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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

—r

Margaret Reddy, Mohan Thalamarla, |Supreme Court No. 83253
Max Global, INC.
Appellants, Electronically Filed
Feb 24 2022 07:33 p.m.
Vs - Elizabeth A. Brown
o Clerk of Supreme Cour
MEDAPPEAL, LLC, an Illinois
limited liability company
Respondent.
APPELLANTS’ APPENDIX VOLUME 4

The Wasiele

Andrew Wasielewski,
Nevada Bar No.

Andrew

Nevada Bar No.

8275 South Easte

wski Law Firm, LTD.
Esqg.
6lo6l
Pastwick, Esqg.
9146

rn Avenue, Suite 200-818

Las Vegas, NV 89123
Telephone: (702) 490-8511
Fascimile: (702) 548-9684

andrew@wazlaw.com

Attorney for Appellants,

Max

Margaret Reddy,
Global,

Mohan Thalamarla,

LLC
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29. Answering Paragraph 53, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.
30. Answering Paragraph 54, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.
31. Answering Paragraph 55, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein. Defendants further
state that V. Reddy was under no obligation to disclose any vested interest he and M. Reddy may have

had with Weinstein,

Defendants Abscond with Plaintiffs Money

32. Answeting Paragraphs 56, 57,58, and 59, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein.

33, Answering Paraglraphs 60, 61, 62, 63, and 64 Defendants are without knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, on this basis, deny
those allegations.

34. Answering Paragraph 65, 66, 67, and 68, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

35. Answering Paragraph 69, Defendants deny that they were involved in any fraudulent scheme.

Defendant V. Reddy’s Sworn Testimony. Failed Bankruptey, and Co-Conspirators

36. Answering Paragraph 70, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein.

37. Answering Paragraph 71, Defendants admit that certain unsecured creditors were not included on
V. Reddy’s Schedule E/F. Defendant V. Reddy further states that this was done at the direction of his
bankrupiey attorney who advised that the business debts were not appropriate to include on V. Reddy’s
personal bankruptcy. '
38. Answering Paragraph 72, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein. Defendant V. Reddy
further states that his statements were in reference to a business that he sold in 2016 and the business
arrangernent ended in 2016,

39. Answering Paragraph 73, Defendants admit the allepations contained therein.

40. Answering Paragraph 74, Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, on this basis, deny those allegations.
41. Answering Paragraph 75, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein.

42, Answering Paragraph 76, Defendants admit that in 2016 Weinstein would write a single check to
V. Reddy and M. Reddy,
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43, Answering Paragraph 77, Defendants admit that the statements were made in reference to medical
transeript and answering services, Defendants deny that the statements were made in reference to
medical billing and medical appeals, which the Plaintiff purchased,
44. Answering Paragraph 78, Defendants admit the alicgations contained therein.
45. Answering Paragraph 79, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.
46. Answering Paragraph 80, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein,
47. Answering Paragraph 81, Defendants admit that a Complaint for Revocation of Discharge was
filed against V. Reddy. Defendants deny all other allegations contained therein.
48, Answering Paragraph 82, the Complaint speaks for itself and no response is necessaty. To the
extent a response is required, Defendants deny all allegations contained therein.
49. Answering Paragraph 83, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein. Defendants further
state that no wrongdoing was admitted by any party.
50. Answering Paragraph 84, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

Defendants’ Fraudulent Tntent
51. Answeting Paragraph 85, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.
52. Answering Paragraph 86, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein,
53. Answering Paragraph 87, Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, on this basis, deny those al legations.
54, Answering Paragraph 88, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

Defendant Weinstein's Recent Actions

35. Answering Paragraph 89, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

30. Answering Paragraph 90, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

57. Answering Paragraphs 91, 92, and 93, Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to.the truth of the allegations contained therein and, on this basis, deny those
allegations.

58. Answering Paragraphs 94 and 95, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein,

39. Answering Paragraph 96, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein.
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ALTER EGO ALLECATIONS
60. Answering Paragraphs 97 and 98, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.
61. Answering Paragraph 99, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein.
62. Answering Paragraphs 100, 101, 102, 103, and 104, Defendants are withont knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, on this
basis, deny those allegations.
63. Answering Paragraph 105, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein,
64. Answering Paragraph 106, Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a
helief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, on this basis, deny those allegations.
65. Answering Pavagraph 107, the allegations constitute a legal conclusion to which no response is
necessary. To the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACYION
FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT

(Against Detendants Medasset, Weinstein and Does 1-10)
66. Answering Paragraph 108, Defendants incorporate their responses to all procesding paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein. |
67. Answering Paragraph 109, Defendants admit the allegations contained therein.
68. Answering Paragraph 110, Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and, on this basis, deny those allegations.
69. Answering Paragraphs 111 and 112, the allegations constitute a legal conclusion to which no
response is necessary. To the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations contained
therein,
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
FOR FRAUD
(Against Defendant Medasset, Weinstein, Brown, V. Reddy and Does 1-20)

70. Answering Paragraph 113, Defendants incorporate their responses to all preceding paragraphs as

through fully set forth herein.
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71. Answering Paragraphs 114, 115,116,117,118,1 19;, and 120, Defendants deny the allegations
contained therein, . ' E

72. Answering Paragraphs 121, 122, and 123, the a]ic:geitti(ms constitute a legal conclusion to which no
response is necessary. To the extent a response is requitj‘edg. Defondants deny the allegations contained

1

therein. :
THIRD CAUSE OF i&CTION
FOR CONSPIRACY TO QQM MIT FRAUD
(Against All Defendants and Does 1-30)

73. Answering Paragraph 124, Defendants incorporate ;thc:ir responses to the preceding paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein. |
74. Answering Paragraphs 125 and 126, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.
75. Answering Parﬂgréph 127, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein. Defendants farther
state that M. Reddy worked for Defendant Weinstein as an independent contractor,
76. Answering Paragraph 128, Defendants are without iknowlcdge or information sufficient to form a
beliel as to the truth of the allegations contained tharﬂix-} and, on this basis, deny those allegations.
T7. Answering Paragraph 129, Defendants deny the a',ll:egations contained therein.
78. Answering Paragraphs 130 and 131, the allegatio%s constitute a legal conclusion to which no
response is necessary, To the extent a response 13 mquilz*ed, Defendants deny the allegations contained
therein,
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
FOR DECEPTIVE TRADE PRACTICES
(Against All Defendants and Does 1-40)

79 Answering Paragraph 132, Defendants incorporate their responses to the preceding paragraphs as
though fully set forth herein.

80. Answering Paragraphs 133, 134, and 135, Defendapts admit the aliegations contained therein,
81. Answering Paragraph 136, the allegations constitﬁte a legal conclusion to which no response is
necessary. The extent a response is required, Defendanis deny the allegations contained therein.

82. Answering Paragraphs 137, 138,139, and 140, Delfendants deny the allegations confained therein.,
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83. Answering Paragraph 141, the allegations constitute a legal conclusion to which no response is

BRSATY, sxtent a response is required, Defendan
necessary, The extent a resp required, Defend

ts deny the allegations contained therein.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

FOR VIOLATION OF THE NEVADA CIVIL RICO STATUTE

(Against All Defendants and Does 1-50)

84. Answering Paragraph 142, Defendants incorporate
though fully set forth herein.

their responses to the preceding paragraphs as

85. Answering Paragraph 143, the allegations constitute a legal conclusion to which no response is

necessary. The extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

86. Answering Paragraphs 144, 145, and 146, Defendants deny the allegations contained therein.

87, Answering Paragraphs 147 and 148, the allegations constitute a legal conclusion to which no

response is necessary, The extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations contained

therein.

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

1. Plaintiff’s claims, and each cause of action stated therein, fail to state a claim against

Defendants upon which relief can be granted and further ffails to entitle Plaintiff to the relief sought, or

any rclief whatsoever from Defendants.

2. Any damapes which Plaintiff may have suffered, which Defendants continue to deny, was

the direct and proximate result of the conduct of Plaintiff. Therefore, Plaintiff is estopped and barred from

recovery of any damages.

3. The Complaint and each claim for relief therein that secks equitable relief, is barred by the

doctrine of unclean hands.
4, Plaintiff is not entitled to relief from or agai
injury, or damage that resulted from any act, omission, or
5. Plaintiff's damages, if any, were the result
contributing causes. Any alleged action or alleged omi

proxirnéte cause of Plaintiff’s alleged damages.

hst Defendants, ag it has not sustained any loss,
breach by Defendants,
of intervening, superseding, concurrent and/or

ssion on the part of Defendants was not the

6. Defendants acted reasonably and in good

faith at all times material to this action, based
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apon all relovant facts and circumstances known by thern at the time they $o acted and, accordingly,

Plaintiff is barred from any recovery in this action.

7. Plaintiff was not injured or damaged in th%% tnanner or to the extent claimed by Plaintiff
and/or such damages were not proximately caused by any %zctions or inactions on the part of Defendants.

8. Plaintiff’s claims are barred, in whole or m!part, by accord and satisfaction.

9. To the extent Plaintiff seeks equitable 1'£:Iief', Plaintiff is not entitled to such relief because

thete is an adequate remedy at law.

10.  Plaintiff should not be allowed io recover for its alleged claims because they are in pari
delicto.

11, Defendants allege that no act or omission on its part coniributed in any way or cansed the
damages, if any, as alleged in the Complaint.

12, Defendants acted in good faith and exercised duc diligence to disclose to the parties in this
action al] of the facts known to Defendants relevant to the acts and transactions complained of by Plaintiff,

13, Plaintiff had actual knowledge of the true facts of all transactions and events complained
of, sufficient for Plaintiff to have done anything necessary to proteet his interests.

14, Defendants state that Plaintiff®s Complaint is wholly insubstaniial, fivolous, and not
advanced in good faith.

15, Defendants deny each and every allegation of the Complaint that is not specifically
admitted herein.

16.  Defendants hereby give notice that they intend to rely upon such other defenses as may
become available or appear during discovery in this case or otherwise and hereby reserve the right to
amend this Answer to assert any such defenses,

Iy
11
iy
I
iy
11
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WHEREFORE:, Defendants, having fully answere

Plaintiff as follows:
1. That Plaintiff takes nothing by virtue of its Cm

That Plaintiff’s Complaint be dismissed with p,
For the costs of the suit incirred herein;

For attorney’s fees and costs; and

-

For such other relief as the Court may deem jug

-10-

nplaint;

rc:;udicﬂ;

t and proper.

TIN LAW

A. Martin, Fsq.
Nevada Bar No. 7982
Amber D. Scott, Esq
Nevada bar No. 14612

3100 W. Sahara Ave., Ste. 202
Las Vegas, NV 89102
Attorneys for Defendants Reedy,

Thalamarla, and Mox Global Inc.,

d, prays for judgment in its favor and against
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I HEREBY CERTIFY on the 251 day of October, 2019, I caused service of the foregoing
DEFENDANTS VIJAY REDDY, MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN THALAMARLA, AND MAX
GLOBAL INC.’S ANSWER TO PLAINTIFE’S FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT to be made via

electronic mail through the Eighth Judicial District Court’s E-Filing System to the following at the e-mail

=R - <R T~ T V. R -V L N

- T s ~ N - I - T 7 T~ T i

address provided in the e-service list:

Jay Freedman, Esq.

11700 W, Charleston Blvd, Ste. 170-357

Las Vegas, NV §9135
jay@iayfreedmanlaw.com

Zachary P. Takos, Esq,

Takos Law Group, Ltd.

1980 Festival Plaza Drive, Suite 300
Las Vegas, Nevada 89135
zach{dtakoslaw.com

Dustin L. Clark, Hsq.

Clark Law Counsel LLC

1170 W. Charleston Blvd., #170-479
Las Vegas, Nevada 89135
dustin@clarklawcounsel.com

Of behalf of LEAH MARTIN LAW

-11-
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Jay Freedman

11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

702-342-5425

702-475-6455 (fax)

jay(@jayfreedmanlaw.com

Attorney for Plaintitf

EIGHTH JUDICIAL

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An Ilinois Limited
Liability Company,

Plaintift,
Vs,

DAVID WEINSTEIN, VIJAY REDDY,
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
THALMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX
GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY BUSINESS
BROKERS LI.C, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, and DOES 1.50

Pefendants

Dated this 4" day of October, 2019.

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on October 4, 2019, an Order Denying Motions to

Dismiss was filed with the Court. A copy of the Order is attached hereto.

Elactronically Fited
10/4/201% 12:25 PM

Stoven [ Grierson
CLERE OF THE COEE

DISTRICT COURT

Case No.: A«19.792836-C

Dept: 14

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER DENYING
MOTIONS TO DISMISS

/s/ Jay Freedman

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF QRDER - |

GCuse Number; A-19-782856.C

Jay Freedman

Nevada Bar No. 12214

11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

702-342-5425

Attorney for Plaintitf

76
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ORDR

Jay Freedman

11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

702-342-5425

702-475-6455 (fax)

jay@jayfreedmanlaw.com

Attorney for Plaintiff
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An lllinois Limited Case No.: A-19-792836-C
Liability Company,
Plaintiff, Dept: 14
vs.
DAVID WEINSTEIN, VIJAY REDDY, ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO DISMISS

MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
THALMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX
GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY BUSINESS
BROKERS LL.C, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, and DOES 1-50

Defendants

Two Motions to Dismiss were filed by (1) defendants Kevin Brown and Visionary
Business Brokers, LLC (“VBB”) [represented by represented by Zachary Takos of the Takos
Law Group, Ltd.] and (2) defendants Vijay Reddy, Margaret Reddy, Mohan Thalmarla and Max
Global, Inc. [represented by Leah Martin and Amber Seott of Leah Martin Law]. Plaintiff was
represented by Jay Freedman of the Law Office of Jay Freedman.

The Brown Defendants” Motion to Dismiss was initially heard on July 9, 2019, while the
Reddy Defendants” Motion to Dismiss was initially heard on August 1, 2019. The Court
requested supplemnental briefing from the parties and re-scheduled both hearings to take place on

August 20. The Court reviewed the moving, opposing, reply and supplemental papers
ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO DISMISS - 1
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submitted by the parties, entertained oral argument, and for the reasons stated below, denied both

Motions to Dismiss.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs allege that Defendants are liable for breach of contract, fraud and other fraud-

related causes of action that arise from Plaintiff’s purchase of a business opportunity from
Defendants. Plaintifts filed suit against defendants David Weinstetn, Medasset Corporation,
Kevin Brown, VBB and V. Reddy in Cook County, Hlinois, in 2018, These defendants filed 2
motion to dismiss the Hiinois action on the grounds that they were not subject to personal
jurisdiction in Hlinois and/or that a forum-selection clause contained in the parties’ contract
required that the action be filed in Clark County, Nevada. The Itlinois Court granted the motion
to dismiss and Plaintiff refiled its action in Clark County,

The Brown Defendants and the Reddy Defendants each filed Motions to Dismiss this
action on the grounds that they were not subject to personal jurisdiction in Nevada. Plaintiff
filed written opposition to both motions in which it argued, among other things, that Defendants
were judicially estopped from contesting the existence of personal jurisdiction in Nevada, After
reviewing the papers submitted by the parties and conducting three hearings, the Court found
that Defendants are judicially estopped from contesting the existence of personal jurisdiction in
Nevada and denied both Motions to Dismiss.

FINDINGS OF FACT

¢ Plaintiffs filed a complaint in Cook County, IHinois, arising out of an agreement to
purchase a medical appeals and medical credentialing business (the “Purchase
Agreement™).

¢ Defendants filed a motion to dismiss the [Hinois lawsuit, arguing that they were not
subject to personal jurisdiction in Ithinois and that even if they were subject to personal
jurisdiction, a forum-selection clause included in the Purchase Agreement required that
the lawsuit be filed in Clark County, Nevada,

ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO DISMISS - 2
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1
» Defendants filed a motion to dismiss and a reply brief in Illinois. In both of these
z documents, Defendants argued that the 1llinois action should be dismissed because of the
) forum-setection clause included in the Purchase Agreement,
s e Defendants’ Illinois motion to dismiss argued that “the forum selection clauses are
y enforceable and result in the dismissal of this case.”
. « Defendants’ [linois motion to dismiss argued that “the forum selection clauses are
8 controlling and dispositive. For this reason alone, the action must be dismissed.”
9  Plaintiff filed a written opposition in Illinois, and Defendants filed a reply brief. In their
10 reply, Defendants argued that “Plaintiff’s venue argument has no merit because Plaintiff
" and its principals are a commercially experienced and sophisticated parties who
12 negotiated, revised and ultimately agreed to a contract that contained two Nevada choice-
i3 of-venue and choice-of-law provisions.” (Emphasis in original.)
14 e Defendants’ 1llinois reply brief argued that “these principles apply with particular force i
15 this case where it is undisputed that; (i) the Purchase-Sale Agreement was formed in
16 Nevada and contains two Nevada choice of law and venue provisions . .. ."" (Emphasis in
£ original.)
18 e The Ilinois Court conducted oral argument concerning Defendants’ motion to dismiss.
19 During the course of the oral argument, Defendants” Iflinois counsel argued that the
20 forum-selection clause was enforceable and required the dismissal of the Illinois lawsuit.
2 e The lllinois Court issued a ruling from the bench at the conclusion of the hearing.
2 « The llinois Court found that the forum-selection clause included in the Purchase
2 Agreement was enforceable.
2 e The [llinois Court found that the forum-selection clause included in the Purchase
» Agreement was mandatory.
i 26
?'f;? 27
%ﬁ 28
I ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO DISMISS - 3
@
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The 1Hlinois Court found that the forum-selection clause included in the Purchase
Agreement determined “where any causes of action relating to this agreement must be
brought.”
The Illinois Court dismissed the [llinois lawsuit based on two separate and independent
grounds, one of which was the application of the forum-selection clause included in the
Purchase Agreement.
The Hllinois Court dismissed the Hlinois lawsuit in favor of jurisdiction in Clark County,
Nevada.
Defendants filed two separate Motions to Dismiss in this action in which they argued that
they were not subject to personal jurisdiction in Nevada.
Defendants supported their Motions to Dismiss with declarations. None of the
declarations addressed the invocation of judicial estoppel.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Pluintiff met its burden to invoke the doctrine of judicial estoppel.
Judicial estoppel is properly invoked after consideration of the following factors (Ha
party has taken inconsistent positions; (2) the party asserted those positions in judicial or
quasi-judicial proceedings; (3) the party successfully asserted the first position; and (4)
the first position was not taken as a result of ignorance, fraud or mistake.
While the Court is not required to find that all four factors are present to invoke the
doctrine, it finds all four factors are present in this action,
Defendants have taken inconsistent positions. The arguments they asserted in their
Illinois motion to dismiss (that they should be sued in Clark County, Nevada) are
inconsistent with the arguments they asserted in the Motions to Dismiss they filed in this
action (that they cannot be sued in Clark County, Nevada).

Defendants asserted inconsistent positions in judicial proceedings.

ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO DISMISS - 4
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Coze No « A-19- 1924

o Defendants successfully asserted the position they advanced in their Illinois motion to

dismiss and obtained a dismissal of the Tlinois lawsuit on the grounds that the forum-

selection clause required Plaintiff to file suit in Clark County, Nevada,

« The position asserted by Defendants in Hlinois was not taken as a result of ignorance,

fraud or mistake.

« Defendants are judiciaily estopped from contesting the existence of personal jurisdiction

in Nevada.

Defendants’ Motions to Dismiss are denied and Defendants are ordered 1o answer

Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint (which has not yet been filed) as required by the Nevada

Rules of Civil Procedure.

Date: QMQKPTZ, 2019

Respectfully gfxxbnmitted by:

i, ’) et
Jay Freedman
Nevada Bar No, 12214
11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135
702-342-5425
Attorney for Plaintiff

_ /s/ Zaghary fakos
Zachary Takos

Nevada Bar No. 11293

1080 Festival Plaza Drive, Suite 300

Las Vegas, NV 89135

702-856-4629

Attorney for Kevin Brown and Visionary
Business Brokers, LLC

ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO DISMISS - 5

Disfrict Court Judge

__Jsf Amber B, Scott

Amber D, Scott

Nevada Bar No. 14612

3100 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 202

Las Vegas, NV 89102
702-420-2733

Attorney for Vijay Reddy, Margaret
Reddy, Max Global, Inc. and Mohan
Thalmarla

168
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Jay Freedman, declare

that the following is true and correct. I served the attached NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

in the following mannct:

Through the Court’s electronic service system on October 4, 2019,

Dated this 4th day of Oc

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER - 2

under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of Nevada

tober, 2019

s/ Jay I'reedman
Jay Freedman

764
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Electronically Filed
4/6/2020 2:09 PM
Stoven D, Grierson

CLERK OF THE COUR
MCOM Cﬁ;‘.ﬁ ,A:L........,

Jay Freedman

11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

702-342-5425

702-475-6455 (fax)

jay@jayfreedmanlaw.com

Attorney for Plaintiff
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLAREK. COUNTY, NEVADA

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An Hlineis Limited Case No.: A-19-792836-C
Liability Company,
Plaintiff, Dept: 14
Vs.
DAVID WEINSTEIN, VIJAY REDDY, PLAINTIFF MEDAPPEAL, LLC*S MOTION
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES
THALMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX FROM DEFENDANT MARGARET REDDY
GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY BUSINESS
BROKIERS LLC, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, and DOES 1-30 Hearing Requested-To Be Heard By The
Defendants Discovery Comumissioner

Plaintitf Medappeal, LLC, by and through its attorney Jay Freedman, seeks an order
pursuant to Rules 33, 34 and 37 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure compelling defendant
Margaret Reddy to provide further responses to Interrogatories and Requests for Production of
Documents.

. INTRODUCTION.

Plaintiff Medappeal, LLC contends that the defendants in this action conspired together
to sell it a worthless business and its First Amended Complaint includes causes of action for
breach of contract, fraud and civil RICO. Plaintiff alleges, among other things, that the

defenduants ¢ither knew that they were selling a worthless business or that they had no reasonable
MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES - |

768,
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basis to believe that they were selling a legitimate business because they had perpetuated that
same fraud on many other victims before they sold the business at issue in this action. Plaintiff
served discovery on defendant Margaret Reddy to support its claims against all of the defendants
and in particular to establish that the defendants knew they defrauded Plaintiff because they had
detrauded other victims.

Consistent with her dilatory conduct in this action, Reddy provided discovery responses
that are evasive and nhon-responsive. Reddy also relied on improper objections to refuse to
respond (o certain discovery requests. Delendant’s counsel refused 1o discuss these issues with
Plaintiff and it has now been forced to file this Motion to Compel.

2. LEGAL STANDARD,

A party responding to discovery has an obligation to construe discovery requests in a
reasonable manner. (Cache La Poudre Feeds, LLC v, Land ('Lakes, Inc., 244 F.R.D. 614, 61 8-
19(D. Colo. 2007).) As such, a responding party should exercise reason and commoen sensc to
attribute ordinary definitions to terms and phrases used in the discovery requests, {(MceCeoo v,
Denny's Ine, 192 F R, 675, 694 (D, Kansas 2000).) Parties are also required to respond to
written discovery to the fullest extent possible. The responses “must be responsive, fut,
complete and unevasive.” (Continental Il National Bank & Trust Co, v, Caton, 136 F.R 1. 682,
684 (2. Kan. 1991).) Finally, a party responding to discovery cannot limits its answer to matters
within its own knowledge and ignore information reasonably available to it or under its control.
(Exxex Builders Group, Inc. v. Amerisure Insurance Co., 230 F.R.ID. 682, 685 (M.D. Fla. 2005).)
H & party is unable to provide the requested information, it must state under oath that it is unable
to respond and set forth the efforts used to obtain the information. (Hansel v. Shell il Corp.,
169 F.R.D. 303, 305 (E.D. Pa. 1996).) With these rules in mind, many of the responses provided
by Reddy are deficient and she should be required to provide [urther responses.

Iy

MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES -2
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3. REDDY WAIVED HER ORJECTIONS BECAUSE HER RESPONSES WERLE

Reddy’s responses were late and he waived her objections, (NRCP Rule 33; fifty-5ix
Hope R, Music, Ltd. v. Mayah Collections, Inc. (). Nev. June 11, 2007, No. 2:05-cv-01059-
KID-GWF) 2007 U.8.Dist LEXIS 43012, at *7-10; Richmark Corp. v. Timber Falling
Consultants, 959 F.2d 1468, 1473 (9th Cir. 1992}.) While Reddy attempted to scek an extension,
her attorney has acknowledged that he did not do so because counsel sent the request to the
wrong email address. Further, Reddy’s argument that the mistake constitutes “excusable
neglect” does not help her. Rule 33 allows the Court to excuse a waiver for good cause, bul
Reddy has not established good cause for her failure to timely respond. In particular, a party
responding to discovery cannot unilaterally grant itself an extension when the propounding party
does not respond to the request. To the contrary, Plaintift’s lack of response to the request
means that the request was not granted and as a result Reddy waived her objections.

4. THEDISCOVERY IS RELEVANT.

Reddy objected to many of the discovery requests on the grounds that the requests scek
information this is not relevant. This objection is incorrect. Delendants are being sued for fraud
and Plaintift can establish its claim by proving that Defendants knew that their representations
were false or that Defendants bad an insufficient basis of information for making the
representations. (Barmettler v. Reno Air, Inc., 956 I.2d 1382, 1386 (Nev. 1998).) Claims
asserted against Defendants before they entered into their transaction with Plaintitf, information
known to Defendants before their transaction with Plaintiff and Defendants’ conduct before their
transaction with Plaintiff are alf divectly relevant to proving that Defendants had an insufficient
hasis to make the representations they made to Plaintiff. As such, Reddy’s objections are
improper and should be overruled.

1
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5 THE MSCOVERY IS NOT PREMATURE,

Reddy objected to many discovery requests on the ground that the request “is premature
as discovery is ongoing.” This objection is improper and indicates Reddy’s intent to avoid
responding to legitimate discovery requests. As noted above, parties responding to discovery are
required to respond “to the fullest extent possible.” This means, among other things, that Reddy
is required to answer based on the information available to her when she responds.

Reddy’s objection is also improper because Plaintiff”s discovery asks about information
that was known to Reddy at in the past, Plaintiff is not asking Reddy to provide information that
she herself needs to learn through discovery and Plaintiff is certainly not asking Reddy to
speculate. She merely needs to respond to discovery based on the information that she knows
and her objections should be overruled.

6. REDDY HAS NOT RESPONDED IN (;OOD FAITH.

As noted above, a party responding to discovery has an obligation to construe discovery
requests in a reasonable manner. In this case, Reddy’s objection that she is unable to respond to
interrogatories asking her to “state all facts” supporting a contention reveals that she went out of
her way to create an objection and that she is not responding in good faith, Construing this
request in a reasonable manner means that Plaintiff is merely asking Reddy (o provide all of the
facts that she knows or 1s reasonably avatlable to her. Reddy’s objection is improper and it
should be overruled.

REDDY WAIVED HER ABILITY TO ARGUE THAT THE DISCOVERY

REQUESTS ARE VAGUE BY REFUSING TO RESPOND TO PLAINTIFF.

7.

Plaintiff tried to resolve these disputes with Reddy’s counsel belore filing this suit.
Plaintiff first met with Reddy’s counsel in person and asked how counsel would like to proceed
to resolve the disputes. At defense counsel’s request, Plaintiff sent a letter to defense counsel on
March 5 that addressed all of the issues raised in this Motion and asked counsel to call him after
counsel had the opportunity to review and digest the contents of the letter. Plaintiff sent a sccond
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email to defense counsel on March 19, again asking when counsel would be available to discuss
these discovery issues. Plaintifl sent a third email to defense counsel on March 30., expressly
stating that Plaintiff would file a motion to compel if' it did not hear from Reddy’s attorney.
Defense counsel did not respond to Plaintiff before this motion was filed.

Notably, several of Reddy’s objections may have been resolved if her attorney responded
to Plaintiff. In particular, the parties would likely have been able to resolve Reddy’s complaint
that several of the requests are vague and Plaintiff would have been able to clarify its intent
and/or revise some of the requests. However, Reddy’s attorney refused to discuss any of these
issues and as a result she waived her ability to argue that any of the discovery requests are vague.

8. DUFENDANT REDDY’S RESPONSES TO INFTERROGATORIES,

As a preliminary issue, Reddy’s responses to several of Plaintiff”s [nterrogatorics state
that she cannot adequately respond to the Interrogatory “as written.” While Plaintitf would have
been willing to work with Reddy to revise some or all of the disputed Interrogatories, it was not
able (o do 50 because Reddy’s counsel refused to discuss these discovery issues with Plaintiff's

counsel.

Interrogatory Number 2: This Interrogatory requires M. Reddy to identify her prior employers.

She responded as follows: 1 do not have the address and phone numbers for my previous
employers. [ have worked for Optum (a division of United Health Group) and Bank of America.
I eurrently work for a pension planning company. 1 object to providing my current employer’s
name and contact information as [ do not want Plaintiff to spread rumors to my current
employer, or jeopardize my employment. It has come to my attention that Plaintiff has already
attempted to interfere with Mr. Weinstein®s businesses. | have worked for David Weinstein's
company.

Reddy’s reaponse is evasive and incomplete. While Plaintitf believes that she is required
to take reasonable steps to locate information, this Motion only secks to compel M. Reddy to
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provide additional information concerning her employment for David Weinstein, At the very
least, she is required to identify which specific company or companies of David Weinstein's that
she worked.
Iy
Interrogatory Number 3: This Interrogatory requires M. Reddy to identify all persons or entities
for whom she worked as an independent contractor, She responded as follows: I have worked
for David Weinstein's company.

Reddy’s response is incomplete. M. Reddy is required to identify the specific name of

the company or companies for which she worked as an independent contractor.

Interrogatory Number 5: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to state the facts upon which

she based her belief that Medasset Corporation was capable of honoring its contract with
Plaintiff. She responded as follows: Defendant objects to this intertogatory on the ground that it
is overbroad and unduly burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to
satisfy. To the extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege
and/or work product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This
interrogatory is premature as discovery is ongoing.

For the reasons stated in the preceding sections, M. Reddy is required to provide a
substantive response and her objections should be overruled. She is only required to provide
“a11” of the facts that she knows and her task is very possible. She does not provide any facts
supporting the application of the attorney-clicnt privilege or the attorney work-product doctrine.
The interrogatory is not premature and M. Reddy is required to provide whatever information is

curtently available to her.

Interrogatory Number 10: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to describe the
circumstances surrounding the transfer of $325,000 from her to defendants Mohan Thalmarla
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and Max Global. She responded as follows: The transfer of $325,000 from me to Mohan
Thalmarla and Max Global was a private transaction of 2017, before the events which are the
subject of this lawsuit, and that transaction has nothing to do with this lawsuil.

M. Reddy’s response is incomplete and she s not able to limit Plaintiff’s right to conduct
discovery based on her theory of the case. M. Reddy has been sued as a co-conspirator and she
has been accused of, among other things, helping her husband conceal the proceeds of their
fraudulent conduct. The loan at issuc took place shortly before her husband filed a bankruptey
petition and the circumstances surrounding the loan may reveal the extent of M. Reddy’s
participation in the defendants’ fraudulent conduct. The fact that the loan took place before
Defendants’ contract with Plaintiff does not obviate M. Reddy’s obligation to respond 1o this

Interrogatory.

