


For the reasons set forth below, the motions for a more definite statement are DENIED
and Respondent Friedlander’s motion to dismiss complaint for lack of definiteness is DENIED.
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or practices alleged to have violated the Federal Trade Commission Act (“FTC Act™).
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Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 47 (1957)).

“Under Section 3.11(b) of the Federal Trade Rules of Practice, a motion for a more
definite statement is not granted unless the complaint is ambiguous or more information is
necessary in order to enable the respondents to prepare a responsive answer to the complaint.” In
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Trailer Co., 53 F.T.C. 1269, 1270 (1956); In re Kroger Company,1977 FTC LEXIS 133, *1
(Aug. 12, 1977). Rule 3.11(c) is similar to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(¢) which allows
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these terms are used in their ordinary meanings. Respondents have failed to demonstrate that the
terms “rapid,” “substantial,” “clinical testing,” and “visibly obvious” as used in the Complaint
are not sufficient to inform Respondents of the types of acts or practices alleged with reasonable
definiteness as required by Rule 3.11.

Respondents rely on McHenry v. Renne to support their argument for more definite
N fo-R.OJ-Lizose T T om

IE'T"_' x S

I7 i
B “‘J} i

s

—




