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50. Question:
Q What was Monsignor Curry's role in — beyond
12:52:56 10 advising him that he was under suspicion and a full
11 investigation was to be taking place, role in Aguilar’s
12 departure from L.A.7
Response/Objection:
i3 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instroction.

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
2617.010) 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 Nicl-xrol'as Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three da}ys later, January 11,
KIQS 8. 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
ﬁDiocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff's counsel attempied to inqguire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Apuilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and

Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
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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 compelled to answer so a full
land complete inquiry can be made.
51.  Question:
Q Was Auxiliary Bishop or Father Stephen Blaire

16 involved in Nicolas Aguilar's departure in any way?
Response/Objection:

17 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instructio;L
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obfain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter invelved 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 sexval 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 unfiiness 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
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duties. On Januvary 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 Thomes
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 puspose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nichoias Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop iﬂorberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Agnilar 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 undey the authority of s bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. It is also clear that while an extemn 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 & full
and oompléte inquiry can be made.
! 52.  Question:
Q Did you ever discuss with Stephen Blaire the
12:53:28 20 suspicions of sexual abuse by Nicolas Aguilar?
Response/Objection:
21 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
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in ;hat action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
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calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010.) Atissvein 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
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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,
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1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
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Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
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1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
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Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
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Curry plaintiff®s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
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and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
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Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
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Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
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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
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22 jnot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
23 [lextern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

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

[
Lh

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

s
i

questions blocked by defense attomey’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
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into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise

28 fijurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
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and complete inquiry can be made.
53.  Question:
Q Did Stephen Blaire -- was Stephen Blaire at
24 this time in residence at St. Bernadefte's?
ResponselObjecﬁon:
12:53:49 25 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obiain 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 prgclivities 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 Aguiiar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
Hduties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities unt:il-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 retumn 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 Becmne aware of the allegations leveed against Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
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contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contact.ing
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 extem 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 Defer;dants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a fuil
and complete inquiry can be made.
“ 54, Question:

Q Was ke involved in this in any way?
Response/Objection:

3 MR. WQOODS: 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 Praceduré Section
W.?OI 7.010.) 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 Cardinat 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 Angelé‘s. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles bec-:ame aware of allegations of Father
HNicholas Apguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unﬁtﬁess 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, Jannary 11,
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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 avoided capture. From January 9,
1983 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the dépositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempfed td 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 Teﬁiiacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilm 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 blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exerciéé
iurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelied to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
55. Question:
Q Was there any attempt to ~ by Archdiocesan

! 16 officials to contact Mexican police authorities?
Response/Objection: )

17 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the

18 scope of this deposition and instruct the witness not to

19 answer.
Reason answer should be compelied:

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
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1 Iin 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

2
3
4
5
6 j|Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
7 [|duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
8 | January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
9 | Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
10 {|duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
11 [[Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
12 11988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
13 | Apuilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. ‘From January 9,
14 i 1988 until present Father Nichalas Aguilar Rivera rhas remained a priest incardinated in the
15 || Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
16 | Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
17 jjand Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
| 18 | Father McClean when these individﬁals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
19 ||Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
20 | contacting Father Nicholas Agﬁilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
21 |[Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
22 [Inot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
23 jextern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
24 | Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
5«25 Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
i;:;26 questions b_locked by defense attomey’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
; tinto relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise

7
8 ljurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
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and complete inquiry can be made.

56. Question:

Q Was there any aitempt by you or anybody at
22 yourrequest to keep Aguilar in the country so he would
23 not go back to Mexico?
ResponsefObjection:
24 MR. WOODS: Argumentative, beyond the scope of
12:54:52 25 jurisdiction, 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 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 Archdiccese 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
dduties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicﬁolas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles aunthorities 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

|J|Diocese 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
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1 |iFather 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 Lés AngeI;s 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.

ﬂ57. Question:

Q Did the Archdiocesan officials advise the

3 police that he was staying with -- that Nicolas Aguilar

4 was staying with members -- with members of his family:
12:55:08 5 and had an intention to return to Mexico?
Response/Objection: |

6 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any pary 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 Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

Diocese of Tehuacan were awate of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
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duties prior to sending Father Nicﬁo';as Aguilar Rivera to the A_rchdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiccese 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 Cutry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify'qu 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 retumn 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 Cuny 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
ljurisdiction ovér the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
58.  Question:
Q On January 11th, police records indicate that

18 Sister Renee reported to police. Are you aware of that?
Response/Objection:

19 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the
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12:55:51 20 scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not to

21 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.) 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 infonnation. 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 Nicl}olas Agnilar 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

FAguilar 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 deﬁositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
ﬂCurry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Maﬁony
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 Norberte Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
Pnot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an

extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authoi-ity of his bhishop, Bishop Norberto
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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 Tehuwacan. 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.
59. Question:
Q K states, "On January 8th, 1988, Mrs.

