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Jake Bernstein

From: Weigand, Kevin W. <KWWeigand@Venable.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Derek Linke
Cc: Derek A. Newman; Miller, Randall K.; DePalma, Nicholas M.
Subject: RE: joint discovery plan

Derek, 
 
Thanks for your revisions, as we are conferring with our client for approval.  Assuming no concerns, do we have the 
green light from you to file the clean version? 
 
Regards, 
Kevin 
 
Kevin W. Weigand, Esq. | Venable LLP 
t 703.905.1404 | f 703.821.8949 | m 631.921.6906  
8010 Towers Crescent Drive, Suite 300, Tysons Corner, VA 22182 
 
KWWeigand@Venable.com | www.Venable.com 

From: Derek Linke [mailto:Linke@newmanlaw.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 5:01 PM 
To: Weigand, Kevin W. 
Cc: Derek A. Newman; Miller, Randall K.; DePalma, Nicholas M. 
Subject: Re: joint discovery plan 

 
Kevin,  
 
Thanks for speaking with me earlier about the remaining issues with the protective order. I’ve attached a revised 
draft along with a comparison showing the changes over your recent draft as redlines. 
 
In addition to a couple of minor edits, this draft has edits relating to the two issues we discussed: 
 
1. The draft reverts to using “court days” instead of “business days”. As I explained on the phone, we believe 
using “court” days avoids any uncertainty or ambiguity. The Court is closed on specified 
days: http://www.caed.uscourts.gov/caednew/index.cfm/clerks-office/court-holidays/  In contrast, “business” 
days is uncertain and somewhat subjective—for example, what about Columbus Day?  
 
2. The provisions relating to the use of designated material during deposition have been revised along the lines 
of our discussion. I raised the concern that your recent edit was much too restrictive. It would prohibit the use of 
confidential information during deposition under circumstances where it doesn’t make sense to do so—an 
example I gave was the deposition of a current officer of the designating party. I’ve tried to flesh out Paragraph 
7(a) to address those kinds of circumstances while still excluding the potential “loophole” you mentioned. 
 
Please feel free to give me a call if you’d like to further discuss anything.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Derek Linke 

Case 1:14-cv-01749-CMH-MSN   Document 44-2   Filed 05/01/15   Page 2 of 2 PageID# 342


