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hand complete inquiry can be made.

8. Question;
15 Q After becoming aware of the allegations of

16 misconduct on that Friday in early January of 88, did
17 you immediately go speak to Roger Mahony regarding the
18 information that was presented to you?

Response/Objection:

w 19 MR. WOQDS: I'm g;)ing to object to the question
04:44:16 20 as beyond the scope of the jurisdictional issues

21 involved and instruct the witness not to answer.

22 BY MR, WATERS: |

23 Q You're going to follow that instruction?

24 A Yes.
04:44:2525 MR, WOODS: Il stipulate that hell follow all
04:44:27 1 instructions not to answer.
h 2 MR. WATERS: Okay. Is that

3 MR. WOCDS: You don't need to ask him.

4 THE WITNESS: Yes.
k (4:44:34 5 MR. WATERS: Okay. Thank you.

Reason answer should be compelled:

Any 'party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Cede of Civil Procedure Section
r 2017010} Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s prqc]ivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly

15.
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duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committiné child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los |
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan, During the depositions of Cardinal Rogér Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Agnilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the iésue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
Inot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norbe_rto
Rivera, It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction prectudes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelied to answer'so a full

"Jand complete inquiry can be made.
g, | Question:

16 Q The allegations of misconduct against Father

17 Nicalas Aguilar Rivera were not the first allegations of

18" misconduct that you have ever received on a priest in

19 the Archdiocese of L.os Angeles, correct?

16.
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Response/Objection:

04:47:38 20 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the question,
21 Tt calls for information beyond the scope of the
22 jurisdictional issues and instruct the witness not to .
23 answer.

Reason answer should be compelied:

Any party may obtain discoxfery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the diséovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010,) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Agui[a:\R.;vera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for prlestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angales Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, J anuary i1,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, F ather Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,

1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Blshop Thomas

Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardmal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Blshop Curry and -
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father -
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was,to ascertain if the issue of

contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting

17,
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Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. Itis also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Fa-ther
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attomey’s improper inish'uctiOn precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that wili shed .Iight on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made. ‘
|1 10.  Question:
1 Q What was -- what did you say to Father

2 Nicolas Aguilar Rivera during this meeting?
Response/Objection: ‘

3 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the question

4 unless it's more narrowly circumscribed in that it goes
04:49:24 5 way beyond issues of jurisdiction and instruct him not

6 to answer that question as phrased.

7 I invite you to narrow it to issues relating

8 to contacts with his supén'or or other officials in

9 Mexico or something that is a jurisdictional issue;
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant 10
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010.} Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
I1Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew

it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

18.
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I Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Agnilar Rivera's unfitness for pri&sﬂy
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Lés Angeles, On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities un'tii three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From Janvary 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
'Jand Bishop Curry, Bishop Cunj( and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
‘not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The

questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be co.mpelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
11.  Question:

Q What did Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera tell
{ 12 you during this meeting?
Response/Objection:

19,
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13 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.
Reason answer should be compelled: ‘

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section

2017.010,) At issue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of

Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Niqholas Aguilar Rivera to the A'rchdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles becarhe awaré of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera [eft Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
“Diooese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inguire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Fa{her McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of

contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore, 1t is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

Rivera. Itis also clear that while an extemn priest in Los Angeles up until present Father

20.
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Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan, The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instraction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
12.  Question;
Q After the meeting with Father Nicolas Aguilar
04:50:24 25 Rivera, did you discuss the subject matter with Cardinal
04:50:34 1 Mahony?
nResponseIObjection:

2 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the question

3 asbeyond the scope of the jurisdictional issues unless

4 1t's more carefully crafted and instruct the witness not
04:50:43 5 to answer.
Reason apswer should be compeled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or fo the dete;mination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably

ucalculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010,) At issue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's unﬁﬁless for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

21.
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1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
| Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby av?ided capture. ‘From Japuary 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Dioccese of Tehnacan, During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Apuilar Rivera. The pﬁpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting

Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was

not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an

extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. Itis also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions bIockéd by defense attorney's improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.

