EXHIBIT 2

FCC000000265
i‘f-

FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION -




et e . b — i — ante i

TN THE UMITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADCO

Civil Action No. 06-X-212
ECHOSTAR COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, et. al.,
Plaintiffs,
v.
DIRECTY Enterprises, Inc., et. al.,
Defendants. -

PLAINTIFFS' RESPONSE TO DIRECTV'S AND HUGHES'
FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS _

In accordance with Ride 36 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiffs EchoStar
Satellite Corporation (“ESC™), EchoStar Communications Corporation (“ECC™), and EchoStar
Technology Corporation (“ETC™) (collestively, “EchoStar™ respond to Defendants DIRECTV, Inc.,
DIRECTV Enterprises, Inc, DIRECTV Merchandising, Ine., DIRECTY Opentions, [nc., and
Hughes™' {collectively "DIR.EC'I'V") First Set of Admiszions as follows:

DEFINITIONS

1. “Irrelevant™ mesns not relevant to the subject matter of this action and not reasonably

calculsted 10 lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and as mchouwidethenopaofdi;cova

pursuant to Rule 26 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

! Plaintiffs nsmed “Hughes Network Systerns™ in their Complaint. DIRECTS responded
that there is no such legal entity and thar “Hughes Electronicy Corporation” is the proper party.
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2. “Produce” means make availablo for inspaction and copying documents that are in
the possession, custody, ar control of Plaintiffs and that Plaintifs could identify after a reasonable
search, at 2 place, daie, and time mutually agreeable 10 counsel for all parties. The word “produce”
should not be construed as an admission that any particular document exists,

QBJECTIONS TC DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

1. EchoSur objects to DIRECTV"s Raquests for Admissions, including the definitions
and instructions, 1o the extent they: (2} contain questions which excaed the scope and requirements
of the applicable federal ﬁd local rules; (b} purport to require discovery aot provided for by these
tules, including, but not limited to discovery on subjects not at issue in this case: #nd {c) purpon w
require discovery of documents snd information protected from discovery by the attomey-client
privilege, the work product doctrine or any other applicable privilege.

2 EchoStar objects 1o DIRECTV’s definitions 10 the extent that they tre inconsistent

with the ordinary and customary meaning of such words and phrases.

RESPONSES TO FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS
1. Admit that Charlie Ergen statad the following on or about October 5, 1997 "You
can't back down when the cable bully starts demanding your lunch money,” as quoted in the
attached Denver Post article. (Exhibit A)
Aunwer; 7 P
EchoStar admits that the Qctober §, 1997 edition of the Denver Post does atiribute the quoted
sentence W0 Mr. Ergen. However, as that the event that is being reported occurred approximately

ﬁmymﬁdormmedueofmuemqum for admissions, EchoStar can neither admit nor deny.
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2. Admit that EchoStar competes with cable for subscribers.

Apswer:

EchoStar objects that this request for admission is vague and ambiguous, such that any
response given by EchoStar may be misieading in light of the objectionable request. Subject to the
aforementioned objection, EchoStar responds as follows.

EchoStar admits that when PrimeStar was owaed by cable companies, EchoStar competed
indirectly with cable (by virtue of its PrimeStar ownership} for sateilive subscribers.. Now that
Primestar is owned by DIRECTY, EchoStar does not compete directly with cable for satalite
subscribers. -

3. Admit that EchoStar competes with C-Band satellite for subscribers.
Answer:
Denied.

4 Admitthat EchoStar competes with Multichanpel Multipoint Distribution Service for
subscribers. .

Answer;
Denied.

s, Admit that EchoStar competes with Satellite Master Antennz TV for subscribers.

ARSWET:
Denied. =
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6. Admir that EchoStar competes with Home Satetlite Dish for subscribers.