7 "blank" contacted Our Lady of Guadelupe Church and

8 revealed the allegations of molestation. The pastor,

9 Father McClean, immediately notified Monsignor Curry
12:57:51 10 Did you know that to have been the case?
Response/Objection:

11 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the

12 scope of jurisdiction or with Mexican nationals who are

13 defendants and instruct the witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be compeHed:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, lthat is relevant to
the snbject 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 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
Jamuary 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father

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

14
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duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles autherities 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 Rogé:r 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 iﬁquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacﬁng
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
rlnot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nichotas 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 blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction prechides plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed li ght on whether California Courts may exercise
jucisdiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelled to answer'so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
iﬁﬂ. Question:
... Do you know how Father Aguilar got to the
21 airport and out of the country?
22 A No.
n 23 Q Who in the L.A. Archdiocese may know that’(?
Response/Objection:
24 MR. WOODS: I'm going to — hold on. I'm going

01:00:12 25 to object to the question as beyond the scope of the
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01:00:14 1 jurisdictional issue§ and instruct the witness not t;)

2 answer. It also calls for speculation.
Reason answer should be compelled;
d 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
2017.010.) At issue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilaf 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 _unﬁtnéss for priestly
duti&e prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
iJanuary 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 aflegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoidéd capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
F Diocese of Tehuacan, During the depositions of Cardinal Roge;r 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

' 1Father McClean when these individials 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
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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 blocked by defense attomey’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 compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
61.  Question:
... My question to you is are you aware that Ann

01:05:0920 Curry called up Tehuacan and actually talked to Norberto
21 Rivera as reported by the police? |
ResponsefObjection:

22 MR. WQOODS: Objection. Object to the

23 question as -~

24 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; assumes facts ntot in
01:05:23 25 evidence. |
01:05:24 1 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the

2 scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not to

l 3 answer.

Reason answer should be compelied:

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 determin.ation of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
4 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible eﬁdence. {Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010) | At issue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendams 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 Nicl.mlas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly

duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
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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 notifyr 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 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 cpntacting
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 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. (

62. Question:

“ Q At this time on January 8th through

6 January 1th, 1988, were you laboring under the belief

7 that Norberto Rivera was not accessible to you and your

* 8 designees by telephone? |

Response/Objection:
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E4 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the. question
01:05:54 10 as beyond the scope of jurisdiction and insiruct the
11 witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:
Any party may obtain discovery regarding ‘any- mattes, 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 kﬁew 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 awarg 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 autherities, 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 inguire 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 aliegations 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 aqd if it was

not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
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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 blocked by defense attormey’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff froxﬁ inquiring
into relevant matters thst 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 car be made,
63. Question:
Q Was there somethir;g, Cardinal, that kept you \

14 from making the call that Ann Curry made as reflected in
01:06:07 15 this report to Norberto Rivera?
Response/Objection:

16 - MR. WOODS: I object to the question as beyond

17 the scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not

18 to answer.
Reason answer should be compelied:
f Any party mﬁy obtain discovery regarding any matter, not pdvilegf:d, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
lin 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 Fathér Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
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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
Diccese 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 Aguilac Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when thése inc_lividﬁals 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
iextern 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

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

64. Question:

Q Was there something that kept Monsignor Curry
21 from makihg the call?

HResponseiObjection: .
22 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 peﬁding action or to the determination of any motion made

rin that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
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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 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
Aguilaf Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Agnilar 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. 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 aiso clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
JNicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan, The
questioﬁs 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.
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65. Queston:
Q When Nicolas Aguilar first served, it was at

6 Our Lady of Guadelupe? He went to Our Lady of Guadelupe
7 and then was moved to St. Agatha's. What do you know |
8 about that?

Response/Objection:
9 MR. WOODS: QObject. The question is beyond the

01:29:05 10 scope of jurisdiction over Mexican nationals and
11 instruct the witness not to answer.

i 12 MR. SELSBERG: 1object. It's vague.

Reason answer should be compelled:

I Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
Ithe 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
czlculated 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
Jamuary 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguitar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
lduties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Agilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days tater, Jannary 11,
r 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
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1 {|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 agafnst Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inguiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diccese 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
extem priest in Los Angeles hcrremained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera, It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up unfil present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense atiorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed ﬁght 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.
66. Question:
Q And why did you write the letter, Cardinal?

Response/Objection:
01:30:5010  MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the form —

11 strike that.

12 I'm going to object to the question as beyond

13 the scope of the jurisdictional issues and instruct the

14 witness not to answer. His state of mind has nothing to
01:31:05 15 do with jurisdiction.
Reason answer should be compelied: -
M 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
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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.sendin_g 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 Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry f)laintiff’s counse! 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 ifit 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 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 Defenﬁants. Defendant must be compelled to answer-so a full

and complete inquiry can be made.
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67. Question:
Q At the time that you wrote this letter,

21 Nicolas Aguilar was under the exclusive control of

22 Bishop Rivera as his Ordinary, was he not?
Response/Objection:

23 MR.SELSBERG: Objection; assumes facts not in

24 evidence.
01:31:45 25 MR, WOODS; I'm going to object that it's beyond

1 the scope of the jurisdictional issues and instruct the

2 witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be compeiled:

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
caleulated 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
nDiocese 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 Bisﬁop Cutry met with Father Nicholas Aguilér 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 ] 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
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