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I. INTRODUCTION 

Verisign spent over eight hours—including over five hours of record time—deposing Daniel 

Negari in his personal capacity. Mr. Negari gave truthful testimony to the best of his ability. He 

fully answered questions about each of the alleged false-advertising statements stated in the 

complaint. On the Network Solutions transactions issue that Verisign claims is most important, 

Mr. Negari testified about specific details concerning registrations involved, the amount of 

money exchanged, and per-unit pricing. 

He never refused to answer any question (except one based on attorney–client privilege). 

He never treated opposing counsel with hostility. He never asked for a single break while 

Verisign insisted on taking lengthy breaks, making Mr. Negari wait about three hours in total. 

And Mr. Negari does not seek to change the substance of his testimony after the fact.  

Yet, Verisign seeks to redepose Mr. Negari because he answered “I don’t know” or “I 

don’t recall” more often than Verisign thinks is appropriate. But a witness having less knowledge 

than Verisign expects—or imprecise memory under pressure—does not violate any rule, duty, or 

obligation. Mr. Negari also runs several companies in addition to XYZ. So Verisign should not be 

surprised that Mr. Negari could not recall specific details of transactions, agreements, and 

conversations that happened many months ago, and in some instances years ago. 

Verisign questioned Mr. Negari without access to documents, on topics that he had not 

been asked to prepare for. When Verisign finally gave Negari access to a couple documents at one 

time, its counsel timed Mr. Negari (“ ”) as he reviewed them.  

If Verisign wants more substantive testimony, it will notice a corporate deposition of XYZ 

under Rule 30(b)(6). Once Verisign does, XYZ will meet its obligation of preparing a witness (or 

witnesses) to offer detailed testimony on the specific topics that Verisign identifies in the notice. 

And if Verisign questions Mr. Negari’s sincerity, it is free to use the transcript to attack his 

credibility in later proceedings. But Verisign is not entitled to a “do-over.”  

Verisign’s complaint of a “document dump” before the deposition is misleading. Verisign 

is not claiming—nor could it—that any documents were produced after Mr. Negari’s deposition. 
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Well before the deposition, Defendants hustled to produce the documents Verisign identified as 

the most relevant to its deposition preparation. And at no time did Verisign request that the 

deposition be rescheduled to allow it to review documents.  

At the last hearing, the Court ordered that before filing a discovery motion, the parties must 

meet and confer “at least a week in advance…And I will impose costs the next time [if the parties 

do not.]” Verisign ignored the Court’s order and rushed to file its Motion for Redeposition of 

Daniel Negari just one day after meeting and conferring. Whether intentional or not, Verisign’s 

disregard of this Court’s order undermined any possibility of the parties resolving this issue. This 

prejudiced XYZ by forcing it to expend time and resources exploring potential compromises 

while its opposition to the motion was pending on a compressed timeline.1  

The Court should deny Verisign’s motion. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. Mr. Negari provided truthful testimony to the best of his ability—and provided 
substantive testimony on each of the topics at issue in this lawsuit. 

Mr. Negari runs several companies in addition to XYZ. (Declaration of Daniel Negari in 

Support of Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for Redeposition of Daniel Negari 

(“Negari Decl.”) ¶ 5.) He is involved in hundreds of transactions, thousands of business 

conversations, and tens of thousands of email chains each year. (Id.) The vast majority of these 

are unrelated to either XYZ or the current litigation. (Id.) 

Mr. Negari was testifying in his personal capacity—not as a Rule 30(b)(6) representative of 

XYZ. This meant he was not asked to prepare testimony on any specific topics or familiarize 

himself with any documents beforehand. Because of this, questions and terms that might seem 

simple to Verisign’s counsel were not as straightforward in the context of Mr. Negari’s many 

business ventures. (Negari Decl. ¶ 7.) For example, across his several companies, Mr. Negari has 

a few dozen employees. (Id. ¶ 8.) It is difficult to keep track of who is an employee of XYZ, as 

                                                        
1 At the Court’s request, XYZ prepared and filed this opposition before Tuesday at noon—a day and a half earlier 
than the time allotted for preparing an opposition under the Court’s Scheduling Order. (Dkt. 30 at ¶2(d).) Verisign 
had no limitation on the time to file its motion, and also had a full day to prepare a reply. 
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opposed to another company. (Id.) And Mr. Negari does not necessarily know off the top of his 

head what each person’s XYZ-specific roles are. (Id.)  

