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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

JOHN BAPTIST KOTMAIR, JR.,

)
)
)
)
v, ) Civil No. WMNO05CV1297
)
)
and SAVE-A-PATRIOT FELLOWSHIP, )

)

)

Defendants.

DEFENDANT SAVE-A-PATRIOT’S MOTION TO COMPEL
PLAINTIFF’S DISCOVERY RESPONSES

The Plaintiff in this action has refused to answer several of Save-a-Patriot Fellowship’s

(“SAPF”) interrogatories and requests for production of documents based on groundless
objections. Pursuant to L.R. 104.7, the undersigned has conferred in good faith with United
States Attorney, Thomas Newman, regarding these matters. The United States has objected on
vatious grounds to certain of SAPF’s discovery requests, as more fully set forth in the attached
memorandum in support.

SAPF prays that the Court enter an order compelling the United States to answer these
discovery requests in full, for the reasons set forth more fully in its attached supporting
memdrandum.

Dated this 3rd day of April, 2006

/s/ George Harp
GEORGE HARP Bar number 22429

At gein 7 P,
nttUlll':Fy for Save-A-Patriot Felloy

610 Marshall St. Ste., 619




Case 1:05-cv-01297-WMN  Document 27-1  Filed 04/03/2006 Page 2 of 2

Shreveport, LA 71101
(318)424-2003

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that service of the foregoing DEFENDANT SAVE-A-PATRIOT’S
MOTION TO COMPEL PLAINTIFF’S DISCOVERY RESPONSES has been made upon the

following by depositing a copy in the United States mail, postage prepaid, this 3rd day of April,

2006

JOHN B. KOTMAIR, JR THOMAS M. NEWMAN

Defendant Attorney for United States of America
Pro se Trial Attorney, Tax Division

P. 0. Box 91 U.S. Department of Justice
Westminster, MDD 21158 P. O. Box 7238

Washington, D.C. 20044

/s/ George Harp

GEORGE HARP Bar number 22429
Attorney for Save-A-Patriot Fellowship
610 Marshall St. Ste., 619

Shreveport, LA 71101

(318) 424 2003
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

JOHN BAPTIST KOTMAIR, JR.,
and SAVE-A-PATRIOT FELLOWSHIP,

)
)
)
)
V. ) Civil No. WMNO05CV1297
)
)
)
)
Defendants. )

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT SAVE-A-PATRIOT’S
MOTION TO COMPEL PLAINTIFFE’S DISCOVERY RESPONSES

Plaintiff United States of America has declined to answer several of Defendant
Save-A-Patriot Fellowship’s (“SAPF”) interrogatories and requests for production of
documents based on untimely and groundless objections. For the reasons set forth
hereinbelow, this Court should enter an order compelling Plaintiff o answer these
discovery requests in full.

I. United States’ Objections to Interrogatories and Request for Production of
Documents are untimely and therefore waived.

Defendant SAPF served a Request for Production of Documents and
Interrogatories upon Plaintiff United States of America on January 16, 2006. The
government submitted their response to Defendant SAPF on February 28, 2006 -

forty- two days later. Since Plaintiff’s response was considerably over the thirty days
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provided by the rules, all objections should be deemed waived.
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 33 states in relevant part:

Rule 33. Interrogatories to Parties
(b} Answers and Objections.

(3) The party upon whom the interrogatories have been served shall
serve a copy of the answers, and objections if any, within 30 days after the
service of the intervogatories. A shorter or longer time may be directed by
the court or, in the absence of such an order, agreed to in writing by the
parties subject to Rule 29.

(4) All grounds for an objection to an interrogatory shall be stated
with specificity. Any ground not stated in a timely objection is waived
unless the party's failure to object is excused by the cowt for good cause
shown. [Emphasis added]

Moreover, Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 34 states in relevant part:
Rule 34. Production of Documents and Things and Entry Upon Land for
Inspection and Other Purposes

(b} Procedure. The request shall set for th, either by individual item
or by category, the items to be inspected and describe each with reasonable
particularity. * * * The party upon whom the request is served shall serve

a written response within 30 days after the service of the request. |Emphasis
added)

Therefore, since the objections to SAPF’s Interrogatories and Requests
for Production of Documents were untimely, Plaintiff has waived them. See
also Dorrough v. Mullikin, 563 F.2d 187,191 (5th Cir. 1977). Plaintiff should
be ordered by this court to comply with the discovery requests of Defendant
SAPF.

