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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

In the Matter of Application Serial No. 77844847

Filed: October 8, 2009

For the Mark: TEACH COMPASS in International Classes 9, 16, 41, and 42

Published in the Official Gazette: June 1, 2010 at TM 192 and 193

Pearson Education, Inc.  )

     )

Opposer    )

     )

     ) Opposition No. 91196684

     )

v.     )

     )

     )

Beth Ann Wright   )

     )

Applicant.    )

APPLICANT’S REPLY TO OPPOSER’S RESPONSE TO 

APPLICANT’S MOTIONS TO COMPEL DISCOVERY 

OF INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND FOR SANCTIONS,

AND COMPEL DISCOVERY OF APPLICANT’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 

AND FIRST SET OF DISCOVERY REQUESTS AND SANCTIONS, 

OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE, A MOTION TO DISMISS FOR FAILURE TO PROVIDE 

DISCOVERY,

AND APPLICANT’S AMENDED MOTION

     Beth Ann Wright, Applicant, in accordance with the Trademark Rules of Practice and the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, files this Reply to Opposer’s Response to Applicant’s Motions 

to Compel Discovery of Initial Disclosures and for Sanctions, and Compel Discovery of 

Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories and First Set of Discovery Requests and Sanctions, or in 

the Alternative, A Motion to Dismiss for Failure to Provide Discovery (“Opposer’s Motion”) 



filed by Pearson Education, Inc, by and through its undersigned counsel (“Opposer”) on January 

9, 2012.

     Applicant respectfully maintains its motions, over Opposer’s objections, to compel discovery 

of Opposer’s Initial Disclosures and for sanctions for Opposer’s untimely filing of its Initial 

Disclosures.  Applicant respectfully maintains its motions, over Opposer’s objections, to compel 

discovery of Opposer’s response to Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories and Opposer’s 

provision to Applicant’s First Set of Discovery Requests and for sanctions for Opposer’s 

untimely filing of its response to Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories and Applicant’s First Set 

of Discovery Requests.  Alternatively, Applicant respectfully maintains its motion, over 

Opposer’s objections, for dismissal of this opposition proceeding for Opposer’s untimely filing 

of its discovery documents, namely, Initial Disclosures, Responses to Interrogatories, and 

Production of Discovery Requests, in accordance with the Trademark Rules of Practice and 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  Applicant respectfully requests that the Trademark Trial and 

Appeal Board (the “Board” or “TTAB”) deny Opposer’s Motion to deny in its entirety.

     Applicant comes now and respectfully requests to AMENDS ITS MOTION filed December 

20, 2011, by supplementing its motion to include its statement that Applicant has indeed met the 

requirement to meet and confer with Opposer prior to submitting its motions to compel in that 

Applicant has made a good faith effort, by conference or correspondence, to resolve with the 

other party or the attorney therefor the issues presented in the motion but the parties were unable 

to resolve their differences.  37 CFR §2.120(e); see Exhibit 5.  In Reply to Opposer’s Response, 

Applicant notified Opposer on December 14, 2011, that it would file a motion to compel and 

other motions as appropriate if Opposer continued down its path, which was in direct response to 
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Opposer’s correspondence in which it stated that it anticipated making its untimely production 

early in the new year; additionally, on December 14, 2011, Opposer emailed a courtesy copy of 

its responses to interrogatories and document requests that it also sent in the U.S. Mail (as 

Opposer indicated in its email correspondence) which failed to perfect service of process by 

failing to serve upon Applicant a statement signed by the attorney or other authorized 

representative, attached to or appearing on the original paper when filed in the U.S. Mail to the 

address on record of the Applicant, attached hereto as Exhibits 3 and 4. See 37 C.F.R. §2.119; 

TBMP §113.  In Reply to Opposer’s Response, Applicant has a good faith belief that Opposer 

has made a material false statement and/or false claim in stating: “Opposer timely served 

Applicant with Opposer’s discovery requests on December 12, 2011.  True and correct copies of 

these responses, with certificates of service dated December 12, 2011, are annexed hereto as 

Exhibit B.”  Opposer’s statement is false.  Exhibits 3 and 4 are the true and correct copies of 

