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This matter having been brought before the Court upon the motion of Plaintiffs, by and

through their attorneys, for an Order granting the Plainti ffS motion for a protective order

pursuant to R. 4:10-3 and precluding the defendants from videotaping Plaintiffs counsel at

depositionsin the absence of an express agreement to the contrary, upon due noticeto all parties;

and the Court having considered the matter; and for good cause shown,

—
IT IS on this ID day of December, 2006,

ORDERED that the Plaintiffs motion be and hereby isdenied; and it is further



ORDERED that the Defendants may, at their own expense, have a second camera at
videotaped depositions of company witnesses to videotape the questioner; and it is further

ORDERED that the Plaintiffs may, at their own expense, arrange for athird camera at
videotaped depositions of company withesses to videotape the lawyer defending the deposition;
and it is further

ORDERED that the partiesshall share in the expense of the synchronization of the
videotapes, in any editing of the tapes, on a 50-50 basis; and 1t is further

ORDERED that, nothing in this Order shall be construed to mean that the videotapes of
the lawyers may be shown at trial. Counsel's objections to showing the videotape of counsel at
the time of trid are reserved; and itis further

ORDERED that acopy of this Order shall be served upon all counsel within Z days

Sl

| ~ ~ aDnGarruto, 1.S.C.

from the date hereof.

unopposed

X _ opposed