But in any event, Mr. Negari answered the deposition questions truthfully and to the best of 

his abilities. (Id. ¶ 12.) He provided substantive testimony on every relevant topic Verisign 

inquired into, including among others:  

 The general structure of the Network Solutions transactions that Verisign believes 

are central to its false-advertising claim;2 

 The methods, mediums, and messaging of XYZ’s branding;3 

 The basis for Mr. Negari’s belief that virtually no good .com domain names are 

available for registration;4 

 XYZ’s leading registrar partners;5 and 

 The basis for Mr. Negari’s claims as to the number of .xyz domain name 

registrations at various points in time.6 

On the topic of the several Network Solutions transactions—which Verisign’s counsel has 

described as “ 7—Mr. Negari fully outlined the general terms of the various 

deals. He identified: 

  

 

  

 

   

  

 

                                                        
2 See, e.g., Transcript of Daniel Negari Deposition (“Tr.”) at 134:20-137:25; 147:11-148:25; 248:17-249:14. 
3 See Tr. at 40:22-41:18 (Verisign’s counsel summary of testimony). 
4 See, e.g., Tr. at 51:5-54:14; 74:8-77:10. 
5 See Tr. 61:6-63:6. 
6 See, e.g. Tr. at 66:8-14; 248:17-249:14. 
7 Tr. at 167:22. 
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Mr. Negari also pointed out that he could provide more detailed testimony about the 

transactions if he was asked to prepare to do so—which would be the case if he were the 

corporate representative of XYZ in a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition. 

B. Verisign did not raise the alleged “document dump” until it filed its motion, and XYZ 
diligently produced all relevant documents before the deposition.  

Verisign never mentioned an alleged “document dump” before raising it for the first time in 

its motion. (Declaration of Derek Newman in Support of Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s 

Motion for Redeposition of Daniel Negari (“Newman Decl.”) ¶¶ 8-9.) Those allegations are 

misleading because XYZ had previously produced the specific kinds of documents Verisign had 

said were critical in advance of its personal deposition of Negari. 

On May 29, 2015, Verisign filed a motion to compel particular materials that it represented 

were “the core documents needed for Verisign to take depositions beginning” with Negari. 

(Plaintiff’s Motion to Enforce the Court’s Order Compelling XYZ’s Production of Documents 

(Dkt. 60) at 2). Verisign told the Court that those critical materials were: (a) information about 

defendants (owners and investors) and their affirmative defenses, (b) business plan, 

(c) marketing plan, (d) application to ICANN to operate the .XYZ registry, (e) payments 

involved in the “XYZ Promotion”, (f) prior-lawsuit settlement agreements, and 

(g) communications referencing .COM or Verisign. (Id. at 2–3.) 

In response, XYZ specifically focused its efforts to ensure Verisign received those particular 
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documents. During the week of June 1, 2015, XYZ produced all documents within the scope of 

Verisign’s “core documents.” (Declaration of Derek Linke in Support of Defendants’ 

Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for Redeposition of Daniel Negari (“Linke Decl.”) ¶¶ 3-4.) 

XYZ produced those requested documents well in advance of the deposition. (Id. ¶ 5.) 

After XYZ produced the specific documents Verisign requested in advance of the Negari 

deposition, XYZ continued its rolling document production. (Id. ¶ 6.) On Wednesday, June 9, 

Verisign raised issues with the format of XYZ’s production from the previous week. (Id. ¶ 7.) On 

June 11 and 12, XYZ produced additional documents, which included documents in a different 

format meant to address the issues Verisign had raised just days before. (Id. ¶ 8.)  

