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1 A ldont know. 1
2 Q. Oxay, Inother words, 7 there were 2
3 3 s aboul bow o impiove an ad campa 3
4 addition of deleion of key wonds, would that be 4
5 thing the i would do as 1l s
6 CSRs, or how would that work? ]
7 A I'm aclually not surk how they inferacl 7
B Q. Okay. When you said thal this was direct 8
g the bin approval folks and the CSRa, was & alse 9
1w P p 10 the oplim:: or do you 10
" they weren part of this? n
12 A | donl know. 12
13 0. Itis a different growp, though? There'sa 13
At difierent feam head? 14
15 A Yes, 15
16 Q. Okay. Did you piepare this documeni? 16
17 A No 7
18 Q. Okay. Did you have a iieinils preparaii 18
18 A Yes. 19
20 C. Okay, Andwhal was ihat role? 20
21 A | reviewed drafls of it and gave comments 21
22 Q. And who pregared in? 22
23 A, An stiomey in ous New York office malled 23
24 Ramsi. | can'l pronounce his fast name, bul it's 24
25 H-o-m-s-a-n-y. 25
a0

0. Okay, Andis he ntouse? 1
A Yes, 2
Q. Who presenied &7 3
A }hiok different pecple may have presente 4
at ditferent limes, and 'm nol sure who precente S
Q. Okay. Do you know when (his was prepa 6
A. Il prbably woukd have been prepared bex T
of April, maybe end of March 2004, as we were ¢ B8
9

be announcing the change in poficy.
Q. And do you know when & was presenled? 1]
A, Around thal same fime frame. 11

Q. Okay. On 61837, “Why's the Policy Chan 12
the third point, “The policy aims to avoid mislsad 13

users inlo bekeving paricuiar ads are sp 14
affiiated with a Lademark company whenthey 2 15
How goes R do thal? 16

A By making the adveriser remove the 17
trademarked term from the ad text. 18

Q. Okay. This tefks about why the pofcy is L]
changing. How did Ik change m policy further t 20
objective, ¥ el a7 21

A Achally, that was 2 goal under the ok pol 22
a5 well, bul | think [his weas explaining why the pe a3
change was only a5 10 hey wods, why we were 24
hawving & policy with regard 1o the ad text, F=1
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G. So you're nol — so this isntintended
suggest thal the change was done to avoid misk
uses?

A Retainiag the ad tex! portion of the compt
procedure was done 10 avoid misleading users.

Q. Okay. Sutyou aways had thal

A Cosrect

Q. Sa this isnt suggesting that the reason fo
the change was bo avod misieading users?

MR HAMM: Objection, Asked and answe
THE WITNESS: Itwas a rezson lof the ch
MR, HUNTER: Okay.
THE WITNESS: The reason Lhat sectionc
poicy stil exists.
Y MR, HUNTER:

Q. Olay. Other than that, did the change ha
anything 1o da wilh avoiding mitleading users, o
than the policy of keeping what was there belore
text?

A | mean, we wanted 1o make sure users w
confused, We thought this was the way to do o
Q. Wet, you thought that under the old poliz
100; correct?

A We did think that the ad fext portion of tha
policy —

92

Q. Right

A, —mel the same end, yec.

Q. Letme try it Whis way: Was there amything
differant frat you did 2fler June of ‘04 that you
Wought would help avod user confusion? |

A Ne.

Q Oksy. Soilwenelc atk you, 851 was gt
o, did you believe that anything in the old palicy
causing user confusion thal you obvisted with 1
poficy, that would not be the case?

A Correzt

Q. Okay, 61847, the las! page.
A Excuse mre.
Q. The third point, Does Wis vademark poli

 our ad s Gabiidy lof ac
shown on trademark terms?

A Yes?

Q Doesil? What & — what 15 — what is that
refeming to?

Are you alf asking the CSRs o chime in or
thar?
A No.
MR HAMAM: Objaction to form.
MR HUNTER: 1t wasa 2 serious questiot
THE WITNESS: No, | think this wac otent
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