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Before me is the Plaintiffs’ Motion to compel.  The Plaintiffs seek 

documents previously produced by Defendant IDT Corporation (“IDT”) to the 

Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) in 
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, 602 A.2d 68, 72 (Del. 1992)) (“[T]
”).

3 , 355 A.2d 709, 713 (Del. Ch. 1976) (“[C]ourts 

”); , 1998 
WL 155553, at *2 (Del. Ch. Mar. 30, 1998) (“ pon Rule 26’

”).
4 , 442 A.2d 79, 91 (Del. 1982) (“

”); 
(“

client privilege is ‘t
attorneys.’”



3

5

.6

this Court’s 

McKesson .7

records of McKesson Corporation (“McKesson”) 8 § 220.8

(“SEC”) in connection with an investigation regarding downward revisions of 

9

—

5 ’ , 2013 WL 3356034, at *4 (Del. Ch. July 3, 2013) (“

”).
6 Baxter Int’l, Inc. v. Rhone
2004) (“In order for a communication to be privileged, it must be confidential . . . .  When the 

of confidentiality is lacking.”).
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8 *1.
9 1–2.



4

10

Similar to the Plaintiffs’ position

such .11 ’s analysis concerning the documents produc

.12 on 

“

.”13 held that “[w]

[McKesson’s] 

”14 , 
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12 6–7.
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McKesson did in 

—

— ’s analysis focused on a single document, because the other

.16

“

” and consequently 
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15 11.
16 12.
17



6

18

“Requests”)

19 All three Requests state that “[t]he parties . . . respectfully requests that . . . 

attached material outlined below.”20

’s work 

,

y’

.21 found that McKesson acted reasonably in “expecting 

18

–
9.
19 Def. IDT Corp.’s Opp’n to Pls.’ Mot. to Compel Disc. –
20

21 1.
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” and thus had a reasonable expect

22

,

23

22 6.
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simply asserted that “[i]ts inclusion of a small number of privileged documents in 

e.”24

’s purposeful 

I grant the Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel regarding the 

24 Def. IDT Corp.’s Opp’n to Pls.’ Mot. to Compel Disc.