Opposer’s Responses received in the U.S. Mail, and also received as an email courtesy copy; 

notably, Exhibits 3 and 4 do not include a Certificate of Service, and therefore, do not perfect 

service of process through the U.S. Mail.  See id.  Applicant objects to Opposer’s baseless and 

inflammatory statement that Applicant “made no effort whatsoever to resolve these alleged 

issues with Opposer before burdening the Court.”  Applicant made a good faith effort to resolve 

the matter, put Opposer on notice that it would file a motion to compel and other appropriate 

motions if Opposer continued down its path as attached hereto as Exhibit 5, and then waited six 

days before filing its Motion(s) to Compel with the Court on December 20, 2011.  
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     As of the date of filing this REPLY AND AMENDED MOTION, Applicant has not received 

service of process of Opposer’s Initial Disclosures via U.S. Mail at its address of record.  

Opposer’s Initial Disclosures were due on or before November 5, 2011; therefore, Opposer has 

failed to timely file its Initial Disclosures.  

     Applicant served process of its First Set of Interrogatories on November 7, 2011, and First Set 

of Discovery Requests on November 7, 2011.  Opposer’s Response to Applicant’s First Set of 

Interrogatories was due on December 12, 2011.  As of the date of filing this REPLY AND 

AMENDED MOTION, Applicant has not received service of process of Opposer’s Response to 

Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories via U.S. Mail at its address of record; therefore, 

Opposer’s discovery Response is untimely.  Opposer’s production to Applicant’s First Set of 

Discovery Requests was also due on December 12, 2011.  As of the date of filing this REPLY 

AND MOTION, Applicant has not received service of process of Opposer’s production of 

Discovery Requests via U.S. Mail at its address of record; therefore, Opposer’s production of 

discovery requests is untimely.     

     In Reply to Opposer’s Response that Applicant’s discovery requests are “voluminous,” 

Applicant has made reasonable and necessary discovery requests, and the volume of its requests 

is nowhere near the limit allowed under the Trademark Rules of Practice and the Federal Rules 

of Civil Procedure.  Also, if Applicant had received Opposer’s alleged Initial Disclosures, 

Applicant would have served Interrogatories and Discovery Requests more specific and 

responsive to such alleged Initial Disclosures.  In Reply to Opposer’s Response, Opposer is well 

aware of Applicant’s objection to its untimely production of discovery requests as Applicant 

explicitly stated that it would file a motion to compel and other appropriate motions in reply to 
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Opposer’s statement that it anticipated making its production early in the new year.  See Exhibit 

5.  Applicant has, therefore, objected to Opposer’s untimely delays with requests for production 

of reasonable discovery requests.  

     Applicant comes now and respectfully MOVES that the Court must disregard Opposer’s 

Exhibits A and B and Opposer’s related statements in its Response wherein it states that Opposer 

“timely filed each of the documents allegedly in issue” because such Exhibits are not properly 

before the Board since these documents were never perfected through service of process via U.S. 

Mail to the address of record of the Applicant.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.197; 37 C.F.R. §2.119; TBMP 

§113.  Applicant has not received service of process of Opposer’s alleged Initial Disclosures.  

Applicant has not received service of process via U.S. Mail of Opposer’s Responses to 

Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories and Opposer’s Responses to Applicant’s First Set of 

Discovery Requests; each of these two documents did not include a CERTIFICATE OF 

SERVICE as required in accordance with the Trademark Rules of Practice and the Federal Rules 

of Civil Procedure.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.197; 37 C.F.R. §2.119; TBMP §113.  Every paper filed in 

the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) in inter partes cases, including notices 

of appeal, must be served upon the other parties.  Proof of such service must be made before the 

paper will be considered by the Office.  A statement signed by the attorney or other authorized 

representative, attached to or appearing on the original paper when filed, clearly stating the date 

and manner in which service was made will be accepted as prima facie proof of service 37 C.F.R. 

