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THE FACEBOOK, INC.
Plaintiff,
V.
CONNECTU LLC, CAMERON WINKLEVOSS,
TYLER WINKLEVOSS, HOWARD .
WINKLEVOSS, DIVYA NARENDRA, AND
DOES 1-25,

Defendants.

Noe. No. 430339

CASE NO, 105 CV 047381

RESPONSE OF DEFENDANT DIVYA
NARENDRA TO FORM
INTERROGATORIES

RESPONSE OF DEFENDANT DIVYA NARENDRA TO FORM
INTERROGATORIES




~ 00T-31-2005 MON 04:50 PM FINNEGAN HENDERSON FAX NO. 6508496666 P. 42

[« N BN -~ VS S

~J

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

22
23
24
25
26
27

Response to 16.6
Not applicable as there was no “unauthorized access of the Facebook’s data,”

Response to 16.7

Not applicable as there was no “unauthorized access of the Facebook’s data.”

Response to 16.8

Responding party does not understand Plaintiff is claiming property damage.

Response to 16.9

Not applicable as there was no “unauthorized access of the Facebook's data.”

Response to 17.1

Regarding Request No. 1, Responding Party states he does not have a FACEBOOK
individual member ID.

Regarding Request No. 2, Respanding Party visited FACEBOOK 's website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectlU. See ConngctU’s Response to Request No. 2 and its Response to
Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 2.

Regarding Request No. 3, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No. 3 and its Response to

Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 3.

Regarding Request No. 4, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response ta Request No. 4.

Regarding Request No. 5, Responding Party visited FACEBQOK s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectlU’s Response to Request No. 5.

Regarding Request No. 6, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. Sge ConnectU’s Response to Request No. 6 and its Response to
Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 6.

Regarding Request No. 7, Responding Party visited FACEBOOQK s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response 10 Request No. 7.

Regarding Request No. 8, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK'’s website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectlU’s Response to Request No.
8 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 8.

Regarding Request No. 9, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK s website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU.. See ConnectU’s Response to Request
No. 9 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 9,

Regarding Request No. 10, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK's website
wete done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See Connectl's Response to Request No.
10 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No, 10.
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Regarding Request No. 11, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK's website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No.
11 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 11,

Regarding Request No. 12, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK'’s website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No.
12 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 12,

Regarding Request No. 13, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK s website
were done only in his capacity as a member of Connectl. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No.
13 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 13.

Reparding Request No. 14, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK s website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No.
14 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 14.

Regarding Request No. 15, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK 's website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See Connectl]’s Response to Request No. 15 and its Response
to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 13.

Regarding Request No. 16, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK’s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Responsc to Request No. 16.

Regarding Request No. 17, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK’s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No. 17 and its Response
to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 17.

Regarding Request No. 18, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No. 18 and its Response
to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 18.

Regarding Request No. 19, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK ’s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectlU, See ConnectU’s Response to Request No. 19 and its Response
to Interropatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 19.

Reparding Request No. 20, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK’s website only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No. 20 and its Response

to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 20.

Regarding Request No. 21, Responding Party visited FACEBOOK ’s wehsite only in his
capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConmnectU’s Response to Request No. 21 and its Response
1o Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 21.

Regarding Request No. 22, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOK's website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No.
22,

Regarding Request No. 23, Responding Party activities reparding FACEBOOK 's website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No.
23 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 23.

Reparding Request No. 24, Responding Party aclivities regarding FACEBOOK’s website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectU’s Response to Request No.
24 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 24,
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Regarding Request No. 25, Responding Party activities regarding FACEBOOKs website
were done only in his capacity as a member of ConnectU. See ConnectlU's Response to Request No.
25 and its Response to Interrogatory No. 17.1 as it concerns Request For Admissions, No. 2.
Response to 50.3

Responding party docs not understand that there is an agreement alleged in the Plaintifl’s
complaint.

Response to 50.4

Responding party does not understand that there is an agreement alleged in the Plaintiff’s
complaint.
Response to 50.5

Responding party does not understand that there is an agreement alleged in the Plaintiff’s
complaint.
Response to 50.6

Responding party does not understand that there is an agreement alleged in the Plaintiff’s
complaint.
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1 VERIFICATION
2 DIVYA NARENDRA, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
3 || California, states as follows:
4 1.  Thathe is one of the Defendants in the above-entitied action;
5 2. Thathe has read the foragoing RESPONSE OF DIVYA NARENDRA TO
¢ ||l FORM INTERROGATORIES and knows the contents thereof, and that the same Is true of
7 || his own knowledge, save and except as to the matters which are therein stated on his
8 ||information or belief, and as o those matters, he believes It to be true.
9 Executed on the __31__day of October, 2005, at _NY,NY.
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