II. Plaintiff’s Objections to SAPF’s Discovery Requests are without merit.
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SAPF only propounded ten mterrogatories and three related requests for
production. Plaintiff’s responses, dated Februafy 28, 2006, answered virtually none
of SAPF’s discovery requests, stating that certain responses would be irrelevant,
premature, or are protected by the work product doctrine. Below, following, are the
unmerited objections that Plaintiff has untimely raised

“Interrogatory No. 2: Please identify persons you intend to use as witnesses
at trial and a brief summary of expected testimony from each.

“Plaintiff’s response: The United States objects that Interrogatory No. 2 is
premature and that the requested information is work-product (until disclosure
is required under the pre-trial order.) The United States has not yet identified
its trial witnesses. The United States’ Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures contains
a list of individuals who may have information that the United States may rely

upon to support its claims, and includes a summary of the subject matter of
their knowledge.”

Discussion of Interrogatory No. 2: Plaintiff’s assertion that providing a list
of witnesses is “premature” has no basis in law or the rules. Nowhere in FRCP 26 (or
other discovery rules) does it state that Plaintiff need not comply with a discovery
request until a pre-trial order is submitted; and Plaintiff cites no authority to
substantiate this claim. More importantly, Plaintiff waived this objection by failing
to raise it within the 30 days required by FRCP 33(b)(4).

Further, Plaintiff’s claim that its Initial Disclosures contained a list of
individuals is in error. That document contains only one individual’s name -
Defendant John Kotmair - and a general description of a class of persons -

“Defendant’s customers.” Likewise, Plaintiff’s claim that its Initial Disclosures



Case 1:.05-cv-01297-WMN  Document 27-2  Filed 04/03/2006 Page 4 of 13

contained a “summary of the subject matter of their knowledge” is equally untrue.
Said “summary” was nothing but this solitary statement: “Defendants’ customers have
knowledge of defendants’ tax-fraud schemes.” Tt must also be noted that SAPF did
not request a summary of anyone’s knowledge. Rather, the request was for the
expected festimony of witnesses. Thus, Plaintiff’s answer is clearly not responsive to
this interrogatory.

Plaintiff also asserts that the work-product doctrine is applicable here. Not only
does a list of witnesses not fall within the definition of “work-product,” that is, but
common sense dictates that it is necessary to know who the witnesses are and their
anticipated testimony, so that an adverse party can be adequately prepared for trial.

FRCP 12(b)(5) states:

“When a party withholds information otherwise discoverable under these rules by
claiming that it is privileged or subject to protection as trial preparation material,
the party shall make the claim expressly and shall describe the nature of the
documents, communications, or things not produced or disclosed in a manner that,
without revealing information itself privileged or protected, will enable other parties
to assess the applicability of the privilege or protection.”

Plaintiff failed to comply with this provision. No description of the withheld
information was provided by Plaintiff that would enable Defendant to assess the
applicability of Plaintiff’s claim.

“Interrogatory No. 3: Please identify persons you may call as witnesses at
trial and a brief summary of expected testimony or possible testimony from
each.

“Response to Interrogatory No. 3: The United States objects that
Interrogatory No. 3 is premature and that the requested information is
protected work-product (until disclosure is required under the pre-trial order)

4



Case 1:05-cv-01297-WMN  Document 27-2  Filed 04/03/2006 Page 5 of 13

SUPFA.

The United States has not yet identified its trial witnesses. The United States’
Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures contains a list of individuals who may have
information that the United States may rely upon to support its claims, and
includes a summary of the subject matter of their knowledge.”

Discussion of Interrogatory No. 3: See Discussion of Interrogatory No. 2,

Further, Plaintiff’s statement that it has not yet identified its trial witnesses is

irrelevant. This request is for the identification of those who may be called as

witnesses - that is, those individuals in the pool of potential witnesses from which

Plaintiff will ultimately draw its trial witnesses.

“Interrogatory No. 4: Plcase list and identify all documents you intend to
introduce at trial.

