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TRADEMARK OPPOSITION
DOCKET No. 15027.203

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

In the matter of Trademark Application Serial No.
Published in the Official Gazette of May 28, 2002, at page TM 497, Int'l Class 35
Filed: February 20, 2001

Mark: STAACHI'S CO. 1996 & DESIGN

09-05-2003
U.S. Patent & TMOfc/TM Mail RcptDt. #22
)
)
SINCLAIR OIL CORPORATION g Opposition No. 152,940
Opposer, )
)
V. ) SUMATRA KENERICK'S SECOND
) SET OF SUPPLEMENTAL
SUMATRA KENDRICK ) ANSWERS TO PRODUCTION OF
, ) DOCUMENTS AND THINGS
Applicant. g
1

Pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26, 33 and 34 and pursuant to 37 CFR. §
2.120(d), Applicant Sumatra Kendrick (hereafter "Applicant") acting pro sae herein responds
and objects to Sinclaira ("Opposer") First Request for Production of Documents and Things to

Sumatra Kendrick as follows:




RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.1 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

1. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business.
Applicant did create some sample products in 1996 but they were limited to about
25 and she does not any available. Since that time, Applicant has only attempted
to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the utilization of the mark
when and if her business is opened. .

2. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

3. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH
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used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

4. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

5. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for documents and
information reasonably within the custody and control of Applicant.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.2 .

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:
1. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not

stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for

Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
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Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the

utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in

combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to

such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
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believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

4. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

5. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.3 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

6. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

7. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in

combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
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Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near
the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH
used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the

production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in

time and scope.
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10. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO .4 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

11. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

12. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

13. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
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14.

15.

Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
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Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

l;:;:; documents, if any, related to this request.
=

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 5 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

16. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

17. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

18. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to

handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near
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the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair
knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

19. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

20. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.6 :
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Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

g the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

i

' 21. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for

I Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the

l Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in

l commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the

l utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

22. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in

l combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity

l and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

l frustrate the Applicant.

23. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

l presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document

l Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized

. and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to

' handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near
the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

l used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock

l and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

i

I

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
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substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair
knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

24. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

25. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.7 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:
26. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not

stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for

Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
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Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

27. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

28. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to

such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
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believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

29. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

30. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 8 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

31. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

32. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in

combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
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33.

34.

Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near
the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH
used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in

time and scope.

Page 14 of 76 RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST APPLICANT




35. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.9 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request n

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

36. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

37. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.
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.......

38.

39.

40.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair
knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.
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Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.10 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

4]1.

42.

43.

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to

handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near
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44.

45.

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair
knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.11 :
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46.

47.

48.

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

N
l-,".‘ji the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
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49.

50.

substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.

appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 12 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

6.

¢
. Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in

commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
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has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair
knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.
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' 9. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
o production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.

l; Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

10. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 13 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

51. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

52. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity

and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
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53.

54.

55.

exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FATTH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from

unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
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documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
- appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 14 :

A

56.

57.

58.

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FATTH and they do not carfy out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized

and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
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a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

59. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

60. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an-
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 15 :
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Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

61.

62.

63.

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock

and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
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In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

64. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

65. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 16 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

66. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not

stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
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67.

68.

Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FATITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can

act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
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such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

69. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

70. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 17 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any dbj ections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

71. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the

utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .
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72.

73.

74,

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request' to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the

production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
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75. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from

e
S

unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an

appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 18 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

76. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

77. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.
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79.

80.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.
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Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 19 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

81.

82.

83.

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has

a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
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85.

handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 20 :
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Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

86.

87.

88.

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
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substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

89. Applicant objeéts to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

90. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 21 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

91. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able

to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in

Page 36 of 76 RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST APPLICANT




92.

93

commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.
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94. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.

Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in

time and scope.

95. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 22 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to

any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

96. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and
not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow
for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by
the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been
able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

97. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity

and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this

Page 38 of 76 RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST APPLICANT

. the following specifically noted and outlined objections:




— f—

e T oS
VIS IR I s R

98.

99.

exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in

time and scope.

100. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information

from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
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documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 23 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

101. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

102. Applicanf objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

103. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were

objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
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and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

104. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

105. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.
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e RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 24 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
crt, any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

106. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

107. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

108. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock

and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
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In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

109. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

110. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 25 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:
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Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

112. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near
the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH
used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
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in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

114, Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

115. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 26 .

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request n

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

116. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her

business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
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l'L . business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
lt protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .
- . . . . . ..
"] 117. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

118. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.
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119. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not

limited in time and scope.

120. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 27 .

1

I

i

i

i

' Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

l the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

l 121. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous

I and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to

allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is

l meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and

has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her

' business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular

business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

l protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

122. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

I in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document

i

]

Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
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= and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
l t“ exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
§ frustrate the Applicant.

fny 123. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and

substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s

acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery
procedure.

124. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

125. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information

from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
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documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.
Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 28 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

126. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

127. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

128. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document

Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
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objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicarits’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair
knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

129. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

130. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.
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RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 29 .

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

131. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

132. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

133. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents

from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
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and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

134. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

135. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 30 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:
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136. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous

and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular

business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

137. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

138. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
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in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

139. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

140. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 31 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

141. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her

business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
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business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

142. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.
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144. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

145. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an

appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 32 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

11. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous and not
stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to allow for
Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is meant by the
Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and has not been able
to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her business in
commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular business, but
has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to protect the
utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

12. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and in
combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.
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Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.
In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair
knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information and/or the
production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other privileges.
Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not limited in
time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information from
unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.
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Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 33 .

