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BASIC RESEAUCI I, L L C, 
A G WATEKHOUSE, L L C , 
KLEIN-BECKER USA, L L C , 
NUTRASPORT, L L C , 
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RESPONDENT FRIEDLANDER'S NOTICE OF ADOPTION OF 
RESPONDENTS BASIC RESEARCH, LLC, A.G. WATERHOUSE, LLC, KLEIN- 

BECKER USA, LLC, NUTRASPORT, LLC, SOVAGE DERMALOGIC 
LABORATORIES, LLC, DENNlS GAY AND DANIEL MOWREY'S RESPECTIVE 

RESPONSES TO COMPLAINT COUNSEL'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 
TO LIMIT RESPONDENTS' DISCOVERY OIL IN THE LATERNATIVE, TO 

CLARIFY SCHEDULING ORDER 

JNTRODUCTION 

Complaint Counsel comnlenced this action against Respondent Friedlander, individually, 

six companies and two other individuals. On August 1 1, 2004, a Scheduling Order was entered 

by the court providing that "each pry'' was limited to propounding 60 interrogatories, 60 

document requests and 60 requests for admissions. On October 29, 2004, counsel i'or party 
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Dennis Gay propounded 27 interrogatories, 11 document requests and 54 requests for 

admissions. Complaint Counsel, however, has refused to respond to any of the discovery 

requests and has instead asked that the court change its order to limit Respondents collectively to 

60 of each type of discovery requests, rather than per party. 

Because the position adopted by Complaint Counsel threatens to prejudice the rights of 

each party to this litigation, Respondent Fricdlander files this response. Respondent Friedlander 

adopts the arguments raised in corporate Respondents Notice of Adoption of Respondents 

Dennis Gay and Daniel Mowrey's Respective Responses to Complaint Counsel's Motion for 

Protective Order to Limit Respondents' Discovery or, in the Alternative, to Clarify Scheduling 

Order. Respondent Friedlander also adopts the arguments raised in Respondent Dennis Gay's 

Reply Memorandum in Opposition to Complaint Counsel's Motion for Protective Order to Limit 

Respondent's Discovery or, in the Alternative, to Clarify Scheduling Order. Finally, Respondent 

Friedlander also adopts the arguments raised in Respondent Daniel B. Mowrey's Response to 

Complaint Counsel's Motion for Protective Order to Limit Respondent's Discovery or, in the 

Alternative, to Clarify Scheduling Order. Accordingly, for the sake of brevity, the arguments 

made by those Respondents will not be repeated. 

CONCLUSlON 

For the arguments incorporated herein, it is respectfully submitted that Complaint 

Counsel's motion for a protective order should be denied. 
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DATED this 1 6tt' day of November, 2004 
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Mitchell K. Friedlander 
C/O Compliance Department 
5742 West Harold Gatty Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 841 16 
Telephone: 801.414.1800 
Facsimile: 80 1.5 17.71 08 

Pro Se Respondent 