Answer:

EchoSuar objects to this request for admission in that the term “Home Sateflite Dish” is
undefined in DIRECTV"s Requests for Admission and EchoStar cannot understand exactty what is
being asked. However, EchoStar does admit that it competes with DIRECTV and HUGHES forthe
sale and distribution of “satellite TV equipment,” as that term is defined in DIRECTV's Requests

for Admissions.

1. AdmxtthuachoSmhadmeoppommtywbndonthepmpmmsmddum'hnm
of sparting events with the National Football League.

Angwer:
Denied.

8. Admit that EchoStar had the oppommn.y to bid on the programming and distribution
of sporting cveuts w:th the National Basketball Association.

Apswer;
Denied

9. Admit that EchoStar had the opportunity 1o bid on the programming and distribution
of sporting cvents with the Nationai Fockey League.

Apswery
EchoStar admits that it submitted one bid in 1999 for the 1999-2000 season, but was told by
the National Hockey League that DIRECTV had iticreased its payment 10 the Nadonal Hockey

League in order 1o induce the National Hocksy League to exctude EchoStar.

. e e,
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10.  Admit that EchoStar had the opportunity to bid on the programming sad distribut
of sporting events with Major League Baseball, Programming aad diszibution

Answer:
Denied,

11, Admit that EchoStar distributes its satellite TV equipment and service directly o
consumers through its dishnetwork.com webaite,

EchoStar admits that it distributes very small quantities of satellite TV equi_pm-mtmdsu'vicn

directly to consumers through its dishnetwork.com website,

12, Admit that EchoStar distributes its satellite TV equipment and service through the
reailers identified on its dishnetwork.com webaite.

Angwer;
EchoStar admits that it distributes its satellite TV equipment and service through the retilers

identified on it dishnetwork com website.

13.  Admit that EchoStar distributes its satellite TV equipment and service directly to
consumers through its 1-800-333-DISH (3474) toll-free nugnber.

Apswer: '
EchoStar admits that it disttibutes very small quantities of its satellite TV equipment and

service directly to consumers through its 1-800-333-DISH (3474) toll-free number.

FCC000000270
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14 Admit that, before the date that EchoStar signed an agreement to merge with {or
acquire) Kelly Broadeasting Systems, EchoStar knew that DIRECTV and Kelly Broadcasting
Systerns had signed a contract granting DIRECTY the exclusive right to distribute certain cthnie
programming supplied by Kelly Broadcssting Systems.

Agswer;

Denied.

15.  Admit that, before the date that EchoStar signed an agrecment to merge with (or
acquire) Kelty Broadcasting Systems, EchoStar knew that Kelly Broadeasting signed an agreement
wimDmECWﬁndﬂwﬁchKeﬂmedmﬁnghdaMmhmmaaluw{qu.

Answer:

Demied.

16.  Admit that, on or before the dmte that EchoStar signed an agresmeat to merge with
{or acquire) Kelly Broadcasting Systems, EchoStar knew that the agreespent betwemDIR._ECTV and
Kclly Broadcasting could not be assigned or otherwise transferred by Kelly Broadeasting 10 any
competitor of DIRECTV.

Answer:
Denied.
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Submitted this _% . day of _S(%, ;.772.. ,{ ‘. 2000,

T. WADE WELCH & ASSOCIATES

T. Wade Welch

2401 Fountainview, Suite 215
Houston, Texas 77057

(713) 9524334

(713) 952-4994 (fax)

SQUIRES, SANDERS & DEMPSEY L.L.P.

