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From : alphonsetalarico@yahoo.com
To : Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net
Subject : George Flynn's response
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RE: Illinois Supreme Court Rule 201(k) communication 17 LA 377 Dulberg v. Popovich et
al

George Flynn <gflynn@karballaw.com>
Mon 3/28/2022 10:19 AM

To: Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>;Linda Walters <lwalters@karballaw.com>

Mr. Talarico:

| am sorry | have not had an opportunity yet to respond to your Sunday afternoon email and voicemail as of 9:53
a.m. this Monday morning when you re-forwarded it.

With respect to the request for a 201(k) conference, it is our view that much of the supplemental discovery
served by Plaintiff was in violation of the court’s admonitions—it was duplicative of prior discovery, and in some
cases it was irrelevant (for example, discovery aimed at my client’s conflict check(s), or lack thereof; is not
calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant information, as conflicts have not been raised as an issue in the five
years this case has been pending).

Here the court has been involved in recent discovery disputes and the granting of leave for Plaintiff to serve the
supplemental discovery. My clients answered the discovery, and spent many hours identifying for the plaintiff
where the requests were duplicative of previous discovery requests and deposition questioning. Frankly, we view
these discovery tactics as dilatory and harassing. Respectfully, it is our position that if the plaintiff had reviewed
the deposition transcripts, prior discovery responses and document production, he could have gleaned the same
information that we have pointed out in our supplemental discovery responses/objections therefrom, without the
need for the supplemental discovery to be served in the first place.

In summary, my clients’ answers are complete, and given the court’s involvement already, | do not see how a
phone conference can advance the resolution of any perceived dispute. Nonetheless, in my view it would be
preferable if you drafted and forwarded a 201(k) letter to specify and document what you claim to be “non
responses.”

Best regards,

George Flynn

Karbal | Cohen | Economou | Silk | Dunne | LLC
150 S. Wacker Drive

Suite 1700

Chicago, IL 60606

' p: (312) 431-3622

B F: (312) 431-3670

XE: gflynn@karballaw.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE:

This electronic message transmission contains information from the law firm of Karbal, Cohen, Economou, Silk & Dunne, LLC. which may be
confidential or privileged. The information is intended to be for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended
recipient, please immediately delete this e-mail and be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the contents of this information
is prohibited.

From: Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 9:53 AM

To: George Flynn <gflynn@Kkarballaw.com>; Linda Walters <lwalters@karballaw.com>

Subject: Fw: lllinois Supreme Court Rule 201(k) communication 17 LA 377 Dulberg v. Popovich et al





From: Alphonse Talarico

Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 2:17 PM

To: George Flynn <gflynn@karballaw.com>; Linda Walters <|lwalters@karballaw.com>

Subject: Illinois Supreme Court Rule 201(k) communication 17 LA 377 Dulberg v. Popovich et al

Dear Mr. George Flynn,

Pursuant to lllinois Supreme Court Rule 201(K) | request a time on Wednesday March 30, 2022 during
which we can discuss what | believe are numerous non-responses to the additional discovery you most
recently answered on behalf of your clients.

In the spirit of cooperation between attorneys | hope that we can come to an agreement without the
need to obtain responses through the use of a Motion To Compel.

Your anticipated cooperation is greatly appreciated,
Alphonse A. Talarico
Attorney for Plaintiff Paul Dulberg.