XYZ’s June 11 and 12 document productions were generated in successive batches by 

XYZ’s discovery vendor. (Id. ¶ 9.) As each of those batches was received from the vendor, 

XYZ’s counsel provided access to it to Verisign’s counsel. (Id. ¶ 10.) It initially appeared that the 

vendor would complete the batches in advance of the hearing, but the final batch was not 

available until several hours later. (Id. ¶ 11.) At the hearing, XYZ’s counsel accurately described 

the scope of the document production which had been initiated the day before, but had not 

received an update about the vendor’s status. (Id. ¶ 12.) 

As far as XYZ knew, Verisign received all documents in the June 12 productions without 

incident. (Id. ¶ 13.) At no point did Verisign complain about the “technical issues” vaguely 

alluded to in Verisign’s motion. (Id. ¶ 14.) 

The documents described in the declaration filed by Verisign’s counsel in support of its 

motion does not list materials included within the “core documents” Verisign had previously 

demanded in advance of the Negari deposition. (Compare June 19, 2015 Declaration of Nicholas 

M. DePalma ¶ 3 with Plaintiff’s Motion to Enforce the Court’s Order Compelling XYZ’s 

Production of Documents (Dkt. 60) at 2). Also, most of the documents produced after the 

hearing are protected by the attorney–privilege, the subject of a “clawback” notice under Rule 

26(b)(5)(B), and could not have been used at the deposition in any event. (Linke Decl. ¶ 15.) 

The day before Mr. Negari’s deposition, Verisign’s litigation counsel emailed Defendants’ 
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counsel to confirm the details of the deposition. (Newman Decl. ¶ 2, Ex. A.) That email did not 

raise any issue with XYZ’s productions, the time permitted to review them, or any related issue. 

(Id.) If Verisign had asked to reschedule Mr. Negari’s personal deposition based on the need to 

complete a review of the documents, Defendants would have agreed to do so. (Id. ¶ 3.) 

C. Verisign’s tactical choices and deposition conduct affected the testimony it received. 

While Verisign attacks the quality of Mr. Negari’s testimony, it ignores the effects that its 

conduct had on the deposition.  

  

 

Most of Verisign’s frustration seems to stem from its perception that Mr. Negari evaded 

questions about whether the number of XYZ registrations he reported on his personal blog and 

elsewhere represent “paying customers.” But the fact that Verisign’s counsel repeatedly asked 

Mr. Negari this question betrays a flawed understanding of the way domain names are registered.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Several of the topics that Verisign accuses Mr. Negari of testifying evasively on are 
                                                        
8 See Tr. at 134:11-16. 
9 See Tr. at29:13-16, 208:25-209:4. 
10 See Tr. at 134:6-16. 
11 See Tr. at 135:1-15, 136:2-17, 249:17-19. 
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unrelated to this false-advertising lawsuit.  

   

 Neither topic is 

relevant to Verisign’s claims. 

Similarly, Verisign is frustrated that Mr. Negari did not know the exact terms and 

accounting characteristics of XYZ’s several transactions with Network Solutions. But how XYZ 

books its revenue is irrelevant to Verisign’s false-advertising claim. Verisign does not—and 

cannot—allege that Mr. Negari or XYZ made a misleading statement about the company’s 

revenue. Rather, Verisign’s claim centers on statements Mr. Negari and XYZ made about 

domain-name registration volume. If Verisign wishes to acquire detailed testimony about this 

subject, the fair discovery mechanism is a corporate-entity deposition. This would allow XYZ to 

prepare Mr. Negari (or a different witness) to testify on its behalf on this subject. 

3. Verisign chose not to show Mr. Negari several documents that it had access to and 
which may have refreshed his memory.  

Verisign claims Mr. Negari’s testimony is inconsistent with documents that XYZ has 

produced in this litigation. To be clear, XYZ produced most of these documents well before Mr. 

Negari’s deposition. (See Linke Decl. ¶ 5.) Verisign’s counsel referred to many documents and 

statements throughout the deposition, but he rarely gave Mr. Negari the opportunity to review 

any of them.  

 

4. Verisign insisted on several lengthy breaks throughout the day—while Mr. Negari 
waited—and then insisted on abandoning the deposition even though Mr. Negari 
was willing to continue providing testimony. 