Mark A. Nadean
40 North Central Avenue, Suite 2700
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 '
(602) 523-4000
(602) 253-8129 (fax)
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFES
Plaintffs’ Addrcas:
David K. Moskowitz, Esq.
General Counsel and Vice President
EchoStar Communications Corporation
EcheStar Satellite Corporation
EchoStar Techaologies Corporatica
. 701 S. Santa Fe
Littleton, Colorado 80120 .
L]
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CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

1 hereby centify that on this the __§ "= day of é%ﬂéﬂﬁ , 2000, 2 true and

correct copy of the foregoing has been forwarded via U.S. Mail 10 the following attorney(s) of

record, in accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure:

Bruce A. Featherstone, Esg.
John A. Desisto, Esq.
Featherstone Desisto LLP
600 17th Street, Suite 2400
Denver, Colorado 80202

Jeffrey S. Davidson -
Alexander F. MacKinnon

Kirkland & Ellis

777 South Figuerca

Los Angeles, California 90017

J. Thomas Rosch

Daniel Wall

Latharn & Watkins

505 Montgomery Street, Suite 1900
San Francisco, California 94111-2562

Attorneys for DIRECTV and HUGHES

Gregory J. Kerwin, Esq,

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP .

1801 California Strest, Suite 4200

Denver, Colorado 30202-2641 -

James R. Loftis, I -
Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP

1050 Commecticut Aveaue, N.W.

Washingten, D.C. 20036

Attorneys for Thomson Consumer Electroales
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" KIRKLAND & ELLIS

PAKTHIREHIFS DNCLUDING PROFELIIONAL CORPORATIONS

TT7 South Figueroa Strest
Low AnQeies, Caitiornia 90017
Chrstopher J Heck ’ "
To Call Wrter Directty: 13 680440 2153““‘.0!0-&500-

- (213) 680-3494 :
chaatapnaer_heck@Qle.kikiang.com .

September 21, 2000

Ross W. Wooten, Esq.
T. Wade Weich & Associates
2401 Fountainview, Suite 215
Houston, Texas 77057

This letter follows up on the phone call I made to you on Tuesday, Sepiember 19, 2000,
which you have not retumed. - :

We have received EchoStar’s responses to DirecTV’s First Set of Requests for
Admission, We note that, although the Proof of Service states that the Requests were sent by
mail on Seprember 8, 2000, and are accompanied by & letter from you dated September 8, 2000,
neither this office nor Featherstone DeSisto received these responses until September 15, 2000.
Thomnson's counsel didn’t receive its copy of the responses until September 18, 2000

In any case, EchoStar's responses 1 the first two requests for admission are deficient.
Request for Admission Number One asks EchoStar to admit that Charlie Ergen was accurately
quoted in the reference to the Denver Post articie. The mere fact that the cvent being reported
occurred approximately three years prior 1o the date of these requests does not justify EchoStar's
failure to respond. Did anyone ask Mr. Ergen if he was quoted correctly? Rule 36 would seem
to require that, at the very least, as part of the reasonable inquiry EchoStar must make before

Chicago London ‘ - New York ‘ washington 0.C.
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KIRKLAND & ELLIS

Ross W. Wooten, Esq:
September 21, 2000
Page 2

stating that it can neither admit nor deny a request to admit. Your response reveals no such
inquiry.

EchoStar gives an evasive non-response 1 Request for Admission Number Two, which
straightforwardly asks EchoStar w admir that it competes with cable for subscribers. EchoStar
responds that it does “compete directly with cable for satellite subscribers.” This responss does
not fairly meet the substance of the request. DirecTV asked whether or not EchoStar competes
with cable for subscribers, regardless of whether the subscriber in question currently subscribes
to cable or to sateilite TV service. Moreover, EchoStar’s objection that this request is somehow
“vague and ambiguous™ is not plausible. Afier all, Requests for Admission Three, Four, Five
and Six are stated in exactly the same form as this Request for Admission, Number Twa, yet,
curiously, there was no “vague and ambiguous” objection to these.

Please advise me by no later than the close of business oz Monday, September 25, 2000,
as 1o whether you will suppiement these responses by doing the reasonable inquiry required in
response to Request for Admission Number One and by straightforwardly admining or denying
Reguest for Admission Number Two as it is stated. IfI do not hear from you by then, DirecTV
will file a motion 10 compe! further responses before the Magistrate.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate 10 call.