Intetrogatory Numbers 12-17: These Interrogatories require M. Reddy to state the facts

that support her denial of various allegation contained in Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint,
She provided the following responses to each of the Interrogatories: Defendant objects to this
interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome in that it asks for “all
facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisty. To the extent that this interrogatory would
invade the attorney-client privilege and/or work product doctrine, Defendant would further
object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is premature as discovery is ongoing,

Far the reasons stated in the preceding sections, M. Reddy is required to provide a
substantive responsc and her objections should be overruled. She is only required 1o provide
“all” of the facts that she knows and her task is very possible. She does not provide any facts
supporting the application of the attorney-client privilege or the attorney work-product doctrine.
The interrogatory is not premature and M. Reddy is required to provide whatever information is

currently available to her.
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Interrogatory Numbers 18-19: These Interrogatories asks M. Reddy to describe any work

or services that she performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018, She responded to these
Interrogatorics as follows: Defendant objects (o this interrogatory on the ground that it is
overbroad and unduly burdensome as it requests any work prior to 2018, Defendant further
objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant [further objects to this interrogatory on the ground
that it is vaguc and ambiguous what “work/scrvices™ means, As written, [Defendant cannot
adequately respond to this interrogatory.

M. Reddy’s objections are meritless and should be overruled. Her objection that the
[nterrogatory is overbroad and unduly burdensome should be rejected because she fails to
provide any supporting evidence and he does not establish the nature or scope of the alleged
burden. (See Vanguard Piping Sys. V. Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 129 Nev, 602, 608 n.3
[Nevada Supreme Couwrt declined to address argument that discovery request was unduly
burdensome “because Vanguard did not present any evidence to the district court, or to this
court, demonstrating how disclosure of these policies would be burdensome™].) Her objection
that the Interrogatory is irrelevant is simply wrong. M, Reddy hag been sued as a co-conspirator
and the nature of her work for David Weinstein will help prove or disprove the allegations being
asserted against her. Finally, her objection that she does not know what the words “work” or

“services” mean is absurd.

Interrogatory Number 20: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to describe V. Reddy’s

business relationship with David Weinstemn. She responded as follows: Defendant objects to
this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous what “business relationship”
means. As written, Defendant cannot adequately respond to this interrogatory.

M. Reddy's objection is improper, and ler statement that she does not understand the

phrase “business relationship” is not credible. Generally speaking, people either have personal
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relationships with others or business relationships, and M. Reddy is simply being asked to
deseribe her business relationships with David Weinstein. For the reasons stated above, Reddy i

required to provide a substantive response.

Interrogatory Number 21: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to identity the payments that she
received from David Weinstein after January 1, 2008, She responded as tollows: Responding to
this interrogatory would require me to review all payments over a ten year period, which is
extremely burdensome, and most of the payments requested are not within 2018, which is the
only time period relevant to this lawsuit.

M. Reddy’s objections are meritless and she is required to provide the information that is
reasonably available to her, even if she is required to do some research. Responding to discovery
is always burdensome to some extent, but the objection is only appropriate when responding
becomes unduly burdensome, and as noted above, M. Reddy has not made any effort to establish
the burden she will face responding to this Interrogatory. Further, 2018 is not the only time
period relevant to this suit, To the contrary, Plaintifl has already provided Defendants with
evidence that their scheme began as much as 1) years apo and this entire time period is relevant.

9. DEFENDANT REDDY'S RESPONSES TO REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION,

As a preliminary issue, Reddy's responses to several of Plaintift’s Requests for
Production state that she cannot adequately respond to the Request “as written.” While Plaintiff
would have been willing to work with Reddy to reviae some or all of the disputed Requests, it
was not able to do so because Reddy’s counsel refused to discuss these discovery issues with

PlaintifT™s counsel.

Reguest Number 5: This Request requires M. Reddy to produce documents concerning her

transfer of $325,000 to defendants M. Thalmarla and Max Global. She responded as follows:
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This was a private transaction back in 2017, which is before the 2018 events which arc subject to
the lawsuit,

M. Reddy cannot limit her responses to discovery based on her legal theories or view of
the case. Plainfiff contends that M. Reddy and the other defendants engaged in a conspiracy that
dates back to at least 2009 and her conduct in 2017 is clearly relevant to the allegations asserted
by Plaintifl against her and the other defendants. Plaintiff also contends that M, Reddy assisted
defendant V. Reddy in concealing the proceeds of their fraudulent conduct, and a $325,000 loan
that ok place shortly before V. Reddy filed for bankruptey is suspicious to say the least.
Document concerning the loan are relevant and M. Reddy should be ordered to produce

responsive docunents,

Reguest Numbers 9 and 10: This Request requires M. Reddy to produce documents concerning

the buziness she conducted with or performed for David Weinstein (or businesses owned by
David Weinstein) from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018, She provided the following response to
both Requests: Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests the production of “{a}ll documents,” which is an impossible standard
to satisty. Defendant turther objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it requests the production of *[a]ll documents™ over a ten-year period of time,
Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reagonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent that this request would include the
production of proprietary and/or trade secrets, Defendant further objects to this request.
Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant responds as follows: As wrilten, and
without being severely narrowed in scope, Defendant cannot adeguately respond to this request.
M. Reddy’s objections are meritless for the reasons discussed above and in the preceding
sections and she is required to produce responsive documents. Any alleged trade secrets can be
protected through a protective order, though V. Reddy’s sworn testimony during his bankruptey
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proceedings confirmed that he was not aware of any trade secrets. Moreover, the requested
documents are undoubtedly relevant as they will prove or disprove Plaintiff™s allegation that M.
Reddy participated in a years-long conspiracy with the other defendants. The work that M.
Reddy performed for defendant David Weinstein is directly relevant to the allegations being

asserted against her.

Request Number t4: This Request requires M. Reddy to produce documents concerning

her business dealings with Medasset Corporation between January 1, 2008 and December 31,
2018, She responded as follows: Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is
overbroad and unduly burdensome as it requests the production of “[ajll documents,” which is an
impossible standard to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is
overbroad and unduly burdensome in that it requests the production of “fa]ll documents” over a
ten-year period of time, Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding
Defendant’s objections, Defendant responds as follows: As written, and without being severely
narrowed in scope, Delendant cannot adequately respond to this request.

M. Reddy’s objections are meritless for the reasons discussed above and in the preceding
sections and she is required to produce responsive documents. The requested documents are
undoubtedly relevant as they will prove or disprove Plaintiff’s allegation that M. Reddy
participated in a years-long conspiracy with the other defendants. The work that M. Reddy
performed for defendant Medasset is directly relevant (o the allegations being asserted against

hey.

Request Numbers 15 and 16: These Requests require M. Reddy to produce documents

concerning the compensation she received from Medasset Corporation and David Weinstein
between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018, She responded to both Requests as follows:
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Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome as it
requests the production of “[a]ll documents,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy.
Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it requests the production of *{a]ll documents” over a ten-year period of time.
Detfendant further objects to this request on the ground that it 1s not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant
responds as follows: As written, and without being severely narrowed in scope, Defendant
cannot adequately respond to this request.

M. Reddy’s objections are meritless for the reasons discussed above and in the preceding
sections and she is required to produce responsive documents. The requested documents are
undoubtedly relevant as they will prove or disprove Plaintill”s allegation that M. Reddy
participated in a years-long conspiracy with the other defendants. The work that M. Reddy
performed for defendant Medasset is directly relevant to the allegations being asserted against

her,

Rule 37(2)(5) requires the Court to award Plaintiff the expenses it incurred in hringing
this Motion, including its attorneys” fees, unless it finds that (1) Plaintiff filed the Motion before
attempting in good faith to oblain the documents without court action; (2) Defendant’s responses
and objections are substantially justitied or (3) other circumstances make the award of expenses
unjust. Under these rules, Plaintift is entitled 10 recover its expenses. First, Plaintiff clearly
attempted to resolve the dispute without cowrt action as it met with Reddy’s counsel and sent
three emails to counsel asking for counsel™s availability to discuss the issues raised in this
Motion. Plaintiff also provided Reddy with the same arguments and legal analysis that is
contained in this Motion. Second, Defendants’ counsel’s failure to respond to Plaintift”s emails
cannot be justified. Plaintiff did not merely demand that Reddy provide supplemental responses
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and it did not attempt to unilaterally schedule a meeting. To the contrary, Plaintiff expressly
asked defense counsel to provide his availability to speak. Third, Reddy will not be able to offer
any circumstances that make the award of expenses unjust. Defendants’ counsel is solely to
blame for this Motion and Plaintit! should be awarded the $363.50 it incurred in filing this
motion plus the expenses it will incur in drafting a reply brief and attending the hearing at
$180.00 per hour.

Dated this 6th day of April, 2020,

/af Jay Freedman
Jay Freedman
Nevada Bar No. 12214
11700 W, Charleston Blvd. Ste, 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135
702-342-5425
Attorney for Plaintiff
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DECLARATION OF JAY FREEDMAN

L. Jay Freedman, declare as follows:
l. [ am an attorney licensed to practice in the state of Nevada and counsel of record for
plaintift Medappeal, LLC in this matter. [f called as a witness, 1 would and could competentty

testify to the matters contained below as they are based on my own personal knowledge.

2 I submit this Declaration in support of Medappeal's Motion to Compel Further Responses

from defendant Marparct Reddy.
3 [ personally served interrogatories and requests for production of documents on

defendant Vijay Reddy through the Courl’s electronic filing and service system.

4, [ served a set of intetropatories and a set ol requests {or production of documents o Vijay

Reddy on January 6, 2020, Allowing 30 days to respond to this discovery, plus time for
electronic service, responses to this discovery were due on February 8. As February 8 was a

Saturday, the deadling to respond was extended until February 10.

5. I served a set of amended interrogatories to Vijay Reddy on January 8. Allowing 30 days

to respond to this discovery, plus time for electronic service, responses to this discovery were
due on February 9 As February 9 was a Sunday, the deadline to respond was extended unti
February 10.

6. I served a set of interrogatories and a set of requests for production of documents to
Margaret Reddy on January 6, 2020, Allowing 30 days to respond to this discovery, plus time
for electronic service, responses to this discovery were due on February 1.

7. True and correct copies of all of the above mentioned discovery, with the electronic
service stamps, are collectively attached hereto as Exhibit A.

8. I did not receive any responses to any of the discovery on February H).
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9. [ sent an email to Defendants’ counsel at approximately 7:50 a.m. on February {1,
notifying counsel that [ had not received any of the discovery responses and asking that the
responses be provided, without objection, no later than February 13, 1 did not receive a response
to this email,

10, | received discovery responses [rom Vijay Reddy and Margarct Reddy at approximately
3:30 p.m. on February 11, The responses included objections to several of the interrogatories
and requests for production.

11, The responses that | received on February 11 did not include Vijay Reddy’s responses (o
Medappeal’s interrogatories. Though one of the documents was labeled as being the
imerrogatory responses, the document was in fact a second copy of Vijay Reddy’s responses 1o
Medappeal™s request {for production. I sent an email to Defendants’ counsel on February 12
notifying them of the mistake and asking for the proper document without objections.

12. Delendants’ counsel responded to my email and stated that (1) they had requested an
extension to respond to the discovery until February 1, (2) | did not object to the request and (3)
they will not provide responses without objections.

13. 1 did not receive any requests {rom Defendants’ counsel for an extension. After [
received the email referenced in paragraph 12, [ reviewed my own email and conducted specific
searches for Amber Smith, Leah Martin and Kevin Flejmanowski. | found emails from Ms,
Smith, but the most recent was from January 7 and did not request an extension to respond to
discovery, [ did not find any emails from Ms. Martin or Mr. Hejmanowski. [ also performed a
general search for emails that included “Medappeal™ or “Reddy™ in the subject line, and I did not

find any from Defendants’ counsel that requested a discovery extension,
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14.  1also checked my facsimile software and my voicemail software to see if } missed a fax
or a voicemail. [ did not find any fax messages or voicemails that requested a discovery
extension.

15.  1responded to Mr, Hejmanowski’s email after I conducted my research. |
informed him that [ did not have any record that his office requested an extension and I asked
him to tell me when and how the extension was requested. He then informed me that his request
“was inadvertently sent to the wrong email address.”

16.  Attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and correct copics of Margaret Reddy’s
responses o Medappeal’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production.

17. T met with Mr. Hejmanowski on February 20 when [ reviewed the documents the
Reddy Delendants made available for inspection. | informed Mr. Hepmanowski that I had
concerns with some of the discovery responses provided by his clients and asked him how he
would like to address the issues. He asked me to first send him a letter discussing my concerns
and then we would follow up over the phone.

18.  Consistent with Mr. Hejmanowski’s request, | emailed him a letter detailing my
concerns on March 5 and T asked him to call me after he had reviewed the letter so that we could
discuss my concerns. Mr. Hejmanowski did not respond to my letter and he did not call me.

19, A true and correct copy of my March 5 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

20.  Isont a second email to Mr. Hejmanowski on March 19, asking him to let me
know when he was available to discuss the issues that | raised in my March 5 letter. Ie did not
respond to my email.

21, Isent a third cmail to Mr. Hejmanowski on March 30. I informed him that as I
had not received a response to either of my prior emails, I assumed that he did not want to
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discuss the discovery issues and that [ would be forced to file motions to compel. I did not
receive a response to this email, and Mr. Hejmanowski did not contact me, before [ filed this
Motion to Compel on April 6.

22, Dspent 2 hours drafting this Motion. | am charging Plaintiff $180 per hour.
[ dectare under the penalty of perjury of the laws of the state of Nevada that the above is

triee and correct. Exccuted on April 6, 2020,

o
Jayﬂeqﬂﬁnan
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
1/8/2020 4:23 PM

Jay Freedman

11700 W, Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

702-342-5425

702-475-6455 (fax)

Jay@jaytreedmanlaw.com

Attorney for Plaintiff

EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An Illinois Limited Case No.: A-19-792836-C
Liability Company,
Plaintift, Dept: 14
Vs,
DAVID WEINSTEIN, VIJAY REDDY, INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN MARGARET REDDY-SET ONE
THALMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX
GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY BUSINESS
BROKERS LLC, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, and DOES 150
Defendants
Pursuant to Rule 33 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, defendant Margaret Reddy
i5 required to respond to each of the following Interrogatories, under oath, within 30 days of
service.
v ‘R o A M Y n
1dentify by plaintiff’s name, state of filing, name of court and case number all lawsuits

that have been filed against YOU since January 1, 2008, (For the purposes of this Interrogatory,

the term YOU includes Margaret Reddy and any entity that she owned, controlled or managed.)

INTERROGATORIES TO MARGARET REDDY, SET ONE - |
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INTERROGATORY NUUMBER 2:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities by whom you were
employed between Januyary 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018.
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 3.

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities for whom you worked
as an independent contractor between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018,
rr

INTERROG A RY NUMBER 4:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities that provided you
money or other compensation for services rendered to those persons or entities between January
1, 2008 and May 1, 2018,

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 5:

State all facts upon which you based your belief that Medasset Corporation was capable
of honoring its contract with Liberty Consulting & Management Services, LLC at the time the

contract was exccuted in May of 2018,

ERROGATORY NUMBER 6:

Describe your business relationship with defendant David Weinstein.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 7:

Describe your business relationship with defendant Kevin Brown.

INTERROGATORY NIUMBER 8:

Describe your business relationship with Tannenbaum & Milask.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 9:

Describe your business relationship with defendant Visionary Business Brokers.
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 10:

Deseribe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $325,000 from you to defendants

Mohatt Thalmarla and Max Global,

INTERROGATORIES TO MARGARET REDDY, SET ONE -2
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INTERROGATORY NUMBER 11:

Describe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $330.000 from defendant Mohan
Thalmarla to defendant Vijay Reddy.
TORY NUMBER 12:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 16 of
Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint that “Brown sold the business opportunities on behalf of . ..
defendant V. Reddy.”

NTERROGATORY NUMBER 13:

State all Facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 46 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “the allegations contained in the Holmes matter are
remarkably similar to the allegations asserted against Defendants in this action. The plaintiff
alleged that V. Reddy ‘represented to Plaintitf that he would sell Plaintiff bundles of medical
billing contracts.” (Ex. 3,4 7.) The plaintiff further allcged that after several months, his
purchase had not generated any revenues, (Bx. 3, 4 13.)7
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 14:

Stale atl facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 47 of
Plaintiff*s First Amended Complaint that “[a]ccording to the complaint, V. Reddy made
representations as to the number of client accounts and revenue the plaintiff would receive. The
plaintiff also alleged V. Reddy made multiple serious misrepresentations and omissions to
induce the sale. As a result of this lawsuit, V. Reddy was ordered to pay the Holmes plaintiff an
amount equal to or greater than $200,000.”

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 13:

State all facts that support your denial of the atlegation contained in paragraph 53 of
Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint that “[slince 2016, V. Reddy sold or was involved in the
sale of the same or similar business packapes to: Camile Batiste, Nadeem Fatmi, Steven Sami,
Gerson Renoit and Desiree Cortes, Paul Volen, Michael Bradley, Craig Sylverston, and Kalpana
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Dugar. V. Reddy never suceessfully fulfilled any of the contracts as agreed to with these
individuals.™

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 16:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in patagraph 54 of
Plaintift"s First Amended Complaint that “{a]l} of the above listed individuals complained to V.
Reddy about his inability to perform, their financial loss due (o his misrepresentations, and some

threatened to take legal action.”

INTERROGATC ER 17:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in paragraph 55 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “at no point did V. Reddy disclose to Plaintif! the
vested interest and financial relationship he and his wife, Margaret Reddy, had with Weinstein,
At all times, V. Reddy passed himsell ofl as a business reference and longtime satisfied
customer.”

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 18:

Describe any work that vou performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 19:

Describe any services that you performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018,

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 20:

Describe defendant Vijay Reddy’s business relationship with David Weinstein.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 21:

Identity by date and doHar amount all payments you received from David Weinstein
between January 1, 2008 and the present.

INTERROGATORY NUUMBER 22:

Describe any work that you performed for Kevin Brown prior to May 1, 2018.

INTERROGATORY NIUUMBER 23-

Deseribe any services that you performed for Kevin Brown prior to May 1, 2018,

INTERROGATORIES TO MARGARET REDDY, SET ONE - 4
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Dated this 8th day of January, 2020,

/s/ Jay Freedman

Jay Freedman

Nevada Bar No. 12214

11700 W, Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
l.ag Vepas, NV 89135

702-342-53425

Attorney for Plaintiff

INTERROGATORIES TO MARGARET REDDY, SET QONE - 5

790




20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Jay Freedman

11700 W. Chatleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

702-342-5425

702-475-6455 (fax)

jay@jaytreedmanlaw.com

Attorney for Plaintiff
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An Hlinois Limited Case No.: A-19-792836-C
Liability Company,
Plaintiff, _

aintif} Dept: 14
Vs,
DAVID WEINSTEIN, VIJAY REDDY, REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN DOCUMENTS TO MARGARET REDDY-
THALMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX SET ONE

GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY BUSINESS
BROKERS LLC, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, and DOES 150

Defendants

Pursuant to Rule 34 of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure, defendant Margaret Reddy
is required to respond under oath to the following requests for production of documents and
things within thirty days of the service hereof. Plaintiff Medappeal, LLC further requests that
the requested documents be produced electronically or by mail on February 7, 2020.

Pursuant to Rule 34(b)(2), Responding Party must either state that the inspection and
related activities will be permitted as requested or state the ground for objecting to the request,

with specificity, including the reasons If Responding Party elects to permit inspection of the

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO MARGARET REDDY, SET ONE - 1
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documents rather than producing the documents, it must indicate in its response where it would
like the inspection to take place.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

All civil complaints that have been filed against you since January 1, 2008,

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:

All civil judgments that have been entered against you since January 1, 2008,

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

All agreements resolving civil litigation that you have enlered into since January 1, 2008,

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to the transfer of $330,000 from defendant
Mohan Thalmaria to defendant Vijay Reddy.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 5:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to the transfer of $325,000 from you to
defendants Mohan Thalmarla and Max Global.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTEION NO. 6:

All documents that concern, refer or relate o the sale of the business referenced in

paragraph 38 of your Answer to Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint.

REQUEST FOR FPRODUCTION NO. §:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to complaints you received from any clients or
customers prior to May 1, 2018.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you conducted with or performed

for defendant David Weinstein frotn January 1, 2008 o May 1, 2018.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION QF DOCUMENTS TO MARGARET REDDY, SET ONE - 2
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UEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you conducted with or performed
for businesses owned, controtled or managed by defendant David Weinstein from January 1,
2008 to May 1, 2018,

LQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you conducted with or performed
for defendant Kevin Brown from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018,

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you conducted with or performed
for businesses owned, controlled or managed by delendant Kevin Brown from January 1, 2008 (o
May 1,2018.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 13:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to YOUR business dealingsg with Camile
Batiste. (For the purposes of this Request, the term YOUR includes Vijay Reddy and anyone
else acting on his behalf.)

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTIO

All documents that concern, refer or relate to your business dealings with Medasset
Cotporation between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018,

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to compensation you received from Medasset
Corporation between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018.

FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to compensation you received from David

Weinstein between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018.
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UEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17;
All documents that concern, refer or relate to your business dealings with Visionary

Business Brokers between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2013,

YUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 18:
All documents that concern, refer or relate to compensation you received from Visionary

Business Brokers between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018,

ST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to compensation you received from Kevin

Brown between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018.

Dated this 8th day of January, 2020.

fs/ Jay Freedman
Jay Freedman
Nevada Bar No. 12214
11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Lag Vegas, NV 89135
702-342-5425
Attorney for Plaintitf
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“ SERVICE

I, lay Freedman, declare under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of Nevada
that the following is true and correct. [ served the attached INTERROGATORIES TO
MARGARET REDDY AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION TO MARGARET REDDY,
in the following manner:

Through the Cowrt’s electronic service system on Januvary 8, 2020,

Dated this 8th day of January, 2020

/s/_Jay Hresdman
Jay Freedman
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The inadvertent relcase 6f any information protected by any privilege ov byihéwmk- |

product doetrine should not be construed as a waiver of that privilege or the WOI‘k-pwduc{ ST

doctrine.

ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES -
INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Identify by plamu[‘f‘s pame, state of filing, name of court and case number aH o
lawsuits that have been filed against YOU since January I, 2008. (For thc purposcs of thls “
Interrogatory, the term YOU includes Margaret Reddy and any entity that she omeq, _-

controlled or managed.)
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 1:

None.
IN’!‘JIE_ROGATORY NO. 2:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities for whom' you

were employed between Januvary 1, 2008 and May ‘1, 2018,

RESPONSE TOQ IN !LI_{BOGA I ,(_QJ&Y NO. 2:

I do not have the addresses and phone numbers for my pmvmus cmploycrc; I haw:

worked for mem (a division of United Health Group) and Bank of America. I cmwnﬂy |
work for a pension planning company. I object to providing my ourmnt f:mployer § name/.

{and contact information as I do not want Plaintiff to spread rumors to my current employer,

or jeopardize my employment. Tt has come to my attention that Plaintiff has altéady
attempted to interfere with Mr. Weinstein’s businesses. I have worked for David Weinstein’s
company. |
INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities to thrn y'pu

worked as an independent contractor between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018. L

I -:,-.«_ "~

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: __ L

I have worked for David Weinstein’s company.

L™
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INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entitiés that provided you| .-

money or other compensation for services rendered to those persons or entities betwesn] . -

January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018,
RESPONSE TO INTERRO(QQ'I‘QRY NO. 4:
Please see Defendant’s Response to Interrogatory No 2,

INTERROGATORY NO, 5:

State all facts upon which you based your belief that Medasset Corporation was|

capable of honoring its contract with Liberty Consulting & Management Services, LLC at the]

time the contract was executed in May of 2018.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5 s o o
Defendant ()bJECtS to t]ms mterrogatory on the gmund that 1t 1s ovm:bmad and unduly

burdensome a¢ it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible qtemdard to sansfy To thc
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege emd/or work
plloduét dthrine, Defendant would fuﬂ’h'ex.* object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
prematuré as‘disoovery is ongoing. | o | ‘
INTERROGATORY NO. 6: o
Describe your business relatmnsmp with defendant David Wemstmn o

NSE TO INTERROGATORY. 0, 6: _
Dafc:nclant objeets to thus mterroQatoﬁ on the ground that it 13 vague and ambiguous

RESP!

what “bu‘;mcss relatmnshxp” mcms Notwnh';tandmg Dafendant s objec.twn, Daﬁmdant"
re‘;pnnds as follows: 1 was an mdependcnt conuaotor for I)awd’s company
INT ERROGATORY NO. 7:

Describe your business relationship with defendaut Kevm Bmwn L

RESPONSE, TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7

: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous

what “business mlations}ﬁp” means, Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant

responds as follows: None.

',.3h : o " :'Erég' |
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' V\{hat “buginess relatmnsh;p” means, Notwithstanding Dcfendam’s; objecuon, Dcfend"'- t

_ nbjectmn Defendant responds as follows: The transfer of $325, 000 from me to Mohan

M SN

INTERROGATORY NO, 8:
Describe your business relationship with Tannenbaum & Milask,
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATQRY NO. 8: ‘ : S ey
Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the gmund tlmt itis vagu& and ambxguous - a

responds as follows: 1 was an independent contractor for the mmpany
INTERROGATORY NO. 9 | -

Describe your business relationship with defendant Visionary Business Brokers.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Defendant objects to this intervogatory on the ground that it is vagug and ambiguous

what “business relationship” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant!
responds as follows: None.

INTERROGATORY NO 10:

Describe the crrcmn‘:tanccs surrmmdmg tht‘:- trsmsfm of ‘BBZS 000 from yuu tc: :

1\“

defendants M()han Thalmarla and M&x Global.
RESPONSE TO INT@BBQGATORY NO. 10;
Defendant ObjectS to this 1ntcrwgatmy on the ground that it 1s not rc.aaonably

calculatcd to lead to the discovery of admmmblc, avxdeme Nutwmlatandmg Defendant’

Thalmarla and Max Global was 2 private transactmn m 2017 before thc events whmh are the

LA

qubjcct of this lawsuit, and that transaction has nothmg to do w1th this lawsmt

INTI]RRQGATORY NO 11:
Describe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $330, 000 {:rom dafendant

DR R I M

Mohan Thalmarla to defendant Vijay Reddy.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

The transfer was made to me, not Vijay Reddy. It was a loan so ] could purchase my| -

current home. . o _ , e

wd - v 800




| RESPONSE TO IN'ITRR()GATORY NO. 13:

o ~

INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 16 of| -

’ Pla-intiff’s:First Amended Complaint that “Brown sold thie busi,ﬁesg opp()rtunitim&:ﬁn behatt of}. . L

KEETDAGEEE U U

. . defendant V. Reddy.”
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12;

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the. gmund that 1t is nv&rbmad and _unduly B

burdensome in that it asks for “all facts,” which is an 1mpoq*;1ble standard to s.at:lsfy l‘o the| o

extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work

product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This intcf;rrogatdry isl

premature as discovery is ongoing.

| INTERROGATORY NUMBER 13:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegatmn commned in paragraph 46 01

! Plamuff’s First Amended Complaint that “the allegauom t:ontamed in 1he Holmes matter are|

remarkably similar to the allcgatmm asscrted against Defendants in this action. The plamt;ﬂ

allegcd that V. Reddy ‘represented to lenuff that he wauld sell Plaintiff bundlcq of mc:dmal

i )

billing c.ontmc:lq (Ex. 3, 1] 7) The plamuff further alleged, that aﬂer sevcral months, his

purchase had not generated smy revenues. (Ex. 3, 'ﬂ 13.y”

T
AR

’._,,“.. ot

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the grouncl that it is ovcrbroad ami unduly

burdensomc n that it asks for “all facta,” which ig an impossible standard to satisfy. To the

cxtem. that this mtcrrogatory would mvada upon ihe attorney-client pnvﬂege and/or wprk |

product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this mterrogatory Th13 mtcrrogatory 13

premature as discovery is ongomg.
INTERR GATORY NUMBER 14: o .
Statc all facts that support your demul of the allegation contamed in paragraph 47 of

Plsuntlﬂ"s I‘qrst Amﬂnded Complamt that “[a]ccmdmg to the complaiod, V. R,r.,ddy made
reprosentations as to the number of chfmt accounts and revenue the plaintiff would receive:

The plaintiff also alleged V. Reddy made multiple serious misrepresentations and omlqs;gns
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| burdensome as it asks for “ail- t‘acta,” which i an impossible: qtandard to mamv.t;s,ri;E

{ and some threatened to take legal actmn

to induce the sale. As a result of this lawsuit, V. Reddy was ordered to pay the Hiolmes
plaintiff an amount equal to or greater than $200,000.”
RESPONSE TO g\lTERRO(;A’I‘ORY NO. 14:

Defendant objects to this mtermgatory on the ground that.it is overbroad an ' nduly L

extent that this interrogatory would invade upon. the attomey-chcnt prmlege dndlt)r quk

product doctrine, Defendant would fu;rther object to this interrogatory. This mtenogatory 1s
premature as discovery is ongoing '
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 15:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation cﬂntamcd in paragraph 53 0f

Plaintiff*s First Amended Complaint that “[slince 2016, V. Reddy qold or was mvolved m the ,
sale of the same or similar business packages t() Camile Batiste, Nadeem Fatmi, Steven
Sarm Gerson Benoit and Desiree Cortes, Paul Volen, M:chacl Bmdley, Crzug bylvar.stan, |
and Kalpana Dugar. V. Reddy never successfully fulﬁlled any of the contracis as agr?ed to

thhtha‘;e individuals.” L

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15 | S

Sy
IR

Defendant objects to this mtcrrogatory on the ground that it is overbmad and uuduly.r
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard o satisfy. To the
extent that thlS mtenogatmy wou}d mvadc upon the attomeymchent pnvﬂef,e ,undfor work
product doctrine, Defendant Would further object to thl‘: mtcrrogatory Th‘l& mterrogaltg)ry 13
premature as discovery is ongoing ‘
INTERROGAT()RY NUMBER, 16 o

State all facts that support yuur dcmal of the allegatlom; mntmned in pﬂragmph 54 ot ‘

T
TS TR T Ew B

Plainuti’s First Amended Complaint that “[a]ll c:f the above listed mchwduah mmplamed to}

V. Rc:ddy about his mablhty to pcrt‘onn, thelr financial loss duc to his misrepresentations, -
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NOQ. 16:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is ovcrbroad and unduly

burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an unposmble standard, to- hatlsfy Fo thel ™

extent that this interrogatory would invade upon; the attomeywcliem privﬂeage and/ar WOrk -f. 7.--"_;.1:
product doctrine, Defendant W()uld furlher object to this mtm‘ogatgry '[ his’ lﬂtﬂrrogato IY' N R

premature as discovery is ongoing

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 17;

State all facts that support your denial of tﬁe allegations contained in paragraph 55 of;
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “at no point did V. Reddy disclose to I’.la{ﬁtiff.the
vested interest and financial relationship he and his wife, Margaret Reddy, héd with|
Weinstein, At all times, V. Redd_y‘ passed hir.ﬁsdf off as a business reference and longtime
satiefied customer.” | . ‘ ) - o
RI‘BPUNSE TO mTPI{ROGATORY N() 1'7' ‘

Defendant Ob_](:ﬂt‘?- to this interrogatory on f;he ground tha,t it 1s overbroad.'and unduly

e iy
burdenc.omm as it asks for “all facts,” which is an 1mpo<;s1b]c standard to satlsfy To the

o e Ve

T 4:’ B,

extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilepe and/or wm-k'
produc-t doctrine, Defendant would further object to this ;nterlrogatm'y._ Thl‘, gpt_g,ir_:pggtqrx ‘1§_ |
premature as discovery is ongoing o A
INTLRRD(‘ATORY NUMBER 18; L
Describe any work that you pcrfmme,d for Dawd We:m*".tem prmr to May 1 2018

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. )

Dcfendant objects to thla mtcrrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly|

. {\ o

oy " .,- !i 2 'C.‘-,‘-.;-'J;

burdcnaomc as it requests zmy work prior to 2018, Defendant ﬁzrther objects to thJs
interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasanably caiculated to lead tO the dlSCOVﬂry of
admissible evidence. De:l“endant furthe:r Dbjﬂcts to this mterrog,atury on the grcmnd tl_:at it 15

vauge and ambiguous what “work” means. As written, Defcndant cannot adcquately rcspond

to thig interrogatory.

