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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 REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

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

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 34, the Local Civil Rules of the Eastern District of Virginia, and 

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

Production by Defendant XYZ.COM, LLC: 

OBJECTIONS 

 The following General Objection applies to all Requests for Production and is incorporated 

by reference into the responses to each individual request. The assertion of the same, similar, or 

additional Objections in response to any particular request does not waive or limit Plaintiff’s 

General Objection as set forth below. 

1.  Plaintiff objects to the requests 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.  Information or communications subject to any such 
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privilege will not be produced, and any inadvertent production shall not be deemed a waiver of 

such privilege. 

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

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

the same. 

OBJECTIONS TO INSTRUCTIONS 

 Plaintiff objects to Instruction 4 because the instruction contains a legal statement and 

conclusion regarding the relevancy and scope of Defendants’ requests, 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 request calls for information 

that would be responsive but for this instruction, Plaintiff will construe the request as not calling 

for privileged information. 

 Plaintiff objects to Instruction 5 because the instruction exceeds the scope of the 

requirements for production under Rule 34(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 

requires Plaintiff to produce documents that are “known,” but not necessarily available to 

Plaintiff.  Plaintiff will furnish all documents and things in its possession, custody, or control 

when producing documents and things. 

 Plaintiff objects to Instruction 6 because the phrase “[a]ll documents and things should be 

produced in the file, folder, envelope, or other container in which the documents or things are 

kept or maintained” exceeds the scope of Rule 34(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  As 

required by the Rules, Plaintiff will produce documents “as they are kept in the usual course of 

business” or organized and labeled to correspond to the categories in the request. 
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 Plaintiff objects to Instruction 7 because the requirement to produce electronically stored 

information “in a form or forms that are reasonably usable” is vague and ambiguous, requires 

subjective interpretation on the part of Plaintiff and its attorneys, and exceeds the scope of Rule 

34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. As required by the Rules, Plaintiff will produce 

electronically stored information as provided for in Rule 34(b)(2)(E). 

 Plaintiff objects to Instruction 10 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 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  Plaintiff will object as required under Rule 

34(b)(2)(B). 

Plaintiff objects to Instruction 13 because the instruction directly contradicts the 

Instruction set forth in Instruction 4.  Plaintiff further objects to this Instruction because it 

exceeds the requirements set forth in Rule 34(b).  Plaintiff will disregard this Instruction and 

respond with respect to privileged information as stated in Plaintiff’s response to Instruction 4. 

Plaintiff objects to Instruction 14 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 

document requests.  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 document 
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requests 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. 

Plaintiff further reserves the right to alert the Court regarding the harassing and overly 

burdensome nature of Defendants’ set of 101 document requests that were served upon Plaintiff.  

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES 

REQUEST NO. 1: All Documents You reviewed or relied on in answering XYZ’s First Set of 

Interrogatories. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 2: All Documents You reviewed or relied on in objecting to XYZ’s First Set of 

Interrogatories. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 3: All Documents You reviewed or relied on in responding to XYZ’s First Set 

of Requests for Admission. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 4: All Documents You reviewed or relied on in objecting to XYZ’s First Set of 

Requests for Admission. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 5: All Documents Relating To Your allegations in the Complaint. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome.  

Plaintiff will provide documents on which Plaintiff intends to rely to support the allegations 

made in the Complaint. 

RESPONSE: Consistent with its objections, Plaintiff will produce responsive 

documents. 

REQUEST NO. 6: All Communications between You and any third party Relating To 

Defendants or .XYZ domain names. 
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OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  It is overly broad and 

unduly burdensome to require Verisign to produce all communications between Verisign and any 

outside party relating to Defendants or .XYZ domain names which have no relationship to the 

claims and defenses in this matter.  Plaintiff will provide documents, including communications 

with third parties, relating to the Defendants’ conduct as alleged in the Complaint. 

RESPONSE: Consistent with its objections, Plaintiff will produce responsive 

documents. 