“Response to Interrogatory No. 4: The United States objects that
Interrogatory No. 4 is premature and that the requested information is
protected work-product {until disclosure is required under the pre-trial order.)
The United States has not yet identified its trial Exhibits. Under Local Rule
106.2(h) a list of exhibits to be introduced at trial must be disclosed in the
pretrial order, which is due five days before the pre-trial conference. As no
pretrial conference has been set, this request is premature. Notwithstanding
this objection, the United States’ Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures contains a
list of exhibits that the United States may rely upon to support its claims.”

Discussion of Imterrogatory No. 4: See Discussion of Interrogatory No. 2, supra.

to this

Further, as discussed infra, itis not premature for the United States to respond

interrogatory. Moreover, all that is asked for here, 1s a /ist of said documents,

and to describe them. Any such list and description does not fit the definition of

“work product” in the first instance. Additionally, there is nothing in the rules stating
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that this discovery request need not be complied with previous to a pre-trial order.

“Request for Production No. 1: Please provide copies of all of the above
documents listed in Answer to Interrogatory No. 4.

“Response to Request for Production No. 1: The United States previously
supplied Defendants with copies ofthe items referred to in its initial disclosure
on November 14, 2005. To the extent this request is for materials in
preparation for trial, the United States objects that Request for Production No.
1 is premature and that the requested information is protected work-product
(until disclosure is required under the pre-trial order).

Discussion of Request for Production No. 1; See Discussion of
Interrogatory No. 2, supra, and discussion of “premature” and “work product”
claims, infra.

Again, no description of the withheld information was provided by Plaintiff
that would enable Defendant to assess the applicability of Plaintiff’s claim.

“Interrogatory No, 5: Please listand identify all tangible evidence, other than
documents, that you intend to introduce at trial.

“Response to Interrogatory No. 5: The United States objects that
Interrogatory No. 5 is premature and that the requested information is
protected work-product (until disclosure is required under the pre-trial order.
The United States has not yet identified its trial Exhibits. Under Local Rule
106(h}, a list of exhibits to be introduced at trial must be disclosed in the
pretrial order, which is due five days before the pretrial conference. As no
pretrial conference has been set, this request is premature. Notwithstanding
this objection, the United States’ Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures contains a
list of exhibits that the United States may rely upon to support its claims.”

Discussion of Interrogatory No. 5: See Discussion of Interrogatory No. 2, supra.
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Requesting that the United States “list and identify all tangible evidence™ does
not fit the definition of “work product”; it is merely requesting a list of certain items,
some of which may or may not be protected by the work product doctrine.

Again, no description of the withheld information was provided by Plaintiff
that would enable Defendant to assess the applicability of Plaintiff’s claim.

“Request for Production No. 2: Please provide copies or photographs of all
of the above tangible evidence listed in Answer to Interrogatory No. 5.

“Response to Request for Production No. 2; The United States previously
supplied Defendants with copies of the items referred to in its initial disclosure
on November 14, 2005. To the extent the request is for materials in preparation
for trial, the United States objects that Request for Production No. 2 is
premature and that the requested information is protected work-product (until
disclosure is required under the pre-trial order).”

Discussion of Request for Production No. 2: See discussion of response
to Request for Production No. 1, supra, and discussion of “premature” and “work
product” claims, infra.
Again, no description of the withheld information was provided by Plaintiff
that would enable Defendant to assess the applicability of Plaintiff’s claim.
“Interrogatory No. 7: Please identify all persons who participated in the
decision making process to prosecute this lawsuit, including in the
identification, their names, addresses, job titles, and description.
“Response to Interrogatory Ne. 7: The United States objects to this

Interrogatory No. 7 based on relevance as the requested information is not
reasonably calculated to lead to discoverable information.”
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Discussion of Interrogatory No. 7: First, as noted supra, Plaintiff’ s relevancy
objection has been waived pursuant to FRCP 33(b)(4), in that it was not made within
30 days as required by FRCP 33(b)(3).

