





judge shall file the decision no later than one year %-.ﬂép the iésuance of the complaint. Rather |
respondent’s motion only cites to the lénguage of section 3.21 qf the FTC rules, which generally
uses the “goqd cause” standérd for granting extenslféné of time. Even section 3.21, however,
reinforces the impoﬂance‘ of the overall purpose of the Rulps as being to conclude the

proceedings in one year. Under section 3.21(c)(2), T{h‘e{admin‘istr'ative law judge “shall consider

... the need to conclude the evidentiary hearing and render an initial decision in a timely manner”

1 1 < ] N, | LN ~ . - ~
B s -
_, S i!_Il.'l 4= , y




hearing. A seven-week extension, for completion of discovery and the subsequent deadline

changes, would cause the hearing in this matter to begin in S'an‘Fra‘nclisco on or aboyt April 20,
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Brown and Toland’s proposed seven-week extension for discovery thus could also compromise

the Court’s ability to render its decision in Aspen Tech within one year.
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administrative litigation, as required by the interplay between Rules 3.21 and 3.51. Accordingly,

we respectfully réquest that the Court deny Brown and Toland’s motion for a seven-week

-.—extension-of the discovery period-and the consequent delay of the hearing date. -

Complaint Counsel
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Dated: November 14, 2003



CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

I, Brian P. Beall hereby cerﬁfy that on 14 November 2003, I caused a copy of Complaint
_Counsel’s Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Extend D1scovery and Hearing Date to be

- served upon the following:

Office of the Secretary

I
-

Room H-159 '
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20580, .

Hon. Stephen J. McGuire .
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