


DIWF and the volume units, SKU number, diameter, size, configuration, coating, 
finishing, price, discount, or rebates attributable to your purchases. 

Request No.3: Documents sufficient to identify your sales of all DIWF products 
from January 1, 2003 to present including, but not limited to, the Person whom 
you sold DIWF, the volume, units, SKU number, diameter, size, configuration, 
coating, finish, price, discount, and rebates of your sales. 

Request No.5: All documents constituting or relating to communications 
between you and any person relating to proposed or actual sales prices for DIWF, 
including any discounts or rebates, from January 2, 2003 to the present. 

SIP contends that the foregoing requests are overbroad and unduly burdensome 
because SIP does not organize its data by customer or product, and that SIP does not have 
the ability or available resources to locate and organize the documents requested. SIP 
further argues that the requests reach every communication during a nine-year period. In 
addition, SIP contends that the requested documents contain highly confidential and 
proprietary information that it should not be required to share with competitors, such as 
McWane, and that the Protective Order issued in this case is insufficient to protect SIP. 
In support of the Motion, SIP offers the affidavit of its Vice President of Business 
Development, Mr. 1 3  0  . 5 3 5  - 1 . r t  c u s t o 2 0 1 6 6  1
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North Texas Specialty Physicians, 2004 FTC LEXIS 14, at *2 (quoting Covey Oil Co. v. 
Continental Oil Co., 340 F.2d 993,999 (10th Cir. 1965)). 

According to the Agarwal Affidavit, SIP is an importer and distributor of a wide 
range of cast iron products, fittings 



infonnation on competitors is frequently crucial in proceedings ... See Service Liquor 
Distributors, Inc. v. Calvert Distillers Corp., 16 F.R.D. 507, 509 (S.D.N.Y. 1954) ('In an 
action under the antitrust laws, based upon an alleged abuse of competition, a 
competitors' business records, where good cause has been shown 