Nevertheless, Plaintiff’s relevancy objection is misplaced. Plaintiff’s complaint
makes allegations that Defendant has made statements which were false or fraudulent.
These allegations must be based on whatever investigations were performed by the
United States and its various agents and employees. According to Plaintiff’s response
to Interrogatory No. 6, such investigations were performed by IRS agents Metcalfe
and Rowe. Defendant is entitled to know if these are the only two persons who
participated in the decision to prosecute this lawsuit or the identity of every other
person who participated in the decision-making process to prosecute this action.
These people are likely to possess information which is itself discoverable.

“Interrogatory No. 10: Please list and identify all documents and other
tangible evidence you are relying upon to determine IRC §6700 fraud.

“Response to Interrogatory No. 10: The United States objects to the use of
the term “fraud” as stated in this request. LR.C. § 6700 provides for penalties
if an individual makes “false or frandulent” statements regarding a material
matter. Any false or fraudulent statements made by defendants are contained
in their websites, correspondences sent by defendants to the IRS, defendants’
membership handbook, petitions that defendants filed on behalf of employees
before the Executive Office for Immigration Review and the U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, and any bankruptcy petitions filed by
defendants on behalf of SAPF members.” '

Discussion of Interrogatery No. 10: This answer is evasive and ultimately
non-responsive, because either there is evidence of “fraud,” or there is not. As

8
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Plaintiff points out, the language of this statute refers to “false or fraudulent”
statements; Defendant has requested “documents and other tangible evidence”
refied upon to determine fraud. If Plaintiff has no evidence of fraud, then its
response should state that fact. Deferring to the SAPF Membership Handbook,
correspondences and websites, without citing any specific instance of fraudulent
speech, is non-responsive. The United States is obligated to identify what 1t is
claiming is fraudulent speech or writing. Likewise, if there is none, then Plaintiff
is obligated to state that fact. The United States should be compelled to answer this
interrogatory with sufficient particularity so as to enable SAPF to prepare its
defense against the complaint.
III. The work product doctrine is inapplicable to the interrogatories and
document requests propounded on the United States.

Plaintiff claims that the documents requested in Defendant SAPF’s
“Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents Propounded to Plaintiff”
are protected by the work product doctrine. The work product doctrine was designed
to allow free attorney client communications and protect such from disclosures. Work
product is “any notes, working papers, memoranda or similar materials, prepared by
an attorney in anticipation of litigation” (Black’s Law Dictionary, 6™ Ed.)

The specific items for which Plaintiff asserted the work product docirine

include:
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(1) the identity of persoms who arc the intended witnesses at trial and a brief
summary of the expected testimony of those Plaintiff intends to use as witnesses
at trial (Interrogatory No. 2).

(2) the identity of persons that may be called as witnesses at trial, and a brief
summary of the expected testimony of those who may be called as a witness at
trial (Interrogatory No. 3);

(3) the identity of all documents that the United States intends to produnce at trial
(Interrogatory No. 4);

(4) production of documents identified in response to Interrogatory No. 4 (Request
for Production No. 1);

(5) a list and identification of all tangible items, other than documents that the
United States intends to use at trial (Interrogatory No. 5); and,

(6) copies or photographs of items responsive to Interrogatory 5 (Request for
Production 2).

None of the six categories of items requested above fit the definition of “work

product” so as to invoke the doctrine.

Moreover, FRCP 12(b)(5) states:

“When a party withholds information otherwise discoverable under these rules by
claiming that it is privileged or subject to protection as trial preparation material,
the party shall make the claim expressly and shall describe the nature of the
documents, communications, or things not produced or disclosed in a manner that,
without revealing information itself privileged or protected, will enable other parties
to assess the applicability of the privilege or protection.”

Plaintiff failed to comply with this provision. No description of the withheld
information was provided by Plaintiff that would enable Defendant to assess the

applicability of Plaintiff’s claim.

10
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All in all, the Plaintiff is attempting to improperly use the work product
doctrine as a way to defeat Defendant’s right to discoverable material, inconsistent
with the meaning and intent of the rules governing such.

IV. Plaintiff erroneously asserts it is premature to comply with discovery
requests of Defendant SAPF.

In response to Interrogatory No. 4, the United States asserts:

“The United States has not yet identified its trial Exhibits. Under Local

Rule 106.2(h) a list of exhibits to be introduced at trial must be

disclosed in the pretrial order, which is due five days before the pretrial

conference. As no pre-trial conference has been set, this request is
premature.”

