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ORIGINAL

COMMISSSIONERS: Maureen K. Ohthausen, Acting Chairman
Terrell McSweeny

In the Matter of

Otto Bock Health Care
North America, Ine.,

a corporation, DOCKET 9378

Respondent.

e I e

MOTION FOR IN CAMERA TREATMENT

Pursuant o Rule 3.45 of the Federal Trade Commission’s Rules of Practice, 16 C.F.R. Sect
3.45(b), non-party Scheck & Siress Prosthetics Inc., (“Scheck”) respectfully submits this motion for in
camera treatment of certain competitively-sensitive, confidential Deposition Testimony/Document. This
Deposition Testimony/Document was produced in response to a third party subpoena in this matter to Mr.
Michael H. Oros, President and CEO of Scheck & Siress Ine., and the Federal Trade Commission and
Otto Bock Heaith Care North America, Ine., (*Otto Bock”) rave now notified Mr, Oros that they intend
to intreduce this Deposition Testimony/Document that is the subject of this motion into evidence at the
administrative trial in this matter. See Letter from the Federal Trade Commission dated May 25, 2018
(attached as Exhibit A); Letter from Counsel for Otto Back, dated May 29, 2018 (attached as Exhibii B).

The specific subject mater (Identified in Exhibit C) of Mr, Oros’ Depasition Testimony,
(attached as Exhibit D) for which Scheck is seeking in camera treatment is confidential information, such
that if it were to become part of the public record, Scheck would be seriously harmed in its ability to
compete in the Orthotics and Prosthetics Industry. For the reasons discussed in this motion, Scheck
requests that this Court afford Mr. Oros’ Deposition Testimony/Document in camera treatment
indefinitely. In support of this motion, Scheck relies on the Affidavit of Michael H. Oros (“Oros

Declaration™} attached as Exhibit E.
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L Intormation for which Protection is Sought
Scheck secks i comera treatment of the specific infonmation as delineated in Exhibit C in the

following Deposition Testimony/Document, copy of which is attached as Exhibit D,

Exhibit No. Description Date BegBates EndBates
X-1007 Deposition Transcript of 3/29/2018 | RX-1007- QG001 RX-1007- 00094
Michaei Oros (Scheck & Sirass)

iL. Michae) Oros’ Deposition Testimony/Tocument contains Secret Information and
Material Such That Disclosure Woukd Result in Serious Injury

Maierial may be given in camera treatment wihen its “public disclosure will likely result in clearly
defined, serious injury to the person, partnership, or corporation requesting” such treatment 16 C.F.R.
Sect 3.45(b}. The petitioner far in camera treatment demonstrates serious injury by showing that the
documents are secrét and that they are material to the business. In re General Foods Corp., 95 F.T.C. 352,
355 (1980). Courts generally attempt “to protect confidential business information from unnecessary
airing,” HP. Hood & Sons, Inc., 58 F.T.C. 1184, 1188 (1961).

In considering both secrecy and materiality, the Court may consider; (1) the extent to which the
information is known oulside of the business; {2} the extent to which it is known by employees and others
involved in the business; (3) the extent of measures taken to guard the secrecy of the information; (4) the
value of the mformation to the business and its competitors; (3) the amount of effort or money expended
in developing the information; and (6) the ease or difficulty with which the information could be acquired
or duplicated by others, 51 re Bristol Myers Co., 90 F.T.C. 455, 456-457 (1977).

Michael Oros” Deposition Testimony/Document contains both secrets and material information to
Scheck’s business as discussed in detail in the Oros’ Declaration, Exhibit B, The information at issue is
of competitive significance to Scheck such as specific reimbursement rates for private insurance contracts
relative to Medicare reimbursement as well as our procurement costs for specific devices from competing
manufacturers.

Such information would not be known outside of the business. Scheck, as a provider of Orthotics and
Prosthetic devices, Scheck relies on its relationships with its suppliers and its negotiations with them to
remain competitive. Because of the confidential nature of the information and its materiality to Scheck’s
business, in camera treatmeni is appropriate.

Futther, disclosure of the Confidential Testimony will result in the oss of a business advantage to
Scheck. See In re Dura Lube Corp,, 1999 FTC LEXIS 255 at *7 (Dec. 23, 1999) ("The likely loss of

business advantages is a good example of a 'clearly defined, serious injury.™ In re Generat Foods Corp.,
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1980 WL 338991 at *3). The Deposition Testimony/Document at issue is material to Scheck’s
negotiations with its suppliers and reimbursement from payers. Making such testimony public will result
in loss of any business advantage Scheck has with any competitors.