REQUEST NO. 7: All presentations (internal or external) Relating To Defendants or .XYZ 

Domain Names. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects and incorporates General Objection 1.  Plaintiff anticipates 

that this request calls expressly for information protected by the attorney-client privilege and 

work-product doctrine. 

RESPONSE: Consistent with its objections, Plaintiff believes this request calls for 

information protected by attorney-client privilege and work-product doctrine.  Plaintiff 

will coordinate with Defendant regarding the mutual exchange of privilege logs. 

REQUEST NO. 8: All Documents Relating To Your allegation that statements, actions, or 

conduct attributed to the Defendants constitute “commercial advertising and promotion”. (See 

Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

 RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 9: All Documents that You reviewed or relied on to answer Interrogatory No. 4 

in XYZ’s First Set of Interrogatories. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 10: Documents sufficient to define the “relevant purchasing public” alleged in 

the Complaint. (See Complaint ¶ 71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 11: Documents sufficient to define the “audience” alleged in the Complaint. 

(See Complaint ¶ 72.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 
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REQUEST NO. 12: All Documents Relating To Your contention that alleged statements, 

actions, or conduct attributed to the Defendants are likely to influence the purchasing decisions 

of the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 71, 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 13: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the XYZ Video is likely 

to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 14: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Good Real Estate 

Statement is likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 

Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 15: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Good Real Estate 

Statement was made for the purpose of influencing the purchasing decisions of the Relevant 

Purchasing Public. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 16: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Number One New 

TLD Video was likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant Purchasing Public. 

(See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 17: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Number One New 

TLD Video was made for the purpose of influencing the purchasing decisions of the Relevant 

Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 
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REQUEST NO. 18: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Most Registrations 

Blog Post was likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant Purchasing Public. 

(See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 19: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Aimed Too Low Blog 

Post was likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 

Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 20: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Aimed Too Low Blog 

Post was made for the purpose of influencing the purchasing decisions of the Relevant 

Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 21: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Leads The Pack Blog 

Post was likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 

Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 22: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Leads The Pack Blog 

Post was made for the purpose of influencing the purchasing decisions of the Relevant 

Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 23: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Notable 

Accomplishment Slides was likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant 

Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶ 73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 
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REQUEST NO. 24: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Coined Statement was 

likely to influence the purchasing decisions of the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶ 

73.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 25: All Documents Relating To Your contention that Defendants’ alleged 

“false and/or misleading” and “deceptive promotional” statements were widely disseminated to 

the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 69-71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 26: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the XYZ Video was 

widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 17-23, 71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 27: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Good Real Estate 

Statement was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 27, 

71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 28: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Next .COM Blog Post 

was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 32-33, 71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 29: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Coined Statement was 

widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 40, 71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 30: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Number One New 

TLD Video was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 

53(a), 71.) 
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OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 31: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Most Registrations 

Blog Post was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 53(b), 

71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 32: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Aimed Too Low Blog 

Post was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 53(c), 71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 33: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Leads The Pack Blog 

Post was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See Complaint ¶¶ 53(d), 71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 34: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Notable 

Accomplishment Slides was widely disseminated to the Relevant Purchasing Public. (See 

Complaint ¶¶ 53(e), 71.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 35: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the alleged statements, 

actions, or conduct attributed to Defendants are “false and/or misleading statements of fact”. 

(See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 36: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the XYZ Video is or 

contains a false or misleading statement of fact. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) RESPONSE: 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 
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REQUEST NO. 37: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Good Real Estate 

Statement is or contains a false or misleading statement of fact. (See Complaint ¶ 69. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 38: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Number One New 

TLD Video is or contains a false or misleading statement of fact. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 39: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Most Registrations 

Blog Post is or contains a false or misleading statement of fact. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 40: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Aimed Too Low Blog 

Post is or contains a false or misleading statement of fact. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 41: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Leads The Pack Blog 

Post is or contains a false or misleading statement of fact. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 42: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Notable 

Accomplishment Slides is or contains a false or misleading statement of fact. (See Complaint ¶ 

69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 43: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the XYZ Video Statement 

is a statement of fact, as compared to an expression of opinion. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 
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REQUEST NO. 44: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Good Real Estate 