The deposition began at 10:03 a.m. and concluded at 6:33 p.m., eight-and-a-half hours later. 

But Verisign only chose to spend five-and-a-half hours on the record. The remaining time was 

consumed in three hours of breaks that Verisign insisted upon. Mr. Negari never requested a 

                                                        
12 See Tr. at 236:11-238:4. 
13 See Tr. at 157:7-160:23. 
14 See Tr. at 84:12-25. 
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break. Defendants’ counsel initiated only two breaks for a total of nine minutes.15  

The frequency and length of Verisign’s breaks wore on Mr. Negari.16 Nonetheless, he 

offered to continue testifying into the evening in order to give Verisign every opportunity to 

complete its deposition.17 Verisign’s counsel refused and terminated the deposition early, 

announcing “ 18  

5. Verisign’s general counsel engaged in an on-the-record outburst and off-the-
record threats to Mr. Negari and Defendants’ counsel. 

Verisign’s general counsel, Thomas Indelicarto, attended Mr. Negari’s deposition. 

(Newman Decl. ¶ 4.) Mr. Indelicarto made exaggerated facial expressions and sighed audibly. 

(Id. ¶ 4.) During breaks, Mr. Indelicarto threatened Defendants’ counsel with personal monetary 

sanctions in front of Mr. Negari. (Id. ¶ 5.) On the record, Mr Indelicarto was disruptive:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
15 Tr. at 69:16-25. 
16 See Tr. at 131:8-9; 272:17-21. 
17 Tr. at 271:20-272:21. 
18 Tr. at 276:5. 
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D. Verisign ignored this Court’s order that the parties attempt to resolve disputes 
without motions practice—and Verisign’s conduct prejudiced XYZ’s ability 
to oppose this motion. 

During the June 12 hearing on the parties’ dueling motions to compel, the Court ordered: 

I want to make sure that if we have future discovery disputes, that the party who is 
bringing the motion represents not only that there has been a meet and confer as is 
already required, but there is a description of the meet and confer… It needs to be 
at least a week in advance… And that needs to be in the motion if the parties 
can’t work it out. And I will impose costs the next time we do that if we can’t 
figure out a way to sufficiently communicate beforehand. 

(Transcript of Motions Hearing Held on 6-12-15 (Dkt. 87) at 33:14-34:3.)  

Verisign did not honor its meet-and-confer obligations. During deposition, Verisign refused 

                                                        
19 Tr. at 94:14-96:11. 
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to confer with Defendants’ counsel about the substance of its threatened motion:  

  

  

  

 

  

 

  

  

 

  

  

 

  

  

 

  

Verisign, through a lawyer who was not present at the deposition, finally conferred by 

telephone the day before it filed this motion. (Newman Decl. ¶ 10.)21 And at no time during the 

parties’ telephone conference did Verisign claim that it was seeking relief on the basis of an 

alleged “document dump”— the lead argument in its moving papers. (Id. ¶ 9.) 

XYZ reminded Verisign of the Court’s direction that the parties meet and confer a week in 

                                                        
20 Tr. at 276:5-23. 
21 Verisign did not file a certificate confirming it had met and conferred as required by local rule. And the certificate 
Verisign belatedly filed (Dkt. 90) is misleading. It suggests that it met and conferred on this issue at the deposition 
itself but the transcript confirms no meaningful conference occurred—in fact, Verisign’s litigation counsel 
repeatedly refused defense counsel’s repeated entreaties to meet and confer and resolve the issue at that time. (See 
Tr. at 271:20-275:25.)  
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advance. XYZ asked Verisign to re-notice its motion for the following Friday so that the parties 

could explore potential compromises. (Newman Decl. ¶ 12, Ex. C) But Verisign refused to 

withdraw or re-notice the motion. (Id. ¶ 15.) 

The parties attempted to reach a compromise over the weekend. But since Verisign’s 

motion was pending and XYZ’s response was due Tuesday at noon, XYZ had to oppose the 

motion. This constricted negotiations and ultimately foreclosed the possibility of an agreed 

solution. (Id. ¶¶ 14-15.) 