Scheck’s status as a third-party is highly relevant and should be taken into consideration in the
treatment of this testimony. The Commission has held that "[t]here can be no question that the
confidential records of businesses involved in Commission proceedings should be protected insofar as
possible.” HP. Hood & Sons, 58 F.T.C, at 1186. This is especially so in the case of a third-party, which
deserves "special solicitude” in its request for in camera treatment for its confidential business
information. See In re Kaiser Aluminum & Chem. Corp., 103 FTC 500, 500 (1984) ("As a policy matter,
extensions of confidential or in camera treatment in appropriate cases involving third party bystanders
encourages cooperation with future adjudicative discovery requests."). Scheck’s third-party status should
be given deference in favor of granting inn camera status to Mr. Oros’ Deposition Testimony as requesied.

IL. Conclusion
For the reasons set forth above and in the accompanying Oros Declaration, Scheck respectfully requests
that this Court grant permanent /n canrera treatment for the Confidential Information included in the
Michael Oros Deposition Testimony/Document,

Dated: june 4, 2018 Respbertully Subiiited,

¥

Scheck & Siress Prosthetics Inc.

[ 8 376 Summit Avenue, Court E
Qakbrook Terrace, IL. 60181

Phone (630) 953-7246
Laurie.johnson@schechandsiress.com
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STATEMENT REGARDING MEET AND CONFER

The undersigned cerlifies that counsel for Non-party Scheck & Siress Prosthetics Inc. ("Scheck™)
notified counse! for the parties via email on or about Méy 7, 2018 that it would be seeking in camera
treatment of the Deposition Testimony/Document. Both counsel for the Federal Trade Commission and

Otto Bock Healthcare of North America Inc. indicated that they would not object to Scheck's motion.

Dated: June 7, 2018 Respectiully Submitted,
[/ 1
i 7 / F i ;;

4 . | e
7 ¥

K*I‘e@(uggffﬁ JohnsenJD
Director of Corporate Compliance
Scheck & Siress Prosthetics Inc.

1 8 376 Summit Avenue, Court E
Osakbrook Terrace, IL 60181
Phone (630) 953-7246

Lauric.johnsoni@@scheckandsirgss.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Laura A. Johnson, declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State 6f
Hlinois that the following is true and correct. On June 8, 2018, 1 caused to be served
the following documents on the parties listed below by the manner indicated:
NON-PARTY SCHECK'S MOTION FOR IN CAMERA REVIEW
NOTICE OF APPEARANCE
[PROPOSED] ORDER

The Office of the Secretary: (Electronic filing)
Donald S. Clark

Office of the Secretary

Federal Trade Commission

600 Permsylvania Avenue, N.W., Room H-172
Washington, D.C. 20580

The Office of the Administrative Law Judge (via overnight defivery and electronic mail {public
version only})

D. Michael Chappell

Chief Administrative Law Judge

Federal Trade Commission

600 Penusylvania Avenue, N.W., Room H-106

Washington, D.C. 20580

Federal Trade Commission- Washington, D.C. (via overnight delivery and electronic mail (public version
only-excluding Deposition Transcript))

Catherine Sanchez

Federal Trade Commission

400 Seventh Street SW

Washington, D.C. 20024

Counsel for Otio Bock Health Care North America Inc. (via overnight delivery and electronic mail
(public version only-excluding Deposition Transcript))
Sean S. Zabaneh

Duane Morris LLP
30 South 17" Street A
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4196 17 7
: ;"f F f
;:;w Méf /W
Dated: June 7,2018 %"M “W‘%&f e

g\Lgmﬂg A, Jolmson

Director of Corporate Compliance
Scheck & Siress Prosthetics loc,
I § 376 Summit Avenug, Court E
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Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181
Phone (630) 353-724¢
Laurie johnsondischockans iress,cont

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

COMMISSSIONIRS: Maureen K. Ohlhausen, Acting Chairman

Terretl MeSweeny

)

In the Matter of )
}

Otto Bock Health Care }

North America, Inc., ]

a corporation, )] DOCKET 9378

)

Respondent. )

}

[PROPOSED] ORDER

Upon consideration of Non-Party Scheck & Siress Prosthetics Inc. ("Scheck’s") Motion
for In Camera Treatinent, it is HEREBY ORDERED that the following Deposition Testimony/
Document is to be provided permanent In Camera treatment for the specific information detatled

below from the date of this Order:

