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Petitioner makes the following objections to the evidence offered by Respondent in its
opposition brief:

(1) Shelly Lapkoff: Respondents cite her deposition testimony where she claims that she
heard at a district finance committee meeting that Bullis Charter had delayed opening a seventh

grade until 2010. (Opp. at 6:8.) This is hearsay.

Court’s Ruling on Objection 1: Sustained:

Overruled:

(2) Traci Newell: Respondents have submitted two emails that she wrote to a District
Board member after this suit was filed that discuss an alleged statement by a Bullis Board
member. Those emails (attached as Exhibits A and B to the Newell deposition, which is Exhibit
E to the Yeh Declaration), including the newspaper article referenced in the emails (which does

not quote anyone) are hearsay.

Court’s Ruling on Objection 2: Sustained:

Overruled:

(3) Ms. Newell testified about an online petition that she claims was signed by certain
parents who did not want a middle school at Bullis. She claims those parents did not want a
middle school, although she admits she never spoke to any of them. All of this is hearsay. It is

also irrelevant. (Newell Dep. 15:7-17:7; Yeh Decl. Ex. E.)

Court’s Ruling on Objection 3 Sustained:

Overruled:
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Dated: September 22, 2009 ARTURO J. GONZALEZ

SUZANNA PACHT BRICKMAN
MAGGIE MAYO
MORRIS@N & FOERSTER LLP
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