§2.119.  However, such proof may be rebutted by other evidence.  37 C.F.R. §2.197(c); TBMP 

§110.01; S. Industries Inc. v. Lamb-Weston Inc., 45 USPQ2d 1293 (TTAB 1997) (where prima 
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facie proof of certificate of mailing is rebutted by other evidence, person signing certificate must 

submit an affidavit specifying the date of actual deposit); and In re Klein, 6 USPQ2d 1547, 

1551-52 (Comm'r 1987), aff'd sub nom. Klein v. Peterson, 696 F. Supp. 695, 8 USPQ2d 1434 

(D.D.C. 1988), aff'd 866 F.2d 412, 9 USPQ2d 1558 (Fed. Cir. 1989); See 37 C.F.R. §2.119; 

TBMP §113.  Additionally, under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure Rule 26(g)(1)(A) “[] By 

signing, an attorney or party certifies that to the best of the person’s knowledge, information, and 

belief formed after reasonable inquiry: with respect to a disclosure, it is complete and correct as 

of the time it is made; and (B)(ii) not interposed for any improper purpose, such at to harass, 

cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation.”  Opposer’s disclosure to 

the Court on January 9, 2012, in the hereto attached Exhibits 6, 7, and 8 were false or fraudulent 

at the time the statements were made and Opposer has acted in bad faith and for improper 

purposes to burden the Court, waste the resources of the Court and the Applicant, harass the 

Applicant, cause unnecessary delay, and needlessly increase the cost of litigation. See Exhibit 3, 

4, and 9 (Opposer failed to attach to the original documents a CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE, and 

therefore, failed to perfect service of process).  See F.R.C.P Rule 26(g); 37 C.F.R. §2.197; 37 

C.F.R. §2.119; TBMP §113.  Also, under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure Rule 26(g)(2) “Failure 

to Sign. Other parties have no duty to act on an unsigned disclosure, request, response, or 

objection until it is signed, and the court must strike it unless a signature is promptly supplied 

after the omission is called to the attorney’s or party’s attention.”  Opposer has not promptly 

supplied signatures on certificates of service through the U.S. Mails and has been on notice of 

the defect since at least as early as December 20, 2012; therefore, respectfully the Court must 

strike Opposer’s unsigned disclosures and related Response Brief.  Moreover, under the Federal 
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Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 26(g)(3) “Sanctions for Improper Certificiation.  If a certification 

violates this rule without substantial justification, the court, on motion or on its own, must 

impose an appropriate sanction on the signer, the party on whose behalf the signer was acting, or 

both.  The sanction may include an order to pay the reasonable expenses, including attorney’s 

fees, caused by the violation.” F.R.C.P Rule 26(g).  In the instant case, the alleged 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE for “Opposer’s Responses to Applicant’s First Set of 

Interrogatories” (attached hereto as Applicant’s Exhibit 7) was not attached to or appearing on 

the original paper when filed, and therefore, was not served upon Applicant and must not be filed 

with the TTAB of the USPTO.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.197; 37 C.F.R. §2.119; TBMP §113.  Also in the 

instant case, the alleged CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE for “Opposer’s Responses to Applicant’s 

First Set of Discovery Requests” (attached hereto as Applicant’s Exhibit 8) was not attached to 

or appearing on the original paper when filed, and therefore, was not served upon Applicant and 

must not be filed with the TTAB of the USPTO.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.197; 37 C.F.R. §2.119; TBMP 

§113.  Opposer failed to perfect service of process, therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that 

Opposer’s Exhibits A and B be adjudged inadmissible for purposes of proof of service and timely 

filing, or alternatively be stricken from the record for pursposes of proof of service and timely 

filing.  See id.  Opposer’s Exhibits A and B, however, may be used by Applicant as an admission 

against interest.  Applicant rebuts the presumption of prima facie proof of service through its 

Reply including its Exhibits 3, 4, and 9, which are the true and correct copies sent to Applicant.  

See id.

     Applicant, likewise, cannot file any papers with the Court in response to Opposer’s Responses 

to Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories and First Set of Discovery Requests when these 
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documents were not properly served upon Applicant through perfected service of process.  See 

37 C.F.R. §2.197; 37 C.F.R. §2.119; TBMP §113.  As of the date of this filing, Opposer has 

delayed Applicant’s discovery by ten (10) weeks by failing to timely serve its Initial Disclosures 

and delayed Aplicant’s discovery by nine (9) weeks by failing to timely serve its Responses to 

Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories and Discovery Requests.  Opposer has engaged in 

dilatory tactics that can only be assumed to have been brought for the purpose of delaying this 

proceeding.  Applicant respectfully requests that the Board extend the period of discovery due to 

Opposer’s delays if this matter is not dismissed.