CJH:!re
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T WADEWELCH & ASSOCIATES

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
2401 FOUNTAINVIEW, SUITE 215
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77057
(T12) 952334
FAX (713) 9524994

ROSS W. WOOTEN
September 14, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE & U.S. MAIL

John A. DeSiswo, Esq.

Featberstone DeSisto, LLP

600 17th Street, Suite 2400 :
Denver, CO 80202 - 2

RE: Case No. 00-K-212; EchoStar Communications Corp.. et al. v. DirectTV, et al..
United States District Court, District of Colorado.

Dear Mr. DeSisto:

Enclosed please find "Plainnffs’ First Amended Responsesto DirecTV's and Hughes' First
Set of Requests for Admissions™.

If you have any questions, piease do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerel

T

Assistant to Ross W. Weoten

frop
Enciosure ’ '
o

Bruce Featherstone Daniel Wall

Jeffrey S. Davidson ) Gregory ]. Kerwin

Alexander F. MacKionon - James R. Loftis, Il

J. Thomas Rosch

FCC000000279

FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

Civil Action No. 00-K-212
ECHOSTAR COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
v.
DIRECTY Enterprises, Inc., et. al,,
Defendants. R

PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST AMENDED RESPONSES TO leRECl'V’S AND HUGHES’
FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS -

In accordance with Rule 36 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiffs EchoSiar
Satellite Corporation (“ESC™), EchoStar Communications Corporation (*ECC™), ad EchoStar
Technology Corporation (“ETC”) hereby serve their amended responses to Defendants DIRECTV,
Inc., DIRECTV Entetprises, Inc., DIRECTV Merchandising, Inc., DIRECTV Operations, Inc., sud
Hughes' (collectively “DIRECTV™) First Set of Requests for Admissions (the “Requests”).
Plaintiffs restate their objections to DIRECTV's Requests as stated in Plaintiffs’ original
responses, and specifically incorporate those objections as if fally stated herein Plaintiffs do not
intend to alter their original responses to DIRECTV"s First Set of Requests for Admissions, except

as amended below,

. Plaintiffs named “Hughes Network Systeas” in their Complaint. DIRECTV responded
that there is no such legal entity and that “Rughes Electronics Corporation” is the proper party.

e
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1. Admit that Charlic Ergen stated the following on or about October 5, 1997: "You
can't back down when the cable bully starts demanding your lunch money," as quited in the
attached Denver Post article. (Exhibit A)

Amended Answer:

After conducting a reasonabie investigation, Plaintiffs cangot verify that Mr. Charles Ergen
made the statement that is attributed to him in the October 5, 1997 Denver Post Article, and so
therefore Plaintffs deny this request for admission.

2. Admit that EchoStar competes with cable for subscribers.
Amended Agswer:
Plaintiffs object that this request for admission is vague, ambigious, and contains insufficiént

information, such that any response given by Plaintiffs may be misjeading in light of the
objectionable request. Subjet;.t to the aforementioned objection, Pleintiffa respond as follows.
Plaintiffs canaot fairly respond to this raquest as it involves a question of fact and/or a mixed
question of fact and law, which is for the Court and/or jury 10 decide. Whether or not Plaintiffs
compets with “cable” depends on how the Court and/or jury determine the relevant product and
g;ogxaphicdmnmmdmﬂsodepmdonavnﬁe:yofntbafamn,smhulomﬁon;oﬂ'aings,
etc. There is not enough information in this request which would ailow Plaintiffs to admit or dexy,

and so Plzintiffs deny this request for admission.

dy
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i Admit that EchoStar coupetes with C-Band satellite for subscnbers

Amended Apywer:

Plaintiffs object that this request for admission is vague, ambiguous, and contains insufficient
information, such that sy response given by Plaiofiffs may be misleading in light of e
objectionable request. Subject to the aforementioned objection, Plaintiffs deny this request for
admisyion.