- 803
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{{INTERROGATORY NUMBE,

{ RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 19: -

| interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonab]y calou{ated. t(! lead to the dlscov G

= e - e " o)

M ’

Describe any services that you performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018.

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbraad and uriduly ey k

burdensome a3 it requests any services prior to 2018 Delendant iulthﬂr objects ‘tﬂ"thw; PR

admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this mterrogatory on the ground that it is|

vague and ambiguous what “services™ means. As written, Defendant cannot adecquately| .

respond to this interrogatory,

Describe defendant Vijay Reddy’s business relationship with David Wejnstein,,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20;

Defendant objects to fhis 1ntcrrogatory on the: ground that it is vague and mlg;guous

what “business relatmmhlp" means. Aq wr:tten, Dcfendant r.:annm; adequately rmpmd to thls

interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY N‘UMBEB 21: | ' | G

Identify by date and doilar amount all paymcnts you rccmvcd from Dav1d Wmmtem

between Jannary 1, 2008 and the present.
RESP TO INFTERROGATORY NO. 21:

| Defendant Objﬂcts to thlS mterrogatory on the gmund that 1t is overbroa.d a.nd unduly :
bmdensomc as it asks for “all p'lymcnﬁ,” whu:h is an :mpoqmblc standard to satisfy.
Defendemt further objects to this mterrogatow on the ground that 1t is ovcrbroad a.nd unduiy
burdensome in that rcqucqts all paymf:ntq over a tcmmyear penod Dcfendant ﬁxrth_te_x'- mbzects
to this interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasnnably caloulated to Tead to thé kd;:acovery ‘
of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objecuons, Deiundam-reapunds- as)
l‘ollow&. Rebpondmg to this interrogatory would require me to revww all paymt,nts over o
ten year period, which is extremcly burdensome, and most of the paymcms ruqueqted a:rr.* not

w1thm 2018, which is the on]y fime permd rclevant to thlb lawsuit.




LR e Rt N O L Y

et et pmel et embk e e
& . B L N e

20

21..;,. 1N {

22
23,
24
25
26,
27"

28 i

Wby =

94|

hP .
5 ¥ B ]
) . ‘ . F . N W ""li"?f'ﬁ:iaf;f&;"""-;TC
e e L S »1"»« i Lol e SRR
il ! W ety ST IE A A TN 3 .il STEPI TR N R Y PRI P

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATDRY N() gg_

3 "l 11

e : .

None
IN’I']LRROGATORY NUMBER 23:. o ighi

l.n

. "-c 5, ‘
e [T RPN 13 ) R "‘fl

Describe any services that you performed for Kevin Brown pr101 10 May
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23: B

Defendant objects to this interrogatory oh the ground that it 1§ vague and-ambiguons|.

¥ ‘-4.‘9»\ e ] ; ! :J"fj.‘ e
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© MARAGRET REDDY, und penalty of pegusy ol t‘lm s of thie St mwaﬂ’ q
| makes the fallowing declutatiions: Ahiat she BesFead the fmgoing MT‘JERR@GAT@W ‘
| DEFENDANY MARGAREY REDEY - SET ONE to which this vexiffoation is attaph ;
1 the kenows: the corterits tlwmi‘ artd. that the saro: g g e thﬂbmt of. hm kmwwdgq
| aslief, | L

DATED this ___ day of Taniary; 2020.

W%mf”) aa

Mga¥aaret Reddy =&

SRS

T




woga o~ @ o e W R

.mpum:—‘ccmﬁmm&mm-—to

26
27
28

£

I hereby certify that on the J,_ day of &E@m\‘ 2020, the foregoing DEFFNDANT
MARGARET REDDY'S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFE'S FIRST SET - OF |
INTERRG(:ATORIES was sewad via the Odysscy EﬂFﬂe & %rve *;ymm;_; 2

following:

Jay Freedman, Fsq.

11500W. Charteston Bivd, Ste. 170-357

Las Vegas, NV 89133
Telephone: (702) 342-3423
Facsimile: (702) 475-64335
jay@jay freedmanlaw.com
Attorney for Plaintiff

Dustin Clark

Nevada Bar No. 10548

11700 W. Chatleston Blvd., #170-479
Las Vegas, NV 89135 .

702-540-9070

Attorney for David Weinsiein and
Medasset Corporation

Zachary Takos

Nevada Bar No. 11293

1980 Festival Plaza Drive, Suite 300
Las Vegas, NV 89135
702-856-4629

Attorney for Kevin Brown and Visionary
Business Brokers, LLC

CERTIKICATE

OF SE

--J

5

On behalf of LEAH MARTIN LAW

-11-
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED

2/11/2020 3:24 PM o

. S e D g
Leaﬂ Martm. chl] L O S ¥
; K@Vﬂdﬂil{ﬂarNo 91‘{821 , Do i
. in Hejmanowski, Fs [ S
Hi Névada Bar No. 10612 q T
HILEAH MARTIN LAW . »
113100 W Sahara Ave. #202 ‘.
| Lits Vegas, Nevada 89102 :
AT 1aph0nc 702) 420-2733
: Féiammﬂa (702 330-3235 :
(| Imartin@leahmartinlv.com | [
kbeimanowski@leahmartinlv.com L “
Atfomeyvfar Defendants - B :
o | DISTRICT COURT -
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MLDAPP]:AL LLC, An Illmmshmltcdl,mblhty Caw No A-19-’792836-C
Campany, . :
- ‘ Plamntiff, ‘ Dept Nu X1V
. - :' ! ‘VS. . '

Lo

}E}A‘VID WEINSTIEN, VIJAY REDDY,
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
"THALAMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX

L GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY BUSINESS g
RROKERS LLC, MEDASSET CORPORATION, )
 AND DOES 1-50, ' ) ‘
i
* " Defendants; ; .

DEFENDANT MARGARET REDDY’S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF’S FIRST
1 i S

LI
i 7

Defendant Margaret Reddy (“Defendant.”), by aﬂd‘-i:}ﬁaugﬁhcr attm-nay of record, Leah|
Martm Law, hereby re:,pmda to Plaintiff*s First Rﬂ(]lltt‘it for Production of Documants as| .
' Lo DEFINITIONS . |

LA, ‘Nondmcovcrable/lrrelevant * The rcquesﬁ in question coneerns a mattcr that -

1| 1s not l‘elevant to the subject matter and the matters that rc:mam at issue in this ht’igatinn smd is|

nat 'reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of adm1smble gvidence.

B.  “Unduly burdensume » The rc.queat in questmn weks dlscovary whmh is|

| unduly burdensome or expensive,. takmg mto accuunt thé pceds of 1he casé ﬂie z—imnuht i

P . B L R e W B R G AR

Gase Numbor: A-18-T92836-G
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‘ aqwrtﬂm what information or documents Defendant seeks in the Teguest, Cy '1;-‘ o

oo =1 Sy W B e ba

contmver*;y, the limitations oh the parties’ resources, and the im;lmrtancd of the is_é;q@ﬁl‘é,pf@ia@ A

|{in the htlgation
C. *Vague.” "_[hc request in question contains a werk or phrasc whwh is xmt

adcquatcly defined, or the overall request is confusing, and Plaintiff is Unable to rcascmably SR

D. “Overly hroad.” The reguest s.eeks information be,yund the scmpe of, or beyond SRR

the titne period relevant to, the subject matter of this 11t1gatwn &md twc.ordlngly, Sﬂeks

information which is non-discoverable/irrelevant and is unduly burdensomc
LRAL OBJECTIONS

N 1. Objects to P1a1nt1ff"s Tequests to the c,xlent that thay seck dowmems that arc

pmtccted by any absolute or quahﬁed privilege or cxempmm, mcludmg, by not hmxted to, the

attorney-client privilege, the attorney workwpmduct cxemptmn, and the consultmg c;xpert

exemptmn Specifically, Defendant objects to lenuff’ § requcsts on thc: f‘olkomng &rOUnds* _

a. I)cfendamt ()bj&!(.ts to Plaintiff’s requests to the extent ﬂmy scek | :

documents that are pmtec,ted from dlsciosure by the attorney- clwnt prwﬂege

b. Defcndant obgccts to Plaintiff’s rcqucst‘a to the c,xttmt they seelcl

; documents that are protected from dlsclosure by the work-product exemptmn in acuordance

with Rule 26(b)(1)(3) and (4) of the Federal Rules 01‘" Civil Procedure and upphcable case law
¢. Defendant (}bjccts to lenﬁﬂ"s rcqucsts to the extent they Emek
docummt‘; that are protected from dwclosure pursuant to the consultant/expert exemptmn m

accordance with Rule 26(b)(3) and (4) of the Fede,ral Rulcs of le Procedurc and ﬂPPllcablc |

case law. ‘ ‘ : S :
d. I)erandam ObjCCtS ta Plaintiff’s rcquestb fo thc extent they ‘m@k trﬂdt': .
secrets, commercially seusitive information, or confidential propnetary data enntled to

protection under Rule 26(0)(7) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure ) R

woondloL
RS

2.~ This response is mude on tho basis of information and wntmgs avmlable m and :
locmcd by Defendant upon reasonable mvestlgatmn of its rccords Thcm- may be: mhm: and :

further information respecting the rcquests pmpounded by Plainiiff of wlmh Defenddnt

P P L P U L
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| the Complaint filed against me in this lawsuit, none.

.

despite its reasonable investigation and inquiry, is presently unaware. Defendant resorves the| -
right to modify or enlarge any response with such pertineni additional information as it may|.

subsequently discover.

’L

. 3. . Noincidental or 1mp1md admissions will be made by the responses to I—‘lmnmff.’s

requests. The fact that Defendant may respond or object to any rbquest or. any pm tlxelfeof
shall not be deemed an admission that Defendant accepts or admits the existence of any fact o

set forth or assumed by such request, or that such response constitutes admissible ev1deancc< N _

The fact that Defendant responds to a part of any request is not to be deemed & waiver by -

Defendant of its objections, including privilege, to other parts to such request.
4. | Defendant objects to any instruction to the extent that it would impose upttm it} |
greater duties than arc set forth undcr the Federal Rules of Civil Pmr.:ﬂdme. Dcfendant Wlli -
supplement its responses 1o the rcquests ug required by the l"edeml Rulcs of C‘wil Pmccdurm
5. All responses will be made ﬁzolely for the purpose ol‘ this actlon Lach reapbnam

will be subject to all ob_;ectmm as to competeme relﬂvance matenahty propuaty and

‘\ ? f '\

1| admissibility, and to any and all othw objections on any ground whwh would rcqutre the ‘

: cxclusmn from evidence of any statement herein if any such f;tatements were madc, by a w;tnew

present and testifying at trial, all m‘ which objections and grounds are cxpresqu mwrvt:d and

| may be interposed at such hearmg,%

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO L e
ARl complaints that have been ﬁled ageunst you since Jmmary 1 2008 o

LT A S AT

= e g N o . “,. -.("..> o ;_j..;- ::‘ .
Deiendant ObJEGH to tl:us requcst o1 the gound that 1t is overbmad and unduly -

| burdc.nsomc in that it requests thc produuhon of all civil complaints over a twelvr.,uycar pmud

jof time. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant responds as followt: Apart fmm L

W T e




| time. Notwﬂhstandmg Defendant’s obJe.ctmn, Defendant responds as follows: None.

REQUEST FOR I’RODU(:’HUN NO. 2:

All civil judgments that have been entered against you gince January 1 2008

| RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION } NO.2: . |
Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and tmduly - ‘_ |

| burdensome in that it requests the production of all civil judgmg:nts over a t\wlvmyﬁar pemd o

of time. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant tesponds as t‘ulloWs Ncmc

All agreements resolving civil litigation that you have entered into since Janmary: 1

2008.

Dcfcndant objects to this request on the ground that it m overbroad smd unduly

burdensome in that it requests the pmductmn of all agreemmts overa twelve-yeur pormd of|

[T "".-\\'T-’ -_.;.“{p

R .:' YT

11 documents lhat concern, rcfcr or rclate to the transfer ot ‘5330 000 Erom defcndemt

Mbhan Thalmarla to defendant Vu ay Reddy.

Defendant objects to this request on the grmmd that it is not reasonably calculatcd to}"

i|1e4d to the discovery of admissible evidence. N{)mthstandmg Defendant s nbjcctmn, _

Defendant re'%ponds as f(}llow‘; None \
‘NO..

All document‘; lhat concern, mfer or mlate to thc traaner of %325 000 frum you to

dtgfendants Mohan Thalmar)a and Max Global.
RESPON"}E TO BEQUE{&T FO__ERODU{;! !ON ﬁO A

Defendant objcctq to this requa,st on the ground that it is mt reasonably t,alculatcd to) o

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, Notwithstanding I)c,fendant’s objcc‘cmn

Defendant responds as follows: This was a prwalc tmmactmn bauk in 201’7 Wthh is hc:farc ’

the 2018 events which are subject to the lawsuit.

A S SRR YT
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1| possession, custody, or control.

L2 - - B )

20

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.6:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to the sale of the business teferenced in|

paragraph 38 of your Answer to Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint.
ESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO G: SN .
After a diligent a-.wubh Defendant does not have thc requcsted documantﬁ "m 'he,r"

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. §:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to complaints you received fmm ;my chc:m:s -
or customers prior to May 1, 2018,
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODU(‘TION NO. 8 :

Defendant objects to this re,quest on the ground that it is vague smd amblguous as jil .
S T

Ialls to identify any spec;fic company. Nutmthstandmg Defendant‘s objectmn, befendant ‘ B

respomds as follows After 2 dlhgent search Defandant does not have the requcstcd doc,uments

in her p()%essmn custody, or control.

T ap e R e
R TP S T

All docutments that concern, refer or relate tor busiuesls' you conducted with or per_ﬂiffhéd g
for defendant David Weinstein from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018. :
RESEQNS E TO ggggggw Fﬂﬁ PRODUCTION NO. 9 :

TR ST I DA

Defendant nhjecta to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly o

burdensome a5 it requests the production of “[a]ll doaumenﬂ ” which | is an 1mp0s,s1b1c standard:

PRI DHEL DN K

to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this requeet on the grou:nd 1hat 1t is ovex;bmad and

(5'

unduly burdensome in that it rcquestx thc productmn of “[a}ll documents” over 2 ten-year

period of time. Defendant further Db_] ects to thJs rcquest on the glound that it is not rea*mnably S

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the e:xtent that this rg,quest o

would include the production of pmpmetary and/or trade sccrcts, Defendant further 0b3ects to}

_:"f" ‘— }n'? ‘_“r\

this request. Notwithstanding Defcndant’q objections, Defenddnt rc:spmds as; follows As| . L

wntten, and without hemg sevcrely naxrowcd in qcﬂpc, Dcfendant cannot ﬂdequaiely I'BSp on d 2 .

to this requeqt
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i raqueﬁl

: lor defendant Kavm onwn from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 201 8

Lo AR

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you conducted with or pal:f‘ormed '

for businesses owned, controlled or managed by defendant David Weinstein fmm ;Janug;:yx‘,‘l;, - -

112008 to May 1, 2018.

Defendant Ob_]ﬂf..-t& to this requaat on the gmund that 1t is uvarbroad aﬁd unﬂuly -

burdensome as it requosts the production of “fajll documents,” which is an impossible .saian;lard |
to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and

unduly burdensome in that it requests the production of “[aJif documents” over a ten-year

_pcrmd of time. Defendant further Objcct‘i to this request on the ground that it is not rcasonably

caleulated to lcad to the discovery of admlsmblc ewd-;,m,e T 0 the cxtam that this reques,t would|

TSR 1P

mclude the production of pwprlctary andfor t:ra.da sewﬂt&-, Deicndant ﬁlrther objcntﬂz to tl'us |

request. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant respond?. as follows: As wmten

‘ and w1thout bemg sevcrely n.-lrmwcd in smpe Defcndant ;:annot adequately rcspond to t}us ‘

AT

RE UES { RPRODUCTIUN N
g

Al documents that concern, rcfer or relate to busmeqs you conduc;ted Wlth or parfd::rmcd S

RIESPONSR TO RLOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 11 PR &

| Defcndant objects to this request on the ground that 1t is overbmad :atnd undui;z )
burdensome as it requests the production of “[a]ll docmnentb,”_ which is an Imposslblﬂ Staﬂd?rd -
to. satlsfy Del‘cndant further objec,ﬁ to this request on the ground that it 1s ovcrbrcmd and ‘
unduly bu:rd&nwmc in that it requests the pmduchon of “[a]ll documents" ovm a 1en-year

period of time. Defendant further objects o this request on the gmund that it is not rcasonably a

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible gvidence. To the extent that this request would L

mcludc the production of proprxetary and/or trade seerels, Dcfcndant ﬁn'ther GbJGOtS m thﬂ

request. Notwithstanding Defendant’s obJ cc,tlons, Defendant respondb as follovw, None _

PRI
"
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.RI)OUTST FOR RODUCTI

Corpmatmn between January 1, 2008 and Decembcr 31 2018

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you conducted vmh or perfumxc,d -
.|| for businesses owned, controlled or managed by defendant Kevin Brown fror _,_Igmua;y"l ;3008 P
|to May 1, 2018. ‘ . - TR e
'RESPONSE TO RFOUEST [‘DRPM;QUCTION Nﬂ 12: - | T
Defendant objects to this request on the gmund that it s overbroad amd vmduly :

|| burdensome as it tequests the production of “[a]ll documents,” which is an 1mpos*31b1e biandard '
|to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and

unduly burdensome in that it requests the production of “[ajll docutments” over a t«.n—year o

petiod of time. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably -

calculated to lead to the d‘ISCOVt:I'y of admmmhle cv1dencc: To the extent that thlS re,quest would

! mc.,ludc, the production of proprmtaxy andfm trade saecreta Dcfcndant ,l‘m'th@r objec:t*’: to ﬂns | |

request. Notw;thstandmg Deiendant’a objections, Defendam mspunds as fallows Nom

_ REOUEST I‘OB ERODUCT!ON N() ;! 3 :

s

olse actmg on hls behalf. )
RESPONSE TO REQUEST F

None.

o e 'r

I

All documents that concern, rcf'er or rclatﬁ: 1o your busmcw dc,almgs w;th M&das‘{et '_

RESPON‘;I‘J TO REQUEST FOR PR()I)MON NQz
) Dcicndant obgects to tlus request on the gmund that 1t Is overbroad and mldul‘y

,-,z v

‘ 'burdemome as it yequests the pruductmn of “[a.jll documents.,” whmh is an unposmble qumdafg} _

to satisfy. Defendant furthet objccls to this request on the ground that it ovarbmad and unduly

| burdensome in that it requests the pmductmn of “[ajll clocumcnts” OVer a: tcnwyear period ot o

tirhe. DEandd.ﬂt further objects to this rcqucst on the gmund that it is not reasonably calculatcd | -
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| RESPONSE TO

R e A+ T - S TS A 8 ]

_ Wemsu,m between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, Notwithstanding Dafﬂndant’s nbjeaﬁnn-é, |

Dgfendant responds as follows: Ag wriiten, and wﬂhout being severbly narmwed in SL(JP{‘JQ L

{ Defendant cannot adcquatcly respond fo this request.
. REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.15:

All documents that concetn, ref&:r or relate to compensatlon yuu reoeiv ﬁ‘ﬂm; o H
Medasset Corporation between Janual y.1, 2008 anid Dtmeamber 31 2018 |
qT FOR PR()DUCTIUN NQ, 15:

Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbrqad and unduly_ )

| burdensome as it requests the produ(:tlon of “fa]ll documents,” which is an impossible standard'

to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on Lhc ground that it ovc:rbmad und lmduly

burdemnme, in that it requests the pmdtmtmn of “la]ll dmumcnts” over i teumyear permd of

|| time. Defendant further objects to this rcquest on the g.mund that itis not rcasonably calmlated .

0, lcad to the discovery of. admlsmble cv;dance Notwithstanding Defendant’s objer;tmnq B

Dcfcndant responds as follows: As wnuen, and wﬂhout bcmg scverely narmw@d m scc&peg -
Defendant cannot adequately reqpmld to tlns rt:quc:qt
IHLOU“EST FOR PRODUCTION NO 16

 All documents that concern, refer or relate to compansauon you, rccmved from Dsmd |

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FORPRODUCTIONNO.16: . . . .

e S FOF p'in"-” ; : !

Defendant objeuts tor 'l'hlS rcqucst on. the grmmd that 1t is overbmad and unduly

| burdensome as it requests the producnon of “[a]ll dowmenls,“ wlnch isan lmpuwble standard o

to satlsiy Defcndaut furthcr objects to this request on the g f,,rcmnd that it overbmad and un aly|:

e,

bu:demome in that it rbquests the producstion of “[alll douunems. ovc:r a ten-«year permd of - L

mnc Defendant fm'thcrr objectq to L}na request on the ground that it 15 not rea::,unably calculatﬂd

1o Iead to tha dlswvery of admissible ev1dence. Notwithstanding Dafcndemt"; objectmns,.

Defendant rcspondq as follows As written, smd without bemg sevcrely narrowcz:d m smpe .

d@fendant cannot ade:quawly respond to this wqucet
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| Business Brokers betwoen January 1, 2008 and Dcccmber 31 2018

9

| REQUEST, FOR I’RODUCTION NO. 19-
wll

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17

All documenis that concern, refer or relate to your bisiness dnaajmgq ‘with Via-mnary 2

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17;

- Defendant objects- to this request on the gmund that dt-is merbrqad r;md ﬂndu}y o
| burdensome as it requests the productmn of “[a]ll dncum«:nts,” whlch is an 1mpu<;91b1e ﬂtandatd :-","‘.‘-?.- ;
to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that 1t overbroad ::md unduly R

burdensnme in that it requests the production of “[alil documents” over a ton-year pe:rmd of|"

time. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably c;ﬂmﬂatcd |
to Jead to the discovery of admigsible cvidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s JQEJechns,
Defendant responds as follows: None. b
REQUEST FOR I’RDDUCTION NO, 18:

Al documems that c:om:ern refer or relatc 0, compensatmn yuu rwcmw:d fmm

. T ST TP
L R I 3. R T

V1¢;1anary Busmess Brokers between szuaty 1 2008 smd chmbcr 31, 2018
RESPONSE TO REOUEET FO& monuc !ZIDN NO 18;

Dc[endant objecls to this request on the ground thal 11; is overbmdd and uuduly

1ot
RN

"‘.Tr""

burdcnsome as it rc:que*:ta the pruductwn of “[a]ll dm.mncntq,” which is an 1mposmble wtandard

10 sausﬁy De l'cmdant ﬁ.u*ther objects to- l:hls requast on the ground that 11; overbmad and um ly . |

. I

burdensomc in that it requcf;ts the pmduction of dncumcnts over a tcn-year pfmod df tune I

Dcfendant further objects to this fcqu(ﬂbl on the gmund that 1t is not 1casonab1y calnulalecl to e

lc,ad to the dﬂcovery of admm‘;ibl(. evidence. Notwithstanding Defcndant’s objcctmnc;,

Defendant rcspcmds as follc)ws None e ]

_ All documcnt% that concern, refer or relate to wmpensatmn you recewcd fmm chin -
Brown between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018, L _".‘ N
1111 | / : N o

P I
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| Defondant further objects to this Tequest on the ground t_hg;t it pwﬂqmgﬁ; “and

[= TN T« T T N V=

RESPONSE Tﬂ REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N ).

Defendant objects to thiis rcqucst on the. grmmd that 11; is overbroad and unduly RS

butdensome as it requests. “[a]ll ducume:nts,’f which is sm 1mpnsq1b1¢ standaid to, satisly. | S

burdensome in that it réquests the production of “[a]ll documents” bi}er a téﬁwyehr period o P

1 time. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that itisnot reasonably Lalc,ulated‘ o . '

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwﬂhst'mdmg Dcfcndant*s queuuoxlz,,_ ,
Defendant responds as follows: None. '

DATED this || day of February, 2020.
LEAH MARTIN LAW

P Rl

Leah A, Martin, Bsq. - - SRR
Kevin Hejmanowski, Esq. -
3100 W. Sahara/Ave. #202 .
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 . - . e et o8
Attorneys for Defendants
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|t ¥ay Freedman, Esq.

=R TR T S . L

{11700 W. Charleston Blvd., #170~479

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the \( day of JMJEWZOZO thb foregmng DEFF NDAN’[ |

| MARGARET REDDY’S RESPONSES. TO PLAINTIFF'S FIRST REQUEST F::)Rf;fffif" ’
|| PRODUCTION OF DOCMENTS was s.(,rved via the,. Odyasey EaF:lr., & Serva syste' i {p;_ 1 .

the following:

11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Stc 170- 357
Las Vegas, NV §9135

Telephone: (702) 342-5425

Facsimile: {702) 475-6455
jay@jayfreedmanlaw.com

Awtorney for Plaintiff

Dustin Clark
Nevada Bar No. 10548

Las Vegas, NV 89135 - - Poo T e R
702-540-9070 L

Attorney for David Weinstein and

Medasset Corporation

Zachary Takos -

| Nevada Bar No. 11293

1980 Festival Plaza Drive, Suite 300
Las Vegas, NV 89135
702-856-4629

. Attamey for Kevin Brown and Vzbwnw‘y

Biisiness Brokers, LI.C

On bohalf of LEAR MARTIN LAW
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11700 W, Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357 jay@jayfreedmaniaw.com
Las Vegas, NV 89135
702-342-5425

702-475-6455 (fax)

www.jayfreedmanlaw.com

The Law Office o Jay Freedman

March 5, 2020
Via Email (khejmanowski@leahmartinlv.com)

Kevin Hejmanowski

Leah Martin Law

3300 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite 202
Las Vegas, NV 89102

Re: Medappeal v. Weinstein, et al.
Dear Mr, Hejmanowski:

Please consider this letter as my attempt to mect and confer concerning Vijay Reddy’s
and Margaret Reddy’s responses to Medappeal’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production of
Documents. 1 am sending this letter pursuant to the request you made to me when we met at
your office when 1 reviewed your clients’ first document production. Please call me after you
have reviewed this so we can discuss your clients’ discovery responses. I will be forced to file a
motion to compel further responses if we cannot resolve these issues.

Initially, as I have already mentioned, Vijay Reddy’s anct Margaret Reddy’s responses
were late and they waived their objections. (NRCP Rule 33; Fifiy-Six Hope Rd. Music, Ltd. v.
Mayah Collections, Inc. (D. Nev. June 11, 2007, No. 2:05-cv-01059-KJD-GWE) 2007
U.S.Dist. LEXIS 43012, at *7-10; Richmark Corp. v. Timber Falling Consultants, 959 F.2d 1468,
1473 (9th Cir. 1992).) While the Reddys attempted to seek an extension, we know that they did
not do 0 because your office sent the request to the wrong email address. Further, your
argumnent that the mistake constitutes “excusable neglect” does not help the Reddys. Rule 33
allows the Court to excuse a waiver for good cause, but the Reddys have not established good
cause for their failure to timely respond. In particular, a party responding to discovery cannot
unilaterally grant itself an extension when the propounding party does not respond to the request.
To the contrary, my lack of response to the request means that the request was not granted.

Next, I recognize that your clients responded to both sets of discovery served on them
and that they provided responses to each of the specific requests contained within the sets of
discovery., However, many of the responses are evasive and/or incomplete and do not directly
respond to the Interrogatory or Request for Production. As such, these responses are treated as a
failure to respond pursuant to Rule 37(a)(4) of the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure and a motion
to compel further responses is appropriate.

A party responding to discovery has an obligation to construe discovery requests in a
reasonable manner. (Cache La Poudre Feeds, LLC v, Land ('Lakes, Inc., 244 T R.D. 614, 618~
19 (D. Colo. 2007).) As such, a responding party should exercise reason and common sense to
attribute ordinary definitions to terms and phrases used in the discovery requests. (McCoo v.
Denny’s Inc., 192 FR.D. 675, 694 (D. Kansas 2000).) Parties are also required to respond to
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written discovery to the fullest extent possible. The responses “must be responsive, full,
complete and unevasive.” (Comtinental [l Netional Bank & Trust Co, v. Caton, 136 FILL, 682,
684 (D. Kan. 1991}.) Finally, a party responding to discovery cannot limits its answer to matters
within tts own knowledge and ignore information reasonably available to it or under its control.
{(Lxxex Builders Group, Inc. v. Amerisure Insurance Co., 230 F R.D. 682, 685 (M.D. Fla, 2005).)
I[[a party is unable to provide the requested information, it must state under oath that it is unable
to respond and set torth the efforts used to obtain the information. (Hansel v. Shell Oil Corp,,
169 F.R.D. 303, 305 (. Pa. 1996).)

Your clients object to many discovery requests on the ground that the request “is
premature as discovery is ongoing,” This objection is improper and indicates an intent to avoid
responding to legitimate discovery requests. As noted above, parties responding to discovery are
required to respond “to the fullest extent possible.” This means, among other things, that they
are required to answer based on the information available to them when they respond.

Your clients object to many of the discovery requests on the grounds that the requests
seek information this is not relevant. This objection is incorrect. Defendants arc being sued for
fraud and Plaintitf can establish its claim by proving that Defendants knew (hat their
representations were false or that Defendants had an insufficient basis of information for making
the representations,  Claims asserted against Defendants before they their transaction with
Plaintiff, information known to Defendants before their transaction with Plaintiff and
Defendants” conduct belore their transaction with Plaintiff are all directly relevant to proving
that Defendants had an insufficient basis to make the representations they made to Plaintiff.