     Applicant comes now and respectfully submits to this Honorable Court that it has a good faith 

belief that Opposer has certified material false statements and/or false claims related to this 

proceeding; and, has sent such false statements and/or false claims over the wires and/or through 

the mails; and that Opposer, by and through its undersigned counsel, as an Officer of this 

Honorable Court, has an absolute ethical duty to tell the truth, including avoiding dishonesty or 

evasion, in proceedings before this Court and has breached such duty.  See 31 U.S.C. §3729; 18 

U.S.C. §1343; 18 U.S.C. §1341; and, American Bar Association Ethics Rule 3.3 Candor toward 

the Tribunal.

     Opposer has certified material false statements and/or false claims in stating: “CERTIFICATE 

OF SERVICE  I hereby certify that on this date I served the foregoing Opposer’s Responses to 

Applicant’s First Set of Interrogatories upon Applicant Beth Ann Wright by causing a copy 

thereof to be deposited with the U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, and addressed as follows: Beth Ann 

Wright 1166 A Bonhomme Lake Drive St. Louis, Missouri 63132  This the 12th day of 

December, 2011.  Signed Robert Potter”  and attached hereto as Exhibit 7.  This alleged 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE was not served upon Applicant, attached to or appearing on the 

original paper when filed.  Opposer then sent this certified material false statement and/or false 

claim over the wire and/or through the U.S. Mail to the Board and Applicant in its January 9, 

2012, Opposer’s Response which is attached hereto as Exhibit 6, page 54.  See 31 U.S.C. §3729; 

18 U.S.C. §1343; 18 U.S.C. §1341; and, American Bar Association Ethics Rule 3.3 Candor 

toward the Tribunal.

    Opposer has certified material false statements and/or false claims in stating: “CERTIFICATE 

OF SERVICE  I hereby certify that on this date I served the foregoing Opposer’s Responses to 

Applicant’s First Set of Discovery Requests upon Applicant Beth Ann Wright by causing a copy 

thereof to be deposited with the U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, and addressed as follows: Beth Ann 

Wright 1166 A Bonhomme Lake Drive St. Louis, Missouri 63132  This the 12th day of 

December, 2011.  Signed Robert Potter” attached hereto as Exhibit 8.  This alleged 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE was not served upon Applicant, attached to or appearing on the 

original paper when filed.  Opposer then sent this certified material false statement and/or false 

claim over the wire and/or through the U.S. Mail to the Board and Applicant in its January 9, 

2012, Opposer’s Response, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 6, page 73.  See 31 U.S.C. 

§3729; 18 U.S.C. §1343; 18 U.S.C. §1341; and, American Bar Association Ethics Rule 3.3 

Candor toward the Tribunal.

     In the alternative, Applicant respectfully requests and moves for relief from this Court for 

dismissal of this action and sanctions for Opposer’s misconduct, willful disregard of the rules of 

discovery, violation of the ethical standards as Officers of the Court, and possible unlawful 

conduct under the Federal False Claims Act, Federal Wire Fraud, and Federal Mail Fraud statutes 

9



before this Honorable Court.  See F.R.C.P. 26(g); 31 U.S.C. §3729; 18 U.S.C. §1343; 18 U.S.C. 

§1341; and, American Bar Association Ethics Rule 3.3 Candor toward the Tribunal.

CONCLUSION

     For all the reasons above, Applicant respectfully requests that the Board affirm Applicant’s 

Motion(s) in its entirety, and that the Board deny Opposer’s Motion in its entirety.

This 17th day of January 2012.

      Respectfully submitted, 

      APPLICANT, DEFENDANT

      ________________________

      /Beth Ann Wright/               

      Beth Ann Wright

      1166 A Bonhomme Lake Dr.

      St. Louis, MO 63132

      Telephone: 314-422-0941

      Email: bethannwright@me.com

      Applicant, Defendant

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

     I certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document has been served on Attorney 

for Opposer, Robert N. Potter, Pearson Eduction, Inc., by mailing said copy on this 17th day of 

January, 2012, via First Class Mail, postage prepaid and addressed as follows:

Robert N. Potter

Kilpatrick Townsend and Stockton LLP

31 West 52nd Street, 14th Floor

New York, NY 10019

United States

      ______________________

      /Beth Ann Wright/               

      Applicant, Beth Ann Wright
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-----Original Message-----

From: Beth Wright [mailto:bethannwright@me.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 1:57 PM

To: Potter, Rob; Christopher T Morgan

Cc: Harris, Olivia; 391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com

Subject: Re: Pearson Education, Inc v. Beth Ann Wright

Hi Rob, 

Please call me Beth. We can continue down this path. I will file a motion to compel and other 

motions as appropriate. I believe my case is very strong.