13.  Question:

23 Q During your meeting with Nicolas Aguilar

24 Rivera, did he at any time inform you that he was

04:55:2025 planning on leaving the United States?

Response/Objection: -

04:55:27 1 MR. WOODS: Hold on. I'm going to object to that
2 question as beyond the sooi:e of jurisdiction and
3 instruct the witness not to answer.

Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to

22.
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the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the detmﬁnaﬁon of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidenc;e or appears reasonably
calculated to iead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (C&de of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010,) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage m child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From J anuary 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff's counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
kNicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was 1o ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop P!Jorberto Rivera, or pontacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
Mnot discussed the reasons therefore, It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilér was an.
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera, It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until prﬁsent Father -
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring .

into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise

23.
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jurisdiction over the Mexican Deferidants. Defendant must be compelied to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
14.  Question:
24 Q And the reason why you didn't think he was
04:58:50 25 fit to continue to serve here was why?
Response/Objection:
04:58:53 1 MR. WOODS: Okay. I'm going to object to-any
2 further inquiry along this line as beyond the scope of
Fl , 3 jurisdiction and instruct the witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010,) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did_ with that information. Defendants Cardin;l Norberto Rivém and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became awaré of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los -
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the:
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

Curry plaihtiff’s counsel attemnpted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony

24.
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and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curmry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discﬁssed the reasons therefore, It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera, Itis also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivefa must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorey’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be’ compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
15.  Question:
Q Between January -- or when did you first
6 become — come to the conclusion, in your mind, that

7 Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera was not fit to serve

8 within the Archdiocese of Los Angeles?
Response/Objection:
9 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.
'Reason answer should be compelled: ‘

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the mater either is ifself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
| calculated to lead to the disco;rery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
12617.010,) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of

Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew

it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

28,
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Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly

duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los

Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations tc; authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan, The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction aver the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

and oompleté inquiry can be made.

16,  Question:
Q Between January 8, 1988, and Fanuary 11th,
12 1988, Friday to Monday, did you tell anybody besides
13 Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera that you felt that he was

26.
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14 unfit to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles?
Response/Objection:
04:59:46 15 MR. WOODS: Object to the scope of the question
16 asbeyond the scope of jurisdiction except to the extent
17 itmight include communications with Aguilar Rivera's
18 Ordinary or otﬁer officials in Mexico. And if you were
19 to limit it to that, I would let him answer. But.
05:00:06 20 otherwise, I'm going to instruct him not to answer,
21 MR. WATERS: Okay. So you instruct not to answer
22 that question?
23 THE WITNESS: Correct.
Reason answer should be compelled:
Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code aof Civil Procedure Section
2017.010,) Atissue in this matter s the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew

it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rwera to the A}chdiocwe of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Aﬁgeles became aware éf allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera commifting child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,

1988 uatil present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the

27 . i
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Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishoi) Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. It is also clear that while an- extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
Nicholas Agpilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant mattess that will shed light on whether Californja Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
( 17. Question:
Q At the time that you wrote this letter, had

13 you or anybody af’ﬁ]iﬁted with the Archdiocese reported

14 the accusations to the authorities?
Response/Objection:
05:02:12 15 MR. WOODS: Okay. I'm going to object to the

16 question as beyond the scope of this deposition and
“ 17 instruct the witness not to answer. |
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to

the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section

28.
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Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that infonﬁation. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishoﬁ Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
aﬁd Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. Itis also clear that while anJextem priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney's improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.

8. Question:

Q Afier you learned that this was -- when

66.
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10:30:43 1 Monsignor Curry brought this information to you as vicar

2 for clergy, did you direct him to take action responsive

3 to tﬁe situation involving Nicolas Aguilar Rivera?
Response/Objection:

4 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the form of
10:31:00 5 the question as beyond the scope of this deposition and

6 instruct the witness not to answer.