Exhibit No. | Description Date BegBates EndBates
X-1007 Deposition Transcript of 3/29/2018 | R¥X-1007- 60001 RX-1007- 00034
Michael Qros {Scheck & Siress)

Page 109 Row 12 Q: What is the average reimbarsement for MPK receives from private insurers?
MHO Answer: Row 17 -25 {Continue Page 110 Row |-6)

Fage 110 Q: “What’s the average costto S & S for apn MPK.?
MHQO Answer: Rows 24-23

Page 111 Row 11 Q: “And so the 514000 average vou gave me..."”
MHO Answer: Row 14
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Page 111 Row 19 (: “What's the average cost to Scheck & Siress for a MPK?
B0 Answer: Rows 21-23

Page 141 Row 25 Q: ¥Go il. And amonyg the (our manufactucers Lthat are o your list.,.”
MHO Answer; Row 11-25
Page 158 Row 1 “Can you give me an estimate of what the cost to acquire a C-4 is™?

MHC Answer; Row 5

Page 158 Row 5 (: “What’s the cost to acquire a Plie 3°7
MHO Answer: Row 7-8

Page 158 Row 5 Q! “What’s the cost to acquire 2 Rheo'?
MG Answer: Row [1-15

Page 183 Row 16-18 Q: “Could you give me the range of 17 reimbursemants for K3 patients...?
MHO Answer: Row 20-22

Page 187 Row 24 “Se if you are spending $1400 to procure....?
MHO Answer: Page (88 Row 4-5

Fage 232 Row 3 What were the circumstances of that meeting?
MHO Answer Rows 3-T1

ORDERED:

D. Michael Chappell
Chief Administrative Law Judge

Date:
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EXHIBIT A



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Federal Trade Commission
WASIHINGTON, D.C. 20580

Bureae of Competition
Mergers 1 Division

May 25,2018

V1A EMAIL

Michae! Qros

Scheck & Siress

18376 Summit Avenue, Courl £
Oakbrook Terrace, 1. 60181

Rii:  Inthe Matter of Gito Bock HealthCare Novih America, fnc.. Federal Trade
Commission Dki. No. 9378

Dear Mr. Oros:

BBy this letler we are providing formal notice, pursuant to Rule 3.45(b) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice, 16 CF.R. § 3.45(b), that Complaint Counsel intend to offer the
documents and testimony referenced in the enclosed Altachment A into evidence in the
administrative trial in the above-captioned matter. The administrative trial is scheduled to begin
on July 10, 2018, All exhibits admitted into evidence become part of the public record unless in
camera status is granted by Administrative Law Judge D. Michael Chappell.

For documents or testimony which include sensitive or confidential information that you
do not want on the public record, you must file a motion seeking in camera status or other
confidentiality protections pursuant to 16 C.F.R §§ 3.45, 4.10(g). Judge Chappell may order that
materials, whether admitted or rejected as evidence, be placed in camera only after finding that
iheir public disclosure will likely result in a clearly defined, serious injury to the person,
parlnership, or corporation requesling in camera treatment.

Motions for in camera treatment for evidence 1o be introduced af trial must meet the strict
standards set forth in 16 C.INR. § 3.45 and explained in In re 1-800 Contacts. Inc., 2017 FTC
LEXIS 55 {April 4, 2017); fnn re Jerk, LLC, 2015 F1I'C LEXIS 39 (Feb. 23, 2015); and In re Buasic
Research, fnc., 2006 FTC LEXIS 14 (Jan. 25, 2006). Motions also must be supported by a
declaration or affidavit by a person qualified to explain the confidential nature of the documents.
In re 1-800 Confacts, Inc., 2017 FTC LEXIS 55 (April 4, 2017); In re North Texus Specialty
Physicians. 2004 FTC LEXIS 66 (April 23, 2004). You must also provide one copy of the
documents for which in camera treatment is sought to the Administrative Law Judge.

Please be aware that under the current Scheduling Order dated April 26, 2018, the
deadline for filing motions seeking in camera status is June 11, 2018.