Statement is a statement of fact, as compared to an expression of opinion. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 45: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the Believe It Blog Post is 

a statement of fact, as compared to an expression of opinion. (See Complaint ¶ 69.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 46: All Documents 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. (See Complaint ¶¶ 71–72.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 47: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the alleged statements, 

actions, or conduct attributed to Defendants in the Complaint deceived or tended to deceive “a 

substantial segment of the audience exposed to it”. (See Complaint ¶¶ 71–72.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 48: Documents sufficient to identify the segment of the Relevant Purchasing 

Public that You contend were deceived or had the tendency to be deceived by Defendants’ 

alleged “false and/or misleading statements”. (See Complaint ¶¶ 71–72.)  

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 49: Documents sufficient to identify the segment of the audience that You 

contend were deceived or had the tendency to be deceived by Defendants’ alleged “false and/or 

misleading statements”. (See Complaint ¶¶ 71–72.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 50: All Documents 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. (See Complaint ¶¶ 17-23, 71-72.) 
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OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 51: All Documents Relating To Your contention that the XYZ Video is a 

description or representation of fact that deceived or tended to deceive “a substantial segment of 

the audience exposed to it”. (See Complaint ¶¶ 17-23, 71-72.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 52: All Documents Relating To all harm You allege to have suffered as a result 

of statements, actions, or conduct by Defendants alleged in the Complaint. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 53: All Documents Relating To Your contention that Your reputation and 

goodwill have suffered harm as a result of any alleged statements, actions, or conduct by 

Defendants. (See e.g., Complaint ¶¶ 4, 74, 76.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 54: All Documents Relating To Your contention that You have suffered 

economic harm as a result of any alleged statements, actions, or conduct by Defendants. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 55: Documents sufficient to Identify all Persons You contend are not doing 

business with You as a result of any alleged statements, actions, or conduct by Defendants. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 56: All Documents Relating to Your efforts to mitigate damages You claim to 

have suffered as a result of Defendants’ alleged statements, actions, or conduct. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

Case 1:14-cv-01749-CMH-MSN   Document 63-2   Filed 05/29/15   Page 13 of 24 PageID# 667



13 

REQUEST NO. 57: All Documents Relating to Your contention that “XYZ relies on automatic 

registration by one or more third parties to deceptively inflate the growth, success, and 

desirability of XYZ as a .COM competitor.” (See Complaint 3(b).)  

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 58: All Documents Relating to Your contention, if any, that the NPR Report 

was not a Bona Fide news story. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 59: All Documents Relating to Your contention that Defendants “have acted 

willfully, recklessly, intentionally, and wantonly in intending to deceive domain name 

customers.” (See Complaint ¶ 79.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 60: All Documents Relating to Your contention that “[t]his is an exceptional 

case pursuant to the Lanham Act”. (See Complaint ¶ 81.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 61: Documents sufficient to determine what a company or individual “wants” 

in the context of the following alleged statement from the Complaint, “companies and 

individuals cannot get the .COM domain names they want from Verisign”. (See Complaint ¶ 42.) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 62: All Documents Relating To any advertising or marketing You engaged in 

in response to any alleged statements, actions, or conduct by Defendants. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 63: All Documents Relating To any agreement between You and any domain-

name registrar since January 2012 Relating To the sale, marketing, or promotion of domain 

names under any or all of the Verisign TLDs. 
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OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome.  

Plaintiff has entered into numerous agreements with domain-name registrars relating to the sale, 

marketing or promotion of domain names under Verisign’s TLDs.  It is overly burdensome to 

require Plaintiff to provide all documents “relating” to each of those agreements.  Further, 

Plaintiff’s sale, marketing, or promotion of domain names under any or all of the Verisign TLDs 

is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ 

defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 64: All written agreements between You and any domain-name registrar since 

January 2012 Relating To the sale, marketing, or promotion of domain names under any or all of 

the Verisign TLDs. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s sale, 

marketing, or promotion of domain names under the Verisign TLDs is not relevant to the claims 

alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 65: All Communications between You and any domain-name registrar since 

January 2012 relating to retail or wholesale pricing for registrations of domain names under any 

or all of the Verisign TLDs. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 66: All Documents Relating to Your strategies for retail or wholesale pricing of 

domain names under Verisign TLDs from January 2012 to the present.  

