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UNITED STATES

DISTRICT COURT

EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

WEATHER UNDERGROUND,
INCORPORATED,

Plaintiff,

v

NAVIGATION CATALYST SYSTEMS,
INCORPORATED,

Defendant.
/
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PAGE 10
corporate expenditures for Firstlook, and Basic Fusion, and
Connexus and things like receipts for coffee for the break
room and things like that, then -- then we do have to come
back to this question of control which this is not the first
time they’ve raised this argument. It was raised at the
dismissal, at the motion to dismiss and they basically made
this argument to Judge Battani how these -- how these are all
interrelated and there should be conspiracy jurisdiction and
all this. And Judge Battani’s response was, to basically
dismiss three of the companies and only leave in NCS.

But again from a practical perspective, the question is
just you know, what is the breadth of their request. Is it
really a narrow request directed to relevant evidence? If it
is, we will produce it, there’s no question irrespective of
the company.

THE COQURT: Okay. You're going to produce them.

MR. DELGADO: Okay.

THE COURT: I -- I -- I don’'t really understand
quite frankly why Judge Battani dismissed all of the companies
at the beginning of the case. And maybe she’ll reconsider
that as it goes through.

But your defendants’ responses earlier that they didn’t
have any company -- any employees and somehow this seemed to
have been done by magic or maybe avatars. I -- I did not find

particularly forthcoming. I do share some of the plaintiff’s
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PAGE 11
concerns about gamesmanship.

I don’'t like the multiple hats. I don’t like the
documents coming from one company at one time, another company
another time and yet you’re claiming they’re not sufficiently
related to go forward.

So cut the crap. I'm not going to hear it anymore.
Answer on behalf of all related companies. And if your guy
continues to set up a bunch of extra companies, then you’ll
answer for them too.

MR. DELGADO: Okay.

THE COURT: Okay, we’re done with this discussion.

MR. DELGADO: Okay.

MR. SCHAEFER: Okay. Your Honor, the next -- the
next issue is employees. We did ask for in our
interrogatories for them to identify --

THE COURT: But you can’t ask for all corporate
expenditures.

MR. SCHAEFER: We’ll get to -- yes. We’ll deal with
those specific issues --

THE COURT: I don’'t want to see that either.

MR. SCHAEFE#: Okay. Your Honor, with regard to the
employees they’ve identified that we asked for all people who

work --

THE COURT: Are you talking -- what are you talking

about now?