Your clients object to many of the interrogatories on the grounds that my requests that
they “state all facts” is an impossible standard to satisty. This objection is absurd and is further
evidence of your clients’ bad faith concerning their responses, Construing these requests in a
reasonable matter, as is required, means that your clients need only provide all of the facts that
they know.

With these rules in mind, many of the responses provided by your clients are delicient
and they need to provide supplemental responses.

Interrogatory Number 2. This Intetrogatory requires M, Reddy to identify her prior employers.
To the extent that she does not have addresses and phone numbers for her prior employers, she is
required to take reasonable steps to locate the information and if she is not able to find the
information, she must state the steps she took to obtain it. Next, M. Reddy cannot refuse to
identify her current employer based on her unwarranted belief that Plaintiff will spread rumors,
and her speculative concern can be resolved through a protective order. Finally, M. Reddy is
required to identify which specific company or companies of David Weinstein's that she worked.

Interrogatory Number 3: This Interrogatory requires M. Reddy to identify all persons or entitics
for whom she worked as an independent contractor. Her response states that she has worked for
David Weinstein's company, but this response is incomplete. M. Reddy is required to identify
the specific name of the company or companies,

b2

821



Interrogatory Number 5; This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to state the facts upon which she
based her belief that Medasset Corporation was capable of honoring its contract with Plaintifl,
For the reasons stated above, M. Reddy is required to provide a substantive response,

Interrogatory Number 6: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to deseribe business relationship
with defendant David Weinstein, Her response is incomplete and she needs to identify the
specific company or companies for which she worked.

Interrogatory Number 10: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to describe the circumstances
surrounding the transfer of $325,000 from you to defendants Mohan Thalmatla and Max Global.
She is obligated to respond to this Interrogatory despite her unfounded contention that the
Interrogatory is not relevant. M. Reddy has been sued as a co-conspirator and her she has been
accused of, among other things, of helping her husband conceal the proceeds of their frandulent
conduet. The fact that the loan took place before Defendants’ contract with Plaintiff does not
obviate M, Reddy’s obligation to respond to this Interrogatory.

Interrogatory Numbers 12-17: These Interrogatorics require M. Reddy to state the facts that
support your her denial of various allegation contained in Plaintiff™s First Amended Complaint.
For the reasons stated above, M. Reddy is required to provide a substantive response to these
Interrogatories

Interrogatory Numbers 18-19: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to describe any work or
services that she performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018, Her response states that
she is not able to respond because she does not know what the words “work™ or “services”
means. This response is absurd.

Interrogatory Number 20: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to describe V. Reddy’s business
relationship with David Weinstein, She states that she cannot respond because she does not
know what the phrase “business relationship” means. This response is inadequate.

Interrogatory Number 21: This Interrogatory asks M. Reddy to identify the payments that she
received from David Weinstein after January 1, 2008. Her objections are meritless and she is
required to provide the information that is reasonably available to her, even if she is required to
do some research, Further, 2018 i not the only time period relevant to this suit. To the contrary,
Plaintiff has already provided Defendants with evidence that their scheme began as much as 10
years ago and this entire time period is relevant.

Margaret Reddy’s Response to Request for Documents

Request Number 5: This Request requires M. Reddy to produce documents concerning her
transfer of $325 to defendants M. Thalmarla and Max Global. Her objections are meritless and
she cannot narrow the scope of relevant evidence to suit the defense she wants to assert. The
requested documents witl support Plaintift”s contention that all of the defendants were acting
together 1o defraud Plaintiff and the other victims that Plaintiff has already identified.

Request Numbers 9 and 10: This Request requires M. Reddy to produce documents concerning
the business she conducted with or performed for David Weinstein (or businesses owned by
David Weinstein) from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018. Her objections are meritless for the
reasons discussed above and she is required to produce documents, while any alleged trade
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secrets can be protected through a protective order, Of course, I'm sure that the Coutt will
consider V. Reddy’s sworn testimony during his bankruptey procecdings that he was not aware
of any trade secrets when it evaluates M. Reddy’s argument.

Request Number 14: This Request requires M. Reddy to produce documents concerning her
business dealings with Medassct Corporation between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018.
Her objections are metitless and she is required to produce documents that are available to her

through a reasonable search.

Request Numbers 15 and 16: These Requests require M. Reddy to produce documents
concerning the compensation she received from Medasset Corporation and David Weinstein
between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018, Her objections are meritless and she is
required to produce documents that are available to her through a reasonable scatch.

Viiay Reddy’s Responses (o Interropatories

Interrogatory Number 4: This Interrogatory requires V. Reddy to idenlify persons or entities that
provided him money or other compensation for services he rendered to those persons or entities.
His response is evasive and incomplete. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required to
provide a substantive response.

Interrogatory Number 5: This Intum_gﬂdtmy requites V. Reddy to identify the persons or entities
for whom he pmwdul llclll‘lll‘l}b services from January 1, 2008 to May 1. 2018, His response is
evasive and incomplete. Tor the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required to provide a
substantive response.

Interrogatory Numbers 7 and &: These Interrogatories ask V. Reddy to describe his business
relationships with David Weinstein and Kevin Brown. His responses are evasive and
incomplete. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required to provide a substantive
response.

Interrogatory Number 9: This Interrogatory asks V. Reddy to describe the blocks of accounts
that he purchased from David Weinstein between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018. His
objection that the phrase “blocks of accounts™ is vague is not credible as he used the phrase
himself marketing materials that he used in the past. His response is cvasive and incomplete.
For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required to provide a substantive response,

Tnterrogatory Number 10: This Intervogatory asks V. Reddy to describe the business packages
that he purchased from David Weinstein between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018. His
objection that the phrase “business packages™ is vague is not credible in light of the marketing
materials distributed by the defendants in this action. His response is evasive and incomplete.
For the reasons stated above, V., Reddy is required to provide a substantive response.
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complained to him about businesses they purchased from David Weinstein and/or Kevin Brown
from Janaary 1, 2008 to the present, He asserts meritless objections and his response that
Plaintiff did not complaint to him is evasive. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required
to provide a substantive responsc.

Interrogatory Number 11: ‘This Interrogatory asks V. Reddy to identify all individuals who

Interrogatory Number 13: V. Reddy’s response to this Interrogatory refers Plaintiff to his
“Response to Interrogatory No. 3.7 While obviously a mistake, V. Reddy needs to correct the
mistake,

Interrogatory Numbers 15 and 16: V. Reddy’s tesponse that he is not able to respond to these
Interrogatories because he does not know that “business relationship” means is not eredible. His
response is cvasive and incomplete. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required to
provide a substantive response.

Interrosatory Numbers 19-25: These Interrogatories ask V. Reddy to state the facts that support
his denial of vatious allegations contained in Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint. His
responses are evasive and incomplete. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required to
provide a substantive response.

Viiay Reddy’s Responses to Reguests for Production

Request Number 3 This Request asks V. Reddy to produce agreements resolving civil litigation
that he entered into since January 1, 2008. Most of his objections are meritless, and his concern
about confidentiality provisions can be resolved through a protective order or redacting the
agreements to remove information pertaining to other parties.

Request Number 5: This Request asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning business
packages that he purchased from David Weinstein. His response that he does not know what the
phrase “business packages™ means js not credible.,

Request Number 6: This Request asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning blocks of
accounts he purchased from David Weinstein. His response that he does not know what the
phrase “blocks of accounts™ means is not credible.

Request Number 7: This Request asks V, Reddy to produce documnents concerning the sale of
the business referenced in paragraph 38 of Plaintift’s First Amended Complaint. His response is
evasive and incomplete. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy is required to produce
responsive documents.

Request Numbers 12-15; This Request asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning
business he conducted with or performed for David Weinstein (or businesses he owned) and
Kevin Brown (or businesses he owned) from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018. His objections are
metitless and his responses are evasive. For the reasons discussed above, V. Reddy is required
to produce responsive documents.

Request Number 25: This Requests asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning his
business dealings with Medasset Corporation between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018.

5
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His objections are meritless and his response is evasive. For the reasons stated above, V., Reddy
is required to produce responsive documents.

Request Number 26: This Request asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning the
compensation he received from Medasset Corporation between January 1, 2008 and December
31,2018, His objections are meritless and his response is evasive. For the reasons stated above,
V. Reddy is required to produce responsive documents,

Request Number 27: This Request asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning the
compensation he received from David Weinstein between January 1, 2008 and December 31,
2018. His objections are meritless and his response is ¢vasive, For the reasons stated above, V.
Reddy is required to produce responsive documents.

Request Number 28: This Request asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning his business
relationship with Vigionary Business Brokers between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018,
His objections are meritless and his response is evasive. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy
is required to produce responsive documents,

Request Number 29: This Request asks V. Reddy to produce docuntents concerning the
compensation he received from Visionary Business Brokers between January 1, 2008 and
December 31, 2018, His objections are meritless and his response is evagive. For the reasons
stated above, V. Reddy is required to produce responsive documents.

Request Number 30 This Request asks V. Reddy to produce documents concerning the
compensation he received from Kevin Brown between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018,
His objections are meritless and his response is evasive. For the reasons stated above, V. Reddy
is required to produce responsive documents,

Please let me know when you will be available to discuss these issues.

Sincerely,
/3! Jay Freedman

Jay Freedman

¢
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Subject: Re. Medappeal v. Welnatein; Vijay Raddy’s responaes o Interrogatories Qg{%’?l*
Bate: Febtuaty 14, 2020 at 9:45 AM EM
To: Jay Freadman jay @ jayireadmaniaw.com
Gec: Leah Martin imantin@lcahmartiniv.com, Chrls Martin cmartin@igahmartiny,eom

Fram: Kevin Hejmanowski khojmanowski@teahmartinlv.com & g%

Hi Jay,

OQur Fabruary 8, 2019, requast was inadvertently gsent to the wrong emaeit addrass, However, you are talking about ona day so at most
we would argue axcusable neglect. | will forward you the Fabruary 6 raquest,

Thank yau,

Kevin Hefmanavski
Associate Attorney

LEAH MARTIN LAW /
3100 W Sahara Ave, Ste 202 “

Las Vﬂgﬂﬁ, NV 849102 CEAe N e L AW
Office: 702-420-2733 \L o T /
Fax: 702-330-3235

hitp:/www leahmartinlaw.com

Privileged And Confidential Communication.

This eleatronie transmdssion, and any dosuments sttached hereto, (a) ure protected by the Electronte Communieations Privicy Act (18 USC §§ 2510-
#g21), (b) may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information, and (¢ are for the tole uge of the intended reciplent samed above, I you
hueve received this eleetronic message in error, plense notify the sender und delote the electronic message. Any dizclosure, copying, distvilaation, or uae
of the contents of the Informatlon veesived in ercor is stoictly prohihited,

ﬁ,-;% Please cansider the environmeant hefore printineg this email

n Thu, Feb 13, 2020 at 4:43 PM Jay Freedman <jayitjaylreadmantaw, coms wrote:
| Hetlo Kevin, I'm follawlng up on this emall and my request for the "how and when” you asked for a discovery extension,
i

Jay Freadman

| The Law Office of Jay Freedman
: 11700 W, Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
jayiresdmanlaw.com

- This e-mail message and any altachments are confidential and may be attorney-client privileged.
- Disgemination, distribution or copying of this message or attachments without proper authorization is strictly
promblted If you are not the intended recipient, please notify The Law Cffice of Jay Freedman immediataly
by telephone or by e-mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all coplas, of this massage and all
attachments Circular 230 Disclosure: To assure compliance with Treasury Department rules governing tax

. practice, we hereby inform you that any advice contained herein (including In any attachment) (1) was not

: writtan or intended to be used, and cannot be used, by you or any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding

© any penalties that may be imposed on you or any taxpayer and (2) may not be used or referred to by you or

i any othar person In connection with promating, marketing or recommending to another person any

| transaction or matter addressed herein.

Bogin forwarded message.

From; Offlice <favéjayirecclrmanlavw.coms

Subject: Re: Medappeal v. stein: Vijay Reddy's responses to interrogatories
Date: February 12, 2020 ab 9.33:47 AM PET

To: Kavin Hejmanowski <kl it
Ce: "Imartingloahmartinly.cam”

“almartngole
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

L Jay Freedman, declare under penalty of perjury under the law of the State of Nevada
that the following is true and correct. T served the attached MOTION TO COMPEL,
FURTHER RESPONSES FROM DEFENDANT MARGARET REDDY in the following
Nanner:

Through the Court’s electronic service system on April 6, 2020

Dated this 6th day of April, 2020

fs/_Jay Freedman
Jay Freedman
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Electronically Filed
4/20/2020 11:30 AM
Stoven D. Grierson

CLEREK OF THE COU
OPPS Cﬁ»‘l—“ »gl«ww

Leah Martin, Es
Nevada Bar No. q/982

Kevin Hejmanowski, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 10612

LEAH MARTIN LAW

3100 W Sahara Ave. #202

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

'l'f:leplmnt:: (702) 420-2733

Facsimile: (702) 330-3235
Imartin@leahmartinly.com
khelmanowskigpleahmartinlv.com
Attorneys for Defendants Vijay Reddy,
Margaret Reddy, and Mohan Thalamarla

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An Ilinois Limited Liability ) Case No.: A-19-792836-C
Company, Dept. No.: XIV

MARGARET REDDY'S

)

)
Plaintift, i
% OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF
)
)
)
")
)
)
)

V&,

MEDAPPEAL, LLC’S MOTION
TO COMPEL FURTHER
RESPONSES FROM DEFENDANT
MARGARET REDDY

DAVID WEINSTIEN, VIJAY REDDY,
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
THALAMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX
GLOBAL, INC.,, VISIONARY BUSINESS
BROKERS LLC, MEDASSET CORPORATION
AND DOES 1-50,

Defendants:

Defendant Margaret Reddy (“Margaret”) hereby opposes Plaintiff Medappeal, LLCs
Motion to Compel Further Responses from Defendant Margaret Reddy,
i
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This Opposition is based on the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the
attached exhibits, and any oral argument which may be allowed.
Dated this 10th day of April, 2020.
LEAH MARTIN LAW

/s Kevin Heimanowski

Leah Martin, Esq.

Kevin Hejmanowski, Esq.

3100 W. Sahara Ave., #2020

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

Attorneys Jor Defendants Vijay Reddy,
Margaret Reddy, and Mohan Thalamarla

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

L Introduction

Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Further Responses should be denied. ‘The interrogatories
and requests for production at issue are overbroad and unduly burdensome or vague and
ambiguous.

IL Legal Argument

A. Pursuant to NRCP 33, Margaret Has Shown Good Cause,

Plaintiff’s atgument that Margaret has not shown “good cause™ is incorrect.
Defendants’ counsel inadvertently emailed 2 request for a brief extension to the wrong email
address. See Motion, p.3. Defendants served their discovery responses the day after. This is
not a situation where Defendants’ counsel failed o request an extension before the deadline.
Unfortunately, the request went to the wrong address, but counsel clearly intended the email
to be sent to Plaintift’s attorney. In other words, Delendants” neglect is excusable and they
have demonstrated good cause. NRCP 33(4) provides that objections to untimely
interrogatories will not be waived where good cause exists. Here, Defendants’ counsel
believed that the request for an extension was sent to Plaintiff’s counsel and the responses were

only a single day late.

43t



A. Margaret’s Interrogatory Responses Are Complete.
Plaintiff contends that Margaret’s responses to interrogatory numbers 2, 3, and 10 are
evasive and are not complete, Margaret responded to the interrogatories as follows:

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities for whom you were
employed between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018,
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

[ do not have the addresses and phone numbers for my previous employers. 1 have
worked for Optum (a division of United Health Group) and Bank of America. [ currently work
tor a pension planning company. Fobject to providing my current employer’s name and contact
information as | do not want Plaintiff to spread rumors to my current employer, or jeopardize
my employment. It has come to my attention that Plaintiff has already attempted to interfere
with Mr. Wemstein's businesses. 1 have worked for David Weinstein's company.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities to whom you
worked as an independent contractor between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 3:

[ have worked for David Weinstein’s company.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Describe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $325,000 from you to
defendants Mohan Thalmarla and Max Global.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably caleulated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Delendant’s objection,
Defendant responds as follows: The transfer of $325,000 from me to Mohan Thalmarla and
Max Global was a private transaction in 2017, before the events which are the subject of this
fawsuit, and that transaction has nothing to do with this lawsuit,

In her response to interrogatory numbers 2 and 3, Margaret listed her employment
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history. Margaret is very concerned with providing information about her current employer
because she believes that Plaintiff previously used David Weinstein’s personal information to
threaten and harass him., Margaret does not believe that a protective order would alleviate het
concern based upon what she knows about Plaintiff’s past behavior.

In her response to interrogatory number 10, Margarct stated that the $325,000 transfer
took place before the events which are the subject of the lawsuit occurred. Her response is not
evasive,

B. Margaret’'s Responses Are Privileged

Marparet objected to interrogatory numbers 5 and 12 through 17 because the
information that Plaintiff requested would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or
attorney work product doctrine as her responses would necessarily involve counsel’s mental
impressions. Therefore, Margarct objected to the interrogatorics as follows:

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

State all facts upon which you based your belief that Medasset Cotporation was capable
of honoring its contract with Liberty Consulting & Management Services, LLC at the time the
contract was executed in May of 2018,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Defendant objcets to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the extent
that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work product
doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is premature
as discovery is ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 16 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “Brown sold the business opportunitics on behalf of
... defendant V., Reddy.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
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burdensome in that it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisty, To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 13:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 46 of
Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint that “the allegations contained in the Holmes matter are
remarkably similar to the allegations asserted against Defendants in this action, The plaintiff
alleged that V. Reddy ‘represented to Plaintiff that he would sell Plaintiff bundles of medical
billing contracts.” (Fx. 3,4 7.) The plaintiff further alleged that after several months, his
purchase had not generated any revenues, (Ex. 3,4 13.)"

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 13:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisty. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 14:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 47 of
Plaintif’s First Amended Complaint that “[a]ccording to the complaint, V. Reddy made
representations as to the number of client accounts and revenue the plaintiff would receive,
The plaintiff also alleged V. Reddy made muitiple serious misrepresentations and omissions
to induce the sale. As a result of this lawsuit, V. Reddy was ordered to pay the Holmes plainti (T
an amount equal to or greater than $200,000.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Detendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the extent

that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorncy-client privilege and/or work product
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doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is premature
as discovery is ongoing
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 15:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 53 of
Plaintiff s First Amended Complaint that “[slince 2016, V. Reddy sold or was involved in the
sale of the same or similar business packages to: Camile Batiste, Nadeem Fatmi, Steven Sami,
Gerson Benoit and Desiree Cortes, Paul Volen, Michacl Bradley, Craig Sylverston, and
Kalpana Dugar, V. Reddy never successfully fulfilled any of the contracts as agreed to with
these individuals.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the extent
that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work product
doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is premature
as discovery is ongoing
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 16:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in paragraph 54 of
Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint that “[ajll of the above listed individuals complained to
V. Reddy about his inability to perform, their financial loss due to his misrepresentations, and
some threatened to take legal action.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NQ. 16:

Detendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an imposgible standard to satisty. To the extent
that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or wotk product
doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is premature
as discovery is ongoing

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 17:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in paragraph 55 of



Plaintitls First Amended Complaint that “at no point did V. Reddy disclose to Plaintiff the
vested interest and financial relationship he and his wife, Margaret Reddy, had with Weinstein,
At all times, V. Reddy passed himsell off as a business reference and longtime satisfied
customer.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17;

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the extent
that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work product
doctrine, Defendant would further abject to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is premature
as discovery is ongoing

C. Plaintitf’s Interrogatories Are Overbroad and Unduly Burdensome and/or
Vague and Ambiguous,

Plaintiff’s interrogatories were overbroad and unduly burdensome or vague and
ambiguous. Plaintiff literally asked for any service or work performed over the last ten years
regardicss of the relevance. In other words, Plaintiff is improperly using discovery to go ona
fishing expedition, which is an abuse of the discovery process. Margarel objected to the
following intertogatories, in patt, because they were overbroad and unduly burdensome or
vague and ambiguous:

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 18:

Describe any work that you performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Detendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests any work prior to 2018,  Defendant further objects to this
interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is
vauge and ambiguous what “work” means. As written, Defendant cannot adequately respond
to this interrogatory.

I
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INTERROGATORY NUMBER 19:

Describe any services that you performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests any scrvices prior to 2018, Defendant further objects to this
interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is
vague and ambiguous what “services” means.  As writlen, Delendant cannot adequately
respond to this inferrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 20:

Describe defendant Vijay Reddy’s business relationship with David Weinstein,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 20:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “business relationship” means, As written, Defendant cannot adequately respond to this
interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 21:

[dentify by date and dollar amount all payments you received from David Weinstein
between January 1, 2008 and the present.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all payments,” which is an impossible standard to aatisfy.
Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that requests all payments over a ten-year period. Defendant further objects to
this interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.  Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant responds as
follows: Responding to this interrogatory would require me to review all payments over a ten
year period, which is extremely burdensome, and most of the payments requested are not

within 2018, which is the only time period relevant to this lawsuit.
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D. Plaintiff’s Requests for Production Are Overbroad and Unduly Burdensome
or Request Margaret to Produce Information Which is Not Relevant.

Plaintiff's requests for production were overbroad and unduly burdensome or that is
not relevant. Plaintiff literally asked for every scrap of paper from the last ten years regardiess
of the relevance. In other words, Plaintiff is improperly using discovery to go on a fishing
expedition, which is an abuse of the discovery process. Margaret objected to the following
requests, in part, because they were overbroad and unduly burdensome:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you condueted with or performed
for defendant David Weinstein from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018,
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9 :

Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests the production of “(a]ll documents,” which is an impossible standard
to satisly. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and
unduly burdensome in that it requests the production of “[a]ll documents™ over a ten-year
period of time. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably
caleulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent, that this request
would include the production of proprietary and/or trade secrets, Defendant further objects to
this request. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant responds as follows: As
written, and without being severely narrowed in scope, Defendant cannot adequately respond
to this reguest,

IEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to business you conducted with or performed
for businesses owned, controlled or managed by defendant David Weinstein from January [,
2008 to May 1, 2018,

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome as it requests the production of “fa)il documents,” which is an impossible standard
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to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and
unduly burdensome in that it requests the production of “[a]ll documents”™ aver a ten-year
period of time, Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent that this request would
inctude the production of proprietary and/or trade sccrets, Defendant further objects to this
requesl. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant responds as follows: As wriiten,
and without being severely narrowed in scope, Defendant cannot adequately respond to this
regucst,

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to your business dealings with Medasset
Corporation between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018,

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14;

Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests the production of “[a}ll documents,” which is an impossible standard
to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it requests the production of “[ajll documents™ over a ten-year period of
time. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections,
Defendant responds as follows: As written, and without being severely narrowed in scope,
Defendant cannot adequately respond to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to compensation you received from
Medasset Corporation between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018,

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

Detendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests the production of *[a}ll documents,” which is an impossible standard
to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it overbroad and unduly

burdensome in that it requests the production of “[a]lf documents™ over a ten-year petiod of
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time, Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated
to tead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections,
Detendant responds as follows:  As written, and without being severely narrowed in scope,
Delendant cannot adequately respond to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to compensation you received from David
Weinstein between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2018,

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

Detendant objects to this request on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests the production of “{ajll documents,” which is an impossible standard
to satisfy. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it requests the production of “[a]ll documents: over a ten-year period of
time. Defendant further objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections,
Defendant responds as follows: As written, and without being severely narrowed in scope,
defendant cannot adequalely respond to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODBUCTION NO.5:

All documents that concern, refer or relate to the transfer of $325,000 from you to

defendants Mohan Thalmatla and Max Global.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

Defendant objects to this request on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection,
Defendant responds as follows: This was a private transaction back in 2017, which is before
the 2018 events which are subject to the lawsuit,

i
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I, Conclusion

To the extent Plaintiff’s discovery requests were appropriate, Margaret’s responses
were complete and accurate. To the extent Plaintiff's discovery requests were abusive, vague
and ambiguous, or overbroad and unduly burdensome, Margaret utilized objections as
permitted by the discovery rules. For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff’s motion should be
denied.

Dated this 10th day of April, 2020.

LEAH MARTIN LAW

/s Kevin Hejmanowski

Leah Martin, Esq.

Kevin Hejmanowski, Eaq.

3100 W, Sahara Ave., #202

Ias Vegas, Nevada 89102

Attorneys for Defendants Vijay Reddy,
Muargaret Reddy, and Mohan Thalamarla
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CERTIFICATYE OF SERVICE

I hereby certity that on the 20th day of April, 2020, the foregoing MARGARET
REDDY’S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER

RESPONSES FROM DEFENDANT MARGARET REDDY was served via the Odyssey

E-File & Serve system, to the following:

Jay Freedman, Esq.

11700 W. Charleston Blvd. Ste. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

Telephone: (702) 342-5425

Facsimile: (702) 475-6455
jay(@jayfreedmaniaw.com

Attorney for Plaintiff

Hector Carbajal, Esq.

1000! W. Park Run Dr.

Las Vegas, NV B9145
702-846-0040

Attorney for David Weinstein and
Medasset Corporation

Zachary Takos

Nevada Bar No. 11293

1980 Festival Plaza Drive, Suite 300
L.as Vegas, NV 89135

702-856-4629

Attorney for Kevin Brown and Visionary
Business Brokers, LLC

s/ Chris Martin

On behalf of LEAH MARTIN LAW
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Bteven D. Grierson
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MEDAPPEAL LLC, )

Plaintiff,

CASE NO: A-18-792836-C

DEPT. 14
V&,

)
DAVID WESINSTEIN, ET AL., )

Defendants.

BEFORE THE HONORABLE ERIN LEE TRUMAN, DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER
THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 2020

RECORDER'S TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING RE:
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES FROM
DEFENDANT MARGARET REDDY; PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO
COMPEL FURTHER RESPONSES FROM DEFENDANT VIJAY
REDDY

(Appearances on page 2)

RECORDED BY: FRANCESCA HAAK, COURT RECORDER
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For the Defendants Medasset/;

and Weinstein

For the Defendants Reddy/.
and Thalmarla

For the Defendants Brown/
and Visionary

ZACHARY BALL, ESQ.
[Via Bluejeans Videoconference]

HECTOR CARBAJAL, ESQ.
[Via Bluejeans Videoconference]

KEVIN HEJMANOWSKI, ESQ.
[Via Bluejeans Videoconference]

ZACHARY TAKOS, ESQ.
[Via Bluejeans Videoconference]
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Las Vegas, Nevada; Thursday, June 25, 2020
[Proceeding commenced at 10:48 am.]

MR. BALL: Your Honor, | know the Court was trailing this
matter. This is Zach Ball, page 2, on the 9 a.m., for the mofions to
compel.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: QOkay. Medappeal vs.
Weinstein?

MR. BALL: Yes.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. So could we have
counsel please state their names and appearances for the record,

MR. BALL: Your Honor, Zach Ball, appearing on behaif of
Plaintiff.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Good morning, Your Honor, Kevin
Hejmanowski, on behalf of Defendants Vijay Reddy, Margaret Reddy,
and Mohan Thalmarla.

MR. TAKOS: And, good morning, Your Honor. Zach Takos,
on behalf of Kevin Brown and Visionary Business Brokers.

MR. CARBAJAL: And, good morning, Your Honor. Hector
Carbajal, on behalf of David Weinstein and Medasset Corporation,

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Do we have
anyone else on the line?

Okay. This is on for Plaintiff Medappeal's motion to compel
further responses from Defendant Margaret Reddy, and then there’s

another motion to compel responses from Defendant Vijay Reddy,

846




10

11

12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Before we begin, | just want to address the one-day delay in
bringing the -- or in serving the responses after the frustrated attempt to
obtain an extension; | find that that's excusable neglect, and 1 am not
going to penalize the party for the one-day delay and the sending the E-
mail to the wrong address, and so the objections are going to stand.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Thank you, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: I'm sorry?

MR, HEJMANOWSKI: 1 said thank you, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Who is speaking -- Mr.
Hejmanowski?

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: This is Kevin Hejmanowski.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. Because we have so
many gentlemen on the ling, if you guys could just please identify
yourself before speaking, I'd appreciate it.

All right. And so, with that said, let's discuss the -- let's just
discuss the further supplementation that's being sought.

S0, Mr. Ball --

MR. BALL: Thank you, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: - would you like to address
that?

MR. BALL: Yes. This is Zach Ball. You know, as provided for
in our briefs, which are comprehensive, this is a matter that went to the
Court on - and was set for a hearing previously on May 7. And we're
here now at the end of June. We have not yet received any

supplemental documentation. We feel that we are entitled to it because
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of the nature of the case,

This is a case involving breach of contract, fraud, and civil
RICO, amang other claims. This is a case that has a period of time that
goes back more than a decade, and based on those claims, and based
on that time period, we submit that there's a tremendous amount of time
and information that we are entitled to seek.

Those claims take a lot of evidence to prove, and the
documentation shows the amount of time,

We further believe that, while there was no waiver of the
objections, as the Court’'s already ruled, that this discovery is incredibly
relevant.

We know it's the practice of the courts of Nevada to cast a
wide net. We submit that another objection has been that the discovery
is hot premature. We submit -~ 'm sorry. An objection was that it was
premature, and it's simply not. This is -~ we have a discovery cutoff
pending in August here, and now is the time.

We submit further that these responses on both Mr. and Mrs.
Reddy’s papers were not responded to in good faith, and we have
enumerated the vast majority or all of the interrogatories and request for
productions that we -- questions and requests that we have issues with,
and | can go through all of those, if the Court would prefer.

But --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Well, | think -

MR. BALL: -- at the end of the day -- go ahead.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: No. | was just going to say |
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do intend to go through all of the requests. We can go through them
individually. But go ahead and continue.

MR. BALL: Okay. We provided documentation to exhibits
within the repty that we filed, specifically as to Mr. Vijay Reddy, and, you
know, these objections that we -- that Mr. Reddy does not know what a
hiocked -- block owner account is, that he does not know what a
business package is, we submit are something false because of the
documentation we provided.

There was a -- the first is a 2018 bankruptcy proceeding, a
transcript, in which that is mentioned numerous times, and it's
specifically defined by Mr. Reddy, and the second is marketing
information that Mr. Reddy had provided to the client, my client as
Plaintiff, an executive summary which specifically states package of the
above business services.

So, given all that, we can, again, go through each one of
those, if the Court would have us do so, but we just are concemed here
based upon the timing and the need for documentation that we have.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. Anything that you'd
like to add, Mr. Hejmanowski or anyone else, before we go through them
individually?

MR. HEJMANOWSKI. Yes, just generally, Your Honor. This
is Kevin Hejmanowski.

Really, generally, my objections are this -- | understand that
Plaintiff has a fraud claim. | understand that they have a RICO claim.

But that does not give them a carte blanche ability to go back years, and
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years, and years when there’s absolutely no relevance.

What Plaintiff is essentially asking my client to do is produce
every shred of paper back ten years, every single phone call back ten
years, every payment back ten years, and there is absolutely no
relevance to the subject matter of this case.

