IN Th. UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA

WESTERN DIVISION
5:19-CV-76-FL
ALDIINC,, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
v, ) ORDER
)
BRUNA MARACCINI; COLLEEN )
SAVORY; LIDL US, LLC; LIDL US )
OPERATIONS, LLC; and LIDL US )
MANAGEMENT, LLC, )
)
Defendants. )

This case comes before the court on the motion (D.E. 51) by defendan
Lidl US Operations, LLC, and Lidl US Management, LLC (collectively “Lidl”) t
ALDI Inc. (“ALDI”) to produce supplemental discovery responses or, in the alt
purportedly irrelevant information from plaintiff’s verified complaint and mot
relief. ALDI filed a response in opposition to the motion. See D.E. 66. At the
see 15 May 2019 Text Order, the parties filed a joint notice (D.E. 79) regardin,
instant motion, which narrowed the relief sought. For the reasons and on the tern
the motion will be denied.
I. BACKGROUND

ALDI commenced this action asserting that its former employee,
(“Maraccini”),  misappropriated  ALDI’s  trade secrets in Vi
nondisclosure/confidentiality agreement when she accepted employment wit

competitors, Lidl. See generally Compl. (D.E. 1) 1-2. In addition, ALDI alleg

retained ALDI’s confidential, proprietary, and/or trade secret informa n n
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ALDI’s Resp. to Prod. Req. No. 5.

The court agrees with ALDI that this request as written seeks produ . _ont
is reasonably contemplated by the CMO and TRO and that is not proportional t
case. The record before the court does not show how ALDI’s strategies and plai
2018, with seemingly no limitation in scope, would be relevant to the claims ar
case. Additionally, for reasons comparable to those set forth with respect to in
the burden on ALDI of producing the requested documents outweighs the
Accordingly, the portion of Lidl’s motion seeking to compel a further respor
request no. 5 is denied.

C. Production Request No. 6

Production request no. 6 seeks “[a]ll documents explaining, referring «
changes to ALDI’s real estate strategies and plans, growth and acquisition plans,
and plans, project management strategies and plans, and acquisitions strategie
March 23, 2018.” Prod. Req. No. 6. ALDI responded as follows:

ALDI objects to this Request as requesting confidential trade secret ir

that is not relevant to the disposition of the claims asserted in the above:

lawsuit. ALDI further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is be

for an improper purpose, namely to use such information to unfai  con

ALDI. Finally, ALDI objects to this Request to the extent such info

already in LidI’s possession via unlawful means.
ALDI’s Resp. to Prod. Req. No. 6.

As with production request no. 5, the court agrees with ALDI that prod
6 as written seeks production beyond that which is reasonably contemplat by tl
and that is not proportional to the needs of the case. It is unclear from the record

to ALDI’s strategies and plans since 23 March 2018, with seemingly no li...itatic

be relevant to the claims and defenses in the case. Additionally, as v th th
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