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INTRODUCTION

The Motion to Clarify and Compel (the ‘ddion”) filed by Plaintiff Timelines, Inc.
(“Timelines”) is unwarranted. Timelines hast articulated any reason it needs Facebook’s
complete document production by this Fridayacébook has already informed Timelines that it
is in the process of reviewing tens of thousasfdsocuments and intendis complete its rolling
productions by July 31, 2012 — one month before tiigegaagreed upon close of fact discovery
on August 31 and five months before the Coudeoed close of all discovery on December 28.
Further, Facebook is willing to extend the Aug8%tdate if Timelines requires more time to
review the production and take fact depositiotisis unnecessary for the Court to adjust any
deadlines or compel any discovery from Facebook.
Il. ARGUMENT

Timelines inexplicably moves to compehcebook to complete its document production
by June 29, 2012, nearly six months before tlwseclof all discovery, two months before the
mutually agreed target for tlead of fact discovery, and one month before the date Facebook has
estimated it can complete its main productidrimelines’ motion is devoid of any explanation
or showing of urgency for why an order comimgl production is necessaor appropriate given
that Facebook has produced, and continuediligently produce, responsive documents. The
motion lacks merit and should be denied.

Facebook is proceeding reasonably to satisfdigsovery obligations. As Timelines is
well aware, discovery was imtly postponed by mutual agreement for early settlement
negotiations. Since that time, the partiesponded to written diswery and negotiated a

protective order, and have each produced hundreds of pages of documents.



Facebook has now conducted mitews of potential documeicustodians, collected data
from relevant custodial and noncustodial soureesl is in the process of reviewing tens of
thousands of documents potentially responsiv&itoelines’ 75 document requests. As it has
informed Timelines, Facebook expects to contipreelucing documents on a rolling basis and to
complete its production by the end of July. Timelines’ demand that Facebook complete its
production by this Friday, June 29, is logisligampossible and unnecessary in light of the
December 28 close of discovery.

Timelines, on the other hand, has indicateat its initial prodution of 229 documents
constitutes the entirety of ifgroduction. This production does natlude any internal emails
relating to the substantive issues in thisgaeding. If in fact Timelines only possesses 229
responsive documents, the burden of discovethigiproceeding is obviously disproportionate.

It is hardly surprising that, unlike Timelindsacebook’s collection and review is ongoing.

Timelines’ sense of urgency is misplacddmelines will not be prejudiced in any
manner by the current trajectory of Facebooksdpction. While the parties have agreed to
complete fact discovery by August 31, that date is not part of the scheduling order in this case.
Although Facebook believes there is no scheduling ambiguity that requires the Court’s
clarification, it is wiling to extend the August 3fhct discovery date if Timelines needs more
time to review Facebook’s production and take fact depositiorBacebook has already
conveyed this offer to Timelines.

1. CONCLUSION.
For the reasons stated above, Faceboaspedfully requests that the Court deny

Timelines’ Motion to Clarify and Compel.

! No depositions have been noticed by either party.
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