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

146. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

147. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

148. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized

and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
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Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
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any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

PR,

151. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

152. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document

Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

153. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
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substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

154. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

155. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 35 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

156. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous

and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
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allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular

business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

157. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

158. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can

act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
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such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

159. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

160. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 36 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

161. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .
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162. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

163. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.
Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information

and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
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privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not

limited in time and scope.

P

165. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information

) from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an

appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 37 .

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

166. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

167. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity

and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
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exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

168. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person’

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

169. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information

and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not

limited in time and scope.

170. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information

from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
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documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO. 38 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

171. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

172. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

173. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document

Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
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objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
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a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to

handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

174. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

175. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.
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RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.39 .

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

176. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

177. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and
frustrate the Applicant.

178. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were

_objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents

from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
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and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and

~1 substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s

i BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Apblicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

179. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not

limited in time and scope.

from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an

appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.40 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:
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181.

Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

182. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and

in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

183. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
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in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can

act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
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5 such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
|

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

184. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information
and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited 1n time and scope.

18S5. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.
Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.41 :

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

186. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to

protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

Page 72 of 76 RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST APPLICANT



Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.

188. Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are

presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person

believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

189. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information

and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
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privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not

! limited in time and scope.

- 190. Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information

‘} from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control
of Applicant.

Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an

appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

documents, if any, related to this request.

RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT REQUEST NO.42

Applicant supplements and clarifies her response to this Document Request subject to
any objections and without waiving such objections. Applicant objects to this Request in

the following specifically noted and outlined objections:

191. Applicant objects to this Request in that the question is vague, ambiguous
and not stated in a clear, concise and understandable manner in it’s wording to
allow for Applicant to be able to reasonable ascertain as to what specifically is
meant by the Request. Applicant is in the formation stage of her business and
has not been able to acquire any additional funding to allow her to conduct her
business in commerce. Applicant has not “used” the name or mark in regular
business, but has only attempted to reserve the name and sought a trademark to
protect the utilization of the mark when and if her business is opened. .

192. Applicant objects to this Request in that it is burdensome, repetitive, and
in combination with the other Requests are an unreasonable number of Document
Requests. These requests are unreasonably volumous in relation to the severity
and complexity of this case and Sinclair’s sole purpose in propounding this
exorbitant number of request is to harass, intimidate, manipulate, confuse and

frustrate the Applicant.
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Applicant objects to this Request and the other Request in that they are
presented in BAD FAITH and they do not carry out the purpose and spirit of the
Federal Rules of Discovery. Sinclair in this Request and the 41 other Document
Request has purposely complicated and stated questions that they knew were
objectionable, unclear and vague. Sinclair is represented by a well-recognized
and qualified law firm that has a very good rating among law firms. This firm has
a degree of expertise in this field and by judicial standards would be qualified to
handle complex matters in this area of law. Applicant is a single mom living near

the poverty level and has no training in the law. Applicant in GOOD FAITH

used the same structure and wording (as Sinclair had used requesting documents
from her) in asking her Document Request to Sinclair. To Applicants’ shock
and amazement, Sinclair has objected to every request presented by Applicant.

In essence, Sinclair has objected (in theory) to the wording, vagueness and
substance of its own Document Request. The Applicant objects to Sinclair’s
BAD FAITH dealings in this discovery procedure. Applicant has at all times
acted in GOOD FAITH and answered Sinclair’s trickery questions when Sinclair

knew that they would in all likelihood confuse, scare, intimidate and cause delay
in this discovery process. Applicant now realizes that Sinclair (technically) can
act in trickery, deceitful and unscrupulous manner if Applicant does not object to
such tactics. Applicant acting as an ordinary, reasonable and prudent person
believed in GOOD FAITH Sinclair would act in good faith in the discovery

procedure.

194. Applicant objects to this Request to the extent it request information

and/or the production of documents protected by work-product doctrine and other
privileges. Applicant objects to this Request on the basis that this request is not
limited in time and scope.

Applicant objects to this Request as seeking document and information
from unlimited sources and not being narrowly tailored to limit the Request for
documents and information reasonably within the possession, custody and control

of Applicant.
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g Applicant will produce non-privilege, relevant information, if any, upon the entry of an
= appropriate Stipulated Protective Order in this matter.

% Subject to the objections herein and without waiver of such, Applicant will provide

; documents, if any, related to this request.
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APPLICANT’S

DOCUMENTS PRODUCED

1. Draft copy of letterhead with mark & design
2. Application for Fictitious Business Name

3. Proof of publication Fictitious Business Name
4. Check paying for business license

EXHIBIT “A”
EXHIBIT “B”
EXHIBIT “C”
EXHIBIT “D~”
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 C.C.P.)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Contra Costa

| am a cltizen of the United States and a resident of the
County aforesald; | am over the age of eighteen years,

and not a party to or interested in the above-entitied
matter.

| am the Princlpal Legal Clerk of the West County Times,
a newspaper of general clrculation, printed and pub-
lished at 2640 Shadelands Drive in the City ot walnut
Creek, County of Contra Costa, 84598,

And which newspaper has been adjudged a newspaper
of general clrculation by the Superior Court of the County
of Contra Costa, State of Califomla, under the date of
August 29, 1978, Case Number 188884,

The notice, of which the annexed is a printed copy (set in
type not smaller than nonparell), has been published in
each regular and entire Issue of sald newspaper and not

In any supplement '.Ejreez on §1e iilg:ﬁng dates, to-wit:
.......................... i \'. T et r e et thaarareraaannna..
of 19..‘3.

| certify (o declare) under penalty of perjury that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed gt Walnut ek Califomz?.
On thigy.. aylof ...... o104

Signature

Waest County Times
P.O. Box 10D
Pinole, CA 94564
(510) 262-2740

Proof of Publication of:

(attached is a copy of the legal advertiserment that pub-
lished)
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