7 MR. ANDERSON: Relevancy?
1 § MR WOODS: Yes.
Reason answer should be compelled: _

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. {Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s pr;)clivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that informé.tioq. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's unfitness for priestly

’iduties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On

January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

1988. During the three day delay in reporting the aliegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Apguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture, From {anuary 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

Curry plaintiff’s counse] attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
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Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
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it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Téhuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nichélas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January §, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly

duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
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Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
10 |1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allepations to authorities, Father Nicholas
11 [ Aguilar Rivera left Las Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
12 (1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the

13 || Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
14 | Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal MahOny
15 jland Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
16 ||Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
17 ||Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
18 ||contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting

19 ! Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's diocese The Diocese of Tehvacan was discussed and if it was
20 {inot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an

21 |lextern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
22 |Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angetes up until present Father

23 §Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
24 |lquestions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring

25 Linto relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
226 |ljurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

1327 }jand complete inguiry can be made.

28 [118.  Question:
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Q Did you meet -- did your meeting on
05:02:28 20 January 9th 1988, precede you or the Archdiocese
21 notifying the authorities of these accusations?
Response/Objection:
22 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction,

t

Reason answer should be compelled:
Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is releﬁant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Praceduré Section
u 2017.010.) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, Januvary 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby a§oided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
|| Diocese of Tehuacan, During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and

Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain whether there
were signs that Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera intended to flee the jurisdiction prior to a full

30.
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investigation could be made. If such signs were present then if is contended that the
Archdiocese of Los Angeles did or should have contacted Father Nicholas Aguliar Bivera’s
Bishop, Bishop Noberto Rivera. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an extern
priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera,
It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father Nicflolas
Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan, The questions
blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring into
relevant matters that will shed light on whe;her California Courts may exercise jurlsdicﬁon
over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full and complete
hinquiry can be made.
19.  Question:
Q During your meeting of January 9th, 1988, did

18 you inform Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera that he needs

19 to remain in the jurisdictic;n of the Archdiocese of
05:03:55 20 Los Angeles so this full investigation can take place?
)Responstbjection:
\1 21 MR. WOODS: Object to the scope of the question

22 asbeyond the scope of jurisdiction and instruct the

| 23 witness not to answer.
Reason smswer should be compelled:
Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Proceduré Section
2017.010.) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
»it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly

t
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duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Cutry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles atﬁhorities unti! three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan, During the dépositious of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Cunry plaintiff’s counsel atterapted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain whether there
were signs that Father Nicholas Agnilar Rivera intended to flee the jurisdiction prior to a full
investigation could be made. If such signs were present then it is contended that the
Archdiocese of Los Angeles did or should have contacted Father Nicholas Aguliar Rivera’s
Bishop, Bishop Noberto Rivera. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an extem
priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera.
It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father Nicﬁo]as
Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehvacan. The questions
blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring inte
relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise jurisdicﬁon
over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelied to answer so a full and complete
inquiry can be made.
20.  Question:
Q If Aguilar Rivera had told you during the

22 January 9th, 1988, meeting that he was planning on

23 returning to Mexico at the 'ﬁrst of the week 1-11, would
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24

24 you have advised him to stay within the jurisdiction of
05:07:08 25 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles so a full investigation
05:07:11 1 could take place?

Response/Objection:
2 MR.WOODS: Object.
3 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation.
4 MR. WOODS: Same objection. Plus, it's beyond
05:07:18 5 the scope of the jurisdictional issues, and l instruct
6 -the witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter invotved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010.) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aWare of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify ins Angeles authorities until three days later, Janvary 11,
1988. Dunng the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony

T
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investigation could be made. If such signs were present then it is contended that the
Archdiocese of Los Angeles did or should have contacted Father Nicholas Aguliar Rivera’s
Bishop, Bishop Noberto Rivera. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an extern-
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It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father Nicholas
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Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The questions

—
[

blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring into

[
b

relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise jurisdiction

—
W

over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full and complete

—
.

inquiry can be made.