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 67: All written agreements between You and any other Person Relating To 

retail or wholesale pricing of domain names under Verisign TLDs from January 2012 to the 

present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 
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REQUEST NO. 68: All Documents Relating To retail or wholesale pricing of domain names 

under Verisign TLDs since the introduction of ICANN’s new gTLD program. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 69: All Documents Relating To Your participation in any advertising or 

marketing from January 2012 to the present whereby the domain-name registrar is permitted to 

not charge a consumer for registering a domain name under a Verisign gTLD. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Registrar pricing for 

registrations of domain names, as it relates to Plaintiff, is not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 70: All written agreements between You and any domain-name registrar from 

January 2012 to the present whereby the registrar is permitted to not charge a consumer for 

registering a domain name under a Verisign TLD. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Registrar pricing for 

registrations of domain names, as it relates to Plaintiff, is not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 71: All Documents Relating To Your participation in any advertising or 

marketing from January 2012 to the present whereby any Person is permitted to not charge a 

consumer for registering a domain name under a Verisign TLD. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 72: All written agreements between You and any Person from January 2012 to 

the present whereby any Person is permitted to not charge a consumer for registering a domain 

name under a Verisign TLD.  

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 
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REQUEST NO. 73: All Documents Relating To Your participation in any advertising or 

marketing from January 2012 to the present whereby a domain-name registrar is permitted to 

discount the price for registering a domain name under a Verisign TLD.  

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Registrar pricing for 

registrations of domain names, as it relates to Plaintiff, is not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 74: All written agreements between You and any domain-name registrar from 

January 2012 to the present whereby the registrar is permitted to discount the price for 

registering a domain name under a Verisign TLD. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Registrar pricing for 

registrations of domain names, as it relates to Plaintiff, is not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 75: All Documents Relating To Your participation in any advertising or 

marketing from January 2012 to the present whereby any Person is permitted to discount the 

price for registering a domain name under a Verisign TLD. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 76: All written agreements between You and any Person from January 2012 to 

the present whereby any Person is permitted to discount the price for registering a domain name 

under a Verisign TLD. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s pricing for 

registrations of domain names is not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, 

nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 77: Documents sufficient to identify all domain names registered under 

Verisign TLDs at any time from January 2012 to the present whereby the registrar did not 

require the registrant to pay for registration. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Registrar pricing for 

registrations of domain names, as it relates to Plaintiff, is not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably 
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calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff further objects to the extent 

this request calls for information possessed by third party registrars.  

REQUEST NO. 78: All Documents sufficient to identify all domain names registered under 

Verisign TLDs at any time from January 2012 to the present whereby the registrar discounted the 

price for registration. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Registrar pricing for 

registrations of domain names, as it relates to Plaintiff, is not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor is it relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor is it reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff further objects to the extent 

this request calls for information possessed by third party registrars. 

REQUEST NO. 79: All Documents Relating to complaints You received from registrants 

regarding the .name gTLD from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Complaints received 

regarding the .name gTLD from January 2012 to present are not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor are they relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.   

REQUEST NO. 80: All Documents Relating To complaints You received regarding accessing 

.name gTLD domain-name registration information from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Complaints received 

regarding the .name gTLD from January 2012 to present are not relevant to the claims alleged by 

Plaintiff in this litigation, nor are they relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objects because this 

Request is duplicative of Request No. 79. 

