual imagery 

to convey a superiority claim.  Defendants depict .COM as a dirty 1994 Honda Accord 

with a sputtering engine sound and a Nevada license plate that says “.COM.”  Defendants 

film the Honda in a grainy video, and with unflattering and dated background music.  

Defendants then depict .XYZ as a shiny new Audi sports car with a license plate that says 

“.XYZ.”  The Audi sports car appears to be an Audi R8 Spyder (a luxury coupe that 

retails for over $130,000).  The video changes from grainy to clear, and the music 

changes to a more upbeat and modern style.  This reinforces the false message that it is 

“impossible to find the domain name you want,” including by making .XYZ appear 

superior to .COM.  Third, the XYZ video must be viewed in the entire context of a 

multimedia campaign in which .XYZ expressly disparages .COM by name, including 

other deceptive statements, such as the false statement that there are no domain names 

without “dashes” in them available in .COM. 

Importantly, isolating each of Defendants’ false and/or misleading statements misses the 

point that each statement relies on other statements and that each statement, including 

visual imagery conveying superiority, leaves a cumulative impact.  When combined with 

Negari’s statement that “the only thing left is something with a dash, or maybe three 

dashes and a couple of numbers in it,” and that .COM only has “scraps” remaining, like 

undesirable domain names that are 30 characters or longer (as falsely represented by 

Defendants), such statements deceive and convey a false message.  Coupling these 

statements with the false and misleading statements about the XYZ registrations (without 

disclosing the nature of such registrations), heightens their cumulative impact and 

deceptive nature.  This cumulative impact informs and affects Plaintiff’s 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. 

Equally importantly, discovery is ongoing, with Defendants yet to produce any 

responsive documents.  Additional relevant information concerning the success of 

Defendants’ false promotional statements is likely within Defendants’ custody, 

possession, or control. 
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Plaintiff incorporates its answer to Interrogatory No. 5 as if fully set forth herein.   

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff incorporates its answers to Interrogatory Nos. 5 and 6 as if fully 

set forth herein. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff states that, as alleged in the Complaint, Defendants pushed out a 

coordinated advertising campaign that repeats consistent advertising messages across 

multiple online media (including the false statements concerning the volume of .XYZ 

registrations and the false statements concerning domain names available in .COM).  The 

Complaint includes exemplars of the false statements posted and disseminated on blogs, 

YouTube, and XYZ’s website—i.e., the advertising center stage for what Defendants call 

the “new Internet.” 

Lanham Act case law establishes that even a single utterance, letter, or other promotional 

statement, whether made verbally or in writing, can qualify under the “commercial 

advertising or promotion” requirement as long as it is made for the purpose of influencing 

a commercial transaction and communicated to the relevant purchasing entities.  Given 

the consistent messaging across different advertising material on different online media 

quoted and attached to the Complaint, and elsewhere in the marketplace, it is clear that 

Defendants are not making isolated statements, but rather are orchestrating a coordinated 

message designed to penetrate the relevant market. 

Courts have stated that the “touchstone of whether a defendant’s actions may be 

considered commercial advertising or promotion under the Lanham Act is that the 

contested representations are part of an organized campaign to penetrate the relevant 

market.”  Here, no doubt intended by Defendants, the relevant purchasing public would 

likely search XYZ and Negari on the Internet and review websites and social media (such 

as blogs, YouTube videos, and Twitter feeds), and other online messages—all of which 

would directly lead to Defendants’ false and misleading statements. 

Even the news interviews are either commercial speech in the first instance because they 

are part of Defendants’ false advertising campaign, or they became commercial speech 

by Defendants’ republication of such interviews and misrepresentation of their contents. 

Although discovery remains ongoing, Defendants publicly state that at least 3.2 million 

unique visitors visit .XYZ’s webpage per month.  See http://gen.xyz/downloads/ABCs-

Case 1:14-cv-01749-CMH-MSN   Document 109-2   Filed 07/03/15   Page 9 of 15 PageID# 1575



of-XYZ.pdf.  Defendants also likely have a large mailing list, social media followers, and 

audiences who listen to Negari’s public statements.  Indeed, Defendants’ false statements 

are posted to the Internet for the entire world to view, and the reason Defendants have 

posted their messages is because they expect and intend for them to be viewed by—and 

influence—the relevant purchasing public.  Domain names are an Internet product—thus, 

Defendants are disseminating their promotional messages to the entire online universe.  