Alternatively, I remain open to discussing a possible settlement. Pearson, through Chris Morgan, 

has also expressed a strong interest in settling the matter. I believe the next important step was 

for you to discuss Pearson's interest in moving for a stay in the proceeding as a good faith effort 

to settle the matter. I don't believe I ever received a response from you. I remain agreeable to 

filing a joint motion to request a stay in the proceedings to attempt to settle this. 

Best,

Beth

Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 14, 2011, at 10:29 AM, "Potter, Rob" <RPotter@kilpatricktownsend.com> wrote:

> Ms. Wright,

> 

> I would also like to correct what appears to be a misapprehension in your e-mail below. Our 

responses to your requests were not due on December 7, but rather were due on December 12. 

When discovery requests are sent by mail, as yours were here, rather than served by hand, the 

recipient is granted an additional 5 days to respond. See 37 C.F.R. § 2.119(c). I trust this clears 

up any misunderstanding that our responses may have been untimely.

> 

> Thanks,

> 

> Rob

> 

> 

> Rob Potter

> Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP

> 31 West 52nd Street | 14th Floor | New York, NY 10019 office 212 775 

> 8733 | cell 917 371 9311 | fax 212 775 8816 

> rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com | www.kilpatricktownsend.com

> 

> 

> -----Original Message-----

mailto:bethannwright@me.com
mailto:bethannwright@me.com
mailto:391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com
mailto:391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com
mailto:RPotter@kilpatricktownsend.com
mailto:RPotter@kilpatricktownsend.com
mailto:rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com
mailto:rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com
http://www.kilpatricktownsend.com/
http://www.kilpatricktownsend.com/


> From: Potter, Rob

> Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 10:01 AM

> To: 'Beth Wright'

> Cc: Harris, Olivia; '391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com'

> Subject: RE: Pearson Education, Inc v. Beth Ann Wright

> 

> Ms. Wright,

> 

> Thank you for your e-mail, and I hope you are well. Our responses to your interrogatories and 

document requests are in the mail to you, but I have also attached courtesy copies here. Pearson 

is actively searching and reviewing its files to identify documents responsive to your many 

requests and interrogatories, and we anticipate making our production early in the new year.

> 

> Regards,

> 

> Rob

> 

> 

> Rob Potter

> Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP

> 31 West 52nd Street | 14th Floor | New York, NY 10019 office 212 775 

> 8733 | cell 917 371 9311 | fax 212 775 8816 

> rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com | www.kilpatricktownsend.com

> 

> 

> -----Original Message-----

> From: Beth Wright [mailto:bethannwright@me.com]

> Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 9:55 AM

> To: Potter, Rob

> Subject: Pearson Education, Inc v. Beth Ann Wright

> 

> Hi Rob,

> 

> I hope you are well. I am writing to remind you that your Responses to my first set of 

interrogatories were due December 7th. Also, production in response to my first set of discovery 

requests was also due December 7th. I have not yet received your responses.

> 

> Please confirm whether you have sent your responses to my first set of interrogatories and 

production in response to my first set of discovery requests by responding via email to this 

message today.

> 

> Sincerely,

> Beth

> 

> Sent from my iPhone

> 

mailto:391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com
mailto:391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com
mailto:rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com
mailto:rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com
http://www.kilpatricktownsend.com/
http://www.kilpatricktownsend.com/
mailto:bethannwright@me.com
mailto:bethannwright@me.com


> Confidentiality Notice:

> This communication constitutes an electronic communication within the meaning of the 

Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Section 2510, and its disclosure is strictly 

limited to the recipient intended by the sender of this message. This transmission, and any 

attachments, may contain confidential attorney-client privileged information and attorney work 

product. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any 

of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. 

