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R. Scatt Jerger (pro hac vice) (Oregon State Bar #02337)
Field Jerger LLP

621 8W Morrison Street, Suite 1225

Partland, OR 97205

Tel: (503) 228-9115

Fax: (503) 225-0276

Email: scott@fieldjerger.com

John C. Gorman (CA Staie Bar #91515)
Gorman & Miller, P.C.

210 N 4th Street, Suite 200

San Jose, CA 95112

Tel: (408) 2097.2222

Fax: (408) 267.2224

Email: j ‘

Altorneys for Defendants
Matthew Katzer and Kamind Associates, Inc.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

RABERT JACORSEN, an individual, fitse Number CO6-1905-I5W
Plainify, Hon. Jeffrey 8. White
DEFENDANTS MATTHEW
V8, KATZER AND KAMIND

MATTHEW KATZER, an individual, and

KAMIND ASSOCIATES, INC., an Oregon OF INTERROGATORIES,
corporation dba KAM Industries, ﬁ%‘ﬂ%ﬁg@g ?ggUCTmN
ADMISSION

Defendants.

\JV\—?U\—/HVV‘-—-“—JV\—’U\-—/\—(

Pursuant to Rule 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Defendants Matthew

Katzer and Kamind Associates, Inc. (“Defendants™) objeet and respond to Plaintiffs Second

Request for Production of Documents (“Document Requesis” or “Requests™, Plainti{f’s Second
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Set of Interrogatories (“Interrogatories™, and PlaintifFs Second Request for Admission, as
follows:
GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Defendants object to any production request or instruction attempting to impose
requirements beyond those pravided by the Federal Rules of Civi] Procedure.

2. Defendants object to the definition of the terms “free software™ and “open source
software” as vague and ambiguous.

3. Defendants object to the time and place for production of documents as unreasonable.
Defendants wil! produce non-objectionable and non-privileged documents and things responsive
to the Document Requests at a mufually convenient time and location,

4. Defendants object to the Document Requests to the extent that they request documents
protected by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work-product doctrine, the joint-defense
privilege, the accountant-client privilege, the consulting expert privilege, the self-critical analysis
privilege, or any other applicable privilege or immunity from discovery, By producing
documents, Defendants do not waive any claim to privilege, work product, or ather applicable
privileges or protections as to any such documents or as to any subject matter related to any such
documents.

5. Any response that Defendants will produce non-privileged documents responsive to 4
Document Request is not intended to mean that Defendants currently have documents respongive
to such request or that such documents exist, but only that Defendants will produce such
decuments if they exist and have been located within Defendants’ possession, custody, or
coniral, and to the extent that they are not privileged.

6. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general objections, Defendants
specifically object and/or otherwise respond to these Requests for Admissions, Interrogatories

and Requests for Production as follows helow.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

You denied Jacobsen's Request for Admission 35, in Jacobsen's First Set of Requests for
Admissions, which stated “You did not have permission from Plaintiff to remove or alter
Plaintiff’s copyright notices, license, reference to the license, and anthors’ names.” State &l
bases for your contention that you have permission from Plaintiff 1o remove o alter Plaintif’s
capyright notices, license, reference to the license, and authors® names.

RESPONSE:

Defendants do not presently contend that they have permission Lo remove or alter
Flaintiff*s copyright notices, license, reference to the license, and authors’ names from Robert
Jacobsen.

INTERROGATORY NO, &

List the names of all witnesses that you plan to call 1o testify or use as expert witnesses.
RESPONSE:

Defendants object 1o this inerrogatory to the extent if seeks confidential or privileged
information. At this poini, Defendants intend to call Mr. Jacobsen and Mr. Katzer as witnesses.
Defendants reserve the right to call additional witnesses and will inform Plaintiff of the existence
of non-consulting expert witnesses when that information is available.

INTERROGATORY NO. &:

In response to [nterrogatory 4 in Jacobsen's Firat Set of Interrogatories, you provided a
list of documents that you contend are copied from the QSI manual to JMRI files. Provide a
comparison of these documents listed in your response, to the JMRI files that you contend
include expression from the QSI manual, identifying the location in the QSI manual of
information that you contend was capied and the line number in JMRI files where this
information purportedly appears,

RESPONSE:
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objections, Defendants will produce non-privileged documents that relate to the subject matter of
this lawsuit,
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQ, &:

All docyments that support your contention that you have a license to use IMRI

materials.

RESPONSE:

Defendants object to this Request because it is unreasonably broad, unduly burdensome
and seeks information that is neither relevant nor reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. Due to the way in which this request is broadly worded, it calls for
information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine and Rule
26(b)(3) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and Defendants respectfully object to this
request becayse it seeks such privileged information. Subject to the foregoing objections,
Defendants will produce non-privileged documents thar relate to the subject matter of this

lawsnit,

VERIFICATION

STATE OF OREGON )
) 88
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

I, Matthew A. Katzer, being first duly sworn upon oath depose and say:

That T am a defendant in the above-name cause of action and the president of Kamind
Associates, Inc., that I have read the foregoing interrogeatorics and requests for production and
that answers and responses thereto, know the contents thereof, and believe the same to be true to
the best of my knowledge and information.

ANSWERS AND RESPONSES dated this 24/ %ﬁaa
UL =<

Matthew A, Katzer

Case Number C 06 1905 JSW
Response to Plaintiff"s Second Set of Discavery Requests

e