4. Admitthat EchoStar competes with Multichannel Multipoint Distribution Service for

Amended Anywer:

Pwobjmmmmmmm@hmmmmmm@
information, such that agy respopse given by Plaintiffs way be misleading in light of the
objectionable request. Subject to the aforementionsd objection, Plaintiffs deny this request for
;dmission. -

5. Admit that EchoStar competes with Satellite Master Antenna TV for subscribers.
Plaintif¥s object that this request for admission is vague, atnbiguous, and contains insufficient
!
information, such that any response given by Plaintiffs may be misleading in light of the
objectionable request. Subject to the aforementioned objection, Plaintiffs deny this request for

admission.

e FCC000000282
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Submitted this f day of_ LA 2000,

T. WADE WELCH & ASSOCIATES

T. Wade Weich

2401 Fountainview, Suite 215
Houstor, Texas 77057

(713) 952-4334

(713) §52-4994 (fax)

SQUIRES, SANDERS & DEMPSEY LLP.

Mark A. Nadeau
40 North Central Avenue, Suite 2700 _
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
(602) 528-4000
(602) 253-8129 (fax)
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS
Plaimiffs’ Address:
David K. Moskawitz, Esq.
General Counsel and Vice President
EchoStar Communications Corporation
EchoStar Satellite Corporation
EchoStar Tecimologies Corporation
5701 S. Santa Fe
Littletor, Colorado 80120
4

FCC000000283

7

'FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION : -




7 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I bereby certify that on this the fi”,dayof Oc‘ige/' 5 2000, a true and

correct copy of the foregoing has been forwarded via U.S. Mail to the following attarney(s) of

record, in accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure;

Bruce A, Featherstone, Esq.
- John A. Desisto, Esq.
Featherstone Desisto LLP
600 17th Street, Suite 2400 .
Denver, Colorado 80202 -

Jeffrey S. Davidson

Alexander F. MacKinnon

Kirkland & Ellis B .
777 South Figueroa ‘

Los Angeles, California 90017

J. Thomas Rosch

Daniel Wall

Latham & Watkins

505 Moatgomery Street, Suite 1900
San Francisco, Californiz 94111-2562

Attorneys for DIRECTV and HUGHES

Gregory J. Kerwin, Esq.

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LIP
1801 California Street, Suite 4200
Denver, Colorado 80202-2641

James R. Loftis, III :
Gibson, Dunn & Cratcher LLP

1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Actorneys for Thomson Consumer Electro

&

Rosz W. Wooten

.
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“r

FOR PUBLIC_ INSPECTION




EXHIBIT 5

FCCO000000283

FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION

7




TToar T 4 TIATYERITIN BIIIITD LLFL AND assoC NC2TT @ Lo
T.WADE WELCH & ASSOCIATES
ATTORNEYS AT LaW
2401 FQUNTAINVIEW, SUTTE 215
HOUSTON, TEXAS TI057

{713) $2ut334
FAX (T13) 95349

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL COVER SHEET
467

DATE: QOctober 5, 2000

THE FOLLOWING TRANSMITTAL IS ADDRESSED TO:

TO . . Company Fax Number
Jokn A Desisto Featherstons Desists LLP -] 303-626-T101
Eric C. Licbhler Kirklend & Ellis 213-680-8500

THE TRANSMITTAL IS BEING SENT FROM:

NAMNE: Roas W _Wooten

RE: Echosarv DirecTV, ol

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING COVER SHEET):
Message:

IF YOU DO NOT RECREIVE ALL THE PAGES OR IF ANY ARE UNCLEAR, PLEASE
NOTIFY THE OFFICE AS SOON AS POSSIBLE AT (713) $524334.