Please contact us immediately by return e-mail or at 404 815 6500, and destroy the original 

transmission and its attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

> 

> ***DISCLAIMER*** Per Treasury Department Circular 230: Any U.S. federal tax advice 

contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be 

used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue 

Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter 

addressed herein.
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EXHIBIT C 



1

Harris, Olivia

From: Potter, Rob
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 10:01 AM
To: 'Beth Wright'
Cc: Harris, Olivia; '391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com'
Subject: RE: Pearson Education, Inc v. Beth Ann Wright

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Green

Attachments: Opposer_s Responses to Applicant_s First Set of Interrogatories.PDF; Opposer_s 
Responses to Applicant_s First Set of Discovery Requests.PDF

Opposer_s 
esponses to Applica.

Opposer_s 
esponses to Applica.

Ms. Wright,

Thank you for your e-mail, and I hope you are well. Our responses to your interrogatories and document requests are in 
the mail to you, but I have also attached courtesy copies here.  Pearson is actively searching and reviewing its files to 
identify documents responsive to your many requests and interrogatories, and we anticipate making our production early 
in the new year.

Regards,

Rob

Rob Potter
Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP
31 West 52nd Street | 14th Floor | New York, NY 10019 office 212 775 8733 | cell 917 371 9311 | fax 212 775 8816 
rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com | www.kilpatricktownsend.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Beth Wright [mailto:bethannwright@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 9:55 AM
To: Potter, Rob
Subject: Pearson Education, Inc v. Beth Ann Wright

Hi Rob,

     I hope you are well. I am writing to remind you that your Responses to my first set of interrogatories were due 
December 7th.  Also, production in response to my first set of discovery requests was also due December 7th. I have not 
yet received your responses.

     Please confirm whether you have sent your responses to  my first set of interrogatories and production in response to 
my first set of discovery requests by responding via email to this message today.

Sincerely,
Beth

Sent from my iPhone

Confidentiality Notice:
This communication constitutes an electronic communication within the meaning of the Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Section 2510, and its disclosure is strictly limited to the recipient intended by the sender of this 
message. This transmission, and any attachments, may contain confidential attorney-client privileged information and 



2

attorney work product. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the 
information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. Please contact us immediately by 
return e-mail or at 404 815 6500, and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading or saving in 
any manner.
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Print Message

Ms. Wright,

Thank you for your e-mail, and I hope you are well. Our responses to your interrogatories and document requests
are in the mail to you, but I have also attached courtesy copies here. Pearson is actively searching and reviewing its
files to identify documents responsive to your many requests and interrogatories, and we anticipate making our
production early in the new year.

Regards,

Rob

Rob Potter
Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP
31 West 52nd Street | 14th Floor | New York, NY 10019
office 212 775 8733 | cell 917 371 9311 | fax 212 775 8816
rpotter@kilpatricktownsend.com | www.kilpatricktownsend.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Beth Wright [mailto:bethannwright@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 9:55 AM
To: Potter, Rob
Subject: Pearson Education, Inc v. Beth Ann Wright

Hi Rob,

I hope you are well. I am writing to remind you that your Responses to my first set of interrogatories were due
December 7th. Also, production in response to my first set of discovery requests was also due December 7th. I
have not yet received your responses.

Please confirm whether you have sent your responses to my first set of interrogatories and production in response
to my first set of discovery requests by responding via email to this message today.

Sincerely,
Beth

Sent from my iPhone

Confidentiality Notice:
This communication constitutes an electronic communication within the meaning of the Electronic Communications
Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Section 2510, and its disclosure is strictly limited to the recipient intended by the sender of
this message. This transmission, and any attachments, may contain confidential attorney-client privileged
information and attorney work product. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or
use of any of the information contained in or attached to this transmission is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. Please
contact us immediately by return e-mail or at 404 815 6500, and destroy the original transmission and its
attachments without reading or saving in any manner.

***DISCLAIMER*** Per Treasury Department Circular 230: Any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this
communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the
purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to
another party any transaction or matter addressed herein.

RE: Pearson Education, Inc v. Beth Ann Wright

From: "Potter, Rob" <RPotter@kilpatricktownsend.com>

To: 'Beth Wright' <bethannwright@me.com>

Cc: ,Harris, Olivia <OHarris@kilpatricktownsend.com>

,'391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com'

391862.eml.us2008@wcs.kilpatrickstockton.com
Date: December 14, 2011 9:01:15 AM

Opposer_s Responses to App….PDF (2.1 MB), 

Opposer_s Responses to App….PDF (1 MB)
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