—
¥, ]

21.  Question:

—
(=)

Q Do you recall ever having any conversation

[e-—
~J

19 with Father McClean mgarding these accusations?

j—
0

Response/Objection:

p—
o

05:08:08 20 MR. WOODS: Okay. I'm going to object. That's

]
S

21 beyond the scope of the jurisdictional issues and

[y
ot

22 instmct the witness not to answer., -

&3

Reason answer should be compelled:
23 Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
24 REthe subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made

25 [/in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears' reasonably

;126 jicalculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
cR7 || 2017.010.) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of

28 ||Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
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it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nichclas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera commitiing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguitar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles aquthorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During'the three day delay in reporting the allegations to autherities, Father Nicholas

i Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From fanuary 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
,JCurry‘pIaintiﬁ’s counsel attempted to inguire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony |
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry anél Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Apuilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
lcontacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Aﬂgel&e up until present Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise

jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelied to answer so & full

25 fand complete inquiry can be made.

:36 22. Question:

371 Q Do you recall having any conversations with

58 05:08:16 25 Sister Renee, the principal, regarding accusations.of
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05:08:22 1 childhood sexual abuse made against Father Nicolas

e

2 Aguilar Rivera?
Response/Objection:
3 MR. WOODS: Same objection, and the same
4 instruction.
05:08:31 § MR. WATERS: I'm just asking if he recalls having
6 aconversation.

7 MR. WQODS: Unlmé the conversation relates to

o s v L Rk WM

8 contacts by the Mexican nationals with California, it's

—
o

9 beyond the scope of this depo, in my opinion.

e
—

05:08:43 10 MR. WATERS: Well, we don't know until he answers

12 11 the question as to whether or not there were
13 12 conversations.
14 13 MR. WOODS: No, but this is a limited deposition
15 14 by court order. So you have to limit the question to |
16 [(05:08:51 15  the scope that's permissible, and then he'll answer it.
17 16  MR.WATERS: Idid. Iasked ifhe had any
18 17 conversations with Sister Renee and asked if he had any
19 18 conversations ﬁith Father McClean, and you've blocked
20 L 19 the questions.
21 [105:09:03 20 MR. WOODS: No, no. Ask him if he had any
22 21 conversations with Sister Renee about Cardinal Rivera
23| 22 doingbusiness in California or living in Califoraia o
24 23 coming to California frequently or --

“ 25 24 MR. WATERS: I have to ask the --

é;,_: 26 ‘05:09:15 25 MR. WOQDS: -- or about Mr. Mendez, your client,

té 27 [|05:09:18 1 being in California or l';eing abused in California or
28 2 something to that effect. Then I'll let him answer it.

137011/ 36,

I[ SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




137011/

g0 =~ S W B W N

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
p
24
25
26
27
28

l 05:10:05 20 MR. WATERS: Giveme a break.

™~

. : .
\

3 MR. WATERS: Don, I really think you're

4 obstructing the inguiry here. I mean 1 need to ask
05:09:29 5 these foundational questions in order to get to the next

6 questions, and it's improper for you to instruct on the

7 foundational question.

8 MR. WOODS: 1 appreciate your desire to do a good

9 job for your client and I appreciate that you want to
05:09:40 10 ask questions that go to the merits of the case, but

11 this isn't the place or the time for it. '

12 MR. ANDERSON: The questions are about Nicolas

13 Aguilar Rivera being in California as an agent of

14 Norberto Rivera.

05:09:54 15 MR, WOODS: An agent?

16 MR. ANDERSON: -- the diocese.

17 MR. WOODS: Ask him if they had a conversation

18 about him being an agent of Cardinal Rivera, T1l let

19 him ask it.

21 MR. ANDERSON: He is the one doing business ip

22 California. The question goes fo Nicolas Aguilar Rivera

23 and — and his contacts with California. _

24 MR, WATERS: 1 me;m I think — we'll get the
05:10:21 25 judge involved. I understand why you're taking an
05 :10:23 1 approach rega.tding the scope of this, but I really

2 think — I'm not trying to get a broadbrush here. I'm

3 trying to ask the foundational questions to get more
4 information, I think that you're being too narrow, and

05:10:34 5 1 think that we're going to have to get the judge
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