I you have any qucstions, please fecl free o contaet me al (202) 326-3326.

o

Sincerely,

) f b, ’ 3 3 -
5:3;"1’23,;;'/.3‘(.’.-?1'-& A '.,'Wﬁéz;'fa‘-'«.’.{. b

Catherine M. Sanchez A

Counsel Supporting the Complaint
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EXHIBIT B



v DuaneMorris* i

SINGAORE BALTIMORY
L6 AELILA FIRM angad JFVILIATE OFEICES AVILMINCTHIN
IR AGD MIARKN
SUASTHNG TN D0 ROCA RATON
SAN FRANECINCO SFJ\N 8 ZABANGH BLETS RGN
e PIRECTINAL: #1 218579 | 140 NIEAE
st PEREONAL FAX: +1 215 689 4964 ATMAIAS
BN F-MAl: SSZABANEHEDUANEMORRIS.COM ELURMYULE,
TANWAK LARE TANQE
Liaiiies wiw, deeciremerris.com MY ANMAIL
o s1aN OMAN
ANTIN A REPRESENLANVE (3 EICT,

iBANOL U RHLERE MIRRIN

TR CHEALNI CT1Y
ALLIARNCES tN MEX100

AND SRTLANRA

May 29, 2018

VIA EMAIL AND OVERNIGHT COURIER

Michac! Oros

Scheck and Siress

376 Summit Avenue

Qakbrook Terrace, Hlinois 60181
michaelorustlscheckandsivess.com

Re: i the Matter of Otto Bock HealthCare North America, Inc., Federal Trade
Commission Dlct, No. 9378

Pear Mr, Oros,

By thig letter, we are providing formal notice, pursuant to Rule 3.45(b) of the Federal
Trade Commission’s Rules of Practice, 16 C.F.R, § 3.45(b), that Respondent Counsel intend to
olfer the documents and testimony referenced in the enclosed Attachment A into evidence in the
administrative trial in the above-captioned matter. The adminisirative trial is scheduled to begin
on July 10, 2018. Al exhibits adimitted into evidence became part of the public record unless i
cemera status is granted by Administrative Law Judge D, Michael Chappell.

Far documents or testimony which include sensitive or confidential information that you
de not want on the public record, you must file 4 motion seeking in camera status or other
confidentiality protections pursuant to 16 C.F.R §§ 3.45, 4.10(g). Judge Chappell may nrder that
malerials, whether admiited or rejected as evidence, be placed i camera only after finding that
their public disctosure will likely result in a clearly defined, serious injury to the person,
partncrship, or corporation requesting in camera treatment.

Motions for in camera treatment for evidence to be introduced at trial must meet the strict
slandards set forth in 16 C.F.R. § 3.45 and explained in fn re 1-800 Contacts, Ine., 2017 FTC
LEXIS 35 (April 4, 2007); /n re Jerk, LLC, 2015 FTC LEXIS 39 (Feb. 23, 201 5Y; and In re Basic
Research, Inc., 2006 FTC LEXIS 14 (Jan. 25, 2006). Motions also must be supported by a
declaration or affidavit by a person qualified to explain the confidential nature of the documents.

Duank Morris e
NSO I STREET  PHILADELPIUA, PA 191034196 PHONE: +1 245 979 (000

FAX: 1 215919 1020



e 4- 1%

DuaneMorris

Muay 29, 201K
Page 2

D ve 1800 Coniacis, the,, 2007 FTC LEXIS 55 (April 4, 2017); in re Norii Texas Speciaiy
Physicians, 2004 FTC LEXIS 66 (April 23, 2004). You must also provide one copy of the

documents for which in camera treatment is sought to the Administrative Law Judge.

Please be aware that under the current Scheduling Order dated April 26, 2018, the
deadline for Hiling motions secking in camera status is June 11, 2018,

I you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 215-979-1149.
Very truly yours,
/s/ Sean S. Zabaneh
Sean S. Zabaneh
TAL
Enclosures

e Sean P, McConnell
Sarah O’ Laughiin Kulik



Attachment A

Pir B 0. &PRWTD

Exhibit No. Description Date BegBates EndBates
R¥-1007 |Deposition Transcript of Michael Oros (Scheck & 3/20/2018 RX-1007- RX-1007-
Siress} 80001 30094

Page lof 1
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT C

LINE ITEMS FOR WHICH SCHECK IS SEEKING IN CAMERA REVIEW

Page 109 Row 12 Q: What is the average reimbursement for MPX receives from private

insurers?
MHO Answer: Row 17 -25 {Continue Page 110 Row 1-6)