This objection, and a virtually identical objection, that disclosures need not be
made before a pre-trial order, is made for Interrogatory Nos. 2, 3 and 5; and for
Request for Production Nos. 1 and 2. However, nothing in the local rules - nor,
indeed, the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, for that matter - substantiate this
objection. The United States cites Local Rule 106.2(h), but this rule merely
enumerates the contents of a Pre-Trial Order. Subparagraph /4 states:

“2.h. Alisting of each document or other exhibit, including summaries

of other evidence, other than those expected to be used solely for

impeachment, separately identifying those which each party expects to

offer and those which each party may offer if the need arises. The
listing shall indicate which exhibits the parties agree may be offered in

evidence without the usual authentication. This requirement may be met
by attaching an exhibit list to the pretrial order.”

11
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This rule governs the contents of a document that, according to L.R. 106.4(a),
is to be submitted to the court, presumably to apprise it of what it can expect to
encounter in the trial of the case. It does not supplant Plaintiff’s requirement to
comply with other discovery procedures. Nor does it mean that the United States may
conceal documents and evidence until the time of the preparation of said order. The
United States should be ordered to respond fully to all requests for production and
interrogatories, where this objection has been made.

VI. Conclusion.

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should enter an order compelling
Plaintiffs to respond in full to the above-listed discovery requests.

Dated April 3rd, 2006.

/s/ George E. Harp
GEORGE HARP Bar number 22429

610 Marshall St. Ste., 619
Shreveport, LA 71101
(318) 424 2003

Attorney for Save-A-Patriot Fellowship

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a printed copy of the foregoing Interrogatories
and request for production of documents was sent to counsel for plaintiff, THOMAS M.
NEWMAN, Trial Attorey, Tax Division, U.S. Department of Justice, Post Office Box

7238, Washington, D.C., 20044, and John Baptist Kotmair, Jr., P.O. Box 91,

12
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Westminster, Maryland 21158, both by first class U. S. Mail with sufficient postage

affixed this 3rd day of April, 2006.

/s/George E. Harp
GEORGE HARP Bar number 22429

Attorney for Save-A-Patriot
610 Marshall St. Ste., 619
Shreveport, LA 71101
(318)424-2003

13
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

DISTRICT OF MARYLAND
UNITED STATES O AMUERICA,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil No. WMN 05 CV 1297

JOHN BAPTIST KOTMAIR, TR,
and SAVU-A-PATRIOL FELLOWSILP,

Defendunis.

INTERROCATORIES AND REQUESTE FOR PRODIUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS PROPOTUNDED TO PLAINTIFF

TO: UNITED STATES OF AMFRICA
Through ANNE NORRTS GRAHAM
Trial Allorney, Tax Division
118, Department of Justice

Post OlMice Box 7238
Washinpton, 12.C,, 20044

Pursuunl a Rule 26-37 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedurs, DEFENDANT,
SAVE-A-PATRIOT FELLOWSILP requests PLAINTIVE, to agswer sepavately and filly,
in wriling, under oath, each ol the lollowing inferrogalories and requests for production of
documents in aceordance with the lollowing delinitions and instructions, and lurther {o serva
its regponscs and objections, and to produce ary and all responsive documents, if any, to

these interrogatories and raquests for production within 30 days of this request.
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These interrogatorics and requests for production are continning in tatuee, The
ederal Rules of Civil Procodure require your supplementation of your initial responses to
include any information learned and materialy acquired alier your initial respense. Your
supplementation must includs, without limitation, the identity and location of pesons having
knowledge of discoverable soattors, -

Fou must seasonally amend any prior response il

{a)  You obiain information on which you know that previous response was

inconreet;

() You know thal a previous response 1o a discovery request was correct when
made, but is no longer tic under the cirelmstanees; or

©) Your fathore to amend is in substance a knowing conccalment,

NEFINTTIONS:

L “DEFENDANT means defondant in the instant action.

2. “Porzon” means an individual, partnership, firm or corporation, particrship,
proprietorship, joinl venture, organisaiion, group of matural persons or other
asrociation scparately identifiable, whether or not such association has a
separate jurisfic oxistence in its own right.

