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Pursuant to the Court’s current standing Scheduling Order, Defendant Rocket
Lawyer Incorporated (“Rocket Lawyer”) submits this Memorandum of Evidentiary
Objections to Plaintiff Legalzoom.com, Inc.’s Separate Statement of Undisputed

Material Facts.

Separate Statement Paragraph 4: Objection to Paragraph 4 of the Declaration
of Dorian Quispe (“Quispe Decl.”) (“LegalZoom has not authored any of the
reviews on Legalspring.com, and has no responsibility for the reviews which are
actually posted.”) on the grounds that it is misleading. To the extent this statement
implies that LegalZoom had no involvement in selecting the reviews that were
posted on or removed from Legalspring.com, it is misleading. Fed. R. Evid. 403.
Objection to Paragraph 4 of the Declaration of Travis Giggy (“Giggy Decl.”)
(“Between 2004 and March 1, 2013, I selected and published on the
Legalspring.com website opinions as well as third party customer reviews about
various online legal service providers, including LegalZoom.”) on the grounds that
it is misleading. To the extent this statement implies that Giggy acted alone in

selecting customer reviews for publication, it is misleading. Fed. R. Evid. 403.

Separate Statement Paragraph 5: Same objection to Paragraph 4 of the Quispe

Decl. as identified with respect to Separate Statement Paragraph 4, above.

Separate Statement Paragraph 6: Objection to Paragraph 3 of the Quispe Decl.
(“The relationship between Legalspring.com and LegalZoom is, and always has
been, that of affiliate and client.”) on the grounds that it is misleading. To the extent
it is offered to show that the current relationship between LegalZoom and
Legalspring.com is the same as it always has been, it is misleading. Fed. R. Evid.
403.

Separate Statement Paragraph 8: Objection to Paragraph 6 of the Quispe Decl.
(“While Mr. Giggy, at one time, received compensation from LegalZoom for any
products sold by LegalZoom as a result of a consumer first visiting

Legalspring.com, that relationship terminated as of March 2013.”) and Paragraph 8
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of the Giggy Decl. (“Like other affiliate referral sites, Legalspring.com received
commissions and/or compensation from its affiliates, including from LegalZoom.”)
on the grounds that the evidence is incomplete and misleading. To the extent these
statements imply that this is the only form of compensation paid by LegalZoom to
Mr. Giggy with respect to Legalspring.com, it is incomplete and misleading. Fed.
R. Evid. 106, 403.

Separate Statement Paragraph 10: Objection to Paragraph 8 of the Quispe

Decl. () and Paragraph 9, Exhibit B, of the Giggy Decl. on the grounds that they
are misleading. To the extent the evidence is offered to show that this is the only
content on Legalspring.com that was authored by LegalZoom, it is incomplete and
misleading. Fed. R. Evid. 106, 403.
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