
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

SPRINGFIELD DIVISION 

 
SEXUAL MINORITIES UGANDA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

SCOTT LIVELY, individually and as 
President of Abiding Truth Ministries, 

Defendant. 

 
 

CIVIL ACTION  
 
NO. 3:12-CV-30051-MAP 
 

 

DECLARATION OF PAMELA C. SPEES IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF’S 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDNANT’S MOTION TO COMPEL PLAINTIFF TO 

PRODUCE UNREDACTED DOCUMENTS 
 

I, PAMELA C. SPEES, declare and state as follows: 

1. I am an attorney with the Center for Constitutional Rights, counsel to Plaintiff Sexual 

Minorities Uganda (“Plaintiff” or “SMUG”) in the above-captioned captioned case and submit 

this declaration in support of Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Compel Plaintiff to 

Produce Unredacted Documents. 

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is Plaintiff’s Responses to Defendant Scott Lively’s 

First Set of Request for Production of Documents, dated October 8, 2014. 

3. In response to Defendant’s Requests for Production, Plaintiff’s counsel conducted a 

rigorous and expansive search of Plaintiff’s electronic and hard copy documents in the custody 

of its seven staff members in Uganda, reviewing hundreds of thousands of pages in order to 

locate responsive and/or relevant information. 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199   Filed 07/09/15   Page 1 of 5



4. Plaintiff’s early productions containing redactions, which were served on December 

12 and 19, 2014 and January 26, 2015, contained redactions labeled “REDACTION” due to a 

technological error. 

5. Upon learning recently of the confusion caused by the labeling of redactions in 

Plaintiff’s December 12 and 19 and January 26 productions, Plaintiff began the process of 

correcting those redactions, and will reproduce those documents with specifically labeled 

redactions as soon as possible. 

6. Subsequent productions comprising the vast majority of documents produced by 

Plaintiff were served on January 30, February 4, 9, 13, and 18, March 17 and 25, and April 14, 

2105. These productions contained specific language over each redaction making the basis for 

the redaction apparent. 

7. Plaintiff made redactions on four grounds, including by redacting information 

protected by the attorney-client communication and attorney work product privileges under the 

label “02-Privileged.” 

8. Plaintiff redacted and labeled as “Personal Data”  the following four categories of 

information: (i) the identifying information for individuals or entities associated with or who 

have provided some level of support to Plaintiff, including donors, partners, supporters, 

affiliates, and businesses who accept Plaintiff’s patronage for the purpose of organizing 

workshops or other advocacy or educational events, and who were not witnesses to any events at 

issue in this litigation; (ii) the email addresses for list-serves through which Plaintiff and non-

parties communicate regarding persecution of LGBTI Ugandans and other LGBTI communities 

around the world; (iii) personal phone numbers of witnesses for whom professional phone 

numbers were already provided to Defendant; and (iv) Plaintiff’s bank account details. Plaintiff 
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did not redact names of individuals or entities, including businesses who hosted Plaintiff and 

others’ workshops and other events, who are witnesses to events in this action. 

9. The unredacted names of individuals and entities who are witnesses to events in this 

action comprise approximately 138 names. 

10. Plaintiff’s counsel’s review of the documents found that many documents containing 

responsive information also contained non-responsive information that was both not relevant to 

any claims or defenses in this action and would reveal Plaintiff’s and non-parties’ confidential 

and non-public – but irrelevant – operations. Plaintiff produced such documents and redacted this 

non-responsive information under the label “01-Non-Responsive.” 

11. As part of this review process, Plaintiff’s counsel found that certain documents 

discussed the Anti-Homosexuality Bill (“AHB”) and were thus responsive to some of 

Defendant’s document requests, but contained information that was both not relevant and would 

reveal Plaintiff’s and non-parties’ highly confidential internal and/or non-public campaign 

strategies to prevent enactment of the Anti-Homosexuality Bill into law.  Plaintiff produced 

otherwise responsive and relevant documents concerning the Anti-Homosexuality Bill with 

redactions of any discussion of internal and/or non-public strategies to prevent the enactment of 

the bill into law, labeling such redactions as “03-Non-Responsive.” Plaintiff produced 

unredacted information regarding its external, public advocacy efforts to prevent the enactment 

of the AHB. 

12. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is Plaintiff’s Supplemental Responses to Defendant 

Scott Lively’s First Set of Request for Production, dated January 30, 2015. 

13. On May 29, 2015, Plaintiff’s counsel sent an email to counsel for Defendant 

identifying the basis for the “03-Non-Responsive” redaction designation in Plaintiff’s 
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Supplemental Responses to Defendant Scott Lively’s First Set of Request for Production. A true 

and correct copy of the May 29 email, which includes the names of witnesses that have been 

designated as CONFIDENTIAL under the terms of the Protective Order, is attached hereto as 

Exhibit C. 

14. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant was directly involved in the promulgation of the Anti-

Homosexuality Bill in Uganda, providing significant support for the bill including revisions, 

advice, and recommendations. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of an April 

28, 2009 email sent from Defendant to co-conspirator Martin Ssempa with Defendant’s revisions 

to the bill, with the Bates stamp LIVELY 1252, along with a color version of Defendant’s 

revisions produced separately as LIVELY 4514, provided here for the Court’s ease of reference. 

15. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is Plaintiff’s Second Supplemental Responses to 

Defendant Scott Lively’s First Set of Interrogatories Containing Confidential Information 

Subject to the Terms of the Protective Order, dated January 2, 2015. 

16. Attached hereto as Exhibit F are true and correct copies of email threads produced by 

Defendant with the Bates stamp LIVELY 3737 and LIVELY 3713. 

17. Attached hereto as Exhibit G is Plaintiff’s Responses to Defendant Scott Lively’s 

First Set of Interrogatories Containing Confidential Information Subject to the Terms of the 

Protective Order, dated July 11, 2014. 

18. Attached hereto as Exhibit H are documents produced by Plaintiff detailing Plaintiff’s 

public advocacy efforts to counter the Anti-Homosexuality Bill and its resulting harms, with the 

Bates stamps SMUG007899, SMUG13918, SMUG15771, and SMUG016350. 

19. Attached hereto as Exhibit I is custodian and folder source information for documents 

produced by Plaintiff, which was produce to Defendant by Plaintiff on June 11, 2015.  
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20. The redactions made on parts of folder source information for documents produced 

by Plaintiff as detailed in Exhibit I cover less than 0.3% of all documents produced by Plaintiff, 

and protect information that is both not relevant and protected by the associational privilege. 

Approximately 80% of Plaintiff’s production consisted of emails for which folder information 

was unnecessary.  

21. Defendant neither labeled nor provided folder information for three productions made 

to Plaintiff, which totaled close to 1700 pages. 

22. Attached hereto as Exhibit J is Defendant Scott Lively’s Responses and Objections to 

Plaintiff’s First Request for Production of Documents, dated June 12, 2014. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on July 9, 2015, at New York, New York. 

 

/s/Pamela C. Spees  
PAMELA C. SPEES 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

SPRINGFIELD DIVISION 
 
SEXUAL MINORITIES UGANDA, 

 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 
 
SCOTT LIVELY, individually and as 
President of Abiding Truth 
Ministries, 
 

Defendant. 
 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

 
 
 
Civil Action No.  
 
3:12-CV-30051 

PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSES TO DEFENDANT SCOTT LIVELY’S  
FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS  

 
Pursuant to Rules 26 and 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiff Sexual 

Minorities Uganda (“SMUG”) objects and responds to Defendant Scott Lively’s First Set of 

Requests for Documents as follows: 

SMUG has not completed the collection of all responsive documents, specifically 

including those located outside the United States. SMUG will continue to produce responsive 

documents as they become available. Further, SMUG’s investigation and discovery in this action 

is continuing. As the action proceeds, SMUG may discover additional documents and, without 

obligating itself to do so, SMUG reserves the right to supplement the responses with documents 

that are subsequently discovered. 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

1. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction to the extent 

it seeks to impose any burdens inconsistent with or in addition to SMUG’s obligations under the 

applicable rules, including the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the Local Rules for the 

District of Massachusetts, or any order of the Court in this matter. 
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2. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction to the extent 

it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, or any 

other applicable privilege or immunity from production.  Inadvertent disclosure of such 

information shall not constitute the waiver of any applicable privilege, doctrine, immunity, or 

objection, and nothing contained in SMUG’s responses is intended to be, or in any way shall be 

deemed, a waiver of any such applicable privilege, doctrine, or immunity. 

3. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction as unduly 

burdensome to the extent it seeks documents that are already in Defendant’s possession, custody, 

or control or are available from a public source as to which the burden of obtaining such 

information is the same or less for Defendant as it would be for SMUG. 

4. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction to the extent 

that it requires SMUG to draw or render a legal conclusion. 

5. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction to the extent 

that it is vague or ambiguous.  

6. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction to the extent 

that it is overly broad or unduly burdensome.  

7. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction to the extent 

it seeks information about acts or events that are not relevant to any claim or defense in this 

matter and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  

SMUG’s response to a request does not constitute an admission that any act or event described is 

relevant or appropriately subject to further discovery in this action. 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 3 of 185



3 
4817-2719-0559\1 

8. SMUG objects to each and every request, definition, and instruction to the extent 

that it seeks information from nonparties in contravention of Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 34 

and not in SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

9. SMUG objects to all requests on the ground that that they demand that documents 

be produced on or before October 1, 2014 at a referenced time and location, on the grounds that 

the demand is unduly burdensome and unreasonable.  Subject to SMUG’s General Statement, its 

General Objections and its Specific Objections and Responses, SMUG will produce responsive 

documents and/or make documents available for review at time(s) and location(s) to be arranged.  

10. SMUG objects to Definition No. 1 on the ground that it is overly broad, unduly 

burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence to the 

extent it includes entities that are legally distinct from SMUG, not parties to this lawsuit, and 

beyond SMUG’s custody or control.  SMUG further objects to Definition No. 1 to the extent that 

it calls for documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the mental impressions, 

conclusions, opinions, or legal theories of SMUG’s attorneys concerning the litigation or are 

otherwise protected by the attorney work product doctrine.    

11. Nothing in these responses is an admission by SMUG of the existence, relevance, 

or admissibility of any information, for any purpose, or the truth or accuracy of any statement or 

characterization contained in any request.  SMUG reserves all objections and other rights as to 

relevance, materiality, privilege, and admissibility related to the use of its responses and any 

document or thing identified in its responses as evidence for any purpose whatsoever in any 

proceeding in this action or any other action.  Each response is without prejudice to, and does not 

constitute a waiver of, any objection SMUG may make to any future use of the response or 

documents or things identified in its response to any request.  
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12. Each and every general objection shall be deemed to be incorporated in full into 

the specific response to each request.  Any specific objections to the request are made in addition 

to the general objections, not as a replacement for them. 

13. SMUG objects to the excessive number of requests propounded by Defendant in 

Defendant Scott Lively’s First Set of Request for Production of Documents.  Asking SMUG to 

respond to 196 individual requests imposes an undue burden and was likely designed to harass.  

In the interest of expediting discovery and without waiving its objection to the numerousness of 

this “first set,” SMUG has responded herein to each of Defendant’s 196 requests for production.  

However, SMUG will not respond to any further requests for production, unless so instructed by 

the Court, or unless agreed to by the parties based upon good cause.  Cf. Local Rule 26.1(c).  

 Subject to and without waiving the above general objections, SMUG further objects and 

responds as follows: 

RESPONSES TO REQUESTS FOR DOCUMENT PRODUCTION 

Request No. 1: 

All organizational and governance Documents of SMUG, and of each member of SMUG, 
including but not limited to articles of incorporation (or their Ugandan equivalent), bylaws (or 
their Ugandan equivalent), or government registrations (issued or attempted). 
 
Response to Request No. 1: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without regard to whether such documents 

are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  In addition, SMUG objects that the 

documents requested related to member organizations are not relevant to any party’s claims or 

defenses nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG 

further objects that the terms “organizational and governance” are vague and ambiguous.  SMUG 
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also objects to this request to the extent it seeks documents protected from disclosure by the 

attorney-client privilege and/or the attorney work product doctrine.    

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

 Request No. 2: 

All Documents reflecting SMUG’s, and each member of SMUG’s, organizational structure, 
identity of leadership (officers, directors, managing agents), and identity of membership. 
 
Response to Request No. 2: 
 
 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and the African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature and protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (article 4.3). SMUG further objects to the extent that the request purports to 

require SMUG to produce documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without regard 

to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. In addition, 

SMUG objects that the documents requested related to member organizations are not relevant to 
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any party’s claims or defenses nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. SMUG also objects to this request to the extent it seeks documents protected from 

disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or the attorney work product doctrine.    

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 3: 

All Documents reflecting SMUG’s purpose and objectives, as alleged in paragraphs 1 and 20 of 
the Amended Complaint.  
 
Response to Request No. 3: 

SMUG objects to this request to the extent it seeks documents protected from disclosure 

by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. Subject to and without 

waiving its general objections, SMUG will produce any responsive documents.  

Request No. 4: 

All Documents, including but not limited to meeting minutes, notes or recordings, Concerning 
any meeting of SMUG, or any meeting of a member of SMUG, where there was any discussion 
of (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 4:  

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3). In addition, SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports 

to require SMUG to produce documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without 

regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG 

further objects that the term “any meeting of a member of SMUG” is overbroad, ambiguous, and 

burdensome and seeks information not relevant to any party’s claims or defenses nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG also objects to this request to 

the extent it seeks documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and the 

attorney work product doctrine.  SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the murder of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that it is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 5: 

All Documents Concerning your claim in paragraph 3 of the Amended Complaint that 
Persecution is a crime against humanity that is universally proscribed and clearly defined in 
international law, including but not limited to all sources of international law on which you base 
that claim. 
 
Response to Interrogatory No. 5: 
 
 SMUG objects to this request because it calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues 

of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product. Moreover, the sources of international law that define and prohibit “crimes against 

humanity” are equally or more available to Defendant.  

Request No. 6: 

All sources of international law on which you base your claim that the proscription of 
Persecution on the basis of sexual orientation or transgender status is universally recognized and 
clearly defined. 

