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his matter comes before the Courton Appeal of United States Magistrate Judge Mark Falk.
filed on October 23, 2007, whereby Judge Falk held that Dr. Haider Abbas is prohibited from

i o se Plaintif T Ghulam Mohiuddin's deposition. Pursuant to Fen. R, Civ. P, 78 no

ment was heard. For the reasons set forth below, Judue Falk's decision w prechude Dr

\bbas from participating in Plaintifls deposition is affirmed.
L DISCUSSION
TARY party may appeal froma Magisirate Judge s determination oi'a ron-dispositive matier.”

OO RD 72U DAY A Judge shall consider the appeal and/or eross- -appeal and set aside am
= 2

> ludges order found 1o be clearty erroneous or contrary o law,” L. C1iv. 2
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":‘;‘Miéi’;}' SITONCOUS GF COMrary o b rosts

witht the party filing the appeal. See Marks v, Struble, 347 F. Supp. 2d 136, 149 (DUNLL 2004

wey, Gen, Motors Corp.. 942 F. Supp, 968 (DN )L 19906), The standard is usually noted and

applicd without discussion or explanation. See. ¢.g.. Kohlmaver v, Nat'l B2 Passenger Corp,, 1724
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FoSupp. 2d 8770878 n 1 (DN 20003 Oceasionallv. however, courts have gone bevond merely

stating the standard and fleshed-out the meaning of the standard, For example, in So

:

Motor Vessel Leeway. the court considered a Magistrate dadge s order fixing the

support i e reviewing Court

cormmtiited . ]

[ the current cuse, Judge Falk received correspondence from Plaintiff, r cquesting thas

~and "moral supporter.” Dr. Abbas. be permitied 1o attend his deposition and act as his
tansiator. Defendant Sony Blectronics Ine. submitted opposition, On Oclober 5. 2007, Plaintifl
submitted a second letter requesting that “IPlaintif be allowed to bring his friend Dr. Abbas for the
hearing and allow Dr. Abbas to help [P lainti i with his fiie as needed.” Defendant sub mitted further

07 On October 19,2007 the Court received 3 third letier from Plainti

et 1o attend his denosition,

P laaeyld e .
oyt hay art Hewtated eHimate concems

de ‘N\sizﬁ iy, Plai

alif s desires for help”™ and “moral support” 4

y Defendant’s entitlement o an accurate and complete de eposition. The possibility of
P mifluencing Plaintifts testimony constituies o “elearly detfined and serious mjury.” Pansy
v Boreush of Stroudsbureh, 23 1 786 (3d Cir, 1994). which entitles Defendant o the

TS protectio rmitied Dy, Abbas o gtrend the

Clpate inany way, namely speaki

> Falk concluded that ity sriate e this case o preciude D




P

Abbas’s participation from Plaintfts deposition.

the Court has reviewed this matter and agrees with Judge Falk's reasoning as set forth in

port and Recommendation. Furthermore, Judge Falk's decision is neither erroncous nor

contrary to hnw. Accordingly. this Court adopts Judge Falks decision in fts entirety.

i CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated, it is the finding of this Court that Judge Falk’s decision to preciude

ks Wi

-~

DroAbbas from participating in Plainiift™s deposition s hereby affivmed.
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