Page 110 Q: *“What's the average cost to 8 & § for an MPK?
MHO Answer: Rows 24-25

Page 110 Row 19 Q: What's the average cost to Scheck & Sitess for a MPK?
MHO Answer: Rows 21-23

Page 111 Row 11 Q: “And so the $14000 average you gave me...”
MHO Answer: Row 14

Page 141 Row 25 Q: “Go it. And among the four manufacturers that are on your list...”
MHO Answer: Row 11-25

Page 158 Row 1Q: “Can you give me an estimate of what the cost to acquire a C-4 is™?
MHO Answer: Row 5

Page 158 Row 5 Q: “What’s the cost to acquire a Plie 3°?
MHO Answer: Row 7-8

Page 158 Row 5 Q: “What’s the cost to acquire a Rheo’?
MHO Answer: Row 11-15

Page 183 Row 16-18 Q: “Could you give me the range of 17 reimbursements for K3 patients...?
MO Answer: Row 20-22

Page 187 Row 24 “'So if you are spending $1400 to procure,...?
MHO Answer: Page 188 Row 4-3

Page 232 Row 3 What were the circumstances of that meeting?
MHO Answer Rows 5-11
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EXHIBIT D
[REDACTED IN ITS ENTIRETY]
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EXHIBIT E
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

COMMISSSIONERS: Maurcen K. Ohthausen. Acting Chairman
Terrell MeSweeny

)
In the Matier of )
}
Otio Boek lealth Care )
North America, Inc., )
a corporation, ) DOCKET 9378
)
Respondent. )
)

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL H. OROS IN SUPPORT OF NON-PARTY SCHECK &
SIRESS PROSTHETICS INC!'S MOTION FOR IN CAMERA TREATMENT

L Michacl FL QOros, horeby deckure as follows:

1. i ani the President and Chief Exceutive Officer of Scheck & Siress Prosthetics
Inc. ("Scheeh”). 1 make this declaration in support ot Non-Party Scheek's Motion for In Camera
Freatment (the "Motion™). | have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein and, il called
upon 10 do so, could competently watify about them.

2 I have resiewed and am famliar with the Depostion Testimony/Document
produced in the abave-caplioned matter m response to a subpocna and civil investigative demand
from the Federal Trade Commission. As President und Chief Exceutive Officer at Scheck, ! am
familiar with the type of information contained in the documents at issue and its competitive

significance 10 Schech. Based on my review of my testimony and my knowledge of our business.




PUALIC REDACTED
{ submii that the disclosure of this docunient to the public and 10 compeltors of Scheck would
cause serious competitive injary 1o Scheck.

& Scheek is deemed a Supplicr of orthotic and prosthetic devices and as such is only
renubursed tor the product that we deliver wo the patient. Lwensed Prosthetists and Orthotists are
not separately paid for their ime, Therefore. the negotiated acguisition price of items and
subsequent reimbursement costs are very importint in owr industry and should be kept
confidential. Release of this private imlormation would cause detrimental harm 1o our business
advantage.

3. The FTC and Oto Bock have intormed Scheck that it intends 10 use Mr, Oras’
Deposition Testimony Deposition Transeript at the administrative hearing in this matter. As
deseribed m the Motion, Scheck secks penmanent in camera protection of the following line

iteins from the Deposition Testimony Docuinent:

{ ExInbit Description Date BegBates EndBates
No.
i X-1007 Deposition Transeript vl 3292018 | RX-1007- 00001 | RX-1007- 00094

Michael Oros (Scheck &

Siress)

LINE ITEMS FOR WHICH SCHECK IS SEEKING IN CAMERA REVIEW

Page 109 Row 12 Q@ What iy the average reimbutsement for MPK recerves [rom private msuress?
MHO Answer: Row 17 225 (Contimue Page 110 Row 1-0)

Page 110 Q: “What's the avermnge cost 1o 5 & S for un MPK?
MHO Answer: Rows 24-23

Page 1] Row 1) Qe And se the 513000 average you gave me,..”
MEO Answer: Row 14

Page 111 Row 19 Q0 What™s the average cost 10 Scheck & Siross (or o MPRY!
MHO Answer: Rows 21-25

Poge 142 Row [H-14

MO Answer “Obviausly we pay more for C-4....7
Page 1538 Row 1Q: ~Con you give me an oxtimate of what the cost to aequire o C-4 iy™!
NIHO Answer: Row 8