3. “An Agenl™ of any prrom is any { 1) oflicial, dirgetor, oflicer or employse the
theteof, or (2) any other individual or business entity that acts or purports 10
act for or on behalf of that perzon.

4. “¥ou™ or “your” means Lthe person answaer Lhese requests, (its present and
formor officers, ita agents) and all othar persons acting on behall’ of such
defendant, inchuding all pagt of presens cnployess,

3. A “person huving knowledge of” any given subject means any sgant or any
person with whom you have communicated about the subject.

é. “Document” has the sanic meating as in Rule 34¢a) of the liederal Rules of

Civil Procedure, and includes but is not Timited 1o the original and all drafls
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of all written, printd, typed, ot other praphic matter, however produced or
reproduced, of any kind or description, and all copies thoreof which are
dhflorent from the original (whelher dilTerent by interlineation, receipl slamp,
notation, indication of copics seat or recsived, or otherwise). Included in
such definition ara: bboks, records, repotts, mcmémnda or notes of_‘
conrversations and meelings, notes, letters, lelngrm;s, cables, lelexes, diaries,
calendars, schedules, praphs, charts, contracts, relcases, studics, blucprints,
canceled checks, summarics, booklets, circulars, bullctins, instructions,

i minutes, bills, comespondance; linancial stalements, Lapes, dises, Lape
recordings, microfilm, microfiche, videotapes, photopraphs, phonograph
reeoids, and data cards, as well as any other written, tecorded, transcribed,
puitrched, laped, fiimed, or graphic maller, on which infbrmation is recorded
in writing, clestronically, of in sound or in any other manner, in the
possession, custody, or control of defendant or known by defkendant 1o exist.

7. Tl any requested wrilten record or docwment was, bul is no longer in your
possession or subject to vour control or in existanee, state whether Tt (1) is
missing or lost, (2) has been destroyed, (37 bas been tratsferred, voluntavily
or involuntarily, lo others, or (4) has been otherwise disposed of, and in sach
of the forcgoing instances, ¢xplain the circumstances surrounding and the
authorization for such disposition thercof and state the date or approximate
dale thereof.

B. “Identify,” when vsed in reference to 4 natural person means to state histher
full name, hisher pregent or last lonow address, hisfher present or lagt kaown
pasition and business alliliation, and Lille or position held and by whom
employed at the time of sach eveud, transaction, or sconsrenee hereinafter
veforred to. “Identify,” when vsed in reforence to any entity, means to state

il name, nddress, the name and address of each of ity agents who acted lor it
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with respect to the 1ﬂm involved, and ita relationship, if any, with
defendant or its agems. “[dentify,” when nsed in reference to a documetit,
means (o stade the dale and agihor, Lype of document (8.8, leiler,
memorandum, telegram, chart, cto.), or some other means of {dentifying it, its
l_ocﬂtiun and the name and address of ite cusfodian. If any snch document
was, bul is no konger in your possession or subject 1o your conlrol, stals whal
disposition was made. *ldentify,” when used in reference to an oral
conversation, means to state the substance, date, place, persons involved
andfor present, Lyps (v.g, 1elephone (ace-lo-lace, olc) or some ulhér Aang ol
identifying it,, and if any writicn record of said oral conversations or
statemicnt cxists.

Q. “Pale”™ means the exacl day, month and year, il asceriainable, or, ilnot, the
best approximation (including relationship to other cvents).

10, “Communiestion”™ means any teangfer of information by written, oral,
slectronic, or any olher means.

11.  “Relate(s) to” or “that reflect, refer, or relate to” means o refor to, reflect,
pertain to o in any manner be connccted or involved with the matter
discussed.

12.  ‘the singular shall include the pharal and vies versa, the mascidine shall
include the faminine and neuter, and vice versa, and the digjunctive shall
include Lhe conjunciive, alt as the context may require.

INSTRUCTIONS,

L. Answer cach interrogatory and request for production fully, providing sll
information actuably and constructively available Lo you or lo anyone acling |
on your behalf, including, but not limited to, cmployees, agents,
representatives, attorneys, accoustants, and any other parson ot firm that any

of'them know 1o possess or o have access 10 the requested information.



MNTERROGATORY NO. 3







































