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(Rescrved for use by the Court)

ORDER

Defendants seek a protective order relating to a Rule 30(b)(6) Notice of Deposition in which Plaintiff
seeks to have Defendants identify an officer, agent or employee to testify about eleven items regarding,
in part, the identity of entities who owned or operated either of the Defendants and the identity and
explanation of any and all relationships between and among the Defendants and their parents, subsidianes
and affiliates.

Defendants previously filed a Motion to Quash the same Notice of Deposition for which the
Defendants now seek a protective order. Defendants’ Motion to Quash was denied because the
mformation sought by Plaintiff was arguably relevant to the EEQC’s claim and appeared to be reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. In essence, Defendants’ present Motion for
a Protective Order seeks to limit the deposition addressed in the Motion to Quash, making the same or
similar arguments previously rejected by the Court. These arguments have been rejected by the Court.

Based on the above, Defendants’ Motion for a Protective Order is denied.
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