This case is about an event that happened in 2018, and
they're going back to 2008; that, to me, seems to not be within the spirit
of Rule 26 and appears to me to be extremely overbroad and unduly
burdensome.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay.

MR. BALL: Your Honor, if | can respond to that --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Yes.

MR. BALL: -- the two points made.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Yes. Mr. Bali, why do you
need to go back to 2008; if you could make that clear.

MR. BALL: Because -- yes, and it's stated within our
pleadings, it's — additionally, we're finding, as we go info further
discovery, that these parties were familiar with, knew one another, and
worked together with one another on the various schemes that we're
alleging since 2008, 2009.

There are documented court cases, as stated with our --in our
amended complaint and other disclosures that we've made, that this
fraud goes back nearly that many years,

And the big issue that | have is they produced nothing. We

got such a small amount of information from these voluminous requests
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that we've made. It's one thing to say that it doesn't go back -- we're
reaching back too far. It's a whole other issue to produce nothing and
say it's just too much. We don't understand and don't want to go back
that far,

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. All right. Let's go
through the discovery then. Interrogatory number 2, it's my
understanding that Plaintiffs are only seeking - was this by agreement
that -- excuse me -- that you're only seeking the information in number 2
for Mr. Weinstein at this point?

MR. BALL: That was what we are requesting, Your Honor,
yes.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. | think that that's
appropriate, and | am going to require the -- Ms. Reddy to respond to
interrogatory number 2 with - supplement her response with information
as to the name, address, phone number of Mr. Weinstein, including --
and | hope I'm pronouncing his name correctly -- with regard to -- and
the dates that she was employed by him.

MR. BALL: Okay.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Moving on to
number 3, if -- it's not clear from the response to me whether Mr.
Weinstein is the only company for which she has worked as an
independent contractor for that period of time; is that the case, Mr.
Hejmanowski?

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: That is my understanding, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. Then it needs to be
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clear that - ‘cause just because she says | have worked for him, and
doesn't give the time period, and she doesn’t respond that that's the only
person she's worked for during that period of time as an independent
contractor, so that needs to be supplemented, again, with the name,
address, and phone number.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Okay.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Interrogatory
number 10. | see that it's responded to. What additional information are
you -- do you believe is insufficient, Mr. Ball, with regard fo the response
to interrogatory number 107

MR. BALL: Yes, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: You asked for the
circumstances. She's indicated that the transfer was from Mohan
Thalmarla and Max Global, was a private transaction. What information
are you seeking when you ask describe the circumstances?

MR. BALL: The details of that private transaction. The
concern here is that this is -- we do believe, and we have evidence to
show in court documents in other matters that this is a ongoing fraud on
the general public, and to state that it's a private transaction and has
nothing to do with this lawsuit, we submit that more details are needed
as to what that private transaction was, you know, what the transfer was
for, just details.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. So what was
transferred. So perhaps this needs to be rewritten, and I'll allow it to be

rewritten to he describe the nature, purpose, and -- the nature and
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purpose of the transaction or the transfer. | mean, circumstances is
pretty broad, so what exactly are you asking for? The nature and
purpose of the transfer?

MR. BALL: Yes. This is a loan that took place directly before
Mr. Reddy filed a bankruptcy petition and so that's what we're after,
Was this loan a fraudulent loan in order to avoid bankruptcy issues?
You know, those, again, those sorts of details.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. So it needs to be
what -- please provide the details regarding the nature, purpose, and
reason for the transfer of 325,000 from you to Defendants Mohan
Thalmarla and Max Global, and | will allow it as written that way.

MR. BALL: Thank you.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right, Number 5 -- and
this is really the same for number 5, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Okay.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Any facts that Defendants
have in their possession, any factual information, that you are basing
your position on that's referenced in the interrogatory needs to be
provided. Facts are not priviteged. So -- facts are not work product
untess you're relying on some Kind of expert opinion. But any facts that
you have that Medasset Corporation was capable of honoring its
contract with Liberty Consulting and Management Services at the time of
the contract needs to be specifically stated; the basis for that, the factual
basis, needs to be provided.

The same thing for all of the ones | just listed with regard to

10




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

the question being asked in each of those interrogatories, number 12,
number 13, number 14, number 15, 16, and 17, any factual information
you have that you are relying upon needs to be provided.

And that will be the recommendation.

MR. BALL: Your Honor, was -- 12 through 17, that was 12
through 17 and 5, is that correct?

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: lt was 5 and 12 through 17.

MR. BALL: Thank you.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Moving on to
interrogatory number 18, the objection is to what work means. 1 think
that that's pretty clear, but perhaps it would be -- let’s clarify it to mean
any job duties, functions, or services performed; is that what you're
asking for, Mr, Ball; is that what you're trying to get at?

MR. BALL: Yes.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Job duties, -

MR. BALL: Yes.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: - functions, or services
performed. So that will be number 18, same thing for number 19. | think
that should be job duties, services, job functions performed for Mr,
Weinstein prior to May 1%, 2018.

I'm not sure what you're asking in number 20; | think it needs
to be more specific, Mr. Ball.

MR. BALL: Understood. See, and, again, the nature of this
case, we don't know exactly what Ms. Reddy did for Mr. Weinstein.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Well, this one asked for

1
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Vijay's.

MR. BALL: And | know that's --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: This one asked for Vijay
Reddy's business relationship. Did you mean to say Margaret Reddy in
number 207

MR, BALL: I'm sorry. And | think we have -- you're right.
That's what | meant to say. No. I'm sorry. | meant Vijay Reddy is the
focus of this. And

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay.

MR. BALL: And we're just asking that that be described.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Then it needs to
be -- | think it needs to be clear, and what | think that Defendant needs
to respond {o is what was the nature of the business relationship; was
there -- was Vijay Reddy an employee, a partner, a co-stockholder, or
whatever the case may be, an employer, whatever the case may be,
employer, contractor. But it needs to perhaps say please state the
nature of the business relationship, and it needs to be what time period.

MR. BALL: it -

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: It needs to be defined as to
time period.

MR. BALL: And, Your Honor, | misstated that as a typo. ltis
M. Reddy as well as V. Reddy. We have two sets. We're requesting
that for both of them.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. So number 20

Defendant needs to respond as to what is the nature of the business

12
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MR. BALL: Thank you.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Interrogatory
number 21, | think that this should be properly limited to 2018, Mr. Ball.
Why shouldn't that be limited to 20187

MR. BALL: Again, Your Honor, our concern is that there's a
number of transactions that have gone over the course of over a
decade. There's documentation and court proceedings that show that,
and we want to get an entirety of how these parties worked together, not
only in this transaction, but in transactions reaching back because,
again, we believe -

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Well --

MR. BALL: --it was a --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: No. | understand --

MR. BALL: - a scheme and a fraud.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: | understand reaching back,
| don't understand why you've asked through the -- payments through
the present time,

| think that -- I'm asking why shouldn't it be limited from
January 1%, 2008, to May 1%, 20187

MR. BALL: Understood. We're fine with that, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: OQOkay. So number 21 needs
to be modified to be through May 1, 2018. It's overly broad as it's
written, but | think that it's appropriate to - | think it needs to be

responded to without modification through May 1, 2018,

856
13




10

1

12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

| don't have a problem with how number 9 is written. What is
the - what's the probltem with this, Mr. Hejmanowski?

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Hold on. Let me take a look atit. One
second, Your Honor.

Well, again, | mean, { would say -- you're asking over a ten-
year period what type of business you conducted or performed. | mean,
| think we could be more specific there, perhaps using your language,
you know, what job duties or services or something like that. But
business that you conducted or performed to me is very - it's very
vague. What does that mean? | mean, did you, you know, run an
errand for Mr. Weinstein? Did you --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: -- submit paperwork? | mean, what
does it mean?

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Then | think that
we heed to tailor that as well then. Number 9, business will be changed
to any job duties, functions, or services provided for, or performed for,
Mr. Weinstein.

And the same modification for number 10 -- and actually I'm
fine with how 10 is written ‘cause it says relate to business you
conducted with, or performed for. | think that that should be any - all
documents that concern or for or relate to any services you performed,
or provided, or conducted with Mr. Weinstein or any businesses
controlled, owned, or managed by Mr, Weinstein. And then | think that

should be responded to.
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| don’t think business dealings in number 14 - | don't think
that that's overly broad. | think any -- that relate to your business --
business dealings isn't overly broad | don't think, so I'm okay with 14 as
written.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Okay.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: I'm fine with 15 as written.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Okay.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: | think 16 needs to be
tailored, and 1 think really 16 is probably included with number -- what is
it -- number 157 That can -- that should be any compensation -- all
documents that concern, refer, or relate to any compensation or
payments you received from David Weinstein from January 1%, 2008,
through December 31, 2018, and | think that should include any 1099s,
W-2s, paystubs or other evidence of payments.

And number 5, request for production number 5, should
similarly be compelled. 1 think --

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Okay.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: - it goes to the claims and
defenses in this case.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Al right.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Al right. Going through --
now moving an to the motion to compel further responses from
Defendant Vijay Reddy, do we need to go through these as well, or are
these similar enough that we can just say that the same responses need

to be provided?
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MR. BALL: 1 believe, Your Honor, that they're similar enough,
and if we have additional concerns, | think we can work through those.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: | mean, I'm --

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Yes, | would agree, Your Honor,

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Qkay. I'm happy to go
through them individually, but if you would -~ if you think that you can - |
mean, my -- or my decision’s going to be the same as | just previously
stated in the other one. So, with that, if you want, we can go through
them individually or if you think you're -- have an understanding of the
Court's position, we can go forward without doing so.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Your Honor, this is Kevin
Hejmanowski. | think we can -- [poor audio gquality - audio drops] --
doing so. We do have, | think, as the -- all the parties -- an issue that we
do need to address.

Presently Vijay Reddy’s deposition is scheduled for tomorrow
at ten a.m., and based upon the Court's ruling here today that more
documents need to be provided, Mr. Reddy would, you know, certainly
only like 1o be deposed once, and his concern is that he’s going to get
deposed tomorrow and then have to come back once all these
documents have been produced.

Based upon that, | think it would make sense to reschedule
the deposition a few weeks out, give us a chance to produce these
documents, because | think a lot of the deposition is going fo hinge upon
these documents anyway, and | think it would make more sense to have

those produced before Mr. Reddy is deposed.
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And | would also note, as Mr. Carbajal and | have discussed,
that the notice for Reddy’s deposition does not specify the location or
how the deposition is going to be conducted. Certainly under the
Administrative Order, we would think -- and 1 think it's required - that it
would be electronic means, but we need to iron that out as well. | mean,
we can do that certainly.

But | think the more pressing issue is that we now are required
to supplement our responses, and | think that the deposition should take
place after those responses have been supplemented.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Mr, Ball, would you like --

MR. BALL: Your Honor, if | could speak to that?

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: s that Mr. Ball?

MR. BALL: Yes. Thank you.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Go ahead.

MR. BALL: Itis. Thisis Zach Ball. You know, we set -- this
was originally set for hearing May 7. We have a August discovery
cutoff. We had already had conversations regarding what to do with this
depo with counsel. We do --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Wasn't this -

MR. BALL: -- and have previously indicated we want -

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Wasn't this referred back to
me from Judge Escobar or why -

MR. BALL: | don't know the history, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. | don't recalf - |

don't --
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MR. BALL: This -

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: | guess | don’t know why this
was set and then continued to now; that's what I'm questioning, | guess.

MR. BALL: i can tell you that the Court requested that we
endeavor in another EDCR 2.34 call, which we did -

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay.

MR. BALL: - and have a declaration to that effect.

As to the deposition, we have already indicated that we want
fo go forward. The scant production of documents that we've received
from Defendants we don’t believe justifies holding off. However, we
would ask for an additional limited, very limited, scope as to any facts or
documents that come up after that.

We're on an August cutoff. We want to move this forward,
We've received, frankly, nothing but delay from the Defendants, and we
just want to -- our clients want this matter to go forward.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Well, | understand that, but
in light of -

MR. CARBAJAL: Your Honor, this is Attorney Hector
Carbajal. I'd like to address this, if | can.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay.

MR. CARBAJAL: There's been no scheduling order entered
in this case. There’s no trial setting order. While | think that those things
were going fo take place is a result of the COVID Administrative Orders.
This case, and the discovery for this case, has largely been stayed and

1St

is going to be stayed through, | believe, July 17, unless a further order’s
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entered extending that even further out.

So the deadline of August 7™ is clearly something that | think
is in play here and is likely going to have to be moved given the impact
that the pandemic has had on this proceeding to date.

| would also note that, you know, | view the notice of
deposition for three of the Defendants that we all received on the same
date and which | wasn't consulted about scheduling to be defective in
that while they are noticed to be depositions that are being conducted
remotely, there's no call-in information, there’s no log-in information, so
the time, place, and manner requirements for noticing a deposition have
not been met.

And, you know, frankly, | think that, you know, one of the
things that the Court must consider is, you know, either limiting or
restricting it to Mr. Reddy being deposed just this Friday and not being
deposed in the future, or if they're going to want to go over any of those
documents with him, that the deposition be rescheduled to permit that.
You know, | think that it's going to save everybody significant costs and
expense if we're not doing two of these depositions.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Well, that's exactly what | --

MR. CARBAJAL: And with that, I'll leave it to -

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: That's exactly what | was
going to say, Mr. Carbajal. If Plaintiff wants to go forward tomorrow,
that's fine, but understanding that | just recommended that the
Defendant provide additional information, if you would like to question

him regarding whatever additional information may be forthwith coming,
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you'll need to continue the deposition. I'm not going to require he be
deposed twice when you know beforehand that there are more
depositions that should be -- I'm sorry -- more documents that should be
headed your way.

So Defendant -- I'm sorry. So Plaintiff can move forward
tomorrow and take his deposition tomorrow, but then you won't have the
opportunity to redepose him when new information is disclosed in
response to the motion today.

30 --

MR. BALL: Understood.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: -- how would you like to
proceed, Mr. Ball?

MR. BALL: Your Honor, we would like to go forward with
tomorrow’s deposition.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: And you understand that
you will not be able to reopen the deposition for new information based
on the production that’s just been ordered today?

MR. BALL: As to that narrow issue, we do undarstand that,
Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay.

MR. BALL: Andif | could address the alleged defective
notices, this was -- counsel brought this up previously. We discussed
what the hature and format of that would be. The depo notices actually
state that the depo will be conducted remotely using audio-video

technology, and we'll get that information from the court reporter today.
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DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. All right. S0 -

MR. CARBAJAL: That was actually required to be included in
the notice.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Well, no one brought a --

MR. BALL: And that’s the first time we’re hearing this
ohjection,

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: And no one brought a
motion for protection before me on that issue, so if you can't work that
out, you'll have to -- you know, are you saying that you're not going to be
able to work that out, Mr. Carbajal?

MR. CARBAJAL: No, 'm not, Your Honor, I'm just saying
that the notice of deposition is defective in that it's not been addressed.
We don't know who to call in to or who to contact for purposes of a
deposition that's taking place tomorrow at ten a.m.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: And he just said -

MR. BALL: Right.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: -- that you will have that
information today.

MR. CARBAJAL: Understood.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. So the motion —
Plaintiff's motion to compel is granted. Again, Mr. Ball, if you would
please prepare the Report and Recommendation based on today’s
hearing, pursuant to Administrative Qrder 20-10, that needs to be sent to

discoveryinbox@clarkcountycourts.us; discoveryinbox is all ohe word,

spelled out; clarkcountycourts is all one word, spelied out, courts is
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plural, .us; please circulate that to all counsel for their review as to form
and content, and have that submitted within fourteen days to avoid a
contribution.

Anything else --

MR. BALL: We will do so, Your Honar.

One last --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Okay. Go ahead.

MR. BALL: Yes. One lastissue. We had --

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Who is this?

MR. BALL: We had requested fees and costs,

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: s this Mr. Ball? s this Mr.

Ball?

MR. BALL: This is Zach Ball.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Yes. Go ahead.

MR. BALL: We had requested fees in that as well; are those
granted?

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: No, they are nhot.

MR. BALL: Understood. Thank you, Your Honor.

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: Inasmuch as | found some
of the objections on the vague and ambiguousness of the language was
such that those were modified, and alternative relief was provided, | am
not going to grant the request for fees.

MR, BALL: Thank you, Your Honor,

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER: All right. Thank you all.

Stay well, gentlemen, and have a great day.
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MR. CARBAJAL.. Thanks, Your Honor.
MR. BALL: Thank you, Your Honor.

[Proceeding concluded at 11:18 a.m.]
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Leah A. Martin, Esq.
Nevada Bar No, 7982
Amber D. Scott, Esq.
Nevada Bar No, 14612
LEAH MARTIN LAW
3100 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 202
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102
Imartin@leahmartinlv.com
ascott@leahmartinlv.com
Phone: 3702) 420.2733
Facsimile: (702) 330-3235
Attorneys for Defendants

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
Case No.: A-19-792836-C
Dept. No.: XIV

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An Hlinois Limited
Liability Company,
Plaintiff,
Vs

DAVID WEINSTIEN, VIJAY REDDY,
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
THALAMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX |
GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY BUSINESS,
BROKERS LLC, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, AND DOES 1-50,

et e e e e e e e

)
)
)
: )
Defendants; )
)
)

DEFENDANT MOHAN THALMARLA RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFE'S FIRST SE'T
OF INTERROGATORIES

Defendant Mohan Thalmarla (“Defendant™), by and through his attormey of record,

F.eah Martin Law, hereby responds to Plaintiff Medappeal, LLC’s (“Plaintiff””) First Set of’
Interrogatories,

These responses and objections are not intended to be, and should not be interpreted
as, a waiver of any objection to the admissibility of any such information on the grounds of
privilege, work-product doctrine, hearsay, relevance or any other objection. Information

considered privileged or covered by the work-product doctrine will not be disseminated.
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The inadvertent release of any information protected by any privilege ot by the work-
product doctrine should not be construed as a waiver of that privilege or the work-product
doctrine.

ANSWERS TOQ INTERROGATORIES
INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Identify by plaintiff's name, state of filing, name of court and case number all lawsuits

that have been filed against YOU since January 1, 2008. (For the purposes of this
Interrogatory, the term YOU includes Vijay Reddy and any entity that he owned, controlled or
managed.)

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

None.
INTERROGATORY NO., 2:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities for whom you were
employed between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

I have been self-employed from Japuary 1, 2008 through May 1, 2018.
INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities to whom you
worked as an independent contractor between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018,
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 3:

Please see Defendant’s Response to Interrogatory No. 2.
INTERROGATORY NO. 4.

Identify by name, address and phone number afl persons or entities that provided you
money or other compensation for services rendered to those persons or entities between
January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018.

Iy
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NCO. 4.

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome in that it asks defendant to provide identification and contact information for all
persons or entities over a ten-year period of time. Defendant further objects to this
interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasottably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant responds as
follows: 1have employees in over twenty countries and it would be extremely burdensome to
review all those records. Further, none of those records would have anything whatsoever to

do with the events of this lawsuit.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Deseribe your bosiness relationship with defendant David Weinstein,
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “business relationship” mesns. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: None, 1 have never met, spoken to, emailed, texted, faxed, or otherwise
interacted with David Weinstein,

INTERROGATORY NO. 6;
Describe your business relationstip with defendant Kevin Brown.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous

what “business relationship” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: None. [ have never met, spoken to, emailed, texted, faxed, or otherwise
interacted with Kevin Brown. [ was completely unaware of Kevin Brown's existence until I
was served with this lawsuit, '
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INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Describe your business relationship with Tannenbaum & Milask.
RESPONSE TO INTERROQGATORY NQ. 7;

Defiendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous

what “business relationship” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: None. I bave never met, spoken to, crmailed, texted, faxed, or otherwise
interacted with Tannenbaum & Milask. I was completely unaware of Tannenbaum & Milask’s
existence until T was served with this lawsuit.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8

Describe your business relationship with defendant Visionary Business Brokers.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous

what “business relationship” means, Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: None. Ihave never met, spoken to, emailed, texted, faxed, or otherwise
interacted with Visionary Business Brokers. I was completely unaware of Visionary Business
Brokers® existence until I was served with this lawsuit.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Describe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $325,000 from defendant
Margaret Reddy to you and Max Global.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NQ. 9:

Defendant objects to this interrogaiory on the ground that it is not reasonably caleulated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection,
Defendant responds as follows: This was a private transaction in 2017, which is before the
2018 events at issue in this lawsuit.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Describe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $330,000 from you to defendant

Vijay Reddy.
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10
I did not transfer $330,000 to Vijay Reddy.
TE ATORY NO. 11:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 16 of!

Plaintifi’s First Amended Complaint that “Brown sold the business opportunitics on behalf of
. o defendant V., Reddy.”
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11;

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensorne in that it requests “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

INFTERROGATORY NO. 12;

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 46 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “the allegations contained in the Holmes matter are
remarkably similar to the allegations asserted against Defendants in this action, The plaintiff
alleged that V, Reddy ‘represented to Plaintiff that he would sell Plaintiff bundles of medical
billing contracts.” (Bx. 3, 4 7.) The plaintiff further alleged that after several months, his
parchase had not generated any revenues. (Ex. 3,9 13.)”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12: '

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome in that it requests “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This intetrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.
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INTERROGATORY NUMBER 13:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 47 of

Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “[ajccording to the complaint, V. Reddy made
representations as to the number of client accounts and revenue the plaintiff would receive.
The plaintift also alleged V. Reddy made multiple serious misrepresentations and omissions
to induce the sale. As aresuli of this lawsuit, V, Reddy was ordered to pay the Holmes plaintiff
an amount equal to or greater than $200,000,”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 13:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome in that it requests “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the aftormey-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 14:

Identify by buyer’s name, address and phone number all business packages you sold

on behalf of or in conjunction with defendant David Weinstein as alleged in paragraph 52 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint and admitted in paragraph 28 of your answer to PlaintifPs
First Amended Complaint.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous

what “business packages” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: 1 have never spoken to David Weinstein or sold anything on his behalf,
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 15:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 53 of|

Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “[s]ince 2016, V. Reddy sold or was involved in the
sale of the same or similar buginess packages to: Camile Batiste, Nadeem Fatmi, Steven Sami,
Gerson Benoit and Desiree Cortes, Paul Volen, Michael Bradley, Craig Sylverston, and

Kalpana Dugar. V. Reddy never successtully fultilled any of the contracts as agreed to with
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these individuals.”
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome in that it requests “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisty. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object o this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 16:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in paragraph 54 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “{ajll of the above listed individuals complained to
V. Reddy about his inability to perform, their financial loss due to his misrepresentations, and
some threatened to take legal action.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it requests “all facts,” which is én impossible standard to satisty. 1o the
exient that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory, This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 17:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in paragraph 55 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “at no point did V. Reddy disclose to Plaintiff the
vested interest and financial relationship he and his wife, Margaret Reddy, had with Weinstein.
At all times, V. Reddy passed himself off as a business reference and longtime satisfied
customer,”

1!
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RESPONSE TO INFERROGATORY NQ. 17:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome in that it requests “all facts,” which is ant impossible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing,
INTERROGATORY NUMBER 18;

Describe your business relationship with defendant Vijay Reddy.,
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous

what “business relationship” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: I do not do business with Vijay Reddy.
INTERROGAT NUMBER 19:

Describe your business refationship with defendant Margaret Reddy.
ETO INTERROGATORY NQ.

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “busincss relationship” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: I do not do business with Margaret Reddy.

DATED this ___ day of February, 2020.

LEAH MARTIN LAW

Leah A. Martin, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 7982

Amber I, Scott, fisq.
Nevada Bar No. 14061

3100 W Sahara Ave. Ste. 202
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

Attornevs for Defendants
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YERIFICATION
MOHAN THALMARLA, under penalty of perjury under the liws of the State of

Nevada, makes the  following declarations:  that he has read the  foregoing
INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT MOHAN THALMARLA - 8ET ONE to whicvh
this verification is uttached and knows the contents thereofh wnd that the same are trae to the
best of his knowledge and betief,

DATED this day of January, 2020,

de AP A

Mohan Thalmarla
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[ hereby certify that on the day of January, 2020, the foregoing DEFENDANT
MOHAN THALMARLA’S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF'S FIRST BET OF
INTERROGATORIES was served via the Odyssey E-File & Serve system, to the following:

Jay Freedman, Fsq.

117700 W. Charleston Blvd. 8te. 170-357
Las Vegas, NV 89135

Telephone: (702) 342-5425

Facsimile: (702) 475-6455
jay@jayfreedmaniaw.com

Attorney for Plaintiff

On behalf of LEAF MARTIN LAW
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Electronically Filed
08/05/2020 5:30 l’l\/“

CLERK OF THE COURT

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
MEDAPPEAL LLC,
Plaintiff{s),
v, CASE NO, A-19-792836-C

DAVID) WEINSTEIN, et al.,

Defendant(s).

DEPT NO. X1V

HEARING DATE: June 25, 2020
HEARING TIME: 9:30 a.m.

The Court, having reviewed the above report and recommendations prepared by the

Discovery Commissioner and,

No timely objection having been filed,

q ‘ g*ﬂmng the objections to the Report and Recommendations und good cause

appearing,

LI

are



a0

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

217

28

AND
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED the Discovery Commissioner's Report and
Recommendations are affirmed and adopted,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED the Discovery Commissioner's Report and
Recommendations are affinned and adopted as modified in the following manner.
(attached hereto)

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED this matter is remanded to the Discovery Commissioner for
reconsideration or further action.

q gﬁ“”lﬁ'ﬁﬁiEBY ORDERED that a hearing on the Discovery Commissioner's Report is
set for August 27 2020, at 9 30 am,

Dated this Sth day of August, 2020
=y e i=pt e — ) S | éwbﬁfdﬂf"ﬂ

DISTRICT C Iy
BEA 547 bans pake
Adriana Escobar
District Court Judge
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DCCR

Zachary T, Ball, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 8364

THE BALL LAW GROUP

1707 Village Center Cirele, Suite 140
Las Vegas, Nevada 88134
Tclephmw: (702) 3038600

Email: zball@balllawgroup.com
Attorney for Plaintiff’

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An lilinois Limited Cage No.:  19-A~792836-C
Liability Company,
Dept. Nos: 14
Plaintitt,
V. DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER'S

DAVID WEINSTEIN, VIIAY REDDY,
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
THALMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX
GLOBAL, INC,, VISIONARY BUSINESS
BROKERS LLC, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, and DOES 150

Defendants,

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Date of Hearing: June 25, 2020
Time of Hearing: 9:30 a.m.
Attorney for Plaintiff: Zachary Ball

Attorney for Defendants: Kevin Hejmanowski

PAGE 1 OQF 6

Gase Number; A-18-792836-C

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Electronically Flled
7142020 11:35 AM
Stoven D, Grlerson
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FINDINGS

. Plaintiff served Interrogatories and Requests for Production on defendants Vijay Reddy

and Margaret Reddy.

. Defendants served Responses to Plaintiff’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production in

which they provided substantive responses to some discovery requests and refusced to
provide substantive responses to some discovery requests based on their assettion of]

objections,

. Plaintiff believed that Defendants’ objections were improper and that some of their

substantive responses were incomplete.  Plaintiff attempted 1o informally resolve its

concemns about Defendants’ objections and discovery responses but wus not able to do so.

. Plaintiff filed Motions to Compel Further Responses from Defendans.

. Plaintiff properly attempted to resolve its dispute with Defendants prior to filing its

Motions to Compel Further Responses.
1.
RECOMMENDATIONS

. Plaintiff"s Motion to Compel Further Responses from defendant Vijay Reddy should be

granted,

. Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Further Responses from defendant Margaret Reddy should

be granted,

. Plaintifts request for attorneys’ fees pursuant to Rule 37 of the Nevada Rules of Civil

Procedure should be denied.

. Defendant Margaret Reddy should be required to provide firther responses to Interrogatory

Numbers 2 and 3 conceming her employment by defendant David Weinstein or any entity
owned by defendant Weinstein, and provide a name, address, phone number and dates of]

employment for cach of Weinstein’s entities that employed her.

PAGE 2 OF 6
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THE BALL LAW GROUP
ET? Village Cemtor Circle, Suite [40
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11.

12.

13

. Defendant Margaret Reddy should be required to provide a further response to Request for

. Defendant Margaret Reddy should be required to provide a turther response to Request for

Defendant Margatet Reddy should be required to provide a further response to
Interrogatory Number 10 by providing the nature and purpose of the $325,000 transfer
from her to defendants Molian Thalmarfa and Max Global.

Defendant Margaret Reddy should be required to provide further responses to Interrogatory
Numbers 5,12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17, Reddy is required to provide any factual information
that she hags in her posscssion and provide the facts upon which she is relying to support
her denial of the allegations discussed in these Interrogatories,

Defendant Muargaret Reddy should be required to provide further responses to
Interrogatory Numbers 18 and 19, and should identify any job duties, job functions or
services she performed for defendant Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018,

Defendant Margaret Reddy should be required to provide a further response to
Interrogatory Number 20 as revised during the hearing. Reddy should identify the nature
of her business retationship with defendant David Weinstein and define the time period of
the relationship.

Detendant Margaret Reddy should be required to provide a further response to
Intecrogatory Number 21 as revised during the hearing. Reddy should respond to the

Interrogatory from January 1, 2008 through Muay 1, 2018,

Production Number 9. She should be required to produce documents the concemn her job
dutics, job functions, services she performed for defendant David Weinstein or services
she provided for Weinstein from lanvary 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018,

Defendant Margaret Reddy should be required to provide further responses to Requests for
Production Numbers 10, 14 and 15 as written, and produce responsive documents.
Detendant Margarel Reddy should be required to provide a further response to Request for
Production Number 16, and to produce responsive documents from January 1, 2008

through May 1, 2018.

Production Number 5, and to produce responsive documents.

PAGE3IOF &
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14,

15,

16.

17.

20,

21

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a further response to Interrogatory
Number 4, and should be required to provide a substantive response concerning money or
other cotpensation he received from David Weinstein or any entity owned or controlled
by David Weinstein from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018,

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a further response to Interrogatory
Number 5, and identify by name, address and phone number, to the extent possible, al)
persons or entities for whom he provided training services between January 1, 2008 and
May 1, 2018.

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide further responses 1o Interrogatory
Numbers 7 and 8, as revised during the hearing, Reddy should identify the nature of his
business relationships with defendants David Weinstein and Kevin Brown and define the
time period of the relationships.

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a further response to Interrogatory
Numbers 9 and 10, and identify the blocks of accounts and business packages that he

purchased from defendant David Weinstein from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018.

- Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a further response to Interrogatory

Number 11, and identify by full name, address and phone number, to the extent possible,
all individuals who complained to him about business that they purchased from David

Weinstein and/or Kevin Brown from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018.

- Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a further response to Interrogatory

Number 13, and provide a substanlive response,

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be requited to provide further responses to Interrogatory
Numbers 15 and 16, as revised during the hearing. Reddy should identify the natwe of
his business relationships with defendant Visionary Busincss Brokers and Tamenbaum
& Milask and define the time period of the relationships.

