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SUMMARY OF FACTS AND STATEMENT OF FORMS OF ORDER SOUGHT BY THE PARTIES:

On 11 March 2024, the Court issued an order restricting access to the unredacted versions of the
Objection dated 15 February 2024 and Exhibit CR-3 to a specific group of named individuals. This
group included the paralegals [...] and [...].

According to the Applicant, these paralegals will not be available for at least a year, if not longer,
for personal reasons. The Applicant’s representatives submit that, in order to ensure proper file
management within the organisational structures of the Claimant’s representative’s law firm, at
least two of the firm’s paralegals need to have access to the entire file, including the confidential
versions of the documents. This is necessary even after the proceedings have been closed, as long
as the file remains within the firm.

The Applicant therefore requests

that the order on confidentiality of 11 March 2024 is changed to include any paralegal in the
firm of the UPC representatives of the Applicant who is involved in the present proceedings.
The names of paralegal [...] and paralegal [...] are to be deleted from the order;

alternatively:

that the order on confidentiality of 11 March 2024 is changed to substitute

paralegal [...] and
foreign language correspondent |[...]

for

paralegal [...] and
paralegal [...].

The Defendant requests that the Court

i grants 10x’s request that the names of paralegal [...] and paralegal [...] are to be deleted
from the order; and

ii. rejects 10x’s request that the Order is changed to include any paralegal in the firm of
the UPC representatives of the Applicant who is involved in the present proceedings;
and

iii. rejects 10x’s request that the Order is changed to include [...] and [...] in the confiden-
tiality club.

The Defendant asserts that the Applicant has not substantiated why proper file management re-
quires at least two paralegals of the firm to have access to the confidential information. The De-
fendant does not see why it would be necessary for paralegals to have access to the confidential
information at this stage of the proceedings. The information classified as confidential relates to
purely commercial information that is highly sensitive and prone to abuse if confidentiality cannot
be maintained. According to the Defendant, there is no upcoming requirement for the documents
containing the confidential information to be read for the purposes of compiling bundles not is it
relevant to any upcoming correspondence or case management between the parties. Therefore,
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the confidentiality club should not be expanded and there should be no replacement of its mem-
bers.

GROUNDS FOR THE ORDER:

In its order dated 11 March 2024, the Court determined the group of individuals entitled to receive
access to the information classified as confidential. As far as the Applicant now wishes to replace
two members of the confidentiality club for understandable reasons, there are no grounds for
objection. In particular, this limited request by the Applicant alone does not provide grounds to
guestion the access rights of paralegals, as the Defendant attempts to do in its response to the
request.

However, no reasons have been put forward or are apparent for extending the confidentiality club
to more paralegals, as further requested by the Applicant.

ORDER:_

l. The order on confidentiality of 11 March 2024 is amended as follows:
paralegal [...] and
paralegal [...]

are replaced by:

paralegal [...] and
foreign language correspondent [...].

II.  The further request is rejected.

DETAILS OF THE ORDER
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