


In support of the Motion, Respondent cites the general motions authority under
Commission Rule 3.22(a), 16 C.F.R. § 3.22(a). Respondent also states that Interrogatory
8 of Respondent’s First Set of Interrogatories requested “[w]hich jurisdiction’s bar rules
are binding upon the Commission’s legal staff including Complaint Counsel” but that

Complaint Counsel’s answer, which listed the states of licensure of Complaint Counsel’s
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authority,” Motion  1-2, and the fact that multiple attorneys are acting on the same
matter for Complaint Counsel has created communication difficulties. Motion 9. The
Information Requested, Respondent asserts, is “relevant to Counsel for Respondent’s
ability to undertake prosecution of this case and to effectively represent” Respondent.
Motion 9 10.
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would be questionable, given that Complaint Counsel’s answers to interrogatories were
served on Respondent on November 18, 2010, the fact-discovery deadline passed
November 23, 2010, and the hearing in this matter is scheduled to begin on February 17,
2011. In addition, other procedural requirements of a Motion to Compel are lacking. See
16 C.F.R. § 3.38.

Because there is no pending discovery request or Motion to Compel regarding the
Information Requested, the issue of whether the Information Requested is subject to
discovery by Respondent under the Commission’s Rules is not presented, and thus need
not, and will not, be addressed.

Iv.

For all the foregoing reasons, and after full consideration of the arguments in the
Motion and Opposition, Respondent’s Motion for Disclosure of Non-Privileged and Non-
Restricted Agency Information is DENIED.

ORDERED: Tou Unawoill
D. Michael Chappel
Chief Administrative I aw Tudee

Date: February 14, 2011