III. AUTHORITY AND ARGUMENT 

A. Verisign failed to meet the burden of proof on its motion, instead citing authority that 
is either inapposite or indicates the Court should deny the motion.  

Rule 30 generally protects the same witness from being deposed multiple times and requires 

the deposition be completed in a single day limited to seven hours of testimony. See FED. R. CIV. 

P. 30(a)(2), (d)(1). Accordingly, Verisign bears the burden of proving it is entitled to the 

extraordinary relief of a second day of deposition and an additional seven hours of testimony. See 

FED. R. CIV. P. 30(a)(2) (requiring a party to obtain leave of the court in order to depose the same 

witness more than once or exceed the durational limits). 

Verisign cites to inapposite authority. For example, Verisign’s first citation is to E.I. du Pont 

de Nemours & Co. v. Kolon Indus., Inc., 277 F.R.D. 286 (E.D. Va. 2011), which Verisign selectively 

quotes to give the impression that it applies to the issue of redeposing a witness. But E.I. du Pont 

does not relate to the issue before the Court. The order in E.I. du Pont simply grants a motion to 

strike an errata sheet because the witness was using it to try to make material changes to his 

testimony. Mr. Negari has not received an errata sheet and has no plans to make substantive 

changes to his testimony. 

Most of Verisign’s authorities only serve to underscore how egregious a witness’s behavior 

must be before a court will deviate from the general rule against multiple depositions.  In Truell v. 

Regent Univ. Sch. of Law, No. CIVA 2:04CV716, 2006 WL 2076769 (E.D. Va. July 21, 2006), the 

court only took action after the plaintiff–deponent failed to appear at multiple depositions. This 
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demonstrated a pattern of intransigence that Verisign does not allege here. See id. at *6. 

In GMAC Bank v. HTFC Corp., 248 F.R.D. 182 (E.D. Pa. 2008), the deponent behaved 

deplorably, repeatedly swearing at and threatening the examining attorney, taking unilateral 

breaks, and ultimately refusing to provide any substantive testimony. See GMAC Bank, 248 

F.R.D. at 187-91. And in Stewart v. VCU Health Sys. Auth., No. 3:09-cv-738- HEH, 2011 WL 

7281603, at *4 (E.D. Va. Nov. 22, 2011) report and recommendation adopted, No. 3:09-cv-738-

HEH, 2012 WL 463561 (E.D. Va. Feb. 13, 2012) aff’d 478 F. App’x 757 (4th Cir. 2012), the 

Court observed that:  

Almost every single time that counsel asked him a question during the continued 
deposition, [the witness] repeated the question, argued, then proceeded to explain 
why he could not answer the question…Rarely, if ever, did he give a “yes” or 
“no” answer to direct “yes or no” questions. The effect of responses of this 
nature was to exacerbate the exchange between counsel and deponent, converting 
a one minute question and answer into a ten minute argument. 

By contrast at Mr. Negari’s deposition, the only untoward outburst came from Verisign’s 

general counsel. Similarly, Verisign (not Negari) initiated the many lengthy breaks, in contrast to 

the witness in GMAC Bank. 

But Mr. Negari provided full, thorough testimony on the matters within his knowledge and 

memory—including “yes” and “no” answers to “yes or no” questions. Nor did Mr. Negari ever 

“acquire amnesia” as the deponent did in Redwood v. Dobson, 476 F.3d 462, 467-69 (7th Cir. 

2007). Instead, if anything, Mr. Negari’s memory improved as the deposition wore on. As the 

day progressed, the transcript reveals Mr. Negari grew more comfortable—particularly on the 

few occasions when he was provided documents and given time to review them. 

That Verisign took 8.5 hours to elicit 5.5 hours of testimony—and refused the opportunity 

to complete the deposition—indicates that it did not use the deposition efficiently. The Court 

should not allow it the extraordinary relief of a second day of deposition time. 

Verisign is not entitled to a second deposition because the facts here contrast starkly with 

the cases that Verisign cites. Instead, Verisign has two obvious remedies. First, Verisign can take 
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a Fed. R. Civ. P. 30(b)(6) deposition about the particular subject matters that Mr. Negari was not 

prepared to testify about. Second, Verisign can use the transcript to attack Mr. Negari’s 

credibility at trial. But the Court should not allow Verisign a “do over”—particularly one 

conducted in Virginia at Mr. Negari’s expense. 