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide further responses to Interrogatory

Numbers 19-25. Reddy is required to provide any factual information that hie has in his

PAGE40OF 6
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22

23

24,

25,

possession and provide the facts upon which he is relying to support his denial of the
allegations discussed in these Interrogatorics,
Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a further response ro Request for

Production Number 3, and to produce responsive documents,

. Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide o further responses to Request for

26.

27.

28.

29

Iy

Production Numbers 5 and 6, and to produce responsive documents from January |, 2008
to May 1, 201 8.

Detendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a turther response to Request for
Production Number 7, and to produce responsive docunents.

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide further responses to Request for
Production Numbers 12-15, and to produce responsive documents that identify any job
dutics, job functions, services he performed for or services he provided to defendants David
Weinstein, Kevin Brown or any entitics Weinstein or Brown owned or controlled from
January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018.

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide » further response to Request for
Production Number 25 as written, and to produce responsive documents,

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide further responses o Requests for
Production Numbers 26, 27, 29 and 30 as revised during the hearing, and to produce
responsive documents from January 1, 2008 to May 1, 2018,

Defendant Vijay Reddy should be required to provide a finther response to Request for
Praduction Number 28, as revised doring the hearing, and to produce responsive
documents.

Defendants Margaret Reddy and Vijay Reddy should be required to provide further
sesponses o Plaintiff's Interrogatories and Requests for Production, and to produce
responsive documents, within 14 days of the date the Court approves of this Report and

Recommendation,
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Subimitted by:

THE BALL LAW GROUP
/s! Zachary T. Ball, Esq.

hereby submits the above recommendations.

DATED this N_m__ﬂﬂ/hay of Q% 2020.

A-\A4-192F 30

WEOACPEAL v. WEIN

The Discovery Commissioner met with counsel for the parties telephonically, having

discussed the issues noted above and having reviewed any materialg proposed in support thereof,

-C

TR

DISCOVERY COMMISSIONER

Zachary T. Ball, Esq.

Nevada Bar No. 8364

1707 Village Center Circle, Suite 140
Las Vegas, Nevada 89134

Attorney for Plaintiff

/8! Kevin Hejmanowski

Nevada Bar No. 10612

3100 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 202
Las Vegas, NV 89102
702-420-2733

Attorney for Vijay Reddy, Margaret
Reddy, Max Global, Inc. and
Mobhan Thalmarla

Approved as to form and content by :

Kevin Hejmanowski
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NOTICE

Pursuant to NRCP 16.3(c)(2), you are hereby notified that within fourteen (14) days after being
served with a report any party may file and serve written objections to the recommendations.
Written authorities may be filed with objections, but are not mandatory. 1f written authorities
are filed, any other party may file and serve responding authorities within seven (7) days after
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being served with objections,

Objection time will expire on_(_ ){ ;‘ql 2%5 2020,

A copy of the foregoing Discovery Commissioner's Report was:

Mailed to Plaintiff/Defendant at the following address on the _ day of
2020:

N \,ﬁ.\
Electronically filed and served counsel on { \ . _)\ .| \ , 2020
N.E.F.CR. Rule 9. ~ |

By

, Pursuant to

COMMISSIONER DESIGNEE

B87
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DHSTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
Medappeal LLC, Plaintift(s) CASE NO: A-19-792836-C
V. DEPT. NO. Department 14

David Weinstein, Defendant(s)

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by the Eighth Judicial District
Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s electronic eFile system to all
recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:

Service Date: 8/5/2020

Zachary Takos zach{takoslaw.com

tlector Carbajal hector@claw.vegas

L.eah Martin Imartin@leahmartinlv.com
Leah Martin Law information@leahmartinlv.com
Katic Erickson katie@takoslaw.com

Brittany Iriedman brittany@claw.vegas

Steven Hart steventakoslaw.com
Zachary Ball zball@balllawgroup.com

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last
known addresses on 8/6/2020
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Hector Carbajal

[.eah Martin

L.eah Martin

Leah Mattin

Carbajal Law

Hector Carbajal, Esq
10001 Park Run Dr
Las Vegas, NV, 892145

Leah Martin Law

¢/o: Leah A. Martin

3100 W. Sahara Ave,, Suite 202
Las Vegas, NV, §9102

Ieah Martin Law

e/o: Leah A, Martin

3100 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 202
Las Vegas, NV, §9102

{.eah Martin Law

¢/o: Leah A. Martin

3100 W. Sahara Ave., Suite 202
Las Vegas, NV, 89102
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Leah Martin, Esq.
Nevada Bar No.ql'982

Kevin Hejmanowski, Esq.
Nevada Bar No. 10612

LEAH MARTIN LAW

3100 W Sahara Ave. #202

Las Vegas, Nevada §9102
Telephane: (702) 420-2733
Facsimile: (702} 330-3235
Imartin@leahmartinlv.com
kheimanowslaidleahmartinly.com
Attorneys for Defendants

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
Case No.: A-19.792836-C
Dept. No.: XIV

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, An lllinois Limited
Liability Company,
Plaintiff,
73

DAVID WEINSTIEN, VIJAY REDDY,
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
THALAMARLA. KEVIN BROWN, MAX ;
GLOBAL, INC,, VISIONARY BUSINESS,
BROKERS LLC, MEDASSET
CORPORATION, AND DOES 1-30,

J L e

)
]
)
N )
Defendants; )
)
)

DEFENDANT MARGARET REDDY’S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFE'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

Defendant Margaret Reddy (“Defendant™), by and through her attorney of record,

Leah Martin Law, hereby supplements her responses (in bold) to Plaintiff Medappeal, LLC’s
(“Plaintiff™) First Set of Interrogatories.

These responses and objections are not intended to be, and should not be interpreted
as, & watver of any objection to the admissibility of any such information on the grounds of
privilege, work-product doctrine, hearsay, relevance or any other objection, Information

considered privileged or covered by the work-product doctrine will not be disseminated.

891
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The inadvertent release of any information protected by any privilege or by the work-
product doctrine should not be construed as a waiver of that privilege or the work-product
doctrine.

ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

{dentify by plaintiff’s name, state of filing, name of court and case number all
lawsuits that have been filed against YOU since January 1, 2008, (For the purposes of this
Interrogatory, the term YOU includes Margaret Reddy and any entity that she owned,
controlled or managed.)

RESPONSE TO INFERROGATORY NO, 1:

None.

INTERROGATORY NQO. 2:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities for whom you
were employed between January 1, 2008 and May 1, 2018,
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

I do not have the addresses and phone numbers for my previous employers. T have
worked for Optum (a division of United Health Group) and Bank of America. [ currently
work for a pension planning company. [ object to providing my current employer’s name
and contact information as I do not want Plaintiff to spread rumors to my current employer,
or jeopardize my employment, It has come to my attention that Plaintiff has already
attempted to interfere with Mr, Weinstein’s businesses. [ have worked for David Weinstein's
company.

1 was employed by Tannenbaum & Milask from carly 2016 until April 30, 2018,
as an independent comtractor (1099 employee). ‘Tannenbaum & Milask's phone
number is 800-691-1722 and its address is 125 East Harmon Ave,, Unit 3223, Las Vegas,
Nevada 89109.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities to whom you

.3 B2
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worked as an independent contractor between January [, 2008 and May [, 2018.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

I have worked for David Weinstein’s company.
Please see Response to Interrogatory No., 2.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Identify by name, address and phone number all persons or entities that provided you
money ot other compensation for services rendered to those persons or entitics between
January 1, 2008 and May |, 2018,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Please see Defendant’s Response to Interrogatory No, 2.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

State all facts upon which you based your belief that Medasset Corporation was
capable of honoring its contract with Liberty Consulting & Management Services, LLC at the
time the contract was executed in May of 2018,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbread and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

I have never seen the contract between Medasset and the Plaintiff,

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Describe your business relationship with defendant David Weinstein.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “business relationship” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: | was an independent contractor for David’s company.

i
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INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Describe your business relationship with defendant Kevin Brown.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “business relationship™ means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: None.

INTERROGATORY NO, 8:

Describe vour business relationship with Tannenbaum & Milask.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Detendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “business relationship” means, Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: | was an independent contractor for the company.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Describe your business relationship with defendant Visionary Business Brokers.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “business relationship” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant
responds as follows: None.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Describe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $325,000 from you to

defendants Mohan Thalmarta and Max Globat.

NSE TO INTERROGATORY NQ. 10:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably
calculated to tead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s
objection, Defendant responds as follows: The transfer of $325,000 from me to Mohan
Thalmarla and Max Global was & private transaction in 2017, before the events which are the
subject of this lawsuit, and that transaction has nothing to do with this fawsuit.

Myv husband’s uncle offered us an opportunity to invest in their chrome minin
Y pr Y g
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project in Africa. He indicated we could get a better return on investment than
investing in the stock market in the United States. After reviewing the project, |
accepted his offer. The money was transferred as an investment opportunity. None of
the Plaintiff’s money is represented in the $325,000 transfer,

INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Describe the circumstances surrounding the transfer of $330,000 from defendant
Mohan Thalmarla to defendant Vijay Reddy.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

The transfer was made to me, not Vijay Reddy. It was a loan so 1 could purchase my
current home.

INFERROGATORY NQO. 12:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 16 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “Brown sold the business opportunities on behalf of
... defendant V, Reddy.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisly. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

The complete paragraph 16 states that “Since at least 2016, Brown has sold the
same or similar business opportunity through VBB or Tannenbaum & Milask, a New
Jersey brokerage company owned by defendant Weinstein. Depending upon the time
and victim, Brown sold the business opportunitics on behalf of cither defendant
Weinstein or defendant V. Reddy.” To be clear, Brown sold “medical appeals and
medical credentialing services” to the Plaintiff on behalf of David Weinstein, Brown
sold answering services and a debt collection business on behalf of Vijay Reddy.

Answering services and debt collection services are not “similar or the same” as a
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medical credentialing and medical appeals services,

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 13:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 46 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “the allegations contained in the Holmes matter are
remarkably similar to the allegations asserted against Defendants in this action. The plaintiff
alleged that V. Reddy ‘represented to Plaintift that he would sell Plaintifl bundles of medical
billing contracts.” (Ex. 3,9 7)) The plaintiff further alleged that after several months, his
purchase had not generated any revenues, (Bx. 3,94 13.)7

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would fucther object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery iz ongoing,

1 was not a defendant in the Holmes matter and never read any of the legal
filings in that case. It is my understanding the allegations were false and that the judge
determined there was no frand on Vijay Reddy’s part. Mr. Holmes also bought medical
billing (not medical appeals and credentialing) and outsourced all work to a third
party. My recollection is that the third party was assigned approximately 40 billing
clients over six months and stole the money that should have been paid to Mr, Holmes.
If Mr. Holmes did not generate any revenues, it was because of his lack of oversight of
the third party he hired to do his billing, Furthermore, Mr. Holmes bought a medical
marketing system so he could bring in his own clients and not “bundles of medical
billing contracts.”

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 14:

State all lacts that support your dental of the allegation contained in paragraph 47 of

Plantifl’s First Amended Complaint that “jajccording to the complaint, V. Reddy made

representations as to the number of client accounts and revenuc the plaintitf would receive.
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The plaintiff also alleged V. Reddy made multiple serious misrepresentations and omissions
to induce the sale. As a result of this lawsuit, V. Reddy was ordered to pay the Holmes
plaintiff an amount equal to or greater than $200,000.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object Lo this interrogatory. This interrogatory 1%
premature as discovery is ongoing,

I do not know what representations were made. Ido not know what the plaintiff
alleged. I did not read any of the legal filings from that time. I was not involved in that
business. The judge determined there was no fraud.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 15;

State all facts that support your denial of the allegation contained in paragraph 33 of
Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint that “[s]ince 2016, V. Reddy sold or was involved in the
sale of the same or similar business packages to: Camile Batiste, Madeem Fatmi, Steven
Sami. Gerson Benoit and Desirce Cortes, Paul Volen, Michael Bradley, Craig Sylverston,
and Kalpana Dugar. V. Reddy never successfully fulfilled any of the contracts as agreed to
with these individuals.”™

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Detendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all faets,” which is an impossible standard to satisty. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

I do not know any of these people or the specifics of what they bought, or in
what quantitics. 1 have never spoken, texted, faxced, emailed, called, negotiated with,

represented fo, or otherwise interacted with any of these people in any capacity. |
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heard about Steve Sami because he threatened my husband and Mr, Weinstein, 1 did
not work for Vijay Reddy to do amy marketing or sales work for any of these people.
My understanding is that all of these people bought an answering service business, The
Plaintiff in this case bought a medical appeals and medical credentialing business,
which is neither similar or the same as an answering services business.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 16:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in paragraph 34 of
Plaintift’s First Amended Complaint that “|ajll of the above listed individuals complained to
V. Reddy about his inability to perform, their financial loss due o his misrcpresentations,
and some threatened to take legal action.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGCATORY NO. 16:

Detendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which ig an imposzible standard to satisfy. To the
extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privilege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory, This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

I am unaware of any complaints from any of these people. Vijay Reddy did not
share them with me. To my knowledge, none of these people have taken any legal
action,

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 17:

State all facts that support your denial of the allegations contained in paragraph 55 of
Plaintif s First Amended Complaint that “at no point did V. Reddy disclose to Plaintiff the
vested interest and financial relationship he and his wife, Margaret Reddy, had with
Weinstein. At all times, V. Reddy passed himself off as a business reference and longtime
satisfied customer.”

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome as it asks for “all facts,” which is an impossible standard to satisty, To the
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extent that this interrogatory would invade upon the attorney-client privitege and/or work
product doctrine, Defendant would further object to this interrogatory. This interrogatory is
premature as discovery is ongoing.

I was not on the ¢all between Vijay Reddy and Plaintiff. 1 have no idea what was
disclosed. The last check that I received from David Weinstein’s company was at the
end of April 2018, for work previously completed. Plaintiff signed its contract and sent
it its initial deposit in May 2018, Therefore, there was no longer a vested interest or
financial relationship for either myself or Vijay Reddy at the time that Plaintiff signed
its contract,

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 18:

Describe any work that you performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Defendant objects to thig interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests any work prior to 2018, Defendant further objects to this
interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is
vague and ambiguous what “work” means, As written, Defendant cannot adequately respond
to this interrogatoty.

I built most of the websites for billing, collection, and transcription. I created
and mailed brochures to doctors. | created lists based on states, specialties, addresses,
area codes, zip codes, and other demographic criteria, 1 put my voice on all the 800
numbers for greetings and menu listings, I trained people on using early debt collection
software. If there was an overflow of clients (collection, transcription, or billing) and
there was no one to assign the client to, I would take care of the client until there was
someone else available. T did other secretarial work (amswer phones, take messages,
etc.).

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 19:

Describe any services that you performed for David Weinstein prior to May 1, 2018,
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome as it requests any services prior to 2018, Defendant further objects o this
interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is
vague and ambiguous what “services” means.  As written, Defendant cannot adequately
respond to this interrogatory.

Please see the Response to Interrogatory No. 18,

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 24:

Describe defendant Vijay Reddy’s business relationship with David Weinstein.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NQ. 20:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “business relationship™ means. As written, Defendant cannot adequately respond to this
interrogatory.

I was an independent coniractor for David Weinstein’s company, Tannenbaum
& Milask.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 21:

Identily by date and dollar amount all payments you received from David Weinstein
between January |, 2008 and the present,
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Detendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly

burdensome as it asks for “all payments,” which is an impossible standard to satisfy.
Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly
burdensome in that requests all payments over a ten-year period. Defendant further objects
to this interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objections, Defendant responds as
follows: Responding to this interrogatory would require me to review all payments over a

ten-year period, which is extremely burdensome, and most of the payments requested are not

- 10 - 900




16

within 2018, which is the only time period relevant to this lawsuit.
I was not paid anything from David Weinstein or any ¢company owed by him
after April 20, 2018. T believe all payments came from Tannenbaum & Milask, and not

David Weinstein, The payments are as follows:
5/12/16 535,000

5/25/16 $17,250
6/1/16 $5,250

6/30/16 §75,625
6/30/16 $16,250
8/23/16 $34,378
9/8/16 $62,500

10/11/16 $7,625
11/8/16 $36,000
11/22/16 575,500
11/23/16 110,500

1/6/17 $52,125
2/21/17 $13,250
3/28/17 $45,950
4/18/17 $42,500
5/16/17 $12,250
1/31/17 $28,000
9/20/17 $21,250
9/26/17 $12,250
10/10/17 $9,000

12/6/17 $21,250
4120/18 $21,250

INFTERROGATORY NUMBER 22:
Describe any work that you performed for Kevin Brown prior to May 1, 2018,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 22:

None.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 23:

Describe any services that you performed for Kevin Brown prior to May 1, 2018,

1111
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous
what “services” means. Notwithstanding Defendant’s objection, Defendant responds as
follows: None.

DATED this _ day of July, 2020,

LEAH MARTIN LAW

[eah A, Martin, Esq.
Kevin Hejmanowski, Esg.
3100 W. Sahara Ave. #202
las Vegas, Nevada 89102
Attorneys for Defendants
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VERIFICATION

MARGARET REDDY, under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of Nevada,
makes the following declarations: that she has read the foregoing DEFENDANT
MARGARET REDDY'S SUPPLEMANTAL RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFI?S FIRST SET
OF INTERROGATORIES to which this verification is attached and the knows the contents
thereof; and that the same are true to the best of his knowledge and belief,

DATED this day of July, 2020,

Margaret Reddy
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the  day of July, 2020, the foregoing DEFENDANT
MARGARET REDDY'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF'S FIRST

SET OF INTERROGATORIES was served via the Odyssey E-File & Serve system, to the

following:

Zachary Ball

Nevada Bar No., 8364

1707 Village Center Circle, Suite 140
Las Vegas, NV 89134

Attorney for Medappeal, LLC

Hector Carbajal 1

MNevada Bar No, 6247

10001 Park Run Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89145

Attorney for Medassel Corporation and
David Weinsiein

Zachary Takos

Nevada Bar No. 11293

1980 Festival Plaza Drive, Suite 300
Las Vegas, NV 89135

102-856-4629

Attorney for Kevin Brown and Visionary
Business Brokers, LLC

On behalf of LEAH MARTIN LAW
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A-1%-792836-C

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
Intentional Misconduct COURT MINUTES June 25, 2020
A-19-792836-C Medappeal L1C, Plaintiff(s) vs, David Weinstein, Defendant(s)
June 25, 2020 900 AM All Pending Motions
HEARD BY: Truman, Erin COURTROOM: RJC Level b Hearing Room

COURT CLERK: Jennifer Lott

RECORDER: Francesca Haak

PARTIES
PRESENT: Ball, Zachary Attorney for Plaintiff
Carbajal, Hector ], II Attorney for Deft
Hejmanowski Esq, Kevin Attorney for Deft
Takos Fsq, Zachary Attorney for Deft
JOURNAL ENTRIES

- Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Further Responses from Defendant Margaret Reddy
Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Further Responses from Defendant Vijay Reddy

MATTER TRAILED AND RECALLER: Commissioner stated there was a one day delay in
serving responses after Defts' frustrated attempts to obtain an extension. Commissioner Found
excusable neglect, and the OBJECTIONS STAND. Mr. Ball has not received supplemental
documents.

COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDED, Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Further Responses from
Defendant Margaret Reddy 1s GRANTED;
Interrogatory 2 by agreement, Plaintiff is seeking information for Mr. Weinstein at this point,

and provide a name, address, and phone number of Mr. Weinstein for the dates she was
employed by him;

PRINT DATE: 07/10/2020 Page 1 of 2 Minutes Date:  June 25, 2020
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A-19-792836-C

Interrogatory 3 supplement with information as required in Interrogatory 2;

Intertogatory 10 the nature and purpose of the $325,000 transfer as Directed on the record;
Interrogatories 5,12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 any factual information Defts have in their possession
must be specifically stated, and provide the factual basis (that Deft is relying upon);

Interrogatory 18 any job duties, functions, or services performed;

Interrogatory 19 as Directed on the record;

Interrogatory 20 must be more specific; respond to the nature of the business relationship, and
define the time period (2008 to 2018);

Interrogatory 21 maodified, and respond through 5-1-2018;

Request for Production of Documents 9 modified, and any job duties, functions, or services
provided for, or performed for Mr. Weinstein;

RFP 10, 14, and 15 are fine as written:
RFP 16 tailored as Directed on the record;
RFP 5 should be compelled.

COMMISSIONER RECOMMENDED, Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Further Responses from
Defendant Vijay Reddy is GRANTED; same Rulings as Margaret Reddy; counsel agreed to work
through any written discovery issues based on Commissioner's Recommendations.

Mr. Flejmanowski requested to continue Vijay Reddy's 6-26-2020 deposition based on the additional
documents needed. Mr. Hejmanowski and Mr. Carbajal addressed the deficient deposition Notice,
[f the deposition goes forward, Plaintiff's counsel will nol have the opportunity to re-depose Vijay
Reddy on new information based on today's Motion. Mr. Ball requested to go forward with the
deposition set 6-26-2020 at 10:00 a.m. The deposition will be taken by alternative means, and

Mr. Ball will provide the information today to all counsel. Mr. Ball had requested fees,
Commissioner Will Not Grant the Request for Fees.

Mr. Ball to prepare the Report and Recommendations, and counsel to approve as to form

and content. Comply with Administrative Order 20-10, and submit the DCRR to
DiscoveryInbox@clarkcountycourts.us. A proper report must be timely submitted within 14 days of

the hearing. Otherwise, counsel will pay a contribution.

CLERK'S NOTE; Minute Order amended 7-10-2020. jl

PRINT DATE:  07/10/2020 Page 2 of 2 Minutes Date:  June 25, 2020
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Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

DISTRICT CQURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

MEDAPPEAL, LLC, an
Tilinois Limited Liability
Company,

Plaintiff,
VS, Case No.,: 19=792-.836-C

DAVID WEINSTEIN, VIJAY REDDY,
MARGARET REDDY, MOHAN
THALMARLA, KEVIN BROWN, MAX
GLOBAL, INC., VISIONARY
BUSINESS BROKERS LLC,
MEDASSET CORPORATION, and
DOES 1-50,

Defendants.

DEPOSTTTON OF VIJAY REDDY
Taken on Friday, June 26, 2020
At 10:08 a.m.

Las Vegas, Nevada

Reported remotely via Zoom by:

Cari M. Inkenbrandt, RPR, CCR #9239
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Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

APPEARANCES

ON BEHALF OF THE PLATNTIFE:

ZACHARY T. BALL, BESQUIRE
(Remotely via Zoom)

THE BALL LAW GROUP

1707 village Center Circle
Suite 140

Lias Vegas, Nevada 89134
(702) 303-8600
zball@balllawgroup.com

ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT DAVID WEINSTEIN AND
MEDASSET CORPORATION:

(Remotely via Zoom)

HECTOR J. CARBAJAL, III, ESQUIRE
CARBAJAL LAW

10001 West Park Run Drive

Las Vegas, Nevada 89145

(702) B29-7476

hector@claw.vegas

ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT VIJAY REDDY, MARGARET REDDY
AND MOHAN THALMARLA AND MAX GLOBAL, INC.:

ALBO

(Remotely via Zoom)

KEVIN HEJMANOWSKEI, ESQUIRE
LEAH MARTIN LAW

3100 West Sahara Avenue

Suite 202

Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

(702) 420-2733
khejmanowski@leahmartinlv.com

PRESENT:
(Remotely via Zoom) Eli Johnson

{Remotely via Zoom) Seth Johnson

U.S5. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com
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Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

INDEHZX

TESTIMONY OF VIJAY REDDY

Examination by Mr. Ball

Examination by Mr. Hejmanowski

Further Examination by Mr. Ball

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

EXHIBITSE

Defendant Vijay Reddy's
Regponges to Plaintiff's
Amended FPirst set of
Interrogatories,

PDF Pages 1 - 13

Defendant Vijay Reddy's
Responses to Plaintiff's
First Regquest for Production
of Documents,

PDF Pages 14 - 29

Complaint and Demand for Jury
Trial, PDF Pages 69 - 78

Summons and Complaint,
PDF Pages 30 - 80

Complaint for Revocation
of Discharge,

FDF Pages 81 - 106

Exhibit 2 to Complaint for
Revocation of bischarge,
PDF Pages 107 - 124

(not uszed)

{(not used)

PAGE

165

169

PAGE

27

36

36

47

59

75
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Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

Exhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Bxhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Bxhibit

Exhibit

Exhibit

EXHIBITS (cont'd)

Executive Summary,
PDF Pages 134 - 140

Promissory Note,
PDF Pages 143 - 146

(not used)

Contract, PDF Pages 153 - 157
Contract, PDF Pages 166 - 171
(not used)

Contract, PDF Pages 175 - 182
Contract, PFPDY¥ Pages 183 - 187
Contract, PDF Pages 188 - 189

Sworn Affidavit of Dr. Crailg
Ramsdell, PDF Pages 190 - 191

Statement of Commigasiong

PAGE

105

106

119

123

125

126

128

131

145

U.

8.

Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com

212




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA; FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 2020
10:08 A.M.
~000~
THE COURT REPORTER: Before we proceed,
I will ask all counsel to agree on the record that
under the current National Emergency, pursuant to
Section 319 of the Public Health Services Act,
there is no objection to this deposition officer
administering a binding oath to this witness not
appearing personally before me, and do counsel
also agree to waiving the reading of the caption.
Please state your agreement on the record,
beginning with noticing counsel.
MR. BALL: Zach Ball. Agreed.
MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Kevin Hejmanowski.
Agreed.
THE COURT REPORTER: Do we have other
counsel on the line?
MR. CARBAJAL: Yeah, this is Hector
Carbajal. 1 agree.
(Reporter clarification of remote
appearances. )
VIJAY REDDY
having been called as a witness and having been

first duly sworn, was examined and testified as

.8, Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com
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June 26, 2020

follows:
EXAMINATTON
BY MR. BALIL:
Q All right. Can you please state and
spell your full name for the record.
A Vijay Reddy, V-I-J-A-Y, R-E-D-D-Y.
Q Thank you.

How would you, going forward today,
prefer that we reference you by? Mr. Reddy? What
would you like?

A Whatever is comfortable. I'm flexible.
0 You understand that the oath that was
just administered to you is the same oath as in a

court of law and carries all the same penalties of

perjury?
A I understand.
Q When was the last time you had your

deposition taken, Mr. Reddy?
A T think it was 2018.
Q Based on that length of time, T'm going
to go through just a handful of ground rules.
I mean no disrespect by this gquestion.
T have to ask it of everybody. Are you under the
influence of any drugs or substances that would

impair your testimony today?

U.S8. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com

814




10

1l

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

F:S No.
0 Have you been convicted of a felony in

the past ten years?

A No.
Q I'm sorry?
A No.

Q No. Okay.

Going forward, each time I ask a
guestion, I'd like you te provide an answer. Your
counsel may obiject, but you still need to answer
in almost all circumstances. That answer, 1f it's
appropriate to say yes or no, please state those
words. Please do not give an uh-uh or uh-huh.

The court reporter is going to be
writing everything down that we say, and I hope
today is much like a conversation as we would
have. The difference is that a transcript is
going to come out of this, and that transcript is
far better for all of us if that transcript flows
and has a clear guestion followed by a clearx
answer. For that reason, I will not interrupt
you, and I reguest that you don't interxrupt me.
Will that work?

A I understand, yes.

Q Can you tell me about your educational

U.S. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com
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June 26, 2020

background.

A T have two master's degrees, one in
psychology and one in business administration.

Q And where are those from?

A The master's in psychology is from the
Indiana University of Pennsylvania. And the

master's of business administration is from Cleary

University.
0 Where is Cleary located?
A Ann Arbor, Michigan.
Q Any other master's degrees?
A No. I have a bachelor's degree also in

psychology from Michigan State University.
Q What year did you complete your

undergraduate degree?

A 1997,

Q What is your current home address?

A 4269 Kingston Drive, Milan, Michigan
48160.

Q Is that where you're jolning us from
today?

A Correct.

Q I'm sorry. You broke up.

A Correct, ves.

0 Since graduating with your

U.5. Legal Suppeort | www.uslegalsupport.com
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Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

undergraduate, ¢an you give me some of your work
history, starting with that date, 1997.

A So the year that I was -- after I was
done with my psychology degree, I went to Penn
State University. I did some research with a
professor out there, and eventually I went to the
Tndiana University of Pennsylvania where T started
my graduate degree in clinical psychology. After
that, after I left that program, I went to Henry
Ford Hospital in Detroit where I worked for a
couple years. Eventually I moved on from that. I
picked up as an employee of my uncle who had a
medical billing and transcription company, and he
asked me to, essentially, run it for him. And
then from there I -

Q I'm sorry. What year was that when you

started with your uncle's company?

A 2004, I think, somewhere around there.
0 I interrupted you. Please proceed.
A aAfter that, T worked with David

Weinstein. I have worked for Blue Cross Blue
Shield in Philadelphia. I worked for the VA in
Texas. Now I'm back here. I went into business
for myself, and I work for a different uncle now,

working on a blockchain technology endeavor.

U.S. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com
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(Reporter clarification,)

A T worked for myself and then I work for
a blockchain technology company currently.

Q I want to go back through that. You
gave me a good summary there. I want to go a bit
more in depth.

Tell me -- you mentioned that you worked
for a uncle and that you ran a portion or all of
his business?

A Yes. Is that a guestion? I'm not sure
what you're asking.

Q I'm sorry. You broke up.

A I'm not sure what you're asking. The

answer is ves, I did.

Q What was that uncle's name?
A 8iva, 8-I-V-A.
Q Last name?

A Thalmarla, T-H-A-L-M-A-R-L-A.

Q And what was the name of the company?
A Macrotran.

Q Is that one or two words?

A I'm not certain, actually. I don't

recall how he organized it.
0 And can you tell me specifically what

were your job duties.

U.S. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com
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Vidtay Reddy
June 26, 2020

A Well, there was a bunch of
transcriptionists in India and a biller in India,
and so my Jjob was to find doctors in America and
send the work to India, have them process the
wark, send it back to the doctor, and invoice the
doctor once a month.

Q Was the company based out of India?

A He had an Indian counterpart and he had

an incorporated company here. I'm not sure what

state.
Q pid your uncle Siva live in the U.8.7
A At that time or do you mean other?
0 During that time?
A Most of the year he was not in the

United States, no.

Q Where was he?

A Mostly in Africa.

Q And when he was in the United States,
what state was he in?

A tllinoils, I think. He might have moved

to Texas at that point. I'm not really certain.

Q And what years did you work for that
company?

A What -- I'm sorry. The guestion was?

Q What vyears did you work for that

U1.8. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com
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company? I believe you mentioned a 2004 date
earlier.

A Yeah, I think 2004 to 2005, somewhere
around that time frame.

Q When you left that company, where did
you go?

A I actually went and started my own
medical billing operation.

Q What was the name of that company?

A Actually, I don't recall. It was a long

time ago. I don't remember what I called that

company .
Q How long did you have that company?
A About a year, year and a half.
Q Were there any other co-owners?
A No.
Q You were the sole owner?
A Correct.
Q So would that have been, if you said a

year, year and a half, would that have been 2006
when that ended?

A Approximately.

