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Petar Bianck -
B Bl b Kristina Paszek
Mark A Chavez Morrison & Forraster LI P
Berfamin Foss 425 Market Street
e e San Francisco, CA 94105
fretiues Mot Lav st oy Plsening
Johnpie Lacy Re: NFB v, Target Co,
SR (Remrea) ’ P
Paul
Sen Froncisco Stait Unversty Dear Kristina;
Laurenca Pamydis ’
Oixsihity Rights Advocates :
Walter Park This lettar is In regards fo your email i y
Waltor Park. it today concerning Target's
Ao & Schneid proposed metion seeking additional depositians andniirther?
et . propased o DOS brisfing on
(o s Pml e, Iainhffs miotion for class certification. Plaintiffs ramain concerned that
LG ggrgel s fa:pprcu;u‘;h could further delay this case and unnecessarily
ne awuRoto five Up fess and costs for both parties, and are stiil not

tiane : > and | . not clear wh

OO Tt addlttonag depositions and further briefing are necessary. Plaimi#s
AT remain willing to consider any specific proposal from Target regarding
umq“‘e'wsk how }h:s case should proceed, however Target still has not explained
e..mm o m why it believes adqiﬁcnai depositions and further briefing are
o m "m;%h‘” ﬂ;:rovged suftﬂcient detail to aliow Plaintiffs to properly
Malissa consid eiher to accept or oppose Target's motion.
Marmging apoinoy
Jennifer Welser Bozoza '
Setie St For example, Targst has not indicated how many additional
ms_ﬂl% depositions It wl;shes to take, whether there woul):;t be any limit to the
K.vmm Issuss covered in any additiona depositions, or whether declarants
At Moo that have previously been deposed could be deposed again. Without
nmoymu thgt information, it is difficult for Plaintiffs to agree to such an open-
rgs?m e ot ended proposal regarding additional depositions.

rgar
Dawid Dolas /LD Aceess Follow

Target has already tak epos
Kooy Coret y laken humerous class member d ftio
ORa Fawow oonniectlon ufth P}aintlﬁ"s motion for class certification. The ns i
Supplemental declarations Plalntiffs are filing today si
' g today simply provide

W;m BOARD additional factual support for allegations conceming the nexus issue
HTHM: “:m';" EMcCatry which have_ been part of Plaintiffs’ case from the beginning and wers
Hon. doceph Grodia sout addressed in prior declarations. Target was clearly on notice regarding
Kathioon g these allegations when It took the previous rounds of class member
Kalenm‘m depqsltlons, and had every opportunity, but largely declined, to ask the
H,,, ,,m,"'m,mm o previously-deposed de;clarants questions about these allegations. It is
Hon. Chade afm"m et thus unclear \(vhat additiona( depositions at this time would accomplish,
e & R?;':n".‘: - other than to increase the fees and costs expended by both sides.
g:‘_'l; Saperstein As suggested in my previous letter, Plaintiffs suggest that Target do
Former Dume Serea ot Unicereyy Sarcoiof v this following: (1) review the supplemental declarations that P:ginﬁffs
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willfle today; and (2) if Target stil wishes to take additional deposttions, make a mora tailored
proposal that is based on Targat's nesd, If any, for additional depositions.

With respect to Target's desire for further brisfing, the parties have briefed the issues relating to
Plaintiffs’ ADA clajm many times aiready in this case, and have fully briefed Plaintiffs’ motion for

believes further briefing is necessary, and to indicate what specific issues Target envisions the
parties addrassing in further briefing, so that Plainfiffs can properly consider whether to accept
Target's approach as it pertalns to further briefing,

Plaintiffs hope that we can resolve this matter cooperatively ang expeditiously. 1 look forward to
YOUr response.

7

er Hélle

cC; Joshua Konecky (via fax)
Daniel Goldstein (via fax)
Laurence Paradis
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Kristina Paszek

To: Matt Kreeger Fax  415-268-7522
Morrison & Forrester LLP '
From: Roger Heller Date: Friday, May 25, 2007
Re: NFB v. Target Comp. :
1 Urgent ] For Review ] Please Comment [] Please Reply
Including this cover sheet, this facsimile contains: 3 Pageé.

Ifyou do net receive ail the tranamitta) pages, please call (510) 665-8644
The information i thig facsimife transmitial is fmandod only for the use of the addressee a8 may contain information that is
privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Y you are not Ge intended Tecipient, you are hereby
Totified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication 10 exrce, please notify us immediately by tefephone md return the original message to us at the above address
via U.S, Postal Service. Thaak yon,