INTERROGATORY NO. 9:  State all facts Relating To Your contention that the Good Real 

Estate Statement constitutes commercial speech. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff states that, as alleged in the Complaint, Defendants asserted that, 

with respect to the availability of domain names in .COM, “[a]ll of the good real estate is 

taken.  The only thing that is left is something with a dash, or maybe three dashes and a 

couple of numbers in it.”  As explained in Plaintiff’s answer to Interrogatory No. 8, 

which is incorporated as if fully set forth herein, this statement is part of a coordinated 

advertising campaign because it is part of a consistent advertising message across 

multiple online media.  The statement is made by a head-to-head competitor of Plaintiff 

(Negari), and is made in connection with an appearance on NPR by Negari for the 

purpose of promoting Defendant XYZ.  This is a commercial purpose.  Moreover, to the 

extent that in the absence of an orchestrated commercial campaign designed to falsely 

inflate the number of legitimate .XYZ registrations and to falsely represent the 

characteristics of domain names available in .COM, an unsolicited news interview could 

be considered noncommercial (although it is commercial here for the reasons identified 

above), Defendants’ republished the interview and mischaracterized its contents on the 

Internet.  Such actions are indisputably commercial. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.) 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory as prematurely seeking the disclosure of 

expert opinions and testimony.  Plaintiff will provide this information in accordance with the 

Court’s scheduling order.  

ANSWER: Plaintiff states that, as alleged in the Complaint, Defendants’ statements 

reflect a strategy to create a deceptive message to the public that companies and 

individuals cannot get the .COM domain name they want from Verisign, and that XYZ is 

quickly becoming the preferred alternative.  As explained in Plaintiff’s answer to 

Interrogatory Nos. 8 and 9, which are incorporated as if fully set forth herein, this 

assertion is part of a coordinated advertising campaign because it is part of a consistent 

advertising message across multiple media. 

Importantly, as explained in Plaintiff’s answer to Interrogatory No. 6, which is 

incorporated as if fully set forth herein, isolating each of Defendants’ false and/or 

misleading statements misses the point that each statement relies on other statements and 
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that each statement, including visual imagery conveying superiority, leaves a cumulative 

impact.  This cumulative impact is significant in evaluating the meaning Plaintiff’s 

allegation in the Complaint.  In the context of Defendants’ false and misleading 

campaign, the name a company or individual “wants” (as Defendants use the word) is a 

meaningful name other than “something with a dash, or maybe three dashes and a couple 

of numbers in it,” something other than the “scraps” Defendants falsely contend remain 

in .COM (Compl. Ex. 9), and something other than a “3, 4, or 5 word domain name 

nearly 30 characters long that puts you at an inherent disadvantage in your worldwide 

marketing efforts.”  Id. 

Discovery remains ongoing.  Defendants have not yet produced documents in response to 

Plaintiff’s discovery requests.  Plaintiff intends to review such discovery and anticipates 

further development, including potentially expert testimony.  

INTERROGATORY NO. 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). 

OBJECTIONS:  None.  

ANSWER: Plaintiff incorporates its answers to Interrogatory Nos. 4-10. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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). 

OBJECTIONS: None. 

ANSWER:  Plaintiff incorporates its answers to Interrogatory Nos. 4-10.  Plaintiff 

further states that Youtube reports that the version of the video on YouTube has received 

at least 51,338 views as of May 7, 2015. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff incorporates its answers to Interrogatory No. 8. 

 

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:  State all facts Relating To Your contention that the Coined 

Statement was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶40, 

71). 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff incorporates its answers to Interrogatory No. 8. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 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.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff incorporates its answers to Interrogatory No. 8. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 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.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: Plaintiff incorporates its answers to Interrogatory No. 8. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:  Identify all Persons who contributed information used in 

preparing Your answers to these interrogatories. If more than one Person provided the answers or 

contributed such information, list for each such Person (1) the interrogatories to which that 

person contributed information and (2) the specific information provided. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

ANSWER: With the assistance of outside counsel, James Hubler prepared and 

reviewed each of these answers.  
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Dated: May 11, 2015     VENABLE LLP 

 

      

       /s/      

       Randall K. Miller (VSB No. 70672) 

       Nicholas M. DePalma (VSB No. 72886) 

       Kevin W. Weigand (VSB No. 81073) 

       8010 Towers Crescent Drive, Suite 300 

       Tysons Corner, VA 22182 

       (703) 905-1449 (Telephone) 

       (703) 821-8949 (Facsimile) 

       rkmiller@venable.com 

       nmdepalma@venable.com 

       kwweigand@venable.com 

 

       Counsel to Plaintiff VeriSign, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that on this 11 day of May, 2015, I caused the foregoing to be served via 

electronic mail on: 

Timothy J. Battle 

524 King Street 

Alexandria, VA 22320-4593 

(703) 836-1216 Tel 

(703) 549-3335 Fax 

Email: tjbattle@verizon.net 

 

Derek A. Newman 

Newman Du Wors, LLP 

100 Wilshire Boulevard 

Suite 940 

Santa Monica, CA 90401 

310.359.8188 Tel 

310.359.8190 Fax 

dn@newmanlaw.com 

 

 

/s/      

       Randall K. Miller (VSB No. 70672) 

       Nicholas M. DePalma (VSB No. 72886) 

       Kevin W. Weigand (VSB No. 81073) 

       8010 Towers Crescent Drive, Suite 300 

       Tysons Corner, VA 22182 

       (703) 905-1449 (Telephone) 

       (703) 821-8949 (Facsimile) 

       rkmiller@venable.com 

       nmdepalma@venable.com 

       kwweigand@venable.com 

 

       Counsel to Plaintiff VeriSign, Inc. 

 

 

  

9460421 
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