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ORDER DENYING SUN CLINICAL’S MOTION
TO QUASH OR LIMIT SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

I
On February 4, 2011, ijrdnaﬂLSJmﬂinicalLaboraloﬁﬁ&ﬁSlmﬂnjmlﬂﬁled—l

(“Motion”). On February 14, 2011, Respondents filed an Opposition to Sun Clinical’s
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action to obtain the information sought; or (iii) the burden and expense of the proposed
discovery outweigh its likely benefit. 16 C.F.R. § 3.31(c)(2). In addition, the
Administrative Law Judge may deny discovery or make any other order which justice
requires to protect a party or other person from annoyance, embarrassment, oppression,

or undue burden or expense, or to prevent undue delay in the proceeding. 16 C.F.R.
§ 3.31(d).
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trade secrets, asserting that disclosure would ruin Sun Clinical’s competitive standing and
grant its competitors all the information needed to effectively strategize against Sun
Clinical’s business plans and wipe out its business. As Sun Clinical was previously
informed in the January 28, 2011 Order, courts routinely address concerns that a
business’ confidential information will be disclosed to competitors by issuing a protective
order restricting information to outside counsel only. Such a Protective Order has been
entered in this case. See January 28, 2011 Order at 2.

“The fact that discovery might result in the disclosure of sensitive compet1t1ve
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