The formation contuined i this (acyimdle i sttornsy privileyed xnd cosftdential Information intended for
the use ¢f the Mmdividesl or entity Damed subove. IT the reader of thix message {s zot the nteuded recipieat,
you ars herehy norifled that axy dissamisstien, distribwton or copy of this comemunication is seristly
prohibited and will ba considered as » tertions interfareace In vur wenfidentie! busincm relationships. If you
buve reveived this communiearion In crror, plense immediately sotify se by telephoss and retarn the original
masmngs 0o 1 at the above sddres vin the U.S. Posta| Sarvice. Thank you :

A

[

é- FCC000000286

*‘1’

FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION



T L AN TIATRIUTIND JI313T0 LTI AND ASSRC Vo 400 @0 L0000

“T.WADE WELCH & ASSOCIATES

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
2401 POUNTARNVINW, SUTTE 215
" HOUSTGI, TEXAS 77057
T13) 9526334
FAX (71 952494
ROSS W, WOOTEN
October §, 2000
YIAUS MARL
John A. Desisto, Esg, Gregory 1. Kexwin, Bsg.
Pestherstone Desisto LLP o * Gibson, Dunn & Cruecher LLP :
600 17th Street, Suits 2400 o 1801 California Stroet, Suire 4200 .
Daeaver, Colorado 30202 Denver, Colorada 80202-2641  ~
Eri¢ C. Liebeier, Esq. James R Loftis, LI, Esq.
Kirkland & Ellis Gibson, Dam & Crutcher LLP
777 South Figusroa 1050 Cormecticut Aveuus, N.W, -
Los Angeles, Californis 50017 Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: Case No. 00-K-212 Echostar Communications Cerp., et al. v. DirectTV, et al.

~ Dewr Counsel;

By serving their discovery Tesponses on Qctaber 4, 2000, Plaintiffs did not mtenud to replace
or alter their original Responses to DIRECTV's First Set of Raquesta for Admissions in sy way.
Thecetore, the October 4 responses should have been labeled as supplementsl responses rathee than
smended responses. I have enclosed » corrected copy. -

If you have any questionz, plasss do not hesitats to call,

Enclosure

_.}
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADOQ

Civil Action No. 00-K-212

ECHOSTAR COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, et. al,
Plaintitfs,

v.

DIRECTV ENTERPRISES, INC., et al,
Defendanzs.

L —
& “yooer

PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO DIRECTV'S Aﬂb RUGHES?
FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS

_ In sccordance with Rule 36 of the Pederal Rulcs of Civil Procedure, Plainriffs EchoSt
Satellite Corporation (“ESC™), BehoStar Cammunications Corporstion ("ECC™), and EchoStar
Tochoology Corporation (“ETC™) hersby save their suppiemental respanses to Defondants
DIRECTV, I, DIRECTV Butsrprises, Inc,, DIRECTV Marchandising, Inc., DIRECTY
Operations, Inc., and Bugbes' (callectively “DIRECTV™) First Set of Raquests for Admissions (the

“B.a_quenf').

Pleiatifls restate their objections to DIRBCTV's Requests as araed in Plaintifhs’ originai

responsed, and specifically tncorporate those objections as if fully stated herein, Plaintiffs do not
intend to alter their original responses to DIRECTV s First Set of Requests for Admissions, except

a3 supplementad balow,

- ' Plaintiffs nzmed “Hughes Network Systems™ in their Compisint. DIRECTV responded
tha!thurelsnonuhhnlmﬁty:ndthﬂ“ﬂughsﬂ@niu%ponnmf'hhmpmy.

FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION
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FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES

1. Admit tsar Carlje Brgen stated the following o or about October §, 1957: "You

can'tbackdownwhnﬂ:eclblebuﬂymdmﬂngyouhmohmmy,”u uoted in the
attached Dexrver Post articis. (Exhibit A) !

Supplanenisl Answer:

After conducting a reasonable inveatigation, Plaiatifh cannat verify that Mr. Chariss Ergen
made the statoment that is attributed to blm in the October §, 1997D¢nv¢1’onA:ﬂc_ls;mduo
thercfore Plaintiffs deny this request for admission.