 
Response to Request No. 6: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues 

of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product. Moreover, the sources of international law that proscribe “Persecution on the basis of 

sexual orientation or transgender status” are equally or more available to Defendant. 
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Request No. 7: 

All Documents, including but not limited to all sources of international law, which define, 
identify the elements of, interpret, or apply the proscription against Persecution, either generally 
or on grounds of sexual orientation or transgender status. 
 
Response to Request No. 7: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues 

of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product. Moreover, the sources of international law that “define, identify the elements of, 

interpret, or apply the proscription against Persecution, either generally or on grounds of sexual 

orientation or transgender status” are equally or more available to Defendant. 

Request No. 8: 

All Documents Concerning the Anti-Homosexuality Bill you describe in paragraph 9 of the 
Amended Complaint, including but not limited to any amendments thereto, the enactment 
thereof, the judicial invalidation thereof, and any efforts taken by you or your members to 
modify, defeat, challenge, or invalidate the law. 
 
Response to Request No. 8: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without regard to whether such documents 

are with SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks documents equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG also objects to the 

request to the extent that it calls for the production of documents protected by the attorney-client 

privilege and the attorney work product doctrine.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and 

general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 9: 

All Documents Concerning any investigation, prosecution, conviction, punishment or other 
adverse action taken by any Ugandan authority against any Person for violation or alleged 
violation of the Anti-Homosexuality Bill. 
 
Response to Request No. 9: 

 SMUG  objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without regard to whether such documents 

are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. Moreover, documents that reflect “any 

investigation, prosecution, conviction, punishment or other adverse action taken by any Ugandan 

authority against any Person for violation or alleged violation of the Anti-Homosexuality Bill” 

are equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects that the terms “any 

investigation, prosecution, conviction, punishment or other adverse action taken,” “any Ugandan 

authority,” and “any Person” are vague, ambiguous, and overbroad. SMUG also objects to the 

extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who 

are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom 

of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions, Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on Civil and Political 

Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and 

African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and would reveal 

information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the right to privacy 

under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

(1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (article 17); 

Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); 
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and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). SMUG 

also objects to the request to the extent that it calls for the production of documents protected by 

the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 10: 

All Documents Concerning any effort taken by you or any of your members to deal with or 
counteract the alleged effects or impact of the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, including but not limited 
to any assistance you or your members claim to have provided to any Person adversely affected 
by that Anti-Homosexuality Bill. 

 
Response to Request No. 10: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without regard to whether such documents 

are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  Moreover, SMUG objects that documents 

sought relating “to any assistance you or your members claim to have provided to any Person 

adversely affected by that Anti-Homosexuality Bill” are neither relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking compensation 

for the diversion of its resources to directly assisting LGBTI persons. SMUG also objects to the 

extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who 

are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom 

of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions, Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on Civil and Political 

Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and 

African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and would reveal 
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information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the right to privacy 

under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

(1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (article 17); 

Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); 

and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). SMUG 

also objects to the request to the extent that it calls for the production of documents protected by 

the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 11: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base the facts and claims in, your 
“From Torment to Tyranny” report (the “Report”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 
A, including but not limited to: 
 

a) all Documents on which you base your claim that there were 162 instances of persecution 
perpetrated against Ugandan LGBTI people between December 20, 2013 and May 1, 
2014; 
 

b) all Documents on which you base your claim that, in 2012, 19 cases of persecution were 
reported, and that, in 2013 only 8 cases of persecution were reported; 
 

c) all “personal testimony directly reported to and/or identified by SMUG and the National 
LGBTI Security Team,” referred to on page 2 of the Report; 
 

d) all “direct contact” you claim you had with the alleged victims of persecution, and all 
“names and verified identities” that were supplied to you, as described on page 2 of the 
Report; 
 

e) all Documents Concerning any verification or investigation of the claims of persecution 
described in the Report; 
 

f) all witness interviews, case reports and media reports described on page 2 of the Report 
following the sentence “Reported incidents of persecution have been collected in four 
ways:”; 
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g) all Documents from which you obtained the information as to each of the 162 cases of 

persecution described on pages 11-19 of the Report; 
 

h) all Documents identifying the alleged victim(s) of each of the 162 acts of persecution 
described in the Report; 
 

i) all Documents identifying the alleged perpetrator(s) of each of the 162 acts of persecution 
described in the Report; 
 

j) all Documents identifying any witness(es) to each of the 162 acts of persecution 
described in the Report; 
 

k) all Documents identifying the details and circumstances of each of the 162 acts of 
persecution described in the Report, including all Documents based upon which you 
categorized the alleged persecution into various types on pages 5-9 of the Report; 
 

l) all police reports, arrest records, eviction notices, eviction proceedings, threats, 
threatening letters, legal proceedings, hospital or healthcare records, and other 
Documents identified, referred to, or described in each of the 162 acts of persecution 
listed on pages 11-19 of the Report; 
 

m) all Documents containing the “names and sensitive information” which were omitted 
from the Report, as you describe on page 11 of the Report; 
 

n) all News Articles described on page 20 of the Report; 
 

o) all earlier drafts of the Report; 
 

p) all of your Communications Concerning the Report; 
 

q) all Documents identifying all funding you received for the Report, including the sources 
and amounts of all funds. 

 
Response to Request No. 11: 

 SMUG objects to this request in that the term “All Documents Concerning, and all 

Documents on which you base the facts and claims” in a 28-page document is overbroad, unduly 

burdensome, and ambiguous.  SMUG also objects that the request seeks additional personal 
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information concerning individuals whose cases are covered in the reports that is neither relevant 

to any claim or defense nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. SMUG is not seeking compensation for the diversion of its resources to directly 

assisting LGBTI persons nor does SMUG seek remedies for the injuries such persons suffered. 

SMUG also objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of the 

names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 1966 

(article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) 

(article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to the request to the extent that it calls for the production of 

documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 12: 

All Documents which you contend show a connection between Lively and the conduct alleged in 
Paragraph 28 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 12: 

  SMUG objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory and calls 

for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted 

by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG also objects to this request to the extent it 

seeks documents that are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 13: 

The newspaper article described in Paragraph 29 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 13: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its general objections, SMUG will 

produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 14: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
July 20, 2005 incident described in Paragraph 30 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 14: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to 

produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, 
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custody, or control. Subject to and without waiving its general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 15: 

All Documents which you contend show a connection between Lively and the July 20, 2005 
incident described in Paragraph 30 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 15: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory and calls 

for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted 

by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG also objects to this request to the extent it 

seeks documents that are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents.. 

Request No. 16: 

The Uganda High Court ruling described in paragraph 34 of the Amended Complaint, and all 
Documents Concerning said ruling. 

 
Response to Request No. 16: 

 SMUG objects to this request because the Uganda High Court ruling is equally or more 

available to Defendant. SMUG further objects that the term “all Documents Concerning said 

ruling” is vague and ambiguous and objects to the request to the extent it calls for documents 

protected by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. SMUG further 

objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce documents 

without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 17: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base, your claim in paragraph 43 
of the Amended Complaint that “LIVELY has worked extensively with key anti-gay political 
and religious leaders in Uganda with the overall purpose and objective of depriving LGBTI 
persons of their fundamental rights, contributing intentionally to the commission of the crime of 
persecution by a group of persons acting with that common purpose.” 

 
Response to Request No. 17: 

 SMUG also objects to this request to the extent it calls for legal conclusions and extends 

to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s 

possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 18: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base, your claim in paragraph 44 
of the Amended Complaint that “Defendant LIVELY entered into an unlawful agreement with 
others to intentionally and severely deprive persons of fundamental rights on the basis of their 
sexual orientation and gender identity.” 

 
Response to Request No. 18: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues 

of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. 
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SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents.  

Request No. 19: 

All Documents Concerning Lively’s March 2002 visit to Uganda, including without limitation 
all speeches, talks, events, seminars and conferences which you claim he attended, and all 
theories and strategies which you claim he espoused or promoted. 

 
Response to Request No. 19: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 20: 

All Documents Concerning Lively’s June 2002 visit to Uganda, including without limitation all 
speeches, talks, events, seminars and conferences which you claim he attended, and all theories 
and strategies which you claim he espoused or promoted. 

 
Response to Request No. 20: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 
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more available to Defendant.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 21: 

The Roadkill Radio interview described in paragraph 56 of the Amended Complaint. 
 

Response to Request No. 21: 

 SMUG objects that the documents sought in this request are in Defendant’s possession or 

equally or more available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 22: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base, your claim in paragraph 67 
of the Amended Complaint that “As early as 2006, [Lively] had begun to advocate more 
forcefully in Uganda ... for the criminalization of advocacy, as necessary for silencing 
individuals who support the rights of LGBTI individuals.” 

 
Response to Request No. 22: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 23: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base, your claim in paragraph 73 
that “In Uganda, Lively combined and expanded upon this theme [homosexual recruitment of 
children] with repeated references to and descriptions of sexual violence against children.” 
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Response to Request No. 23: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 24: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base, your claim in paragraph 74 
of the Amended Complaint that “there [is] no evidence of a connection between adult 
homosexuality and child molestation.” 
 
Response to Request No. 24: 

 SMUG objects that the documents requested are not relevant to any party’s claims or 

defenses nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG 

further objects to this request to the extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. 

Moreover, SMUG objects that literature and research that concludes that “there [is] no evidence 

of a connection between adult homosexuality and child molestation” are in Defendant’s 

possession or equally or more available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific 

and general objections, SMUG will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 25: 

All “studies” to which you refer in paragraph 74 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 25: 

 SMUG objects that the documents requested are not relevant to any party’s claims or 

defenses nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG 
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further objects to this request to the extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. 

Moreover, SMUG objects that literature and research that concludes that “there [is] no evidence 

of a connection between adult homosexuality and child molestation” are in Defendant’s 

possession or equally or more available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific 

and general objections, SMUG states that the studies referenced in paragraph 74 of the Amended 

Complaint are publicly available via the website cited in the footnote to that paragraph. 

Request No. 26: 

All Documents Concerning Lively’s 2009 visit to Uganda, including without limitation all 
speeches, talks, events, seminars and conferences which you claim he attended, and all theories 
and strategies which you claim he espoused or promoted. 

 
Response to Request No. 26: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it calls for 

privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 27: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
“2009 Anti-Gay Conference” described in paragraphs 75-82 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 27: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects that the request for documents concerning 
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the allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in eight paragraphs of the Amended Complaint 

is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it 

calls for privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and 

general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 28: 

All audio and video recordings of the “2009 Anti-Gay Conference” described in paragraphs 75-
82 of the Amended Complaint, including all raw footage or recordings of the entire conference, 
and all edited or unedited works depicting any portion of the conference. 
 
Response to Request No. 28: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it calls for 

privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 29: 

All Documents on which you base your claim in paragraph 78 of the Amended Complaint that 
“At one point during this [2009] trip, [Lively] met with members of Parliament for over four 
hours.” 
 
Response to Request No. 29: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it calls for 
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privileged attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 30: 

The transcript to which you refer in footnote 30 on page 24 of the Amended Complaint, and the 
recording(s) from which that transcript was made. 
 
Response to Request No. 30: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. 

SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 31: 

All Documents which you contend rebut, contradict or disprove any factual claims made by 
Lively in The Pink Swastika. 
 
Response to Request No. 31: 

 SMUG objects that the documents requested are not relevant to any party’s claims or 

defenses nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG 

further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product. 

SMUG also objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects that the request for documents that “rebut, 

contradict or disprove” all and any unspecified statements made in a book is overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome.  
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Request No. 32: 

All Documents which you contend rebut, contradict or disprove any factual claims made by 
Lively in Redeeming the Rainbow. 
 
Response to Request No. 32: 

 SMUG objects that the documents requested are not relevant to any party’s claims or 

defenses nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG 

further objects to this request that calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG also objects 

to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce documents without 

regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. SMUG 

also objects that the documents equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects 

that the request for documents that “rebut, contradict or disprove” all and any unspecified 

statements made in a book is overbroad, ambiguous, and unduly burdensome.  

Request No. 33: 

The Roadkill Radio interview described in paragraphs 85-87 and footnotes 33-35 of the 
Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 33: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 34: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base, your claim in paragraph 91 
of the Amended Complaint that, “LIVELY has continued to use violent fear-mongering and take 
affirmative steps after the Anti-Gay Conference in order to sustain and build support inside 
Uganda to criminalize advocacy and eliminate fundamental human rights protections for LGBTI 
individuals.” 
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Response to Request No. 34: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request that calls for privileged 

attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents.  

Request No. 35: 

All Documents on which you base your claim that Lively undertook any actionable conduct in 
the United States, including all Documents that describe the nature, dates and location of such 
conduct. 
 
Response to Request No. 35: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory and calls 

for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted 

by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects that the terms “actionable 

conduct” are ambiguous, and that the request is overbroad and unduly burdensome because it is 

not limited in time or in connection with any specific events.  SMUG further objects to this 

request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG also objects to this 

request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to 

whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. SMUG also objects 

that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will 

produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 36: 

All Documents which you contend show a connection between Lively and the conduct alleged in 
Paragraph 98 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 36: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory and calls 

for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted 

by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that 

it calls for privileged attorney work product.  SMUG also objects to this request to the extent that 

it purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents 

are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG also objects that the documents are 

in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  Subject to and without 

waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive 

documents. 

Request No. 37: 

All Documents on which you base the claims in paragraph 102 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 37: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 38: 

All Documents Concerning the “urgent follow-up meetings” described in paragraphs 105-107 of 
the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 38: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 39: 

All Documents on which you base the claim in paragraph 106 of the Amended Complaint that 
“In the meetings, LANGA drew in large part from LIVELY’S book, The Pink Swastika, as well 
as LIVELY’S talks at the Conference and emphasized LIVELY’S theory about the violent and 
fascist tendencies of the ‘gay movement’ and the danger it poses to children and society.” 
 