Q How did that end?

A I was looking to expand my operations,

so I found an ad somewhere on the internet. T
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can't recall which website it was offhand, and
that's eventually how I met David Weinstein. He
was selling medical billing, so I called him up,
did some homework, decided to go for it, and
bought a bunch of medical billing from him.

Q And you said that was 2006, or is there
a more specific time frame you can remember when
you answered that ad?

A I can't remember the exact time frame.
It was around 2006, 2007. I can't remember the
exact year.

Q And so you answered that ad, and at that
point, did you begin working with Mr. Weinstein?

A Yes,

0 And Mr. Weinstein is a defendant in this
case. Is that the Weinstein you're referring to?

A Correct.

Q What did you do while you were working
for Mr. Weinstein?

A Well, he brought me medical billing
c¢lients, and I did the medical billing work.

0 When you say you did the medical billing
work, can you describe for me what that was?

A He brought doctors under contract for

me, and he handed off the accounts, and he

U.8. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com
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assigned it to me. I'd contact the doctor,
introduce myself, and then through a
back-and-forth setup process, I would get the
doctor's billing and medical billing work, and
then I would process their medical billing claim,
and then inveice them at the end of the month.

Q You mentloned at the beginning when you
were giving me a summary, you mentioned
Mr. Weinstein, Blue Cross Blue Shield, and VA, and
you also mentioned your job that you're working.
How long were you working with Mr. Weinstein?

A Until 2011, thereabouts. I can't
remember the exact year. It was a while ago. And

then I went to work for Blue Cross after that.

Q About what year did you start with Blue
Cross?

A 2011, 2012, somewhere in that time
fTrame.

Q What did you do for Blue Cross?

A Multi-project management type work. The

scope of the project was pretty huge.

Q What was that project? You said the
scope of the project was big. What was it?

A The big-picture idea was that -- there's

two Blue Crosses in Pennsylvania, one in

U.S5. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com

922‘" 4




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

Philadelphia and one in Pittsburgh. They had
certain systems that they wanted to transfer from
Blue Cross of Pittsburgh and let Blue Cross in
Philadelphia take care of all the back-end work,
for lack of a better word. So because there were
so many processes between people, technology,
software, et cetera, someone had to understand all
these different moving parts, and I had one small
part in that. I didn't watch over the whole
project. So essentially, the project was to
migrate all the data and Blue Cross in
Philadelphia would take care of all the back-end
work, and then Blue Cross in Pittsburgh would pay
them a certain amount to take care of the back-end
work. So I was overseeing my part of it.

Q Was this computer-based?

A Not my part. My part was more about
what did the sales and marketing teams do, what
was their function, how do they do what they do,
and then they had to understand what could be
outsourced, what could be handled in Pittsburgh,
what needed to get done in Philadelphia. Big
picture, that's sort of what I did.

Q So before you left Blue Cross Blue

Shield, you were working for Mr. Weinstein. Did
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your job duties change from the approximate start
time of 2005 to -~ sorry 2006 to 20117

A I'm not sure I understand your guestion.
Can you rephrase it.

Q Yeah, I set that up poorly.

During the time that you were working
with Mr. Weinstein in 2006 to 2011...
(Reporter clarification.)
MR, BALL: TI'll refresh this. Better?
THE WITNES3: Yes.
BY MR. BALL:

Q So, Mr. Reddy, if there's at any point
you don't understand any part of my question
please let me know.

A Sure, of course.

0 And to you as well, I haven't mentioned,
if at any point you want to take a break, I will
need you te answer any pending questions, but just
let me know. I want everybody to be comfortable
throughout this.

A I understand.

Q So during the time that you worked for
bavid Weilnstein 2006 to 2011, what were your job
duties?

A So initially, when T met him, T bought
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medical billing clients from him. Eventually,
because I was so successful and liked the work
that he presented to me, I bought his entire
company, and I took over and eventually sold that
to Mr. Holmes.
(Reporter clarification.)

A Holmes, H-0-L-M-E-S5.

0 And we'll get into all this in more
detail.

What year did you sell the company?

A To Mr. Holmes?

Q Yes.

A 2009 I helieve. No. I'm sorry. It was
before that, because he -- yeah, it was before

that. It must have been 2008 or 2007. I'm sorry.
I can't recall the exact date.

0 At the point of selling, did you stop
working for Mr. Welnstein?

A Yes. I wasn't working for him. T
wasn't his employee. We had a contractual
business relationship. I bought clients from him,
e sold it to me. But I was never his employee,
nor vice versa.

Q At any polnt?

A Ne. He was never my employee. I was
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never his. We never had co-ownership in any
company ever.

Q Thank you.

What year did -- let me rephrase that.

You stopped working for -- or stopped
working with Mr. Weilnstein in 2011; is that
correct?

A Approximately, yeah.

Q But you sold the company that you bought
from Mr. Weinstein in 2009; is that right?

A It was before that. I think it was
2008, I'm pretty sure it was not 2009. But
again, the years kind of run together because it
was so long ago.

Q What did you do between 2008 and 2011
with Mr. Weinstein?

A I went out and did my own marketing,
brought my own c¢lients in, did my own thing,
picked up a few partners and eventually sold that
whole business.

0 What year did you sell that business?

A 2011, T believe, or thereabouts.

0 Who did you sell that business to?

A It was a guy I worked —— sorry. I can't

remember his -- there are actually two people, but
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T can't recall the names offhand.

0 Once you sold that business, what did
you do?

A I went to go work for Blue Cross.

0 When did you stop working for Blue
Cross?

A It was only a six-month process, so it
was ~- I think it was 2012 I think it bled over

into.

0 Where did you go after that?

A I went to the VA in Texas.
Q How long did you work for the VA?
A Another six months or so, elght months.

Again, it's been so long. I think six to eight
months., It's hard to recall.

Q What did you do for the VA?

A They had a medical billing project that
they were trying to get for the Veterans. So my
job was to oversee some of the software that they
were trying to implement to get the project going,
because the VA had been processing all their
claims on paper and they were trying to upgrade to
an electronic system.

Q So it sounds like that was somewhat

similar to your work at Blue Cross; is that right?
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A I wouldn't -~ in some respect, yes, but
the work was more technical, more
software-oriented this time around.

Q S0 it was different because it was

software-~oriented. What other differences were

there?

A The software that they were using to
figure out how to bill, the system -- it was
called Pega -- that was a lot more complicated.

The software we were using in Philadelphia was a
very basic system. T don't know what it was
called, but we used SharePoint and some other

basice Microsoft tools.

Q When you left the VA in Texas, where did
you go?

A I went back to Michigan.

Q What did you do in Michigan at that
time?

A Nothing foxr a while. Eventually, I

called David and said, "Let's do medical billing,
collection, transcription,” and so I got back inte
that with him.

Q Do you remember the month and year that
you called David?

A Tt would have been the same year that T
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came back from Wexas. I took a few months off,
but I don't remember, no, I don't remember the
month and year.

Q You don't remember the year you moved
back from Texas?

A It would have probably been 2012 or
20~ -~ probably 2012. T might have called David
in early 2013, But again, it's been so many years
it's hard to keep them all straight.

0 So you spoke with David. Did he accept
that offer?

A Yeah. I ended up buying -- over the
years I boughlt medical billing, medical
collections, medical transcription, and medical
appeals from him.

Q That was in early 2013, and you
mentioned that vou were working with Mr. Weinstein
on a contractual basis; is that right?

A Right. He would get the clients. T
would take care of them, whatever way I needed to
take care of them. 1In some cases, I would resell
them to other people once I bullt them up.

Q When did you stop working with
Mr. Weinstein?

A How do you mean? Like, when did I stop
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calling him ever?

0 No. You mentioned that you and
Mr. Weinstein had some contractual relationships.
fave those continued on till today, or had those
ended at some point?

A Contractual relationship -- I never had
any written contractual relationships with him
from 2011 onward. Prior to that, I might have had
some because we didn't know each other at all.
put since T got back, I don't recall signing any
contractual relationships. All of our
ralationships have been oral.

o} You mentioned -- were there any --
strike that.

You mentioned that there were -- your
previous -- you're currently working with
blockchain; is that right?

- Yes.

0 When did that begin?

A Last fall.
Q And what is that?
A Blockchain technology, it's a system of

verifying what has been happening all throughout a
chain of events. So, for instance, if you're a

farmer, you grow your c¢rops. You can apply a
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blockchain to crops that you sell to the
distribution guy. The distribution guy resells it
to a warehouse. The warehouse resells it to a
retailer, whatever. You need to make sure that
gvery aspect of what has happened throughout the
chain is authentic and that whatever was sold is
not just being resold and so forth. So there's a
way to, essentially, authenticate all the actions
through software and that everything that you're
selling is still the same numbers, the same
quantity, the same volume, the same number, and
there's no fraud in the system.

Q So the example of a farmer, that would
be something like a gross number of beans and you
would bloeckchain, you would be tracking that
amount of beans through the entire process?

A That's one way to do it. There are
other aspects in uses of blockchain, like bitecoin
uses blockchain technology to authenticate that
it's authentie bitcoin and not some knockoff or
counterfeit.

Q Are you specifically invelved in a
commodity like farming? What are yvou focused on
when you mention blockchain?

.S The idea is to set up and to create an

U.8. Legal Support | www, uslegalsupport . com

EJ?:‘E:> 3




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

IOT deviece, Internet of things is what IOT is
short for. It's basically a small device that you
can attach to something. Like, you would attach
it to a key chain, you would attach it to a truck,
and then this I0OT device can capture certain
information through blockchain technology and
authenticate that your truck driver didn't take a
detour and go ‘joyriding, that he followed certain
guidelines.

We're using blockechain technology as
part of a GPS tracking system. 8o we make sure
that the truck driver follows the exact route that
he's supposed to follow, that there's no
deviations, that we know exactly how much gas is
going to be used as a result of following that GPS
chain, the weight of the truck, that they're not
adding other things to the truck to defraud the
company.

There's a lot of applications to it.

I'm still in the R and D process.
Q What's the name of your company?
A Sipva.
Q Can you spell that?
A I'm actually not sure. S-I-P-V-A, I

think.
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Q 5-I-P-B-A.
A V ag in Vietor, A.
Q v?

A Uh-huh.

Q And are you the owner of that company?

A My uncle is.

Q Tell me your uncle's name.

A Siva, S-I-V-A.

0 You mentioned an uncle earlier. Is that

the same uncle?

A Yes, the one that I said from 2005, veas,
2005, uh~huh.

Q What i1s your title in that company?

A They didn't give me a title. At the
moment I'm only working with him. He's got a
couple of IT guys in India, but they're not
working right now because of the coronavirus. I
don't even have a business card yet.

Q Do you know where that company is

incorporated, if at all?

A I do not. Actually, Delaware. Yes,
Delaware.

0 Do you know if it's a corporation? LLC?
Do you know the business format -- or, I'm sorry,

the business type?
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A C corp.
0 C corp?
A C, uh-huh,.
Q I appreciate that.
I want to move forward here.

Mr. Reddy, have you ever been sued

before?
A Yes.
Q Can you tell me each time that you'wve

been sued, what the plaintiff's name was?
A The first time was Ray Fritz. The
second time was Anthony Holmes. The third time

was Carlos, but I can't remember his last name.

Q Carlos Escobar, does that sound
familiar?

A Yes, that's it.

Q In that same matter, was Bluesky

Med-0Office Solutions, Inc., another party?
A Yeah, that sounds familiar. T think
that was the company's name, but T can't recall.
MR. BALL: All right. If we could go to
the deocuments that we've set up for exhibits.
THE COURT REPORTER: Are you speaking --
THE WITNEES: I never got --

MR. BALL: I'm sorry. I was referring
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to the court reporter.

THE COURT REPQRTER: T have not received
any instructions regarding exhibits. I have no
link. I have no email or anything regarding
exhibits.

MR. BALL: Well, if we could just take a
gquick break. Let me run that down. We'll go off
the record for 7just a few minutes. Thank you.

(Break taken from 10:37 a.m.

to 10:49 a.m.)

BY MR. BALL:

Q All right, Mr. Reddy. I've shown you
one page of a document. I c<an scroll through the
entirety of it. Do you recognize that document?

A Yes. It looks like something my
attorney put together.

MR. BALL: I'd like that PDF 1, pages 1
through 13 marked as Exhibit 1.

(Exhibit A identified.)

BY MR. HEJMANOWSKI:

0 Mr. Reddy, have you read MedAppeal's
Pirst Amended Complailnt?

A Yes.

Q Do you believe that you understand the

allegations that are being asserted against you?
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A I believe I understand them, yes.

0 and TI'm not asking for a legal analysis.
I'm just asking to the extent you have knowledge,
you understand those; is that right?

A To the extent I'm not a lawyer, yes.

Q I want to go back to what's been marked
as Exhibit 1. It appears to be, at the very top,
served on all parties in the case, responses to
interrogatories, on February 1l2th. Do you see
that up at the top?

A Yes.

Q Did you read this document on or before
February 12th, 20207

A I don't remember the date that I read
it.

Q I've gone to page 12 of the document.
Is that your signature on page 127

A Yas.

Q I want to go to page 2 of the document.
Can you take a look at your response to
interrogatory number 2, please, if you could read

that for me.

A The response or the interrogatory?
Q Both.
A Interrogatory number 2, "Identify by
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name, address and phone number all persons or
entities for whom you were employed between
January 1st to 2008, and May lst, 2018."

Response to interrogatory number 2, (as
read): Defendant objects to this interrogatory on
the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Notwithstanding defendant's objection, defendant
responds as follows: 1I've been self-employed. I
have worked for Blue Cross Blue Shield. I do not
have an address or phone number for Blue Cross
Blue Shield. I do not keep records that far back
in time. I have worked for the Veterans
Administration and do not have an address or phone
number for the Veterans Administration. I don't
keep records that far back in time. I have worked
for David Weinstein. I do not recall which of
David's companies gave me a 1099, as it was many
years ago. I do not have an address or phone
number for David's companies.

BY MR. BALL:
Q Thank you.

You mentioned earlier that you had, as 1T
recall, only worked with David Weinstein and never

for; is that right?
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A I was an independent contractor that
worked with him. I was never his employee.

Q So when you say you worked for David
Weinstein, that was as an independent contractor?

A Right, correct.

Q In that list, you did not mention
American Medical Answering Services, Revenue Asset
Services, or National Billing Corporation.

A I think T said T've been self-employed.

Q Self-employed?

A Right, those would fall under the
self-employed category.

Q All right. Did you receive compensation

from American Medical Answering Services in 20167

A You mean did I issue a 1099 to myself?

Q Do you understand what compensation
would be?

A Payment, I assume is what you're talking

about. I mean --
Q If that's your understanding, did you

receive compensation from Revenue Asset Services

in 20167
:\ Revenue Asset Services, yes.
Q pid you receive compensation from

National Billing Corporation of any kind?
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A In 20~ =~

Q At any time?

A Yes.

Q And I interrupted you. You were

referencing a date. Can you tell me that date?

A I think Natlonal Billing Corporation, I
owned it back in 2009 or thereabouts.

Q When was the last date that you recall

receiving compensation from National Billing

Corporation?

A Probably 2009, but again, that was so
long ago.

0 That's your best guess?

b, Yes.

0 Did you receive compensation from David

Weinstein or one of his entities between
January lst, 2008, and May lst, 20187

A I've received a 1099 from David at some
point. I don't know about back then, but in 2014,
T think. But again, these records are so old I
wouldn't be able to recall perfectly.

0 You mentioned 2014. Was that the only
date you recall receiving a 10997

A I don't recall what dates I received

compensation at all. It would have been in these
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years. 1 just don't recall what years.
0 And which of those entities of David
Weinstein did you receive compensation for during

that date range?

A I don't recall.

Q About how much compensation did you
raceive?

y: Again, I don't recall. My income

fluctuated guite a bit over the years.

Q Can you give me a range?

A I prefer not to guess.

Q I'm asking you to speculate.

A You know, T don't even know 1f my

speculation would be in the ballpark. I just
can't recall, because agaln, my income went way up
and down. Part of it was my own employment. FPart
of it was what I did for him. I don't remember
how much I got from him. I can't recall.

Q If we could go and take a look at
interrogatory number 7 and the response thereto.
Once you've done so, if you could please read
those as well.

A Interrvogatory number 7, "Describe your
relationship with Defendant David Weinstein."

Response to interrogatory number 7,

U.S. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.acom

94% 2




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

"Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the
ground that it is vague and ambiguous what 1s
meant by 'business relationship.' As written,
defendant cannot adegquately respond to this
interrogatory."”

Q So in your mind, what is the business
relationship? Do you have any better idea as you
sit here today than you previously did?

A I know -- I can speculate what you think
I mean -- or what you mean, but it says describe
my business relationship with David Weinstein.
Tt's a good business relationship. T think that
answers the question, but that doesn't seem like
what you're asking.

0 Well, it partially answers it. I
appreciate that.

What type of business relationship have
you had with David Weinstein that you haven't
already testified to today?

A I am an independent contractor for him
and/or he's been an independent contractor for me.
There has been no ownership where he owns part of
my company or I own part of his company. That has
never happened.

Q What years was David an independent
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contractor for you?

A When T had -~ when I was running my own,
he assisted me with marketing. That would have
been in 2009 to 20~ —- Jjust before I went to
Philadelphia. And then when I had the medical
answering service, he tried to help me with that
as well. I'm sorry. The years, I'm not very good
with timing and years. And I stopped working with
David in 20~ —-- well, I did some things for David
on a voluntary basis. I'm not sure you'd call
that a business relationship.

Q You gave me a lot there. What things
did you do voluntarily foxr David?

A Well, one thing I did that's relevant to
this case is I trained your clients on medical

billing and how to use the software and medical

appeal.
Q that's one thing. What else?
A T've been training for him over the

years with other people, again, voluntarily.

Q You say voluntarily. Did you receive
compensation for that?

A No.

Q And I'm being pretty general right now.

I want to be more specific later on here. What
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vears did you or about how much did you issue
10998 to him?

A I'm sorry. The guestion again?

Q You mentioned that you issued 1099s to
David Weinstein; is that right?

A Yeah. I don't remember what year it
was. It was a long time ago. It was 2014 1T
think. Again, I can't recall.

Q Just that year, though?

A Again, I can't remember what year or
years. It could have been singular. It could
have been plural. I really don't remember. I'm
just trying to guess and trying to be helpful, but
I don't know if it was 2014 or not.

Q I'm going to show you another set of
documents. Take a look at the screen. You can o
through the entirety of this document, but de you
recognize that document?

A I recognize the document.

Q What is it?

A It's what my attorney put together as
far as response for production of documents.

MR. BALL: I'd like +o mark that as
Exhibit B, specifically page numbers 14 through

29.

LA
1t
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(Exhibit B identified.)
BY MR. BALL:

0 Mr. Reddy, if you'd take a lock at the
page, top of the page there, you'll see that the
response was served February llth, 2020. Did you
read this document before February 11lth, 20207

A T don't recall the date that I read it.

Q Wag it this year?

A Yes.

0 We'll come hack to that.

Do you recognize this document?

A Yes.

Q What is it?

A It was the complaint filed by Anthony
Bolmes, or his attorney.

MR. BALL: 1I'd like, pages 69 through
78, marked as Exhibit C.

(Exhibit ¢ identified.)
BY MR. BALL:

4] I'm going to go to paragraph 10, which
is on the third page of that. I'll read it,
"According to the terms of the asset agreement,
Reddy would transfer to plaintiff 20 medical
billing contracts that would generate gross

revenue of $10,500 per month. Reddy also
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guaranteed that these medical billing contracts
would generate a minimum of 7,000 in ¢laims per
month." And I'm agsuming that's $7,000.

Did what I read make sense to you?

A Yeah, but it's not true.

Q Would you agree that is essentially the
same allegations that my client has set forth in
this litigation?

A Similar.

Q similar. What's different about it?

A Well, the claims are different. The
amounts that it would generate is different. At
the time that your client contracted, signed, and
written, I hadn't seen it. I didn't see it until
this lawsuit.

Q And again, we'll get more of that.

Did you go to trial in this lawsuit?

A Arbitration.

Q What was the outcome of that
arbitration?

A The arbitrator found that there was no

fraud, but because I didn't complete the transfer
of the company, I had breached the contract.
0 Was there a judgment amount that was

entered agalnst you?
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y: Yes, for 200,000,
Q Tf you could take a look at paragraph

16, which I just flipped to, in that same

complaint.
A Okay.
Q That alleges that you introduced the

plaintlff to David Weinstein in 2009. Is that
accurate?

A T think it was actually before ~- well,
yeah, 2009, that's fair.

Q I'm sorry. Can you repeat that answer.

A Yes. That seems falr, about that time
frame that I introduced them, yes.

Q .+ plaintiff has sued in this matterx?

(Reporter clarification.)
Q This is the same David Welnstein that

the plaintiff has sued in this matter?

A The same personr?

Q Correct.

A Yes.

Q I want to go to paragraph 24. Do you

see that at the bottom of page 5?
A Yes.
Q Was David the prior owner of National

Billing Corporation?
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A, Yes.
0 Is paragraph 24, after you'wve had a

chance to look at that, accurate?

A No.
Q Why is that not accurate?
a It says that NBC was not a profitable

company. NBC was a profitable company.
Q What were the profits of that company

for the year prior to selling it?

A I don't recall. It was so long ago.
Q How do you know it was profitable?
A Because T looked at the tax returns that

David provided at that time, and I know that I
made a profit.
Q But you have no idea what that profit

number was?

A Not anymore, no.
Q So it could have been less than $1007?
A It was significantly more than $100.

Q If vou could look at paragraph 27,

please
A Okay.
0 That says essentially that there was a

unique marketing method that you advertised was to

hire -- I'm sorry, that the unigque marketing
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methodology that you advertised was to hire David

Weinstein to do the marketing. Is that accurate?

A No. That's a totally false allegation.
Q What makezs it falsze?
A There was a unique marketing

methodology. I tried to give it to Mr. Holmes,
but he refused to learn it.

Q How did you try to give it to him?

A Well, T tried to sit him down and teach
him every night, but every night that he was
supposed to sit down and learn it from me, he took
his son to guitar lessons. And I actually have a
document, or at least I had a document back then,
that showed he only worked on his business about
ten hours a month.

Q How many hours do you believe he should
have worked on it to make it profitable?

A Forty hours a week.

Q So in this case, did you hire David

Weinstein as an independent contractor to do any

marketing?
A For Mr. Holmes?
Q In this case, correct, Mr. Holmes.
A I didn't hire David to do marketing for

Mr. Holmes, no. I would expect Mr. Holmes to hire
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David to do marketing, if that's the way he wanted
to run it, but I'm not in control of what

Mr. Holmes does with his business. His buginess
ig his business.

Q And why would you hire David Weinstein
te do -- or, I'm sorry, why would you recommend to
Mr. Holmes to hire David Weinstein?

A Well, Mr. Weinstein offered to work with
him, and T said if they want to work together,
that's great. If not, that's fine too. I was
willing to teach the guy everything he needed to
know, but he was not willing to learn anything.

0 8o what would David Weinstein bring to
the table in order to make the business more
successful?

A Well, marketing is hard. It takes time.
1t takes effort. Sometimes it can take two pecple
if one person is not willing to work 40 hours a
week. And Mr. Weinstein was willing to step in
and assist in any way with the business
transition.

Q I see. So it was ~- you're saying it
was hard work. Was there anything unigque or
specific about it beyond hard work?

A Well, there's certain things that need
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to be done that he wasn't willing to do, like pick
up the phone, talk to doctors, answer their
questions, do the marketing itself. There's a lot

of work that goes into it. But he had a full-time

job.
Q Sure.
A And he wasn't willing to do anything.
Q 8o would that include cold-calling?
A It could.
0 Sending faxes?

A It could.

Q Mailings?

A Tt could.

Q Research via the internet?

A It could.

0 I mentioned four. What else? You

mentioned calling doctors. That's five. Can you
tell me anything else?

A Mailings, telemarketing, faxing,
emailing sometimes. There's a lot of things that
go into it and the order that it's done. There's
gquite a bit of work that needs to be understood.

Q Is there anything unique about that
process beyond -- as specific to you and what you

did in building this company previous to selling
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it to Mr. Holmes?

A Yeah., If you go to any other medical
billing company and give them the same budget for
what we were able to accomplish, they wouldn't be
able to pull in more than 10 percent of what we
were able to pull in. So there is a unique
marketing methodology that allows for very --
relatively fewer dollars to bring in relatively
more doctors.

Q And what is that unigue marketing method
beyond the five points that we mentioned?

A I think that's the contention of part of
a protective order now, so I think that's better
asked of David Weinstein.

Q But I'm asking you, and you're under
cath. Can you answer my question, please.

A I could, but can I consult with counsel
before I answer it?

Q Well, it's a pending guestion. I'd like
you to answer it first. I don't see any pending
objections by anybody.

A could you repeat the guestion, then.

Q Yes.

You mentioned five specific points that

made up the marketing method that you're
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describing.

A Uh-huh.

0 vyou had mentioned after that that you
also had additional and unigue parts to that, that
were beyond the five I presume. I asked
specifically: What were those?

A Well, there are certain things that need
to get mailed out, certain things that need to get
re-mailed out, depending on responses that are
received. There are faxes that need to be sent
sometimes. If the doctor calls in and says, "I
have a guestion," there are certain things that
need to be done after that. I think that answers
the question.

Q What are those things?

A Well, you would need to get a --

0 What —-

A -~ contract from the doctor.

Q I'm sorry. I interrupted you. Go
ahead.

A You would need to get a contract with

the doctor because you're not going to convert
sales without getting a contract with the doctor.
Q What else?

A Part of it is also just keeping your ear
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to the ground and understanding the market, like
if there are changes in the market, making sure
that you respond however you need to respond.
There are so many things that could be. I
couldn't possibly go over all of them.

Q Well, we've got time today. Can you
give me at least five morer

A No, I don't think I could give you five

more off the top of my head. 'The system is --

Q You think you --

A ~w unigue --

Q T interrupted you, sir. Go ahead.

A The system is unigue. There's a lot

that goes inte it. It's not just a matter of do
it. TIt's also a matter of practice, like a guitar
player is not going to learn to play the gultar
first time around. They have so sit down and
learn the system and what the keys mean and how to
play them in the proper order.

0 Right. That's just hard work; right?
Would you agree?

A And skill, talent, uh-huh.

Q skill, talent is built through hard
work?

A Correct.
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Q So what beyond hard work is unique,
then?

A I think I +just answered the question.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Objection. fThat's
been asked and answered.

A Yes.

Q Is that the same, to your knowledge, is
that the same unigue marketing methodology that
Mr. David Weinstein would have employed in this
case Lf he were hired?

A Yes.

Q Did bavid have any role in your
transaction with Mr. Holmes?

A No. You mean as far as -- actually,
what do you mean?

Q You testified earlier that help was
offered, and Holmes chose not to go with the help
was offered by David Weinstein or you on behalf of
David Weinstein. Did David Weinstein have any
other...

(Reporter clarification.)

Q pid David Weinstein have any other role
with the sale to Holmes and the subsequent
training to Holmes?

A I don't believe that David ever trained
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Mr. Holmes, because Mr. Holmes never showed up.
$o there's nothing subseguent to him signing the
contracts, that I can recall. But again it was
12, 13 years ago, so I'm not really sure what
transpired between them.

Q All right. I've turned to page PDF 79,
Do you recognize this document?

A Yes.

Q What is 1t?

A It's the sales agreement for National
Billing Company Corporation.

6 And that was your contract with
Mr. Holmes; is that right?

A Correct.

Q Is that your signature on the second
page of the contract?

A Yes.

MR. BALL: All right. I've gone back in
time, back on the PDF to PDF 30, and I'd like to
mark PDF 30 through 80 as Exhibit D.

(Exhibit D identified.)

BY MR. BALL:
0 I'll flip to the second page of that.
Tt's a bit clearer. 8ir, do you recognize that

document?
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y:y Yes.

0 What is it?

A It's the complaint filed by Bluesky
Med-Office Solutions.

Q vyou and Revenue Asset Services were
named as defendants in that matter; is that right?

A Correct.

Q And the complaint was filed againat you
in 2015; is that right?

A Right.

Q Can you take a look at paragraph 18 in

the middle of that page.

A Okay.

Q You've read that.

A I read 1it.

Q A portion of it reads, "Defendant

Revenue Asset Services, LLC has failed to assign
or deliver the subject c¢lient/doctor contracts to
plaintiff.” Is that, once again, the same or
essentially the same allegation that my clients

are making in this case?

A Tt's a false allegation.

Q Is that - if you could just answer the
yes/no.

A I'm sorry. What was the question again?
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Q The question is: Is that allegation
portion of paragraph 18 essentially the same
allegation that MedAppeal is asserting against the
defendants in this action?

A I'm not an attorney, but it seems to be
similar, yes.

Q I'm going to go a few more pages in
here. Can you take a look at that.

A What am I looking -- what part do you

want me to look at?

Q The whole page. Do you recognize that
document?

J: Yes.

Q what is it?

A The bill of sale. Well, to Bluesky

Med~0ffice Solutions, uh-huh.

Q Is that your signature at the bottom?
A Yes.
Q What was Revenue Asset Servicing -- let

me rephrase that.
What was Revenue Asset Services selling
pursuant to this bill of sale?
A Medical billing contracts, software. I
trained, I believe, some of his people on how to

use the software. And then I wouldn't compete
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with them. I wouldn't go back and recapture the
c¢lients that I had already given them.
Q Were you selling an ongoing business?
A Well, I would pieck up the ¢lients and
then I would sell those or I would assign those
contracts to Mr. Escobar. B30, yeah, it was a
contract where he signed up, and I gave him

clients over time.

Q What was the name of that business?

A Which business?

Q I'm sorry. Strike that. TI'll come back
to that.

T want to go through pages 3 through 5.
Tf yvou could take a look at 3. Take a look at 3,

and then tell me when you've completed your

review.
A Qkay.
Q 4, let me know when you've taken a full

look at that as well.
I think you just cut out. Was that a
yes?
A IT'm finished now.
Q Thank you.
Take a look at 5, 1f you would, please.

A Qkay.
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Q Is that your signature at the bottom of
page 572

A Yes.

Q Is this the contract between Revenue

Asset and Bluesky?

A Yes.

Q Did Revenue Asset provide Bluesky with
the required 16 medical practices for medical
billing as stated on page 3? I'll go back to
that. Middle of the page.

A Uh-huh.

Q Was that provided?

A No. The reason that it wasn't provided
was when he got eight clients, he was supposed to
pay another 15,000. He did not pay that 15,000,
5o he defaulted on the contract. If you read the
second paragraph, that's where I'm getting it
from.

Q Mo other reason?

A Well, if he wasn't going to pay me the
15,000 he owed, T don't think I should be
obligated to give him another seven clients.

Q I can understand that., Is there any
other reason why the 15 clients were not provided

for?
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A No. He didn't pay me, so I didn't
complete the contract.
Q Understood.
and did you ever send a written

correspondence to him to that effect?

A Yes.

Q What was that? An email? Lettex?

A Email and phone call.

Q Do you have that email?

A I don't know. It's been so long. I

don't keep records that old.