2. Admit that BchoStar competes with cable for subscribers, ' -
Sapplsmental Angerer: -
Flaintiffs object that this request for adoriasion if vagus, ambiguous, snd contains insufficient
{nformadion, such thet sy response given by Pisictifh may be misleading i light of the
othle request. Subject to the aforementionsd objection, Plaintifs respond as follows,
Platnriffs cennot fhirly respond to this request as it involves a question of fact and/or a mixed
question of fact and luw, which 1 for the Court andior jury to decide. Whethar o not Plaizdf
competc with “cahle™ depends on how the Court and/or jury determine Lhel!lﬂmtprodlmmd.
goographical murket, and can also depend on a variety of ather factors, such as loastion, offerings,
elc. 'rhmilmtmughiubuuﬁonindﬂanudwﬁchwouldanowﬂﬁndﬁwadmhmdﬂ!;.
mdsoPlainﬁi&dcnyﬂﬁlr!Iquutfoflﬂnhlim.

2
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3. Admittha EchoStar competes with C-Band satellite for subscoibers,

Sheplemental Apswer;

Plaintfls object that this request for admisxion is vagne, ambigunus, and contains insufcisnt
infoomation, such that any response gives by Plaintith msy be micleading in light of the
objectianable request. Subject 10 the sforementioned objection, Plaintifts deny this request for
admission,

4 AdmitthaEchoStar compeics with Multichanne] Multipoint Distribution Service for
subscribars.

Supplanental Apswer;

Plaintiffs object tha! this request for admigsion is vague, ambiguous, and containg insufficiens
information, such that any respouse given by Flaintify may be mislteading in light of the
objectiousble request. Subject to the aforementioned objection, Plaintiffs deny this request for

raissi

5.  Admit that BchoStar competes with Satellize Master Antenaa TV for subscribers.

Suppismental Aswer:
Plaintift object that this request for admission is vague, ambiguous, snd containg imsufficient

nformation, such thex any respones given by Paintiffi may be mitleading in light of the.

objectionable request. Subject w the aforementioned objection, Plalutifts deny this requost fox
admiszicn.
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FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION
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Submirted this

<" asyof dc‘%:glf

“Tuu1 AND ASSOC Yo et

20400.

Plaintiffs’ Address:

David K. Moskowitz, Bsq.

General Counsel and Vice Prasident
PohoStar Comumunicstions Corporation
FchoStar Satellite Corporation
BchaStar Technologios Corporation
5701 8. Sas Fe

Liteton, Coloredo 80120

T. WADE WELCH & ASSOCIATES

T. Wads Wcich ;
2401 Fountainview, Suite 215
Houston, Texas 77057

(713) 9514334

(713) 9524954 {fux)

SQUIRES, SANDERS & DEMRSEY LLP.

Mark A. Nadesu

40 North Central Avenus, Suite 2700
Phoenix, Artzona 85004

(602) 5284000

(602) 253-8129 (fx)

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS
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FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION
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w7 ottam TIATSIRETOND Di3137 L.it AND ASSOC

1 hereby certify that on this the 5ﬁda'yof 0“7{.’4'/ 2000, a true and

cotrect copy of the foregong bas been forwarded via US, Mall o the following actomey(s} of

mord.inmordmcew‘nbmelemﬂuofClvﬂW:

John A. Desisto, Esq.
TFeatherstone Dosisto LLP )
600 17th Strest, Suite 2400 .
Denver, Colorado 30202

Jeffrey S. Davidson
Alexander F. MacEionon.
Xirkland & Bllis

777 South Figueroz

Los Angeles, Califomis 90017

1. Thomas Rosch

505 Montgotmnery Street, Suitc 1500
San Francisco, California 94111-2562

Attorneys for DIRECTV aad BUGHES

Gregory ]. Kerwin, Exq.
MM&W}H
1801 Califorzia Street, Suite 4200
Dexver, Colorado $80202-2641

Jumnes R Loiftis, 111

Gibson, Durm & Crutcher LLP
1050 Commecticut Aveaus, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
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