Response to Request No. 39: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 40: 

All Documents on which you base the claim in paragraph 107 of the Amended Complaint that 
“Members of Parliament attended and actively participated at the strategy meetings,” and the 
claim that “Members openly stated that they were deeply alarmed and affected by LIVELY’S 
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interventions and that he made it clear they needed to strengthen their laws along the lines 
suggested by LIVELY.” 
 
Response to Request No. 40: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 41: 

All Documents Concerning the March 25, 2009 press conference described in paragraph 108 of 
the Amended Complaint, including but not limited to all video and audio recordings of the 
conference, all media reports of the conference, and all Documents on which you base your 
claims about the conference. 
 
Response to Request No. 41: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG also objects that requesting “all media reports of the 

conference” is ambiguous and unduly burdensome. Subject to and without waiving its specific 

and general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 42: 

All Documents on which you base the claims in paragraph 109 of the Amended Complaint. 
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Response to Request No. 42: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 43: 

The article or recording described in footnotes 43 and 44 on page 31 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 43: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 44:  

All Documents Concerning the August 21, 2007 rally described in paragraphs 123-125 of the 
Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 44: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 45: 

The article described in footnote 52 on page 34 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 45: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 46: 

All Documents on which you base the claims in paragraph 126 of the Amended Complaint, 
including but not limited to all Documents identifying the referenced website. 
 
Response to Request No. 46: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects that the term “all Documents identifying the 

referenced website” is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad. SMUG further objects to this request to 

the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its 

specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 47: 

All Documents on which you base the claims in paragraphs 127-128 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 47: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will 
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result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such 

disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the 

United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 

(articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 

8); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on 

the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights 

(1981) (articles 10, 11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in 

nature protected by the right to privacy under United States and Ugandan Constitutions; 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (1966) (article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 

Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of 

Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). SMUG further objects to the request to the extent that it 

calls for the production of documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney 

work product doctrine.   

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 48: 

All Documents Concerning the February 15, 2010 demonstrations and rally described in 
paragraph 131 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 48: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 
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privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 49: 

All Documents on which you base the claims in paragraph 140 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 49: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 50: 

All Documents on which you base the claim in paragraph 143 of the Amended Complaint that 
“LIVELY met with BUTURO at length when he was in Uganda in March, 2009.” 
 
Response to Request No. 50: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 51: 

The Janet Mefferd Show interview described in footnote 61 on page 38 of the Amended 
Complaint. 
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Response to Request No. 51: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 52: 

All Documents on which you base the claims in paragraph 144 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 52: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 53: 

All Documents on which you base your claim that James Buturo attended the March 2009 
conference described in paragraphs 75-82 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 53: 

 SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to 

produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, 

custody, or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or 

equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

calls for privileged attorney work product.   Subject to and without waiving its specific and 

general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 54: 

The media articles or reports referenced in paragraph 145 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 54: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 55: 

The article referenced in footnote 63 on page 38 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 55: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 56: 

The Conan Businge article described in footnote 65 on page 39 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 56: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 57: 

The interview described in footnote 66 on page 39 of the Amended Complaint. 
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Response to Request No. 57: 

 SMUG objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 58: 

All Documents on which you base your claim in paragraph 152 of the Amended Complaint that 
James Buturo’s alleged statements regarding the “promotion of homosexuality” in 2007 were 
inspired by, or connected to, Scott Lively. 
 
Response to Request No. 58: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it misrepresents the allegations of 

Paragraph 152 of the Amended Complaint and presupposes an incorrect legal theory. SMUG 

also objects that the request’s use of the terms “inspired by, or connected to” is ambiguous, 

overbroad, and unduly burdensome. In addition, SMUG objects to this request to the extent that 

it purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents 

are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are 

in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to 

this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 59: 

The documentary film described in paragraph 151 of the Amended Complaint, and all 
Documents on which you base your claims about the alleged blocking or censorship of that film. 
 
Response to Request No. 59: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 
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or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 60: 

All Documents on which you base the claims in paragraph 158 of the Amended Complaint that 
“BAHATI attended the 2009 Anti-Gay Conference and met at length with LIVELY, LANGA, 
SSEMPA, and BUTURO.” 
 
Response to Request No. 60: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 61: 

All Documents on which you base the claim in paragraph 161 of the Amended Complaint that 
“LIVELY continued to correspond with BAHATI subsequent to the introduction of the bill to 
advise on the contents of the legislation.” 
 
Response to Request No. 61: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or 

more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 
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privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 62: 

The source document described in footnote 71 on page 41 of the Amended Complaint, and any 
other Document from which the alleged Bahati statement in paragraph 163 of the Amended 
Complaint was excerpted. 
 
Response to Request No. 62: 

 SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general 

objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 63: 

The source document from which the alleged Bahati statement in paragraph 164 of the Amended 
Complaint was excerpted. 
 
Response to Request No. 63: 

 SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 64: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged June 18, 2012 raid and banning of organizations that support LGBTI rights, described in 
paragraphs 165-175 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 64: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request for documents concerning the allegations and 
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“claims regarding” allegations in eleven paragraphs of the Amended Complaint is overbroad, 

ambiguous, and burdensome. SMUG also objects to the extent that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this 

request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 SMUG further objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the 

disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure 

would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States 

and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 

11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected 

by the right to privacy under United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) 

(article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) 

(article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 65: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the June 18, 
2012 raid described in paragraphs 165-175 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 65: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 
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or control. SMUG further objects that the request for documents concerning allegations in eleven 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome. SMUG 

further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will 

produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 66: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the June 18, 
2012 raid described in paragraphs 165-175 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 66: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request for 

documents concerning eleven paragraphs of the Amended Complaint is overbroad, ambiguous, 

and burdensome. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or 

equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 67: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the June 18, 2012 raid described in paragraphs 165-175 of the 
Amended Complaint. 
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Response to Request No. 67: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request for 

documents concerning eleven paragraphs of the Amended Complaint is overbroad, ambiguous, 

and burdensome. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or 

equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 68: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the June 18, 2012 raid described in paragraphs 165-175 of 
the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 68: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request for 

documents concerning eleven paragraphs of the Amended Complaint is overbroad, ambiguous, 
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and burdensome. SMUG also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or 

equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 69: 

All Documents Concerning the “skills-building workshop” you allege was raided by Ugandan 
police on June 18, 2012, including but not limited to all Documents that identify each participant 
in the workshop, the agenda for the workshop, and all materials, documents and presentations 
given at the workshop. 
 
Response to Request No. 69: 

SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 64 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 64.   

Request No. 70: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged February 14, 2012 raid described in paragraphs 176-185 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 70: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request for documents concerning the allegations and 

“claims regarding” allegations in ten paragraphs of the Amended Complaint is overbroad, 

ambiguous, and burdensome. SMUG further objects to the extent that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this 

request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 SMUG further objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the 

disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure 
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would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States 

and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 

11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected 

by the right to privacy under United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) 

(article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) 

(article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 71: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the February 
14, 2012 raid described in paragraphs 176-185 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 71: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations in ten paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 72: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the February 
14, 2012 raid described in paragraphs 176-185 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 72: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in ten 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 73: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the February 14, 2012 raid described in paragraphs 176-185 
of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 73: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 
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extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

ten paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 74: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the February 14, 2012 raid described in paragraphs 176-
185 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 74: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

ten paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 75: 

All Documents Concerning the “two-week conference on LGBTI issues” you allege was raided 
on February 14, 2012, including but not limited to all Documents that identify each participant in 
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the conference, the agenda for the conference, and all materials, documents and presentations 
given at the conference.  
 
Response to Request No. 75: 

SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 70 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 70.   

Request No. 76: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged June 4, 2008 arrest of LGBTI rights activists described in paragraphs 186-193 of the 
Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 76: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning the allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in eight 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG further objects to the extent that the documents 

are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects 

to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that the requested documents will 

result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such 

disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the 

United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 

(articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 

8); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on 

the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights 

(1981) (articles 10, 11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in 
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nature and protected by the right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (1966) (article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 

Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of 

Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 77: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the alleged 
June 4, 2008 arrest of LGBTI rights activists described in paragraphs 186-193 of the Amended 
Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 77: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations in eight paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 78: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the alleged 
June 4, 2008 arrest of LGBTI rights activists described in paragraphs 186-193 of the Amended 
Complaint. 
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Response to Request No. 78: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in 

eight paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 79: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the alleged June 4, 2008 arrest of LGBTI rights activists 
described in paragraphs 186-193 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 79: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 
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eight paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 80: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the alleged June 4, 2008 arrest of LGBTI rights activists 
described in paragraphs 186-193 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 80: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

eight paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 81: 

All Documents Concerning the “peaceful protest at the 2008 HIV/AIDS Implementers Meeting” 
described in paragraph 186 of the Amended Complaint, including but not limited to all 
Documents that identify participants in the protest, the organizers of the protest, and all 
materials, flyers, and other documents distributed at or in connection with the protest. 
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Response to Request No. 81: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 76 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 76.   

Request No. 82: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged threats to criminalize and shut down health services for LGBTI persons, described in 
paragraphs 194-198 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 82: 

SMUG objects to the request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that 

it seeks documents concerning allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in five paragraphs 

of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects to the extent that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this 

request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

SMUG further objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the 

disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure 

would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States 

and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 

11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature and 

protected by the right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal 
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Declaration on Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political 

Rights (1966) (article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa 

(2002) (article 4.3).  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 83: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the alleged 
threats to criminalize and shut down health services for LGBTI persons, described in paragraphs 
194-198 of the Amended Complaint.  
 
Response to Request No. 83: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations in five paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 84: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the alleged 
threats to criminalize and shut down health services for LGBTI persons, described in paragraphs 
194-198 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 84: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 
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or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

five paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 85: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the alleged threats to criminalize and shut down health 
services for LGBTI persons, described in paragraphs 194-198 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 85: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

five paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 86: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the alleged threats to criminalize and shut down health 
services for LGBTI persons, described in paragraphs 194-198 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 86: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

five paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 87: 

All Documents Concerning the “health clinic for LGBTI people in Kampala” described in 
paragraph 195 of the Amended Complaint, including but not limited to all Documents that 
evidence your efforts to open the clinic, all costs and resources you expended in opening the 
clinic, and the clinic’s location, operation and employees. 
 
Response to Request No. 87: 

SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 82 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 82.   
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Request No. 88: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged 2007 crack-down on media, advocacy and threats of arrest, described in paragraphs 199-
208 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 88: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in ten 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects to the extent that the documents are 

in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to 

this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that the requested documents will 

result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such 

disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the 

United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 

(articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 

8); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on 

the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights 

(1981) (articles 10, 11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in 

nature and protected by the right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (1966) (article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 
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Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of 

Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 89: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the alleged 
2007 crack-down on media, advocacy and threats of arrest, described in paragraphs 199-208 of 
the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 89: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations in ten paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 90: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the alleged 
2007 crack-down on media, advocacy and threats of arrest, described in paragraphs 199-208 of 
the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 90: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 
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permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in ten 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 91: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the alleged 2007 crack-down on media, advocacy and threats 
of arrest, described in paragraphs 199-208 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 91: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in ten 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 92: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the alleged 2007 crack-down on media, advocacy and 
threats of arrest, described in paragraphs 199-208 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 92: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in ten 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 93: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged 2005 raid of Victor Mukasa’s home, described in paragraphs 209-214 of the Amended 
Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 93: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that is seeks documents concerning allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in six 
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paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects to the extent that the documents are 

in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to 

this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 94: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the alleged 
2005 raid of Victor Mukasa’s home, described in paragraphs 209-214 of the Amended 
Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 94: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations in six paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 95: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the alleged 
2005 raid of Victor Mukasa’s home, described in paragraphs 209-214 of the Amended 
Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 95: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 
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and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in five 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 96: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the alleged 2005 raid of Victor Mukasa’s home, described in 
paragraphs 209-214 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 96: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in six 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 97: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the alleged 2005 raid of Victor Mukasa’s home, described 
in paragraphs 209-214 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 97: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in six 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 98: 

The article described in paragraph 212 of the Amended Complaint. 

Response to Request No. 98: 

 SMUG objects that the document is in Defendant’s possession or equally or more 

available to Defendant. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, 

SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 99: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged arbitrary interference with privacy, and attacks upon honor and reputation, described in 
paragraphs 215-225 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 99: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in eleven 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects to the extent that the documents are 

in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to 

this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 SMUG further objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the 

disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure 

would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States 

and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 

11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected 

by the right to privacy under United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) 

(article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) 

(article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 100: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the alleged 
arbitrary interference with privacy, and attacks upon honor and reputation, described in 
paragraphs 215-225 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 100: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in eleven paragraphs of the Amended 

Complaint. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states 

that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 101: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the alleged 
arbitrary interference with privacy, and attacks upon honor and reputation, described in 
paragraphs 215-225 of the Amended Complaint.  
 
Response to Request No. 101: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 
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overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in 

eleven paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 102: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the alleged arbitrary interference with privacy, and attacks 
upon honor and reputation, described in paragraphs 215-225 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 102: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in 

eleven paragraphs of the Amend Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 103: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the alleged arbitrary interference with privacy, and attacks 
upon honor and reputation, described in paragraphs 215-225 of the Amended Complaint. 
 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 63 of 185



63 
4817-2719-0559\1 

Response to Request No. 103: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning allegations in 

eleven paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 104: 

All tabloid publications described in paragraphs 215-225 of the Amended Complaint.  

Response to Request No. 104: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 99 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 99. 

Request No. 105: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint.  
 
Response to Request No. 105: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 
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that it seeks documents concerning allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in three 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects to the extent that the documents are 

in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to 

this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.   

 SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that the requested documents will 

result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such 

disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the 

United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 

(articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 

8); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on 

the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights 

(1981) (articles 10, 11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in 

nature and protected by the right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (1966) (article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 

Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of 

Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 106: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the alleged 
invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint. 
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Response to Request No. 106: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in three paragraphs of the Amended 

Complaint. SMUG also objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.    

 SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that the requested documents will 

result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such 

disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the 

United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 

(articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 

8); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on 

the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights 

(1981) (articles 10, 11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in 

nature and protected by the right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (1966) (article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 

Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of 

Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 107: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the alleged 
invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 107: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

three paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 108: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the 
United States to aid or bring about the alleged invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 
226-228 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 108: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 
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extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

three paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 109: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of 
the United States to aid or bring about the alleged invidious discrimination described in 
paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 109: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

three paragraphs of the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 110: 

All Documents Concerning any effort by you to investigate the murder of David Kato, including 
the perpetrator(s) of that murder or the purpose or motive for that murder.  
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Response to Request No. 110: 

 SMUG objects that the request seeks information about acts or events that are not 

relevant to any claim or defense in this matter and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG included the death of David Kato in paragraphs 10 and 

222 of the Amended Complaint in order to present a complete narrative of a SMUG staff 

member who had been subject to the persecution alleged in the complaint and subsequently died.  

SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability for the events 

alleged in the Amended Complaint. . SMUG further objects that the term “investigate” is vague 

and ambiguous. SMUG also objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG 

to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it calls for 

documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. 

Request No. 111: 

All Documents which you contend rebut, contradict or disprove the claim that David Kato was 
killed by a homosexual who was upset with Kato because Kato refused to pay him for sexual 
services. 
 
Response to Request No. 111: 

SMUG objects that the request seeks information about acts or events that are not 

relevant to any claim or defense in this matter and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG included the death of David Kato in paragraphs 10 and 

222 of the Amended Complaint in order to present a complete narrative of a SMUG staff 

member who had been subject to the persecution alleged in the complaint and subsequently died. 

SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability for the events 

alleged in the Amended Complaint. SMUG further objects that this request mischaracterizes the 
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allegations in the Amended Complaint. SMUG also objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work 

product doctrine. 

Request No. 112: 

All Documents which you contend demonstrate that Scott Lively bears any responsibility for the 
murder of David Kato. 
 
Response to Request No. 112: 

 SMUG objects that the request seeks information about acts or events that are not 

relevant to any claim or defense in this matter and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint. SMUG included the 

death of David Kato in paragraphs 10 and 222 of the Amended Complaint in order to present a 

complete narrative of a SMUG staff member who had been subject to the persecution alleged in 

the complaint and subsequently died.   

 SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory and 

calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product. SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. SMUG further objects to this 

request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to 

whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. 

 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 70 of 185



70 
4817-2719-0559\1 

Request No. 113: 

All Documents on which you base your claim that the statements attributed to Scott Lively in 
paragraphs 54, 59, 72-73 and 81-82 of the Amended Complaint are false. (See SMUG’s  
Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 12). 
 
Response to Request No. 113: 

 As stated in its response to Defendant’s Interrogatory No. 12, SMUG objects to this 

request because it is unduly burdensome and because it seeks information that is neither relevant 

nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG further objects 

to the request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce documents without 

regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. SMUG 

also objects that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to 

Defendant. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  

Request No. 114: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, the costs and expenses 
you claim to have incurred in connection with the alleged “diversion of SMUG’s resources to 
protect SMUG from the persecution conspiracy and/or joint criminal enterprise as alleged in the 
Amended Complaint, including diversion of resources to seek redress and accountability for 
persecution of Plaintiff’s staff members and raids of Plaintiff’s meetings and to adopt additional 
security measures and relocate its operations.” (See SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory 
No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 114: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents.  
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Request No. 115: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, your alleged “Costs 
incurred and staff time spent following the arbitrary arrest and detention of staff member(s) and 
following the harassment and threats faced by staff member(s) causing them to temporarily 
relocate.” (See SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 115: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 114 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 114.  

Request No. 116: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, your alleged “Costs 
incurred and staff time spent in responses to breach(es) to security of SMUG’s operations.” (See 
SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 116: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 114 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 114.  

Request No. 117: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, your alleged “Costs 
incurred and staff time spent to implement additional security measures due to heightened 
security risks.” (See SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 117: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 114 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 114.  

Request No. 118: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, the costs and expenses 
you claim to have incurred in connection with the alleged “diversion of SMUG’s resources to 
counteract the persecution resulting from the conspiracy and/or joint criminal enterprise as 
alleged in the Amended Complaint, including resources used to conduct public education, 
political and legal advocacy, and media campaigns and to support SMUG’s member 
organizations, some of which assist LGBTI persons who are denied access to critical services, 
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forcibly evicted, forced to go into hiding or seek asylum, and/or arbitrarily arrested or detained.” 
(See SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 118: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to the extent this request calls for privileged attorney work 

product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents.  

Request No. 119: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, your alleged “Costs 
incurred and staff time spent for public education, advocacy, and media campaigns to counteract 
the persecution.” (See SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 119: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 118 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 118. 

Request No. 120: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, your alleged “Costs 
incurred and staff time devoted to supporting SMUG’s member organizations.” (See SMUG’s 
Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 120: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 118 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 118. 

Request No. 121: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, your alleged “Costs 
incurred and staff time spent bringing a constitutional challenge to the Anti-Homosexuality Act.” 
(See SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
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Response to Request No. 121: 

 SMUG objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request No. 118 and 

incorporates herein its specific objections and response to Request No. 118. 

Request No. 122: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, the costs and expenses 
you claim to have incurred in connection with the alleged “frustration of SMUG’s purpose as a 
result of harm SMUG suffered to its standing and reputation in the community, attributes which 
are necessary to conduct its advocacy and education and outreach campaigns, due to the 
persecution conspiracy and/or joint criminal enterprise that Defendant has propelled and pursued 
as alleged in the Amended Complaint.” (See SMUG’s Response to Lively Interrogatory No. 4). 
 
Response to Request No. 122. 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to the extent this request calls for privileged attorney work 

product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents.  

Request No. 123: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents sufficient to calculate, the nature and amount of 
any other damages for which you seek recovery in this Lawsuit. 
 
Response to Request No. 123: 

 SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control. SMUG also objects to the extent this request calls for privileged attorney work 

product. Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents.  
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Request No. 124: 

All Documents Concerning any assistance you provided to any Person “in finding necessary 
medical care, housing and needed resources,” or any assistance you provided to any Person who 
has “fled the persecution and [sought] asylum in other countries,” or any assistance you provided 
to any Person who has “been arbitrarily arrested and harassed and/or mistreated by the police,” 
as you allege on page 73 of your Opposition to Lively’s Motion to Dismiss (dkt. no. 38). 
 
Response to Request No. 124: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it seeks documents that are neither relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because SMUG is not 

seeking compensation for the diversion of its resources to directly assisting individual LGBTI 

persons, as SMUG previously explained in its response to Defendant’s Interrogatory No. 6.   

 SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to 

produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, 

custody, or control. SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad and unduly burdensome. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.  SMUG also objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the 

disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure 

would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States 

and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 

11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected 

by the right to privacy under United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 75 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


75 
4817-2719-0559\1 

(article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) 

(article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

Request No. 125: 

All Documents which you contend demonstrate that Lively undertook any actionable conduct or 
omission in a capacity other than as President of Abiding Truth Ministries. 
 
Response to Request No. 125: 

 SMUG objects to this request because it seeks documents that are neither relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG also objects that 

this request presupposes an incorrect legal theory and calls for legal conclusions and extends to 

issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure.  

Request No. 126: 

All Documents Concerning sex tourism and its effects on children under the age of 18 in 
Uganda. 
 
Response to Request No. 126: 
 
 SMUG objects to this request because it seeks documents that are neither relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG further objects to 

this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard 

to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. SMUG further 

objects that the request is overbroad and unduly burdensome. SMUG also objects to the extent 

that the documents are in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant. 

SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work 

product.   
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Request No. 127: 
 
All Communications and Documents exchanged between any combination of any of the 
following Persons: Frank Mugisha, Pepe Onziema, Richard Lusimbo, Victor Mukasa or David 
Kato, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in 
Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) 
this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 127: 
 
 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

SMUG further objects to the extent that the request seeks information protected by the 

attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine.   

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 77 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


77 
4817-2719-0559\1 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events the alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 128: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KAPYA KAOMA Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 128: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature and protected by the 
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right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration on 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (article 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

  (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 129: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KASHA JACQUELINE NABAGESERA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 129: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).   

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 
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SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since KASHA JACQUELINE NABAGESERA has served as a co-

plaintiff with members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.   

SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 130: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HUMAN RIGHTS AWARENESS AND 
PROMOTION FORUM (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or 
attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in 
Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this 
Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James 
Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
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Response to Request No. 130: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since HUMAN RIGHTS AWARENESS AND PROMOTION FORUM 

(“HRAPF”) has served as a co-plaintiff with members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation 

and provided legal representation to SMUG and/or members of its staff in other matters.    
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SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 131: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GEOFFREY OGWARO, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 131: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 
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Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since GEOFFREY OGWARO has served as a co-plaintiff with 

members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.   

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 132: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NICHOLAS OPIYO, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 132: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since NICHOLAS OPIYO has served as counsel on separate litigation 

brought by members of SMUG’s staff.    

SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 133: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JANE THIRIKWA, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 133: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).   

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this Request to the extent that it purports to require 
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SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability 

for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 134: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HUMAN RIGHTS CAMPAIGN (including 
its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 134: 

 SMUG  objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 88 of 185



88 
4817-2719-0559\1 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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(f) the request is neither nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability 

for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 135: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and WAGUMA MUZAMIL SSERWADDA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 135: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability 

for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 136: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JOHN STAUFFER or CIVIL RIGHTS 
DEFENDERS (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), 
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Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 136: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents.  

Request No. 137: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GAETANO KAGGWA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 137: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 138: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and YVONNE OYO, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 138: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 
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work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since YVONNE OYO has served as a co-plaintiff with member(s) of 

SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.   

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 139: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GEORGE OUNDO, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
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Response to Request No. 139: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 
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burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 140: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SANDRA BAGGOTTE, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 140: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
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(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 141: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JINGO FRANCIS, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 141: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 142: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SAMUEL OKIROR, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 142: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 143: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and ALFRED WASIKE, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 143: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 
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work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 144: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and AGNES NANDUTU, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 144: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 145: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CONAN BUSINGE, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 145: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 146: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and EAST AND HORN OF AFRICA HUMAN 
RIGHTS DEFENDERS PROJECT (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, 
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partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by 
Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality 
Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 146: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 147: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KIM MUKASA, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 147: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 148: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HOPE CHIGUDU, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 148: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 111 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


111 
4817-2719-0559\1 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 149: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HILDA TADRIA, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 149: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 150: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and DIANA BAKURAIRA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 150: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since DIANA BAKURAIRA is a member of SMUG’s staff. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is not relevant to any party’s claims or defenses are not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the 

death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended 

Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 151: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and AKELLO LUCY, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 151: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 152: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and ST. PAUL RECONCILIATION AND 
EQUITY CENTRE (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or 
attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in 
Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this 
Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James 
Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 152: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 
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Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 153: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and VINCENT SEKITOLEKO, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 153: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 
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work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since VINCENT SEKITOLEKO is a member of SMUG’s staff. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 154: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CLARE BYARUGABA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
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Response to Request No. 154: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 
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burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 155: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CIVIL SOCIETY COALITION ON 
HUMAN RIGHTS AND CONSTITUTIONAL LAW (including its officers, directors, agents, 
servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or 
conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the 
Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 155: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since CIVIL SOCIETY COALITION ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW and/or member(s) of its staff has served as a co-plaintiff with 

members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.   

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 156: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SENFUKA WARRY, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 156: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 124 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


124 
4817-2719-0559\1 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 157: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SARAH NDUGGA, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 157: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 158: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JAY ABANG, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 158: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 159: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and AMBROSE BARIGYE, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
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alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 159: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).   

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 
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(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 160: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and MOSES KIMBUGWE, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 160: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 130 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


130 
4817-2719-0559\1 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 161: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and DENNIS WAMALA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 161: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).   

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 
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SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 162: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JEAN (of QUEER YOUTH UGANDA), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 162: 

 SMUG  objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 163: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CHANEL (of QUEER YOUTH UGANDA), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 163: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 164: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JAY MULUCHA, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
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Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 164: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 
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(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 165: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and VALENTINE KALENDE, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 165: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 
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right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 166: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and USAAM MUKWAYA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 166: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3). 

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 
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SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 167: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and PAUL SEMUGOMA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 167: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 
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Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).   

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since PAUL SEMUGOMA has served as a co-plaintiff with members of 

SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.   

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 
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burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 168: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NIKILAS MAWANDA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 168: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 143 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


143 
4817-2719-0559\1 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).    

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 169: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and BRIAN NKOOYOYO, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 169: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 170: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CHRISTOPHER SENYONJO, Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution 
or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 170: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 171: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and LUSWATA BRANT, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 171: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 
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work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 172: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and BOB BWANA, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 172: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 173: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NAKIMULI MAJO, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 173: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 174: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NAOME RUZINDANA, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
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alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 174: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 
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(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 175: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NTEBI SANDRA, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 175: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 
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right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 176: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and ICEBREAKERS UGANDA (including its 
officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 176: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 
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SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 177: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and YOUTH ON ROCK FOUNDATION 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 177: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 158 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


158 
4817-2719-0559\1 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 178: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and RAINBOW HEALTH FOUNDATION 
MBARRA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 178: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 179: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SPECTRUM INITIATIVE UGANDA 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) 
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Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 179: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 
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(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 180: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and TRANS SUPPORT INITIATIVE UGANDA 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 180: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 162 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


162 
4817-2719-0559\1 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 181: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FREEDOM AND ROAM UGANDA 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 181: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 
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SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

 SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since FREEDOM AND ROAM UGANDA and/or member(s) of its staff 

has served as a co-plaintiff with member(s) of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.   

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 182: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KAMPUS LIBERTY UGANDA (including 
its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
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Response to Request No. 182: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 
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burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 183: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FEM ALLIANCE UGANDA (including its 
officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 183: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 
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Request No. 184: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FORUM FOR MINORITY RIGHTS 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or 
alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 184: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product. SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 
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SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 185: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and MOST AT RISK POPULATION SOCIETY 
IN UGANDA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 185: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 
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Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).   

SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 186: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SEXUAL HEALTH AND 
REPRODUCTIVE RIGHTS FOR YOUTH (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, 
employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference 
attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, 
Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 186: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-1   Filed 07/09/15   Page 172 of 185

http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=445&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=451&category_id=24&category_type=3
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/hrdocs/un/iccpr/english.html
http://www.hrea.org/erc/Library/display.php?doc_id=473&category_id=29&category_type=3&group=Human%20rights%20treaties%20and%20other%20instruments
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm


172 
4817-2719-0559\1 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).   

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 187: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GALA UGANDA (including its officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by 
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Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of 
Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David 
Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 187: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 
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(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 188: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and QUEER YOUTH UGANDA (including its 
officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) 
any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 188: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 
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would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 
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 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 189: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FRANK & CANDY (including its officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by 
Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of 
Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David 
Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 189: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3). 

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 
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SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 190: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and UGANDA HEALTH SERVICE 
PROVIDERS ASSOCIATION (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, 
partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by 
Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality 
Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 190: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 
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 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 191: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JIM BURROWAY, Concerning: (a) Lively; 
(b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged 
Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 191: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 192: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, directors, 
agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and WARREN THROCKMORTON, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
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Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon 
Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 192: 

 SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

 SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

 (c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution”  are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 
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(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

 (f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of  the individual listed persons. 

 Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 193: 

All Documents referred to in Section B(1) of your Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures, dated 
December 10, 2013, to wit “Electronic and hard copy documents reflecting the composition of 
Plaintiff’s membership, Plaintiff’s organizational structure, and Plaintiff’s attempts to register as 
a non-governmental organization under Ugandan law.” 
 
Response to Request No. 193: 

 SMUG objects that this request is overbroad and unduly burdensome. SMUG further 

objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request Nos. 1 and 2 and incorporates 

herein its specific objections and responses to Request Nos. 1 and 2.  

Request No. 194: 

All Documents referred to in Section B(2) of your Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures, dated 
December 10, 2013, to wit “Electronic and hard copy documents and communications reflecting 
Plaintiff’s advocacy on behalf of its members and the LGBTI community in Uganda.” 
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Response to Request No. 194: 

SMUG objects that this request is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  SMUG also 

objects to this request to the extent it seeks documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-

client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine.  Subject to and without waiving its 

specific and general objections, SMUG will produce any responsive documents. 

Request No. 195: 

All Documents referred to in Section B(3) of your Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures, dated 
December 10, 2013, to wit “Electronic and hard copy documents and communications reflecting 
instances of persecution against Plaintiff, its members, and the LGBTI community in Uganda.” 
 
Response to Request No. 195: 

SMUG objects that this request is overbroad and unduly burdensome. SMUG further 

objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of the names of 

individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or violate their 

rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International Covenant on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 

15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and would 

reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the right to 

privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) 

(article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms 

(1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) 

(Art. 4.3). SMUG further objects to the extent the request seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Request No. 196: 

All Documents referred to in Section B(4) of your Rule 26(a)(1) Initial Disclosures, dated 
December 10, 2013, to wit “Electronic and hard copy documents and communications reflecting 
resources used for security for Plaintiff and services to Plaintiff’s members and the LGBTI 
community in Uganda in response to the persecution.” 
 
Response to Request No. 196: 

SMUG objects that this request is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  SMUG further 

objects that this request is unreasonably duplicative of Request Nos. 114 to 121 and incorporates 

herein its specific objections and responses to Request Nos. 114 to 121. 

 
Dated: October 8, 2014 
 New York, NY 
        
 
       /s/Gina S. Spiegelman___ 
       Gina S. Spiegelman 
       Dorsey & Whitney LLP 
       51 W. 52nd Street 
       New York, NY  10019 
       212-415-9200 
       Fax: 212-953-7201 
       spiegelman.gina@dorsey.com 
 
       Counsel for Plaintiff 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 
SPRINGFIELD DIVISION 

 

SEXUAL MINORITIES UGANDA, 
 
Plaintiff, 

 
v. 
 
SCOTT LIVELY, individually and as 
President of Abiding Truth Ministries, 
 

Defendant. 

 

 

 

 

Civil Action No.  

3:12-CV-30051 

PLAINTIFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO DEFENDANT SCOTT LIVELY’S 
FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

 

Pursuant to Rules 26 and 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiff Sexual 

Minorities Uganda (“SMUG”) supplements Plaintiff’s Responses to Defendant Scott Lively’s First 

Set of Requests for Production of Documents as follows. 

In the interest of clarity and for ease of reference, SMUG includes herein only the 

Responses and Objections to Document Requests that are being supplemented on this date. 

Subject to and without waiving the general and specific objections set out in Plaintiff’s 

Responses to Defendant Scott Lively’s First Set of Requests for Production of Documents, 

SMUG further objects and responds as follows:  

RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
 
Document Request 4: 

All Documents, including but not limited to meeting minutes, notes or recordings, Concerning 
any meeting of SMUG, or any meeting of a member of SMUG, where there was any discussion 
of (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-2   Filed 07/09/15   Page 2 of 155



2 
 

 

David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo.  
 
Response to Request No. 4: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3). In addition, SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports 

to require SMUG to produce documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without 

regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG 

further objects that the term “any meeting of a member of SMUG” is overbroad, ambiguous, and 

burdensome and seeks information not relevant to any party’s claims or defenses nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG also objects to this request to 

the extent it seeks documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and the 

attorney work product doctrine.  SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 
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ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the murder of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that it is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons. 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 4: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

Anti-Homosexuality Bill (“AHB”), including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged 

documents relating to the legal challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks 

documents containing any passing mention of the AHB regardless, of the primary subject of the 

document, SMUG objects on the ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the 

extent this request seeks documents relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent 

the passage of the AHB into law, SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are 

not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking 

damages for its efforts to prevent the passage of the bill, but only for its efforts to challenge the 
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law as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it will 

produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 8: 

All Documents Concerning the Anti-Homosexuality Bill you describe in paragraph 9 of the 
Amended Complaint, including but not limited to any amendments thereto, the enactment 
thereof, the judicial invalidation thereof, and any efforts taken by you or your members to 
modify, defeat, challenge, or invalidate the law.  
 
Response to Request No. 8: 

SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents relating to SMUG’s member organizations without regard to whether such documents 

are with SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks documents equally or more available to Defendant.  SMUG also objects to the 

request to the extent that it calls for the production of documents protected by the attorney-client 

privilege and the attorney work product doctrine.  Subject to and without waiving its specific and 

general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 8: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-2   Filed 07/09/15   Page 5 of 155



5 
 

 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 105: 

All Documents Concerning, and all Documents on which you base your claims regarding, the 
alleged invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 105: 

SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control.  SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning allegations and “claims regarding” allegations in three 

paragraphs of the Amended Complaint.  SMUG also objects to the extent that the documents are 

in Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  SMUG further objects to 

this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects 

to this request to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of the 

names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature and protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) 

(article 17); Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) 

(article 8); and Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will 

produce any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 105: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects that this request, as it relates to 

paragraph 226 of the Amended Complaint, is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  SMUG further 

objects that this request, as it relates to paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint, seeks 

documents that are neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because, as SMUG previously represented in its response to Defendant’s Interrogatory No. 

6, SMUG is not seeking compensation for the diversion of its resources for directly assisting 

individuals.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Document Request 106: 

All Documents Concerning any harm or damages you allege to have sustained from the alleged 
invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 106: 

SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control.  SMUG further objects that the request is overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in 

that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in three paragraphs of the Amended 

Complaint.  SMUG also objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 
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work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that the requested documents 

will result in the disclosure of the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that 

such disclosure would chill or violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the 

United States and Ugandan Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 

(articles 20, 23); International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 

8); International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights ( 1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on 

the Rights of the Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights 

(1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal 

in nature and protected by the right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (article 12); International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (article 17); Convention for the Protection of 

Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and Declaration of Principles on 

Freedom of Expression in Africa (2002) (article 4.3). Subject to and without waiving its specific 

and general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 106: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects that this request, as it relates to 

paragraph 226 of the Amended Complaint, is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  SMUG further 

objects that this request, as it relates to paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint, seeks 

documents that are neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because, as SMUG previously represented in its response to Defendant’s Interrogatory No. 

6, SMUG is not seeking compensation for the diversion of its resources for directly assisting 

individuals.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it will produce 

any responsive documents. 
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Document Request 107: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively is in any way responsible for the alleged 
invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 107: 

SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control.  SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

three paragraphs of the Amended Complaint.  SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  Subject to and without 

waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive 

documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 107: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects that this request, as it relates to 

paragraph 226 of the Amended Complaint, is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  SMUG further 

objects that this request, as it relates to paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint, seeks 

documents that are neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because, as SMUG previously represented in its response to Defendant’s Interrogatory No. 

6, SMUG is not seeking compensation for the diversion of its resources for directly assisting 

individuals.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it will produce 
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any responsive documents. 

Document Request 108: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission in the United 
States to aid or bring about the alleged invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-228 of 
the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 108: 

SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control.  SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

and calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

three paragraphs of the Amended Complaint.  SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  Subject to and without 

waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive 

documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 108: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects that this request, as it relates to 

paragraph 226 of the Amended Complaint, is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  SMUG further 

objects that this request, as it relates to paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint, seeks 

documents that are neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because, as SMUG previously represented in its response to Defendant’s Interrogatory No. 

6, SMUG is not seeking compensation for the diversion of its resources for directly assisting 
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individuals.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Document Request 109: 

All Documents which you contend show that Lively undertook any action or omission outside of the 
United States to aid or bring about the alleged invidious discrimination described in paragraphs 226-
228 of the Amended Complaint. 
 
Response to Request No. 109: 

SMUG objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require SMUG to produce 

documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s possession, custody, 

or control.  SMUG also objects to this request because it presupposes an incorrect legal theory 

calls for legal conclusions and extends to issues of pure law outside the scope of discovery 

permitted by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  SMUG further objects to this request to the 

extent it calls for privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects that the request is 

overbroad, ambiguous, and burdensome in that it seeks documents concerning the allegations in 

three paragraphs of the Amended Complaint.  SMUG also objects that the documents are in 

Defendant’s possession or equally or more available to Defendant.  Subject to and without 

waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG states that it will produce any responsive 

documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 109: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects that this request, as it relates to 

paragraph 226 of the Amended Complaint, is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  SMUG further 

objects that this request, as it relates to paragraphs 226-228 of the Amended Complaint, seeks 

documents that are neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because, as SMUG previously represented in its response to Defendant’s Interrogatory No. 
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6, SMUG is not seeking compensation for the diversion of its resources for directly assisting 

individuals.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Document Request 127: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between any combination of any of the 
following Persons: Frank Mugisha, Pepe Onziema, Richard Lusimbo, Victor Mukasa or David 
Kato, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in 
Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) 
this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 127: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the extent that the request seeks information 

protected by the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product doctrine. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events the alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons. 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 127: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 
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efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 128: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KAPYA KAOMA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 128: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature and protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration on 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (article 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 
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purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons. 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 128: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 
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relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 129: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KASHA JACQUELINE 
NABAGESERA, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by 
Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 129: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 
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Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG also objects to the request to the extent 

it seeks documents protected by the attorney-client privilege since KASHA JACQUELINE 

NABAGESERA has served as a coplaintiff with members of SMUG’s staff in a separate 

litigation. 

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to ‘‘this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons. 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 129: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 130: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HUMAN RIGHTS 
AWARENESS AND PROMOTION FORUM (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, 
employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference 
attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 130: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-2   Filed 07/09/15   Page 18 of 155



18 
 

 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  

SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, ambiguous, and 

overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for privileged attorney 

work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it purports to require 

SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are within SMUG’s 

possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since HUMAN RIGHTS AWARENESS AND PROMOTION FORUM 

(“HRAPF”) has served as a co-plaintiff with members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation 

and provided legal representation to SMUG and/or members of its staff in other matters.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  
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(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 130: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 131: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GEOFFREY OGWARO, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
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any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 131: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG also objects to the request to the extent 

it seeks documents protected by the attorney-client privilege since GEOFFREY OGWARO has 

served as a co-plaintiff with members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 
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ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 131: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 
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the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 132: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NICHOLAS OPIYO, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 132: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 
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within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG also objects to the request to the extent 

it seeks documents protected by the attorney-client privilege since NICHOLAS OPIYO has 

served as counsel on separate litigation brought by members of SMUG’s staff.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 132: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 
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ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 133: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JANE THIRIKWA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 133: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this Request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability 

for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 133: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 
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AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 134: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HUMAN RIGHTS 
CAMPAIGN (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or 
attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in 
Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) 
this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 134: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 
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right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability 

for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 
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Supplemental Response to Request No. 134: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 135: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and WAGUMA MUZAMIL 
SSERWADDA, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by 
Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 135: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 
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Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability 

for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 135: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 136: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JOHN STAUFFER or CIVIL 
RIGHTS DEFENDERS (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, 
or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, 
in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; 
(e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
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Response to Request No. 136: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 
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litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 136: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 137: 
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All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GAETANO KAGGWA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 137: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 
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ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 137: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 
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the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 138: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and YVONNE OYO, Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 138: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 
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within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG also objects to the request to the extent 

it seeks documents protected by the attorney-client privilege since YVONNE OYO has served as 

a co-plaintiff with member(s) of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 138: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 
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ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 139: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GEORGE OUNDO, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 139: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 139: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 
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AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 140: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SANDRA BAGGOTTE, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 140: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 
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right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights ( 

1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 
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Supplemental Response to Request No. 140: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 141: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JINGO FRANCIS, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 141: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 
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Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  
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(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 141: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 142: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SAMUEL OKIROR, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
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Response to Request No. 142: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control. 