B. Verisign’s failure to review documents before the deposition—or reschedule the 
deposition—is not grounds to redepose Mr. Negari. 

Verisign’s authority in support of its “document dump” argument does not apply here. In 

two of the three cases Verisign relies on, the documents were produced after the deposition took 

place. See Motoi v. The Bristol Group, Inc., No. CIVA 05-362 JBC, 2007 WL 30604 (E.D. Ky., Jan. 

3, 2007) (documents produced on day of deposition and several weeks after); Lewis v. United 

States, No. 02-2958 B/AN, 2004 WL 3254734 (W.D. Tenn., Dec. 15, 2004) (testimony during 

the original deposition led parties to realize that many responsive documents had not been 

produced). 

And in Miller v. Waseca Med. Ctr., 205 F.R.D. 537 (D. Minn. 2002) the documents were 

produced “late in the day” the day before the deposition took place. In granting the extra 

deposition time, the Miller court also noted that the deponents had indicated in their 

interrogatory response that they would rather be deposed but then sought to evade providing 

expansive testimony at their deposition. Miller, 205 F.R.D. at 541. The court observed that: “If 

Plaintiffs have their way, they would avoid answering the written discovery by offering the 

deposition, and then avoid the deposition discovery by invoking an unrealistic time limit.” Id. 

The facts in those cases are distinguished from the issues here. XYZ and Negari provided 

substantial documents to Verisign without objection. They completed the vast bulk of the 

production well before the deposition. At minimum, this provided Verisign with enough time to 

make an informed decision as to whether to proceed with the deposition on the noticed date. It 

chose to do so. That Verisign now regrets its choice is not grounds to redepose Mr. Negari, and 

an even weaker reason to make him pay for the first deposition or fly across the country for the 

second. That is especially true considering that Verisign still has a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition of 
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XYZ and thus risks no prejudice.  

C. Verisign did not properly meet and confer. 

Despite the Court’s order that the parties meet and confer “at least a week in 

advance…[or] I will impose costs the next time,” Verisign filed this motion just one day after 

meeting and conferring. Had Verisign not walked out of the deposition, but instead met and 

conferred there, the parties might have resolved this issue and completed the deposition to 

Verisign’s satisfaction. Verisign still had plenty of record time remaining, and Mr. Negari offered 

to stay. After Verisign filed its motion, the parties were making progress resolving the issue. But 

no time remained since Verisign rushed to file, so the parties shifted focus to this motion. The 

Court should deny the motion because Mr. Negari complied with his obligations—and also 

because Verisign did not adequately meet and confer. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Mr. Negari faithfully answered questions during his deposition to the best of his ability. 

During the deposition, Verisign applied undue pressure by placing a stopwatch in front of Mr. 

Negari as he reviewed documents, and took lengthy breaks requiring him to sit and wait. 

Verisign’s general counsel made intimidating statements on and off the record  

. And through it all, Mr. Negari 

offered to continue the deposition into the evening when Verisign announced it was walking out. 

This is a simple false advertising case based on a few statements that XYZ and Mr. Negari 

made. There are only two issues. First, whether those statements constitute advertising. Second, 

whether the statements are false. Yet Verisign has sought to escalate and expand this matter, 

serving over a dozen third-party subpoenas—leading to ancillary cases in Florida, Seattle, and 

Los Angeles—overly broad written discovery, and motions to compel in this Court every other 

week. 

The Court should deny Verisign’s motion. 
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Dated June 23, 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 Newman    
Derek A. Newman (admitted pro hac vice) 
Jason B. Sykes (admitted pro hac vice) 
Derek Linke (admitted pro hac vice) 
Newman Du Wors LLP 
dn@newmanlaw.com, jason@newmanlaw.com, 
linke@newmanlaw.com 
 
Counsel for XYZ.com LLC and Daniel Negari 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I certify that on June 23, 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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