REQUEST NO. 81: All Communications between You and 1and1.com from January 2012 to 

the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad and not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not 

limitation, this request is not limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or 

anything relevant to this lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. 82: All Documents Relating To marketing and advertising agreements between 

You and 1and1.com from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because Request this is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 
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REQUEST NO. 83: All written agreements between You and 1and1.com from January 2012 to 

the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. 84: All Communications between You and Godaddy.com from January 2012 to 

the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. 85: All Documents Relating To marketing and advertising agreements between 

You and Godaddy.com from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. 86: All written agreements between You and Godaddy.com from January 2012 

to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. 87: All Communications between You and Xin Net from January 2012 to the 

present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. 88: All Documents Relating To marketing and advertising agreements between 

You and Xin Net from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 
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REQUEST NO. 89: All written agreements between You and Xin Net from January 2012 to the 

present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence.  By way of example and not limitation, this request is not 

limited to the allegations in the Complaint, Defendants’ conduct, or anything relevant to this 

lawsuit. 

REQUEST NO. 90: All Communications between You and ICANN Relating To ICANN’S new 

gTLD program. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s 

communications with ICANN relating to ICANN’s new gTLD program are not relevant to the 

claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, nor are they relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 91: All written agreements between You and ICANN.  

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Written agreements 

with ICANN are not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, nor are they 

relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 92: All Documents Relating To all complaints You received, if any, regarding 

Your market share as a registry operator. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  “All documents 

relating to all complaints” regarding Plaintiff’s market share are not relevant to the claims 

alleged by Plaintiff in this litigation, nor are they relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 93: All Documents You provided to new gTLD registry operators from January 

2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS: Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Documents provided 

to new gTLD registry operators are not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff in this 

litigation, nor are they relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 94: All Documents Relating To Your quarterly marketing and advertising 

budget from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome 

to the extent it requests “all documents relating to” its quarterly budget.  Plaintiff further objects 
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because this Request is vague and ambiguous regarding the term “budget,” which is not defined 

in Defendants’ document requests. 

REQUEST NO. 95: Documents sufficient to show an itemization of Your quarterly marketing 

and advertising expenditures from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 96: Documents sufficient to identify the number of .COM Domain Names 

registered in each quarter from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 97: All Documents Relating To Your contention that “millions of customers 

find the .COM domain name they want every quarter.” (See Complaint ¶¶ 2(a), 3(a).) 

OBJECTIONS:  None. 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 98: All Documents Relating To the methods You use to determine the number 

of domain-name registrations per quarter in Verisign TLDs.  

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects to this Request because it is overly broad.  Plaintiff further 

objects because this Request is vague and ambiguous regarding the term “methods,” which is not 

defined in Defendants’ document requests.  Plaintiff further objects to the extent this request 

calls for the production of commercially sensitive information, and thus the entry of a protective 

order will be a prerequisite to any production.  Plaintiff will produce documents sufficient to 

show the number of domain-name registrations per quarter in Verisign TLDs. 

RESPONSE: Subject to its objection, Plaintiff will produce responsive documents. 

REQUEST NO. 99: All Documents Relating To Your marketing plans for promoting Verisign 

TLDs from January 2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects to this Request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, 

and not reasonably likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Plaintiff’s marketing 

strategies are not at issue in this litigation and have nothing to do with Defendants’ unlawful 

actions, and it would be unduly burdensome to require Plaintiff to produce all marketing 

documents for Verisign TLDs for the past three years.  Plaintiff further objects to this Request 

with regard to the term “marketing plans”, which is vague, ambiguous, and not defined in 

Defendants’ document requests. 
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REQUEST NO. 100: All Documents Relating To rebates or discounts You have offered to 

domain-name registrars for the sale of domain names under Verisign TLDs from January 2012 to 

the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  All documents 

“relating to rebates or discounts” from Verisign are not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff 

in this litigation, nor are they relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor reasonably calculated to lead 

to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST NO. 101: All Documents Relating To Your participation in offering domain-name 

registrants rebates or discounts for registering domain names under Verisign TLDs from January 

2012 to the present. 

OBJECTIONS:  Plaintiff objects because this Request is overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  All documents 

“relating to rebates or discounts” from Verisign are not relevant to the claims alleged by Plaintiff 

in this litigation, nor are they relevant to Defendants’ defenses, nor reasonably calculated to lead 

to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
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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 11th 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. 

 

 

  

9462312 
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