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 
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litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events allege (g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any 

party’s claims or defenses in that is without subject matter limitation other than the mention of 

the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents in the Amended Complaint. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 142: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Document Request 143: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and ALFRED WASIKE, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 143: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show  

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is  

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 143: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 
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efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 144: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and AGNES NANDUTU, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 144: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 
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purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons. 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 144: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 
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relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 145: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CONAN BUSINGE, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 145: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 
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Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 145: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 
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challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 146: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and EAST AND HORN OF 
AFRICA HUMAN RIGHTS DEFENDERS PROJECT (including its officers, directors, agents, 
servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or 
conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) 
the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, 
Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 146: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights ( 1981) (articles 1 0, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 146: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 147: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KIM MUKASA, Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 147: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 147: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 148: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HOPE CHIGUDU, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 148: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights ( 1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-2   Filed 07/09/15   Page 58 of 155



58 
 

 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 148: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 149: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and HILDA TADRIA, Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
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David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 149: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 
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define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 149: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Document Request 150: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and DIANA BAKURAIRA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 150: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  

SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since DIANA BAKURAIRA is a member of SMUG’s staff.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is not relevant to any party’s claims or defenses are not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the 

death of David Kato to show Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended 

Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 150: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 
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calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 151: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and AKELLO LUCY, Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 151: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights ( 1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 
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privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of ersecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 151: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 
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ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 152: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and ST. PAUL 
RECONCILIATION AND EQUITY CENTRE (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, 
employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference 
attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 152: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; (g) the request is 

overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is without subject matter 

limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 152: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 
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AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 153: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and VINCENT SEKITOLEKO, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 153: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 
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right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG also objects to the request to the extent 

it seeks documents protected by the attorney-client privilege since VINCENT SEKITOLEKO is 

a member of SMUG’s staff.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 153: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 154: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CLARE BYARUGABA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 154: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
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admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 154: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 155: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CIVIL SOCIETY 
COALITION ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND CONSTITUTIONAL LAW (including its officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any 
visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act 
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of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) 
David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 155: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights ( 1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since CIVIL SOCIETY COALITION ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW and/or member(s) of its staff has served as a co-plaintiff with 

members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.  
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SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 155: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 
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calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 156: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SENFUKA WARRY, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 156: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (I 989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 
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privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 156: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 
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ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 157: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SARAH NDUGGA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 157: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights ( 1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child ( 1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
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Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 157: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 
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AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 158: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JAY ABANG, Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution 
or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 158: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and .Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 158: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 159: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and AMBROSE BARIGYE, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 159: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights ( 1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 159: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 160: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and MOSES KIMBUGWE, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 160: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
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admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 160: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 161: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and DENNIS WAMALA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
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(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 161: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 
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define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show  

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 161: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Document Request 162: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JEAN (of QUEER YOUTH 
UGANDA), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in 
Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) 
this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 162: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 162: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 
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efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 163: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CHANEL (of QUEER 
YOUTH UGANDA), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by 
Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 163: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 
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purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 163: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 
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relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 164: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JAY MULUCHA, Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 164: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 
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Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 164: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014,  as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 
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challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 165: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and VALENTINE KALENDE, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 165: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 165: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 166: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and USAAM MUKWAYA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 166: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-2   Filed 07/09/15   Page 97 of 155



97 
 

 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 166: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 167: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and PAUL SEMUGOMA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 167: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  SMUG also objects to the request to the extent 

it seeks documents protected by the attorney-client privilege since PAUL SEMUGOMA has 

served as a co-plaintiff with members of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 
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litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 167: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Document Request 168: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NIKILAS MAWANDA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 168: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 168: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 
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efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 169: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and BRIAN NKOOYOYO, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 169: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 
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purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 169: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 
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relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 170: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and CHRISTOPHER SENYONJO, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 170: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights ( 

1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 
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Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 170: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 
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challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 171: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and LUSWATA BRANT, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 171: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 171: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 172: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and BOB BWANA, Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 172: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 172: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 173: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NAKIMULI MAJO, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 173: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning ~my allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
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admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 173: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 174: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NAOME RUZINDANA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
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(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 174: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 
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define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 174: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Document Request 175: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and NTEBI SANDRA, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 175: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 175: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 
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efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 176: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and ICEBREAKERS UGANDA 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 176: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 
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purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 176: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 
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relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 177: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and YOUTH ON ROCK 
FOUNDATION (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or 
attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in 
Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) 
this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 177: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 
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Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  Subject 

to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce any responsive 

documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 177: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 
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challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 178: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and RAINBOW HEALTH 
FOUNDATION MBARARA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, 
partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by 
Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 178: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 178: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 179: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SPECTRUM INITIATIVE 
UGANDA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 179: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 179: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 180: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and TRANS SUPPORT 
INITIATIVE UGANDA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, 
or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, 
in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; 
(e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, 
James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 180: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
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admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 180: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 181: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FREEDOM AND ROAM 
UGANDA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
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(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 181: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG also objects to the request to the extent it seeks documents protected by the 

attorney-client privilege since FREEDOM AND ROAM UGANDA and/or member(s) of its staff 

has served as a co-plaintiff with member(s) of SMUG’s staff in a separate litigation.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to ‘‘this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 181: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 
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efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 182: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and KAMPUS LIBERTY 
UGANDA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 182: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights ( 1948) (articles 20, 23 ); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights ( 1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 
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purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 182: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 
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relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 183: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FEM ALLIANCE UGANDA 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 183: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11 ), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 
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Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 183: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 
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challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 184: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FORUM FOR MINORITY 
RIGHTS (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 184: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections 

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 184: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 185: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and MOST AT RISK 
POPULATION SOCIETY IN UGANDA (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, 
employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference 
attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 185: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan  

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the 
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Child (1989) (article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 

11), and would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected 

by the right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 

Fundamental Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of 

Expression in Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is 

vague, ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls 

for privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation; 

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 185: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 186: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and SEXUAL HEALTH AND 
REPRODUCTIVE RIGHTS FOR YOUTH (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, 
employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference 
attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 186: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 
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violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
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admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  Subject 

to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce any responsive 

documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 186: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 187: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and GALA UGANDA (including 
its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution 
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or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 187: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 
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define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 187: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 
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Document Request 188: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and QUEER YOUTH UGANDA 
(including its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: 
(a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any 
Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) 
David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 188: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  
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(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 188: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 
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efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 189: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and FRANK & CANDY (including 
its officers, directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) 
Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution 
or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s 
murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 189: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 
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purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 189: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 
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relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 190: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and UGANDA HEALTH 
SERVICE PROVIDERS ASSOCIATION (including its officers, directors, agents, servants, 
employees, partners, or attorneys), Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference 
attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 190: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 
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Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome; 

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 190: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 
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challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 191: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and JIM BURROWAY, 
Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by Lively, in Uganda; (c) 
any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; 
(f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or 
Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 191: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 

(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint; 

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons. 

Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 191: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 
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Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

Document Request 192: 

All Communications and Documents exchanged between YOU (including your officers, 
directors, agents, servants, employees, partners, or attorneys) and WARREN 
THROCKMORTON, Concerning: (a) Lively; (b) any visit by Lively, or conference attended by 
Lively, in Uganda; (c) any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution; (d) the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill; (e) this Lawsuit; (f) David Kato’s murder; or (g) David Bahati, Martin 
Ssempa, Stephen Langa, James Buturo, or Simon Lokodo. 
 
Response to Request No. 192: 

SMUG objects to the extent that the requested documents will result in the disclosure of 

the names of individuals who are not party to this action and that such disclosure would chill or 

violate their rights to freedom of speech and association under the United States and Ugandan 

Constitutions; Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) (articles 20, 23); International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966) (article 8); International Covenant on 

Civil and Political Rights (1966) (articles 21, 22); Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) 
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(article 15); and African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) (articles 10, 11), and 

would reveal information about non-parties that is highly personal in nature protected by the 

right to privacy under the United States and Ugandan Constitutions; the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948) (article 12); the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

(1966) (article 17); the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 

Freedoms (1950) (article 8); and the Declaration of Principles on Freedom of Expression in 

Africa (2002) (Art. 4.3).  SMUG further objects to the term “partners” because it is vague, 

ambiguous, and overbroad.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it calls for 

privileged attorney work product.  SMUG further objects to this request to the extent that it 

purports to require SMUG to produce documents without regard to whether such documents are 

within SMUG’s possession, custody, or control.  

SMUG further objects to subsections  

(c) that the terms “any Persecution or alleged Act of Persecution” are overbroad, 

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome;  

(e) the term “this Lawsuit” as used in this subsection is ambiguous because it does not 

define the scope of documents it seeks related to “this Lawsuit” and overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent that it seeks documents concerning any allegation at issue in the 

litigation;  

(f) the request is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because SMUG is not relying on the death of David Kato to show 

Defendant’s liability for the events alleged in the Amended Complaint;  

(g) the request is overbroad and not limited to any party’s claims or defenses in that is 

without subject matter limitation other than the mention of the individual listed persons.  
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Subject to and without waiving its specific and general objections, SMUG will produce 

any responsive documents. 

Supplemental Response to Request No. 192: 

In addition to the objections contained in SMUG’s response to this request served on 

Defendant on October 8, 2014, as set forth above, SMUG objects to this request to the extent 

that it seeks documents beyond those that discuss underlying facts concerning the passage of the 

AHB, including Lively’s role in that regard, and non-privileged documents relating to the legal 

challenge to the AHB.  To the extent that this request seeks documents containing any passing 

mention of the AHB,  regardless of the primary subject of the document, SMUG objects on the 

ground that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome.  To the extent this request seeks documents 

relating to SMUG’s and/or non-parties’ strategies to prevent the passage of the AHB into law, 

SMUG objects on the ground that it seeks documents that are not relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  SMUG is not seeking damages for its 

efforts to prevent the passage of the AHB, but only for its efforts to mount a legal challenge to 

the AHB as enacted.  Subject to and without waiving the above objections, SMUG states that it 

will produce any responsive documents. 

 
Dated: January 30, 2015 
 
Luke Ryan 
(Bar No. 664999) 
100 Main Street, Third Floor 
Northampton,  MA 01060 
413-586-4800-  Phone 
413-582-6419- Fax 
lryan@strhlaw.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiff

 
 
  /s/ Joshua Colangelo-Bryan                     
Pamela C. Spees, admitted pro hac vice 
Baher Azmy, admitted pro hac vice 
Jeena Shah, admitted pro hac vice 
Center for Constitutional Rights 
666 Broadway, 7th Floor 
New York, NY  10012 
212-614-6431- Phone 
212-614-6499- Fax 
pspees@ccrjustice.org 
 
Mark S. Sullivan admitted pro hac vice 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-2   Filed 07/09/15   Page 154 of 155



154 
 

 

Joshua Colangelo-Bryan admitted pro 
hac vice 
Gina S. Spiegelman admitted pro hac 
vice 
Dorsey & Whitney LLP 
51 West 52nd Street 
New York, NY 10019 
212-415-9200- Phone 
212-953-7201 - Fax 
sullivan.mark@dorsey.com 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

SPRINGFIELD DIVISION 
 
SEXUAL MINORITIES UGANDA, : CIVIL ACTION 
      : 
  Plaintiff,   : 3:12-CV-30051-MAP 
      :  
 v.     : JUDGE MICHAEL A. PONSOR 
      :  
SCOTT LIVELY, individually and as : MAGISTRATE JUDGE NEIMAN 
president of Abiding Truth Ministries, : 
      : 
  Defendant.   : 
 

 
DEFENDANT SCOTT LIVELY’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS  

TO PLAINTIFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 34 and Local Rules 26.5 and 34.1, Defendant Scott Lively 

(“Lively”) provides the following responses and objections to the First Request for Production of 

Documents propounded by Plaintiff Sexual Minorities Uganda (“SMUG”). 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

1) Lively objects to SMUG’s “Definitions” and “Instructions” to the extent they seek 

or purport to impose obligations greater than or inconsistent with the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure, the Local Rules of the United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts, 

or any discovery orders entered in this action. Lively responds pursuant to, and consistent with, 

the aforementioned authorities. 

2) Lively objects to SMUG’s definition of “Defendant,” “you” and “your,” to the 

extent it purports to attribute conduct or documents to Lively in his individual capacity. Unless 

otherwise specifically and expressly stated, each and every conduct or document described in or 

produced with these responses and objections was undertaken, authored, received or transmitted 

by Lively, if at all, solely in his capacity as an officer of Abiding Truth Ministries (“ATM”). 
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3)  Lively’s investigation and development of all facts and circumstances relating to 

this action is ongoing. Lively will supplement these responses, objections and document 

production as new and additional information is discovered, and as required by applicable rules. 

4) By providing these responses, objections and document production, Lively does 

not waive, and hereby expressly reserves, the right to assert any and all objections as to their 

admissibility into evidence in this action, or in any other proceedings, on any and all grounds 

including, but not limited to, competency, relevancy, materiality, and privilege. Further, Lively 

provides these responses, objections and document production without in any way implying that 

they are relevant or material to the subject matter of this action. 

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

1) All documents relating to your responsibilities and duties with or on behalf of 
Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the 
Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates and 
subsidiaries. 
 

OBJECTION/RESPONSE: Lively objects to this request because it is vague, 
ambiguous and otherwise fails to identify the documents sought with reasonable specificity. 
Without waiving any objection, see documents related to the corporate governance of ATM, 
produced as LIVELY 2931 - 2971. Lively does not have any additional documents providing a 
job description within his custody, possession or control. 
 

2) All documents relating to any fundraising you conducted on behalf of Abiding 
Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family 
International, Watchmen on the Walls, Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates and 
subsidiaries, and any funds you received from these entities, including but not limited to all 
reports to the Internal Revenue Service or any state tax-reporting agency indicating monies and 
any other remuneration paid to or on behalf of you. 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request because it is overbroad, 

oppressive and unduly burdensome, and because it seeks documents which are neither relevant 
nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Lively further objects to this request to 
the extent it seeks the identity of individual members, donors or supporters of the listed entities, 
as it infringes on the First Amendment right of individuals to belong to and to support issue 
organizations anonymously. Without waiving any objection, ATM’s Forms 990 filed with the 
Internal Revenue Service from 2002 to 2013 are produced as LIVELY 2972 - 3174. See also 
ATM’s email alerts and newsletters, produced as LIVELY 2128 – 2930. 
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3) The articles of incorporation and by-laws, including any amendments thereto, of 
Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the 
Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates and 
subsidiaries. 
 