Q How long do you keep records for?

A A couple years, but, I mean, six years
ago, I don't think I would have kept a record that
old, especially after litigation was over. I
might have purged everything.

Q I want to go to page 46. This is what
has been marked as Exhibit 2 in the complaint...

(Reporter clarification.)

A You cut out there.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Zach, you're cutting
out again.
MR. BALL: I will tell you, in every one

of these there has been a computer glitch, and it
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SJE’SQ:.) 5




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

hasn't been just one. 8o I appreciate everybody's
patience here.
BRY MR. BALL:

Q Okay. 8o in looking at what is
Exhibit 2 to the Bluesky complaint, sir, for
recognition of that, would you like me to go
through the 21 pages that make it complete, or do

you recognize that document as you see it on the

soreen?
A T recognize the document.
Q What is it?
A It's an advertisement from Tannenbaum &

Milask regarding the services that Revenue Asset
Services provides.
Q And the page I flipped to, PDF 48, is

that an executive summary?

. Is that a guestion?

Q yes. Is that an executlve summary
there?

A T think it's Jjust a cover page to the

executive summary. I think that is the executive

SUMMAary -
Q That I just flipped past?
A That you just flipped past, yes.
Q Was Kevin Brown the broker for this
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deal?
A No, I don't think so.
Q What makes you think he wasn't?
A I don't think we started working with

Kevin until 2016, and this was fairly early, T

believe.

Q who would have been a broker for this
deal?

A I'm not really sure, actually.

Q I'm going to ask you to speculate. Do

you have any idea or guess as to who the broker of
this deal would have been?

A No. I -- no. I -- I'm not sure.

0 Can you tell me the names of the brokers
that you have used for deals like this since, say,
20057

A There was a broker in Florida, Jon
Reichlin. KXevin had done brokering. I've done
brokering. David has brokered. I'm not sure if
I'm missing anyone else or not. I can't think of
anyone else offhand.

Q I appreciate that.

And when T said 2005, I meant 2005 to
present. Are you aware of any other names in that

time range?
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A Not that T can think of offhand, no.

0 Who wrote this executive summary?

A Actually, I don't really know.

Q How did you receive it?

A T think David sent me a rough draft one

day and said, you know, to improve on it. So I
made additions, changes and sent it back. It was
probably an iterative process.

Q So you edited it; is that right?

A I might have adjusted a few things,
changed some numbers, those things, yeah.

Q can you take a look at that page that's
on the screen now.

A Okay.

Q Tt's got verbiage in there, and I'll
read it. The disclaimer states in portion that
"The information, material, and judgments have
been prepared by Revenue Asset Services." Do you
see that in there?

A Yes.

Q So your company was responsible for the
content of the executive summary; is that right?

A I would stand behind it, but I'm not
sure what you're asking precisely.

Q Well, I'm just asking you yes/no., I'l1l

U.8. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com

%% 5




10

11l

12

13

14

15

l6

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

—
state that again. The disclaimer states that "The
information, material, and judgments have been
prepared by Revenue Asset Services.” Was your ~-

A Yes.

0 -- company responsible for the content
of the executive summary?

A hat's what disclaimer states, correct.

Q and beyond that, do you have any reason
to believe that's not true, beyond that statement?

A Not offhand.

0 and is that true for all the executive
summaries that Revenue Asset sent to potential
buyers?

A Phat the disclaimer would be included?

Q Tf the disclaimer was included, that --

A I helieve —-

Q I'm sorry. If I could finish.

If the disclaimer was included, that
specific diseclaimer or language very clogse to it,
that Revenue Asset Services would be responsible
for the contents of the executive summary?

A I'm not ==

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Objection.

A ~— an attorney, so don't —- I'm not an
attorney so T don't know the veracity of that or

U.S. Legal Support | www.uslegalsupport.com Bt



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

how legally correct --

Q I can understand —-
A -- it is.
Q -~ that you're not an attorney. I can

understand that you're not an attorney, but if you
helped edit this and you used this as a marketing
rool for sales, in that capacity is that true?

A Well, the disclaimer goes on to say that
it believes the document 1is accurate but no
warranty is implied, expressed, or provided.

Q So it's a yves/no question. Do you
believe that to be true?

A T don't think that's a yes/no answer. I
think there's qualifiers that need to be added. I
don't think I can answer that with just a simple
yes or simple no.

Q Wwell, why don't you answer it with a
simple yes or no, please, and then tell me the
gqualifiers that need to be added.

A Tf you could repeat the question again.

Q Yeah. So for the executive summary that
Revenue Asset Services provided, is it correct
that Revenue Asset Services is responsible for the
content of the executive summary?

ME. CARBAJAL: This is Hector Carbajal.
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I'd like to state an objection. I view the
question as argumentative. The witness stated he
couldn't answer the guestion with a yes or no.

A I still stand by that. I don't think
that's a yes or no question.

Q The Bluesky contract was executed in
June of 2014 I'll represent. How much experience
did Revenue Asset have in the medical industry in
June of 20147

A T had been working in the medical
industry since 20- -- well, since I graduated from
graduate school, really. BSo I would say 14 years
of being in the medical arena in one capacity or
another.

Q How was the Bluesky litigation resolved?

A The judge basically told Bluesky,
"vou're going to lose the case, and if you lose,
you're going to owe legal fees." 3o Bluesky's
owner said that it was the principle of the thing
and he wanted to go through all the litigation,
regardless. And my attorney informed me that it
was golng to cost me about $15,000 to complete the
litigation. So Bluesky was willing to accept, I
think it was 4,000 or 5,000 as a nulisance fee to

go away. In the cost-benefit analysis, without
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admitting any wrongdoing, I think I gave them the
5,000 so I wouldn't have to go to trial.
Q Thank you.

And that resolved the case, to your

knowledge?
A Correct. There was no fraud found.
Q Do you recognize this document?
A T do.

MR. BALL: For the purposes of this
Exhibit, I'd like to mark PDF 81 through 106 as
Exhibit E.

(Exhibit E identified.)

BY MR. BALL:

0 What is this document?

A Tt's a complaint from the U.S. Trustee's
office.

Q Iz this the complaint that was filed

against you during the bankruptey proceeding?

A Correct.

Q Can you read paragraph 9 for me, to
yourself, not out loud.

A Okay.

Q A portion of that paragraph alleges that
vou failed to explain the dissipation of the

$770,000 or more of investment money you received.
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Ts that allegation accurate?

3 I was following my attorney's
instructions when my bankruptcy was filed.

Q T don't want to get into attorney-client
communications, but what makes that allegation
accurate or not?

A Well, there's quite a bit there, but
again, I was following my attorney's instructions
on how to file my bankruptcy forms.

Q vou mentioned there's guite a lot there.
Can you tell me what else?

A There's a whole paragraph worth of
atuff. He had testified he was unemployed since
at least a year prior to this filing, which is
true. The only work I did was voluntary work.

Q Oh. BSo when you say there's a lot
there, you're referring to paragraph 9, not the
additional explanation; is that right?

A Yeah. But most of the paragraph is not
true. It's just an allegation.

Q and you filed for bankruptcy because of
the Holmes judgment against you; is that right?

A Right, and the answering service
husiness was a failure.

Q T'd like you to, if you would, please,
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look at page 14, about the last half. If you
could read that to yourself and let me know when

you're done, sir.

a At which paragraph should I start?

Q Tf you'd start on 68, I'd appreciate
that.

A Okay.

Q I1f we could go to all of 15, please.

A Okay.

Q I'1l go down one more. Could you read
the top half of 16 and ending on allegation number
77.

A Okay -

Q There are several names mentioned 1in
there. Did you remember any of those names?

A Yes.

Q 1f you could read paragraph 80 to
yourself as well.

A Okay .

Q That allegation alleges that you did not
disclose the victims to anyone in your bankruptey

document: is that correct?

A That's what the allegation states.
Q T'm asking you is that correct?
A T was following the instructions of my

1.5. Legal support | www.uslegalsupport.com

%%1




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Vijay Reddy
June 26, 2020

bankruptcy attorney.

4] Okay- Is that correct?

A Yes, because I was following the
instructions of my bankruptcy attorney.

Q Do you know of anyone else who may have
been similarly situated to those names you looked

at who were not also disclosed in your bankruptcy

documents?
A I can't think of people cffhand.
Q Do you need a moment?
A No. I'm pretty comfortable with that

list. Well, at least as far as allegations go,
but not all of them are true.

Q Not all. Which ones are true?

A of this whole complete complaint, I
think that's a pretty broad question. Could you
be more specific?

Q veah. I was specifically referring to
the names. T'll switch. The bottom, 74, lists a
handful of names. I count five., And the top
1ists three. Which cones are true of those?

A Well, some of these people belong to
Revenue Asset Services.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Objection. Vague.

Go ahead.
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THE WITNESS: I'm sorry?
MR. HEJMANOWSKI: I said obijection.
Vague.
Go ahead.
A Some of these people belong to Revenue
Asset Services, and that company was sold, so 1

didn't have any obligation for people or companies

I sold.
Q Do you know which ones?
A Not without looking at the documents,

not offhand.
Q Who prepared the list of creditors that

you submitted to the bankruptcy court?

A My bankruptcy attorney.

0 What was his name?

A David Kasen.

Q Could you spell that last name?

A K as in kill, A as in apple, S as in

Sam, E as in BEdward, N as in Nancy.

Q Do you recognize the name Dr. Cralg
Ramsdell?

A Vaguely.

Q Is he an individual that, as you sit

here today, that should have been listed?

A No. I think his company was sold, and
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his contract was sold along with that company. I
wasn't responsible for him.

0 When you say his company was sold,
what's the name of that company?

A I actually don't recall., It was -- it
was a long time ago, but I'm confident that his
contract was sold to another company.

Q This i1s a complaint in bankruptcy court.
Do vou know how this complaint was eventually
resolved?

A Yeah. The U.S. Trustee asked me to
revoke my bankruptcy discharge, so I did.

Q And why?

A Because I didn't have the wherewithal,
the resources like the federal government.

Q Can you identify all the entities that
you have owned or operated that were involved in
the sale of medical billing contracts?

A From what years?

Q All years. You mentioned that you've
been doing this for 14 years. So let's go 14.

A National Billing Corporation, Revenue
Asset Services. Might have been one or two
others, but I ecan't recall.

0 T'm sorry. What was the second one you
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just listed?

A Revenue Asset Services.

Q Would American Billing Associates have
been one of them?

A T think that was a d/b/a. I can't
recall. It's been so many years now.

0 Mr. Reddy, are you wanting a break now,
or should we take one in, say, ten minutes?

What's best?

A We c¢an go ten minutes.

Q T'm sorry. 1 just blanked there on what
you were mentioning to me. Revenue Asset
Services. You mentioned American Billing
Associates you believe was a d/b/a; is that right?

A To my recollection, but again, without
paperwork in front of me, I can't verify that.

Q American Medical Answering Services,

LI.C: is that correct?

A That's an LLC, correct.

0 Is that one of your entities?

A Yes.

Q National Billing Corporation; is that
correct?

A Right, correct.

Q Any others?
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.Y Again, I can't recall any others.

Q As far as Revenue Asset Services, when
did that start operating?

A It was before my lawsuit with Carlos. 1
don't recall the year.

Q I'm going to ask you to speculate. Can
you speculate on a year, please.

A Maybe '14, 2015.

Q Were you the sole owner of that company,
that LLC?

A Yes.

Q pid it have employees?

A No, no employees except me.

Q Were you a sole proprieteor?

A It was an LLC.

0 vou were the sole businegs owner, sole

employee; 1s that right?
A Correct,
Q You mentioned no employees. Were there

independent contractors?

A Yes,
9] Who?
A David has assisted me, and then whatever

team he employed.

Q When you say team, how many people would
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that be?

A I don't know. He did whatever he did on
his end, and I didn't ask guestions about what his
business model was.

Q American Medical Answering Sexvices,
LLC, when did that start operating?

A T think 2015, but again, I don't recall

the exact year.

Q Were you the sole owner of that?

A Yes.

Q Were there any employees?

A No.

Q pid that have independent contractors?
A bavid's companies.

Q Anyone else?

A No, not that I'm -- well, whatever team

he might have employed, I don't know about that.
Q National Billing Corporation, when did
+hat start operating?
b, T +hink that was 2006, but again, it's
been so long I wouldn't know for sure.

Q You sald 20067

A Correct.
Q Were you the sole owner of that?
A Yes. I bought it from Mr. Weinstein.
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Q Did that have employees?

A Myself. My wife had assisted me with
certain things, but I wouldn't call her an
employee.

Q We're talking three separate business
entities. Did all these business entities
generally do the same thing?

A No. National Billing pretty much
focused on medical billing and only medical
billing. Revenue Asset Services did medical
billing, medical collection, medical answering
services. American Medical Answering only did
answering services.

Q Is there a reason why these are all
different corporations and not the same?

A Wwell, National Billing company was sold
to Tony Holmes in 2008 or 2009, so I needed a new
company at some point, so I set up Revepue Asset
Services when I decided to get back into this.
And then the answering service, I wanted to keep
that separate because I was looking at selling
Revenue Asset Services and then focusing on the
answering service afterwards.

Q American Medical Answering Services 1s a

1imited liability company. Who were its members?
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A Just me.

Q Have there ever been any other members?
A No.

Q Revenue Asset Services, again a limited

liability. Who were its members?
a Just me.
Q Did you communicate with Kevin Brown by

letter concerning the MedAppeal contract?

A Mo.
0 You did not?
A T have no recollection of writing a

letter to Kevin Brown for that contract.
Q ... Medhppeal Contract.
(Reporter clarification.)
Q Did you communicate with Kevin Brown by
email cohcerning the MedAsset/MedAppeal contract?
A No, I don't believe I did.
Q pid you communicate with David Weinstein

by letter concerning the MedaAsset/MedAppeal

contract?
A No.
0 Did you communicate with David Weinstein

by email concerning the MedAsset/MedAppeal
contract?

A Neov.
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Q Have you ever performed any services for
MedAsset?

A T voluntarily did training for them.

Q What period of time?

A About 2017 to 2018.

Q You voluntarily did training. What type
of training was that?

A Medical billing training, medical
collection training.

Q can you describe the type of training
that was? What did you do?

A How to use the software; an overview of
the medical billing industry; when a doctor comes
on board, what do you need to do first in
orgaenizing client files. Most of it was how to
run the software and how to understand various
forms in the medical industry.

MR. BALL: I appreciate we've been going
for a while now. If there's no objection, I think
it would be a good time to take a lunch break.

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Fine.

MR. BALL: Everybody good with that?

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Yes.

MR. BALL: “Thank you, all. B5o we'll

resume at 12:50. Would that work?
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MR. HETMANOWSKI: 3Sure.
MR. BALL: Thank you.
(Break taken from 11:50 a.m.
to 12:51 p.m.)
BY MR. BALL:

Q Mr. Reddy, I just want to revisit one
issue that we discussed. You mentioned that your
attorney for the bankruptey we were golng over was
David Kasen; is that correct?

A Correct,

Q And was he -- what state did you file
bankruptey in?

A Michigan.

Q Michigan. And was Mr. Kasen part of a
law firm?

A Kasen & Kasen.

Q Kasen & Xasen. And do you know, were
any attorneys at Kasen & Kasen able to practice
law in the state of Michigan?

A I'm not aware of what he -- I think he's
a New Jersey attorney.

Q But you don't know whether he had passed
the bar and was qualified to practice law in
Michigan?

A My understanding is no, but I never
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asked him.

Q But he was representing you in the
Michigan bankruptcy; is that right?

A Correct.

Q So did you, with him not being barred
there, did you file as an individual pro se
instead of the attorney?

A Yes.

Q and so what involvement did David Kasen
have in the matter if he wasn't actually making an
appearance?

A He instructed me to file pro se, and he
did all the paperwork.

Q So he was the person in the back office
creating the paperwork and that sort of thing?

.\ Right. He did all the motions, at least
on paper. He filed them -~ well, he told me how
to file them, because he was in New Jersey. He
wrote all the -- he was the author of everything.

0 And how did you get turned on to him?
How did you find Mr. Kasen?

A I was recommended to him.

Q By who?

A By David Weinstein.

Q And how did David know David Kasen.
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David Weinstein know David Kasen?

A I don't really know the history of their
complete relationship.

Q Okay.

A I think they had known each other.

Q Was your wife part of that bankruptecy?

A She was also represented by Mr. Kasen.

Q 8o the answer to that question is yes,
she was part of that bankruptey?

A No, because the bankruptey was my

bankruptey. Mr. Kasen represented both of us.

Q Why would Mr. Kasen represent your wife?

A Because that's what he instructed he was
going to do.

Q So as you sit here today... your
knowledge?

(Reporter clarification.)

Q what is MedAsset, to your knowledge?

ya It's an LLC.

Q And what does MedAsset do?

A, Tt does medical -- well, it brings in
doctors for medical billing, medical collection,
medical appeals, and once it brings those doctors
in, it resells -- assigns those doctors to people

who want to take care of the ¢lient.
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Q Were you an employee of MedAssel?
A No.
Q Were you compensated for work that you

performed on behalf of MedAsset?

A No.
Q No?
A No.
0 HBave you ever performed services for any

entity of David Weinstein beyond what we've

already talked about?

A Not that I can recall.
Q Do you recognize this document?
A Not really. I think I might have seen

it in the first amended complaint maybe, but T
don't recognize the logos offhand like that.

Q I'm going to go through the pages of
this document. I went too far. 124 is where I
wanted to end.

You have not seen this document previous
to the review you mentioned in the first amended
complaint?

A I think there was a complaint filed in
TIllinois. This might have been part of that also.
T might have seen it then. Then there was the

original complaint; it might have been part of
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that. And then I saw it again in the first
amended complaint, but I'm not sure what was
included or not included. I don't have those in

front of me, but —-

0 You did not --
A -- I didn't see —-
Q - see it previous --

A Go ahead.

Q Did you not see it previous to the
filings that you're mentioning?

A Previous to the lawsuit, I have never
seen this particular contract.

MR. BALL: I'd like to mark PDF
pages 107 through 124 as Exhibit F.
(Exhibit F identified.)
BY MR. BALL:

Q So if you haven't seen this, you don't
know who drafted it; is that right?

A I do not know.

Q But you testified earlier that this was
similar to a template that you were using with
your buyers; is that right?

A The template looks very similar, yes.

0 Very similar.

I1'1l represent to you that MedAppeal
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made a $75,000 payment. Did you receive any
portion of that payment related to this contract?

A No.

Q Do you know how many medical appeal
contracts MedAsset provided to plaintiff?

A No, not offhand anyway. If I could go
back and look at documents, I'm sure I could give
you the exact answer, but I don't know offhand.

0 Do you know how many medical

credentialing contracts MedAsset provided to

plaintiff?
A No, I don't know.
Q Are you able to refute any of the

allegations that plaintiff has asserted against
MedAsset concerning MedAsset's contractual
performance?

A Well, I've never seen a contract up
until the first amended complaint, so I'm not
really sure. At the time that it was signed or do
yOu mnean now?

Q Given that you mentioned you've reviewed
the first amended complaint, there's certain
allegations in there against MedAsset. Did you --
can you, as you sit here today, refute any of

those allegations concerning MedAsset's
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contractual performance?

A If you can give me a specific issue, I
might be able to, but the guestion iz way too
broad for me to answer this way.

Q I understand. I understand.

In the first amended complaint, it
alleges words to the effect and in general that
MedAsset did not contractually perform. Can you
refute any of those allegations?

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Excuse me. Can you
show him the complaint so that he can see that
firsthand?

MR. BALL: Sure. You know, why don't we
just, so 1 don't have to move any more documents
around and make us all dizzy, why don't I just
come back to that line of questioning.

BY MR. BALL:

Q Are you married?
A Yes.
Q Tell me the name of your wife, if you

would, please.

A Margaret Reddy.

Q Has your wife, Margaret, ever worked for
Mr. Weinstein?

A Yes.
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Q Does she still work for Mr. Weinstein?

A No.

0 When did she stop?

A 2018,

Q And when did she start?

A Good guestion. 2016, 2013. I'm not
really sure the precise date.

Q And working for Mr. Weinstein, I assume
that was with a company that he was an owner of;

is that right?

A Correct.

Q Do you know the name of that company?

A I'm not sure which one she was employed
by.

Q would you agree that she began working

for Kelly Services in January of 20187

A That sounds about right.

Q And so previous to that time, was she
working for David in December of 2017-1sh?

A Yeah, possibly. I would have to look at
a 1099 to figure out the answer, but I don't have
those in front of me.

Q why would she switch from ¥elly -- from
working for David to working for a company, Kelly

Services, not related to David?
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A She might have been deoing both. There
was some overlap. But Kelly Services was a temp
job that she worked for. I think she was assigned

to Ford Motor Company.

Q What did she do for Ford Motor Company?

A Some sort of IT work. I'm not really
gure,

Q Do you acknowledge that David advised

Margaret to go get a different job besides working
for him?
a Yeas.

Q Why was that?

A I'm sorry. What was the guestion?
Q Why was that?
A Well, because the medical answering

services business and the medical transcription
business were not viable anymore, and that was
half of the portfolio of things that we used to
sell. 8o David was reduced to medical billing,
and medical collection was pretty good still, but
there was some fluctuations that we were seeing in
the data. So when there was half as many things
that we were able to sell, the revenue for the
company likewise would drop.

Q Was that a significant drop enough to
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justify finding another job?

A Tt was enough that we were concerned, so
we had a conversation, and he advised her that,
you know, "Maybe you should get a more permanent,
stable position. I'm not sure this position is
going to last forever.”

Q And this was the same work that David
and MedAsset sold to MedAppeal; right?

A No. MedAppeal bought medical appeals.
They didn't buy an answering service or a
transeription business. Medical billing and
medical appeals is actually fairly healthy still.
In fact, I told your clients don't go into medical
transcription, medical answering services or
medical transcription because those fields are
dying, during the reference call.

Q So what's the difference between David's
work that had tapered off considerably and the
work that MedAsset agreed to perform for
plaintiff?

4 The work that -~ the medical appeals
business was still very healthy, and the medical
billing business was still very healthy, and the
medical collection business was still pretty

healthy, but there were fluctuations, depending on
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the time of year.
Q Can you take a look at that document,

that single page.

A Okay.

Q Have you had a chance to make a full
review?

A Yes.

Q You mentioned earlier that you believe

you had no emails; is that right?

A Between myself and David.
Q Okay.

A Before the --

Q Do you have --

MR, HEJMANOWSKI: Let him finish.
MR. BALL: I'm sorry.

A Before the contract was signed with your
client, I have no emails with David regarding your
client.

Q From that email, you state in there
words to the effect that you think something
happened in the appeals market that changed
things. 1Is that the same change that caused David
to advise your wife to change Jjobs?

A I don't know what I was referring to

then. 1I'd need a little more context from that
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conversation.

0 On May 3rd, 2018, was MedAsset or David
Weinstein, to your knowledge, obligated under any
other contracts to provide medical appeals or
medical billing offices to other buyers?

A T don't know what he was obligated to
do. I wasn't in charge of his business.

Q Did you do any voluntary training for
those businesses?

A Yes.

Q Which companies or individuals do you
recall in 2018 that you were volunteering for?

A T don't remember which businesses I was
volunteering for. David just called me and said,
"This person needs training on billing," or
whatever it happened to be, and I said, "Okay.
Give me their phone number. I'll introduce
mygelf."

Q Can you recall any of those people that
you spoke with, their names?

A No, not really. Other than your client,
I don't remember anyone else from 2018.

Q We talked about -- well, strike that.

are you aware of MedAsset becoming

obligated under any other contract to provide
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medical bills -~ medical billing offices to other
buyers between May 3rd and October lst of 20187

A T'm not aware that MedAsset was
obligated to do medical appeals for anyone except
for your client.

0 On May 3rd, 2018, are you aware whether
or not MedAsset was obligated under any other
contracts to provide medical credentialing offices
to other buyers?

A T'm not aware of any other contract, no.

Q Are you aware whether MedAsset became
obligated under other contracts to provide medical
credentialing offices to other buyers between
May 3rd and October lst, 20187

A No, I'm not aware of any other medical
credentialing contracts that MedAsset had to
supply for anyone.

0 How often in 2018 were you in contact

with Mr. Weilnstein, David Welnstein?

A Fregquently.

Q Wwould you say more than once a month?
A Yes.

Q More ‘than once a week?

A Yes.

Q In September of 2018, David Weinstein
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told my c¢lient that he was citing the whooping
cough illness. Do you remember David being sick

at that time?

A Yas.
0 When did you learn he was sick?
A He texted me from the hospital, and he

texted me a short video clip of someone who had
whooping cough and what it sounds like and how
painful it is.

Q Wwhen did he text you that?

A When he was in the hospital. I don't

know the exact date.

Q You think that was in 2018 or around
there?
A My recollection is it was in the fall.

I just don't recall the exact date.
Q Do you know when he recovered from that?
A My recollection is that he was in and
out of the hospital a couple times back and forth

between his doctor a couple times. So I don't

know how ==

Q Do you recall the -- I'm sorry. Go
ahead.

A T don't know how to gualify that as

recovered, because I think recovering from
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whooping cough takes a couple months.

Q Tn David's case, do you know how long
that took?

A T don't know. I'm not his doctor.

0 How much did Dave's illness interfere

with his ability to comply with MedAsset's
contract with plaintiff; do you know?

A Yeah, it completely obliterated his
ability to do anything. He couldn't speak on the
phone. He couldn't move. He couldn't do
anything. And he was in the ER. I would say that
it would be pretty much impossible at that
particular moment to do what he needed to do.

Q But you don't know how long that lasted
for?

A I might have then, but I don't know.
Tt's been two years. I don't know.

0 I just want to talk about memory for a

minute. Do you have any memory problems?

A No.
0 Have you ever had any head injuries?
A No.
Q T know we talked about dates in 2005

forward today, and you've had a tough tinme

recalling those. Is that normal for you to have
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difficulty recalling dates from a couple years ago
and beyond?

A Yeah, I'm not good at dates, and I'm not
good at times. Things tend to roll together for
me. So I don't think it's because of a head
injury or cognitive decline or whatever.

Q vou have a hard time remembering names,
is that right, too?

A Yeah, I would say that's true.

Q So as you sit here today, there's no
medical conditions that are preventing your memory
from recalling things?

A Not that I'm aware of.

Q Other than helping train plaintiff for
his contract with MedAsset, were you doing any
other work for David Weinstein or his entities

between May and September 20187

A No.
0 No?
A T might have taken some sales calls, but

other than that, no, I wasn't really doing
anything for him.

Q vYou might have taken sales calls on
havid's behalf?

A If I was available and he needed me,
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sure.

Q So you would, in a situation, a pinch
situation, you would work for David as a
salesperson?

A No, I wouldn't say that. T think if the
phone rang and I was available, then I might have
taken over, but I don't recall it happening at all
in 2018.

Q Which phone was that?

A My personal cell phone.

Q And why would David's calls go to your
personal cell phone?

A Because we can organize Ring Central so
that calls routed can be rerouted elsewhere.

Q So you were a number that was rerouted
for David's sales calls?

A T could create that to happen, but I
don't recall that happening in 2018.

Q When did it happen?

A Previously, in 2016 especially, a little

bit in 2017 before I stopped doing any of his

work.
0 S0 what else did you train people on
for -- I'm sorry. Strike that.
For a company that David -- strike that.
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For contracts that David was selling,
what else did you train people on?

A Medical collections would be the primary
thing, medical billing. When we did medical
transceription many, many years ago, I showed
people how that worked also. I think that's about
it.

Q Between May and September of 2018, do
you recall training anyone?

A T don't recall. I might have, but I
don't remember any names of the people offhand,

other than your c¢lient.

Q So my c¢lient, and that's all you can
recall?

A Yeah, I don't remember names.

Q We'll get into some names later.

You were introduced to plaintiff as a
reference by Kevin Brown before the contract was
signed, the contract I've shown you; is that
correct?

A I don't know about Kevin Brown. I don't
know who gave my phone number away. I haven't
spoken to Kevin Brown since early 2017. Even
throughout the midst of this lawsuit, I still

haven't spoken to him.
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0 and you spoke with plaintiff as a
reference for MedAsset; is that correct?

A Correct.

0 What did vou tell plaintiffs during that
conversation?

A T think I probably told them, "Go ahead
and fire away with whatever gquestions you might
have." But I told them, "Medical transcription
and medical answering service, you should not do
those businesses because they're not viable." And
then T gave them my opinion about anything else
that they might have inguired about. I gave my
opinions on David. I gave my opinion about the
business, because T had done medical appeals work
myself. And I gave my opinion about whatever they
asked aboutl.

Q What else do you recall about that
conversation?

A Tt's a little broad. Can you be more
specifie?

o} Yeah. You just mentioned four ox five
points that you discussed with them about, some
gquestions, some answers, SONe areas. What else?
Anything else?

A T think the guestion is still too broad.
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T'm not sure what you're asking for.

Q I'm asking or reguesting that you tell
me everything that you can remember about that
conversation or conversations.

A At the moment, that's all I can recall.
It was only about...

Q During that conversation --

{Reporter clarification.)

A The conversation was only ten minutes
long. I said, "The conversation was only ten
minutes long."

] puring that conversation, did you vouch

for David Weinstein?

A Yes.

Q Did you vouch for MedAsset?

A I don't see the difference.

Q Well, I would submit that one is an

entity and another is an individual.

A I don't know if they asked for a
difference between the two. T don't think they
would have asked a question about David and then a
question about Medasset. T think they would have
Jjust asked one guestion.

Q I see. I appreciate that clarification.

Can we go to interrogatory number 6. If
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you can read that to yourself, the question and
rhe answer, and then let me know when you've done
85O,

A OQkay.

Q So ls it accurate to say that you were
not part of the negotiations, representations, or
discussions between plaintiff and MedAsset?

A Correct. I didn't even know that they
had signed a contract until aftexr they signed the
contract.

Q But you made representations about David
Weinstein and MedAsset during that conversation;
correct?

A No, I didn't make any representations.

I gave them my opinion. I think there's a

difference.

0 Well, would you agree both of those are
discussions?

A T'm sorry. That a representation and an

opinion is a discussion?

Q Yeah, would you agree that a
representation and an opinion both fit in the
category of a discussion?

A Conversation, sure.

Q And you've had conversations with my
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client about MedAsset; is that correct?

A Qr David. I don't know if I had
conversation about both.

Q So why would you say that in this
interrogatory number 6 that you did not?

)Y Well, T think the question,
interrogatory number 6, asks about state all facts
upon which you base your belief that MedAsset was
capable of honoring its contract. At that time T
didn't even see any contract. I didn't even see
the contract until your client filed the lawsuit,
s0 how could I have an opinion about something
being fulfilled if I had never even seen it?

Q Well, I would argue that -- well, I
don't want to argue. I don't want to be
argumentative.

Okay. 8o you knew, though, that that
was -- you previously testified today that that
contract was part of a template contract. Would
you have any reason to believe that the template
would not be used or the vast majority of it would
not be used with my client?

MR. HEJMANOWSKI: Objection.
Speculative.

Go ahead and answer.
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