Puge 138 Row 3 000 " Whipt s U cost to avquire o Plue 377
MO Answer: Row 7-8

Page 138 Row 3 Q: "What's the cost to acquure a Rlweo™
MO Answer: Row 1E-13

Puge 1R3 Row 10-18 Q: ~Coukd you give me the range of 17 reimbuisements for K3 patients...”
MHO Answer: Row 10-22

Page 137 Row 24 S0t vou are spending 51400 w procure. .7
MITO Answer: Page [8% Row 4-3

Page 232 Row 3 What were the cirenmstances of that meceting™
MO Answer Rows 3-11

7 The questions and answers as indicated above tAlso EXHIBIT Oy relate to
negotiated prices fur prosthetic components and reimbursement rages that give Scheek o
compaetitive advantage in the industry, The negouated contracts and priving have taken much
ffort and time (o procure and are of u highly sensitive nawre and not available to the general
public. Making this information available to its competitors would be harmful (0 Scheek and ils
abiliry w cumperc,

6. These negotated prices and contract discounts and reimbursemenis which are the
subject muiter of the Confidential Informiation conamed o the Deposition Testimony: Document
will continue to remain in elfect for undetermined tepgth of lime. therelore, indelinite protecuon

from public disclosure 1s apprepriate.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is frue and correct, Executed Jupe 7,

2018 at OQukbrook Tersace. HHinuis.

iviichazl H. Oros

EIVLITY NS



Notice of Electronic Service

I hereby certify that on June 12, 2018, I filed an electronic copy of the foregoing Non Party Scheck & Siress
Motion for Indefinite In Camera Treatment, with:

D. Michael Chappell

Chief Administrative Law Judge
600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Suite 110

Washington, DC, 20580

Donald Clark

600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Suite 172

Washington, DC, 20580

I hereby certify that on June 12, 2018, I served via E-Service an electronic copy of the foregoing Non Party
Scheck & Siress Motion for Indefinite In Camera Treatment, upon:

Steven Lavender
Attorney

ederal Trade Commission
slavender@ftc.gov
Complaint

William Cooke

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
weooke@ftc.gov
Complaint

Yan Gao

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
ygao@fic.gov

Complaint

Lynda Lao

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
Haol@ftc.gov

Complaint

Stephen Mohr

Attomey

Federal Trade Commission
smohr(@ftc.gov

Complaint

Michael Moiseyev
Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
mmoiseyev@ftc.gov
Complaint

James Weiss

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
jweiss@fte.gov



Complaint

Daniel Zach

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
dzach@ftc.gov

Complaint

Amy Posner

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
aposner@fic.gov
Complaint

Meghan lorianni

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
miorianni@ftc.gov
Complaint

Jonathan Ripa

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
jripa@ftc.gov

Complaint

Wayne A. Mack

Duane Morris LLP
wamack@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Edward G. Biester 1I]
Duane Morris LLLP
egbiester@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Sean P. McConnell

Duane Morris LLP:
spmeconnell@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Sarah Kulik

Duane Morris LLP
sckulik@duanemorris.com
Respondent

William Shotzbarger

Duane Morris LLP
wshotzbarger@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Lisa De Marchi Sleigh
Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
Idemarchisleigh@ftc.gov
Complaint

Catherine Sanchez
Attomey



Federal Trade Commission
csanchez@ftc.gov
Compilaint

Sarah Woh!

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
swohl@ftc.gov

Complaint

Joseph Neely

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
jneely@ftc.gov

Complaint

Sean Zabaneh

Duane Morris LLP
SSZabaneh(@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Dylan Brown

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
dbrownd@ftc.gov
Complaint

Betty McNeil

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
omeneil@fic.gov
Complaint

Stephen Rodger

Attorney

Federal Trade Commission
srodger@ftc.gov
Complaint

Christopher H. Casey
Partner

Duane Morris LLP
checasey(@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Simeon Poles

Duane Morris LLP
sspoles@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Andrew Rudowitz

Duane Morris LLP
ajrudowitz{@duanemorris.com
Respondent

J. Manly Parks

Attorney

Duane Morris LLF
IMParks@duanemorris.com



Respondent

Jordan Andrew

Aftorney

Federal Trade Commission
Jandrew(@ftc.gov
Complaint

Kelly Eckel

Duane Morris LLP
KDEckel@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Theresa A. Langschulitz

Duane Morris LLP
TLangschultz@duanemorris.com
Respondent

Laurie Johnson
Attorney
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