 RESPONSE:  Documents related to the corporate governance of ATM are produced as 
LIVELY 2931 – 2971. Lively does not have in his custody, possession or control responsive 
documents for any of the other listed entities. 

 
 
4) All documents relating to the governance of Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-

Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on 
the Walls, Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates and subsidiaries, including documents 
identifying the officers and/or directors of those organizations and all minutes of meetings of the 
board of directors of those organizations. 
 
 OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  To the extent this request seeks documents other than those 
sought in Request No. 3, or those specifically enumerated in this request, Lively objects on the 
ground that the request is vague, ambiguous and fails to identify the documents sought with 
reasonable specificity. To the extent this request seeks minutes of ATM board meetings where 
there was no discussion of Uganda, Lively objects on the ground that such request is overbroad, 
oppressive, not relevant or likely to lead to discovery of admissible evidence, and an invasion 
into the confidential and proprietary information of an organization not party to this suit. 
 
 Without waiving any objection, documents related to the corporate governance of ATM 
are produced as LIVELY 2931 – 2971. ATM’s officers and/or directors are identified in ATM’s 
governing documents (LIVELY 2931 – 2971), and in ATM’s Forms 990 (LIVELY 2972 – 
3174). Minutes of ATM’s board of directors meetings where there was discussion of Uganda are 
produced as LIVELY 3175 - 3180. Lively does not have in his custody, possession or control 
any responsive documents for any of the other listed entities. 

 
 
5) All documents relating to the relationship between and among any combination of 

the following: Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, 
DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, and the 
Coalition for Family Values, and their affiliates and subsidiaries. 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE: Lively objects to this request because it is vague, 

ambiguous and otherwise fails to identify the documents sought with reasonable specificity. 
Without waiving any objection, Lively does not have in his custody, possession or control any 
organizational chart or description of the entities’ relationship to each other. 
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6) All documents reflecting the identity of any persons in Uganda who served as an 
officer, director, employee, or agent of Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource 
Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, 
Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates and subsidiaries, during the Relevant Date Range. 

 
RESPONSE:  Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, possession or control. 
 
 
7) All documents relating to any efforts by you, or any entity on whose behalf you 

were acting, taken in conjunction with any persons residing or working in Uganda, relating to 
homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or 
homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, or 
the promotion “pro-family” values. 

 
RESPONSE:  See: writings and reports about Uganda (LIVELY 1507 – 1666); travel 

documents and communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3181 - 3499); and documents regarding 
the Anti-Homosexuality Bill (LIVELY 3500 – 3743). Documents describing Lively’s work in 
Uganda are also included in the scottlively.net files (LIVELY 1667 – 1915), and in ATM’s email 
alerts and newsletters (LIVELY 2128 – 2930). 

 
 
8) All documents relating to your communications with Stephen Langa, Martin 

Ssempa, James Buturo, David Bahati, and/or Simon Lokodo, relating to homosexuality, so-called 
homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the 
“gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, or the promotion of “pro-
family” values. 

 
RESPONSE:  All responsive communications are produced within the documents and 

communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3181 - 3499) and documents regarding the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill (LIVELY 3500 – 3743). 

 
 
9) All documents relating to any financial transaction between, on the one hand, you, 

Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the 
Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, or the Coalition for Family Values, or their 
affiliates or subsidiaries, and, on the other hand, Stephen Langa, Martin Ssempa, James Buturo, 
David Bahati, and/or Simon Lokodo, including all documents relating to the reason for the 
financial transaction. 

 
RESPONSE:  Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, possession or control. 
 
 
 
 
 

Case 3:12-cv-30051-MAP   Document 199-10   Filed 07/09/15   Page 5 of 18



5 

10) All documents relating to payments, reimbursements for expenses, logistical 
support, or scheduling efforts by you, Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, 
DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, or the 
Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates or subsidiaries, relating to the travel of Stephen 
Langa, Martin Ssempa, James Buturo, David Bahati, and/or Simon Lokodo to the United States. 

 
RESPONSE:  Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, possession or control. 

  
 

11) All documents relating to your communications with the following individuals 
relating to homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of 
homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill, or the promotion of “pro-family” values: 

 
a. employees and/or members of the Family Life Network in Uganda;  

b. employees and/or members of the Disciple Nations Alliance in Uganda;  

c. employees and/or members of the Ugandan National Parents Network;  

d. employees and/or members of the Uganda Coalition for Moral Values;  

e. employees and/or members of the Inter Faith, Culture and Family Coalition Against     

    Homosexuality in Uganda;  

f. Kihumuro Apuuli;  

g. Fred Ruhindi;  

h. Kale Kayihura;  

i. Sydney Nsubuga Enoch;  

j. Paul Kagaba;  

k. George Oundo;  

l. Giles Muhame;  

m. the Rolling Stone tabloid in Uganda and/or its employees, reporters, writers, or 

contributors;  

n. the Red Pepper tabloid in Uganda and/or its employees, reporters, writers, or     

contributors;  
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o. the New Vision newspaper in Uganda and/or its employees, reporters, writers, or 

contributors; or  

p.   members of the Ugandan Parliament or Government. 
 
RESPONSE:  All responsive communications are produced within the documents and 

communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3181 - 3499) and documents regarding the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill (LIVELY 3500 – 3743). 

 
 
12) All documents relating to any financial transaction relating to homosexuality, so-

called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, 
the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, or the promotion of “pro-
family” values between, on the one hand, you, Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family 
Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the 
Walls, or the Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates or subsidiaries, and, on the other 
hand: 

 
a. the Family Life Network in Uganda and its employees and members;  

b. the Disciple Nations Alliance in Uganda and its employees and members;  

c. the Ugandan National Parents Network and its employees and members;  

d. the Uganda Coalition for Moral Values and its employees and members;  

e. the Inter Faith, Culture and Family Coalition Against Homosexuality in Uganda and its 

employees and members;  

f.  Kihumuro Apuuli;  

g. Fred Ruhindi;  

h. Kale Kayihura;  

i. Sydney Nsubuga Enoch;  

j. Paul Kagaba;  

k. George Oundo;  

l.    Giles Muhame;  
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m. the Rolling Stone tabloid in Uganda and its employees, reporters, writers, or 

contributors;  

n. the Red Pepper tabloid in Uganda and its employees, reporters, writers, or 

contributors;  

o. the New Vision newspaper in Uganda and its employees, reporters, writers, or 

contributors; or  

p.   members of the Ugandan Parliament or Government and their families.  

RESPONSE:  Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, possession or control. 
 
 
13) All documents relating to payments, reimbursements for expenses, logistical 

support, or scheduling efforts by you, Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, 
DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, or the 
Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates or subsidiaries, relating to the travel of any 
Ugandan government official to the United States. 

 
RESPONSE:  Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, possession or control. 
 
 
14) All documents relating to your efforts in Uganda relating to the promotion of 

“pro-family” values, the purported harms and causes of homosexuality, so-called homosexual 
behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” 
the “gay movement,” and methods for treating, addressing, countering, or eliminating 
homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or 
homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” and the “gay movement.” 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request on the grounds that it is 

vague, ambiguous and fails to identify the documents sought with reasonable specificity. To the 
extent this request purports to require Lively to produce every document available to him 
regarding homosexuality and its harms, the “gay” agenda and movement, the methods of 
opposing the “gay” agenda and movement, and/or the promotion of homosexuality, Lively 
objects on the grounds that it is oppressive, overbroad and unduly burdensome. 

 
Without waiving any objection, see: documents regarding the harms and dangers posed 

by homosexual behavior, pederasty, pathological behavior by homosexuals, harms to children 
and society posed by “gay marriage,” as well as causation, prevention and recovery from 
homosexuality (LIVELY 0001 – 1243); documents regarding methods for opposing the “gay” 
agenda and movement and dealing with the personal and societal harms caused by homosexual 
conduct (LIVELY 1244 – 1457); documents regarding homosexual promotion and recruitment 
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(LIVELY 1458 – 1506); writings and reports about Uganda (LIVELY 1507 – 1666); the contents 
of scottlively.net (LIVELY 1667 – 1915); documents regarding the “gay” agenda (LIVELY 
1939 – 2127); ATM’s email alerts and newsletters (LIVELY 2128 – 2930); travel documents and 
communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3181 - 3499); documents regarding the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill (LIVELY 3500 – 3743); and various comments and threats of violence 
directed to Lively, and his responses to same (LIVELY 3744 – 4048).  

 
These topics are also discussed in Redeeming the Rainbow; Defeating “Gay” Arguments 

with Simple Logic; Why and How to Defeat the Gay Movement; 7 Steps to Recruit-Proof Your 
Child; The Poisoned Stream; and The Pink Swastika. These are copyrighted works and bound 
volumes, but they can be provided for inspection at a mutually convenient date.  

 
 
15) All documents relating to any consultants – including but not limited to public 

relations, strategy, advocacy, media, communications, community outreach, legislative, policy, 
religious, or business consultants – engaged by you, Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family 
Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the 
Walls, or the Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates or subsidiaries, relating to 
homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or 
homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” or the promotion of “pro-family” 
values in Uganda or relating to the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, including but not limited to all 
reports to the Internal Revenue Service or any state tax-reporting agency indicating money and 
any other remuneration paid to or on behalf of such consultants. 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request on the grounds that it is 

vague, ambiguous and fails to identify the documents sought with reasonable specificity. 
Without waiving any objection, Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, possession 
or control. 

 
 
16) All documents relating to the sending of any books or pamphlets authored or co-

authored, in whole or part, by you, whether in hard copy or electronic format, to Uganda from 
the United States. 
 
 RESPONSE: Any responsive documents are produced within the documents and 
communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3181 - 3499). 
 
  

17) All documents relating to the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, including relating to the 
averment in Paragraph 161 of your Answer that you “reviewed and commented upon a draft of 
the Anti-Homosexuality Bill considered by the Ugandan Parliament” and that you “urge[d] 
departure from the bill’s proposed penalties.” 
 
 RESPONSE:  See documents produced as LIVELY 3500 – 3743; LIVELY 1507 – 1666; 
and LIVELY 3744 – 4048.   
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18) All documents relating to any funds you, Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-
Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on 
the Walls, or the Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates or subsidiaries, provided to 
persons in Uganda for work, services, or consultation relating to the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, or 
other existing or proposed legislation in Uganda relating to homosexuality, so-called homosexual 
behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” 
the “gay movement,” anti-discrimination, or the promotion of “pro-family” values. 

 
RESPONSE:  Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, possession or control. 
 
 
19) All documents relating to any existing or proposed legislation in Uganda, other 

than the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, relating to homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the 
so-called promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay 
movement,” anti-discrimination, or the promotion of “pro-family” values, including statements 
or comments by you, Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, 
DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, or the 
Coalition for Family Values, or their affiliates or subsidiaries. 

 
RESPONSE: Any responsive documents are produced within the documents and 

communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3194 - 3499), documents regarding the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill (LIVELY 3500 – 3743), and writings and reports about Uganda (LIVELY 
1507 – 1666). 

 
 
20) All documents relating to the averment in your Answer to Paragraphs 61-63 of 

Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint that you are “generally opposed to the expansion of non-
discrimination laws to include sexual preference, sexual conduct or transgender status” and that 
you have “shared [your] views and opinions publicly.” 

  
 OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  To the extent this request purports to require Lively to 
produce every statement, speech, opinion or writing he has ever authored or given on the subject 
of opposing expansion of non-discrimination laws to include sexual preference, sexual conduct 
or transgender status, Lively objects on the grounds that it is oppressive, overbroad and unduly 
burdensome.  
 
 Without waiving any objection, Lively’s position on this issue is discussed extensively 
within the documents produced herewith, including in: Redeeming the Rainbow, pp. 101-105, 
“My Letter to the Slovenian People,” “My Letter to the Hungarian People,” “The Key to Pro-
Family Victory If We Really Want It,” “Homo-Fascism v. the First Amendment,“ “How to Save 
the Boy Scouts: The First Amendment Supremacy Clause,” “CHRISTIAN RED ALERT,” “Has 
the Worm Finally Turned,” “Report from Springfield MO,” “Time for Pro-Family Push-Back in 
2014!,” “Harvard, Mother Jones and the ‘Gay’ Bullies,” “Pink Brick Award,” and “First 
Amendment Supremacy Clause Fact Sheet.” 
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21) All documents relating to any and all trips you made to Uganda, including but not 
limited to documents relating to the planning for the trips; all public and private meetings, 
conferences, and events you attended during those trips; all speeches or comments you made 
during such trips relating to homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called 
promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” 
the Anti-Homosexuality Bill, or the promotion of “pro-family” values; and any payments or 
reimbursements for expenses incurred by you or any other entity or individual for (i) your travel 
and stay in Uganda and (ii) any public or private meetings, conferences, or events that you 
attended in Uganda. 
 
 RESPONSE:  See: documents and communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3181 - 
3499), documents regarding the Anti-Homosexuality Bill (LIVELY 3500 – 3743), and writings 
and reports about Uganda (LIVELY 1507 – 1666). Lively also discussed his Uganda trips on the 
scottlively.net website (LIVELY 1667 – 1915), and in ATM’s email alerts and newsletters 
(LIVELY 2128 – 2930). 
 
 

22) All documents relating to communications between you and/or between any 
combinations of the following individuals relating to the promotion of “pro-family” values, the 
purported harms and causes of homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called 
promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” 
and methods for treating, addressing, countering, or eliminating homosexuality, so-called 
homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the 
“gay agenda,” or the “gay movement”: 
 

a. Alexy Ledyaev, associated with the New Generation Church and Watchmen on the Walls, 
Riga, Latvia;  

b. Don Schmierer, former board member of Exodus International;  

c. Caleb Brundidge, associated with International Healing Foundation;  

d. Ken Hutcherson, associated with Antioch Bible Church;  

e. Vlad Kusakin; or 

f. Vadim Privedenyuk.  

OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  To the extent this request seeks communications about 
homosexuality in countries other that Uganda, Lively objects on the ground that such 
communications are beyond the scope of this litigation and are neither relevant nor likely to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. This lawsuit is brought solely by a Ugandan entity and 
is about Lively’s alleged activities in Uganda. Lively’s communications with individuals in other 
countries about homosexuality in those other countries have no relevance to Uganda.  

 
Without waiving any objection, any communications with these individuals about 

Uganda are included within the documents and communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3194 - 
3499). 
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23) All documents relating to any financial transaction between, on the one hand, you, 
Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, Defend the 
Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, or the Coalition for Family Values, or their 
affiliates or subsidiaries, and, on the other hand, 
 

a. Alexy Ledyaev;  
b. New Generation Church in Riga, Latvia;  
c. Don Schmierer;  
d. Caleb Brundidge;  
e. Ken Hutcherson;  
f. Vlad Kusakin; or  
g. Vadim Privedenyuk,  

 
relating to the promotion of “pro-family” values, the purported harms and causes of homosexuality, 
so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, 
the “gay agenda,” or the “gay movement, and methods for treating, addressing, countering, or 
eliminating homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of 
homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” or the “gay movement.” 
 
 OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  To the extent this request seeks documents regarding 
financial transactions for work or ministry done in countries other that Uganda, Lively objects on 
the ground that such documents are beyond the scope of this litigation and are neither relevant 
nor likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. This lawsuit is brought solely by a 
Ugandan entity and is about Lively’s alleged activities in Uganda. Financial transactions 
between the listed organizations and individuals for work or ministry in other countries have no 
relevance to Uganda. 
 
 Without waiving any objection, Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, 
possession or control. 
 

24) All documents relating to any funds you, or any employee, agent, affiliate, or 
subsidiary of Abiding Truth Ministries, the Pro-Family Resource Center, DefendtheFamily.com, 
Defend the Family International, Watchmen on the Walls, or the Coalition for Family Values, 
provided to persons residing or working in Russia, Latvia, Lithuania, or Moldova relating to 
existing or proposed legislation in any of the aforementioned countries relating to 
homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of homosexuality or 
homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” anti-discrimination, or the 
promotion of “pro-family” values. 
 
 OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request on the ground that it seeks 
documents beyond the scope of this litigation which are neither relevant nor likely to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence. This lawsuit is brought solely by a Ugandan entity and is 
about Lively’s alleged activities in Uganda. SMUG alleges no harm from legislation in other 
countries, and such legislation has no relevance to Uganda. 
 
 Without waiving any objection, Lively has no responsive documents in his custody, 
possession or control. 
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25) All documents relating to your efforts to assist in the introduction, passage, or 
defeat of legislation in Russia, Moldova, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Poland, Belarus, Romania, 
and Ukraine relating to homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion 
of homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” anti-
discrimination, or the promotion of “pro-family” values, including but not limited to all 
documents relating to the basis of your statement to NBC News that you “influenced the Russian 
law” banning so-called homosexual propaganda. 

 
OBJECTION:  Lively objects to this request on the ground that it seeks documents 

beyond the scope of this litigation which are neither relevant nor likely to lead to the discovery 
of admissible evidence. This lawsuit is brought solely by a Ugandan entity and is about Lively’s 
alleged activities in Uganda. SMUG alleges no harm from legislation in other countries, and such 
legislation has no relevance to Uganda. 

 
 
26) All documents you posted, or someone posted on your behalf, on the Internet 

relating to homosexuality, so-called homosexual behavior, the so-called promotion of 
homosexuality or homosexual behavior, the “gay agenda,” the “gay movement,” or the 
promotion of “pro-family” values. 
 

OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request on the ground that it is 
overbroad, oppressive, unduly burdensome, and fails to identify the documents sought with 
reasonable specificity. Lively has transmitted countless thousands of messages through the 
Internet on the listed topics. To the extent these documents are still posted on the Internet, they 
are equally available to SMUG. 

 
Without waiving any objection, see www.scottlively.net and www.defendthefamily.com. 

See also LIVELY 1507 – 1666, LIVELY 1667 – 1915, LIVELY 2128 – 2685, LIVELY 3194 – 
3499, LIVELY 3500 – 3743, and LIVELY 3744 – 4048. 

 
 

27) All documents relating to drafts and editor notes for Defend the Family: Activist 
Handbook and Redeeming the Rainbow. 

 
RESPONSE:  Responsive documents regarding Redeeming the Rainbow are produced as 

LIVELY 4049 – 4188. Lively has no responsive documents regarding the Activist Handbook in 
his custody, possession or control. 

 
 
28) All documents that identify any author or co-author of The Pink Swastika: 

Homosexuality in the Nazi Party, The Poisoned Stream, or Redeeming the Rainbow, as averred 
in Paragraph 24 of your Answer. 

 
RESPONSE:  The author(s) of the listed works is/are identified within the works 

themselves. These are copyrighted works and bound volumes, but they can be provided for 
inspection at a mutually convenient date. 
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29) All documents relating to your statements about the relationship or link between 
the Rwandan genocide and homosexuality or so-called homosexual behavior, including 
documents or sources providing the basis of such statements, for example, your statement in or 
around March 2009 in Kampala that “a mass murder, you know like…the Rwandan stuff, 
probably involved these guys,” including but not limited to the sources upon which you relied in 
making those statements. 

 
OBJECTION/ RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request as vague and ambiguous to 

the extent that it seeks documents relating to any statement other than the one specifically 
identified therein. Without waiving any objection, see discussion on gender imbalance in 
Redeeming the Rainbow. 

 
 
30) All documents relating to your statements in Redeeming the Rainbow about the 

“homosexual recruitment of children,” including but not limited to the sources upon which you 
relied in making those statements. 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE: Lively objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, 

because it fails to identify with reasonable specificity the statements as to which documents are 
sought. Lively cannot provide a complete response without a specific listing of the alleged 
statements in question. Moreover, to the extent this request purports to require Lively to produce 
every document he has ever read regarding homosexual recruitment, Lively objects on the 
ground that the request is overbroad, oppressive and unduly burdensome. 

 
Without waiving any objection, see LIVELY 0125 – 0419, LIVELY 1191 – 1243, 

LIVELY 1458 – 1506, LIVELY 1507 – 1666, and LIVELY 1667 – 1915. See also Redeeming 
the Rainbow, The Pink Swastika, 7 Steps to Recruit-Proof Your Child, “Satan Wins Back the 
Scouts,” “The Danger of ‘Safe Schools,’” and “Youth Suicide Used a ‘Gay’ Recruitment 
Strategy.” 

 
 
31) All documents relating to your statements in your lecture at the “Seminar on 

Exposing the Homosexual Agenda” in Uganda in March 2009 connecting homosexuality or so-
called homosexual behavior with child abuse, including but not limited to the sources upon 
which you relied in making those statements. 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE: Lively objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, 

because it fails to identify with reasonable specificity the verbal statements as to which 
documents are sought. Lively cannot provide a complete response without a specific listing of 
the alleged statements in question. Moreover, to the extent this request purports to require Lively 
to produce every document he has ever read regarding the connections between homosexuality 
and child abuse, Lively objects on the ground that the request is overbroad, oppressive and 
unduly burdensome. 
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Without waiving any objection, see documents referenced in response to Request No. 30.  
Specifically within those documents, see also: The Pink Swastika, “Report from Uganda,” “The 
Death Penalty in Uganda,” “Satan Wins Back the Scouts,” “Pink Brick Award,” “My Comments 
on the Passage of the Uganda Anti-Homosexuality Law,” “Am I Nuts, or is Craziness 
Spreading?,” “Schoolchildren to Drink ‘Gay’ Koolaid in October,” and “Hey SPLC, Take Me 
OFF Your Hate, I Mean Hit List!” 

 
 
32) All documents relating to your statements on Roadkill Radio in or around May 

2012 about conversion therapy, including but not limited to the sources upon which you relied in 
making those statements. 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE: Lively objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, 

because it fails to identify with reasonable specificity the verbal statements as to which 
documents are sought. Lively cannot provide a complete response without a specific listing of 
the alleged statements in question. Without waiving any objection, to the extent this request 
seeks documents regarding Lively’s proposal for voluntary therapy as a sentencing alternative to 
ameliorate the harshness of the proposed Anti-Homosexuality Bill in Uganda, see LIVELY 3500 
– 3743. 

 
 
33) All documents relating to your statements in Defend the Family: Activist 

Handbook that the “gay movement” is a “highly organized army of social engineers,” including 
but not limited to the sources upon which you relied in making those statements. 
 

OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, to 
the extent it seeks documents relating to any statement other than the one specifically identified 
therein. Without waiving any objection, see documents regarding the “gay” agenda, produced as 
LIVELY 1939 – 2127. 
 
 
 

34) All documents relating to Paragraph 10 of your Answer in which you aver, 
“David Kato is now dead because he was killed by a homosexual prostitute whom Kato hired for 
sexual services but refused to pay,” including but not limited to the sources upon which you 
relied in making that answer. 
 
 RESPONSE:  See media reports of Mr. Kato’s murder, the investigation that followed, 
and the punishment of the person responsible for the murder, produced as LIVELY 1916 – 1938. 
Lively’s discovery and investigation into Mr. Kato’s murder continue. Lively will supplement 
this response as required by the Rules of Civil Procedure and the Court’s scheduling orders. 
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35) All documents relating to the sources on which you rely for Paragraph 22 of your 
Answer in which you aver, “[T]o the extent any of the acts, omissions or conduct alleged 
throughout this Complaint were actually undertaken by [you], they were undertaken solely in 
[your] capacity as an officer of Abiding Truth Ministries, a bona-fide corporation, and, as such 
[you] cannot be held individually liable for said acts, omissions or conduct.” 

 
RESPONSE:  See ATM’s governing documents (LIVELY 2931 – 2971); ATM’s board 

meeting minutes (LIVELY 3175 – 3180); writings and reports about Uganda (LIVELY 1507 – 
1666); ATM’s email alerts and newsletters (LIVELY 2128 – 2930); travel documents and 
communications about Uganda (LIVELY 3181 - 3499); and documents regarding the Anti-
Homosexuality Bill (LIVELY 3500 – 3743). 

 
 
36) All documents relating to your sources of income and assets. 

 
 OBJECTION:  Lively objects to this request on the ground that it is calculated to 
oppress and harass, and seeks information that is neither relevant nor likely to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence. This request is appropriate for post-judgment, not pre-
judgment, proceedings. The request is also vague and ambiguous because it fails to identify the 
documents sought with reasonable specificity. 
 
 
 

37) All documents relating to the cost of publication and distribution of, and royalties 
paid in connection with, Defend the Family: Activist Handbook, Redeeming the Rainbow, The 
Pink Swastika: Homosexuality in the Nazi Party, and The Poisoned Stream. 

 
OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively objects to this request on the ground that it is 

calculated to oppress and harass, and seeks information that is neither relevant nor likely to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. SMUG is admittedly not suing Lively for any of his 
books and writings regarding homosexuality, thus the documents sought bear no relevance to 
SMUG’s claims. The request is also vague and ambiguous because it fails to identify the 
documents sought with reasonable specificity. 

 
Without waiving any objection, see ATM’s Form 990 filed with the Internal Revenue 

Service for the years 2002 – 2013 (LIVELY 2972 – 3174). 
 
 

38) All documents relating to any insurance policy(ies) in the name of Abiding Truth 
Ministries covering the acts, omissions, or conduct of its officers and employees, including you. 
 
 OBJECTION/RESPONSE:  Lively has no insurance policy in his custody, possession 
or control that covers the acts, omissions or conducts alleged in this lawsuit. To the extent this 
request purports to require other policies, Lively objects on grounds of relevance. 
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39) All documents relating to Sexual Minorities Uganda, East and Horn of Africa 
Human Rights Defenders Project, Freedom and Roam Uganda, Frank Mugisha, Victor Mukasa, 
Kasha Jacqueline Nabagasera, Pepe Onziema, Val Kalende, Gaetano Kaggwa, David Kato, 
Yvonne Oyo, Dr. Hilda Tadria, Richard Lusimbo, or Kapya Kaoma. 

 
OBJECTION:  Lively objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, because it fails to 

identify with reasonable specificity the documents sought about the listed organizations and 
individuals. To the extent the request seeks every single document available to Lively relating to 
the listed organizations and individuals, Lively objects on the grounds that the request is 
overbroad, oppressive and unduly burdensome. There are countless thousands of responsive 
documents publicly available to Lively. In this litigation alone there have been thousands of 
pages filed or exchanged between the parties regarding just one of the listed entities. Lively 
cannot even begin to formulate a proper response without some limiting factors. 

 
 
40) All documents identified or relied on in your responses to Plaintiff’s First Set of 

Interrogatories to Defendant Scott Lively in this Lawsuit. 
 

RESPONSE:  See documents identified in the responses to the referenced interogatories, 
and produced herein. 

 
 
 
 

Philip D. Moran  
     (MA Bar # 353920) 
265 Essex Street, Suite 202 
Salem, Massachusetts 01970 
Tel: (978) 745-6085 
Fax: (978) 741-2572 
Email: philipmoranesq@aol.com 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Horatio G. Mihet________________ 
Mathew D. Staver 
    Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Stephen M. Crampton 
     Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Horatio G. Mihet 
     Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
LIBERTY COUNSEL 
P.O. Box 540774 
Orlando, FL 32854-0774 
800-671-1776 Telephone 
407-875-0770 Facsimile  
court@lc.org 
 
Attorneys for Defendant Scott Lively 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served via 
electronic mail this 12th day of June, 2014, upon: 
 
Gina Spiegelman 
Dorsey & Whitney LLP 
51 West 52nd Street 
New York, NY 10019-6119 
spiegelman.gina@dorsey.com 
 
Counsel for Plaintiff Sexual Minorities Uganda 
 

 

 
 

/s/ Horatio G. Mihet____________________    
HORATIO G. MIHET  

           One of the attorneys for Defendant Scott Lively 
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