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Laurence E. Drivon, SBN 46660
David E. Drivon, SBN 158369
Robert T. Waters, SBN 196833
rTHE DRIVON LAW FIRM
215N, San Joaquin Street
Stockton, CA 95202
Telephone: (209) 644-1234

Michael G. Finnegan, SBN 241091
JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES
E-1000 First National Bank Building
332 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Telephone: (651) 227-9990

Martin D. Gross, SBN 147426

LAW OFFICES OF MARTIN D. GROSS
2001 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 205 .
Santa Monica, CA 90403

Telephone: (310) 453-8320

Joseph W. Carcione, Jr., SBN 56693
Gary W. Dolinski, SBN 107725
CARCIONE, CATTERMOLE, et. al.
601 Brewster Avenue

P. O.Box 3389

Redwood City, CA 94064-3389
Telephone: (650) 367-6811

Attorneys for Plaintiff

JOAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ,
Plaintiff,
V.

CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY, et
al.,

- Defendants.
/

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CENTRAL DISTRICT

 TO ALL PARTIES HEREIN AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:
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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on \\\'), ' \D‘l a,t8 3 in Department 4y R of thiz

CASE NO. BC358718
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ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION
QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS
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NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION =
: QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
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1 [|Court located at 111 North Hill Street, Room 109, Los Angeles, CA 90012, plaintiff

3]

J CAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ will move the Court for an olrder compelling depondcnté
Cardinal Roger Mahony ;':md Bishop Thomas Curry to answer certain questions propounded at
each respective deposition that the dseponeﬁt refused to answer on advice of counsel (as shown
in the Statement of Questions filed with this motion), and to produce that they each were
required to produce pursuant to the notices of deposition.

This motion will be and is made on the ground that the questions asked were relevant

to the subject matter of the action and deponents' respective refusals to answer and produce

o0 N1 o e W

such documents was without substantial justification. The motion will be based upon this
10 |notice, the aftached memorandum of points and authorities, the declaration hereto, the records

11 jjand filed in this action, and a certified copy of the relevant portions of the deposition
12 llproceedings attached herewith, |

13 |Dated: September , 2007

14 : 7 THE DRIVON LAW FIRM

ROBERT T. WATERS
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PROOF OF SERVICE
I declare that:

I am employed in the County of San Joaquin, State of California. I am over the age of
eighteen (18) years and not a party to the within cause of action; my business address is 215

North San Joaquin Street, Stockton, California 95202.
On September 19, 2007, 1served the within:

' NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING ANSWERS TO
DEPOSITION QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

on all interested parties in said action, addressed as follows:

INTERESTED PARTY . MAIL HAND E-

DELIVERY | MAIL.

FAX

| Fax: (213) 625-0248

Michael L. Cypers XX
Evan M. Wooten

Elena G, Griffin

MAYER BROWN LLP

350 S. Grand Avenue, 25" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1503

Email: meypers@mayerbrown.com
ewogoten@maverbrown.com
egriffin@mayerbrown.com
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Don Woods : XX
James Habel

HENNIGAN, BENNETT & DORMAN LLP
865 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2900

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Fax: (213) 694-1234

Email: woodsd@hbdlawyers.com
habelj@hbdlawvers.com

Steven R. Selsberg (Pro Hac Vice) : XX
MAYER, BROWN, ROWE & LAW, LLP
700 Louisiana Street, Suite 3400

Houston, TX 77002-2730

Fax: (713) 238-4888

Email: srselsherg@mayerhrown.com

Jeffrey Anderson XX

Michael G, Finnegan

Jeff Anderson & Associates

E-1000 First National Bank Bldg.

332 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Fax: (651) 297-6543

Email: Jeff@andersonadvocates.com
Mike@andersonadvecates.com
Therese@andersonadvocates.com




[=-BES D = T ¥ ™~ VS B o

o

" l
. ‘

Martin D. Gross XX
Law Offices of Martin D. Gross '

2001 Wilshire Blvd.,, Suaite 300
Santa Monica, CA 90403

Fax: (310) 861-1359

Email: martin@lawgross.com

Gary Dolinski : XX
Joseph W. Carcione, Jr.
CARCIONE, CATTERMOLLE, et al.
601 Brewster Avenue

P.O. Box 3389

Redwood City, CA 94064

Fax: (650) 367-0367

Email: Gdolinski@carcionelaw.com

MAIL: Being familiar with the practice of this office for the collection and the processing of
correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service, and deposited in the United
States Mail copies of the same to the business addresses set forth above, in a sealed envelope
fully prepaid.

HAND: By placing a true copy thereof in a sealed envelope and causing said envelope to be
delivered by hand to the address(s) noted above, during normal business hours.

E-MAIL: By transmitting same via electronic email between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 5:00
p-m. to the addressee(s) noted above at the email addresses shown.

FAX: By personally transmitting same via an electronic facsimile machine between the hours of
8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., to the addressee(s) noted above at the facsimile number shown.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct. Executed on the above date at Stockton, California.

ped 1L pH

I R. FRANK
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Laurence E. Drivon, SBN 46660

{IDavid E. Drivon, SBN 158369
Robert T. Waters, SBN 196833

THE DRIVON LAW FIRM

215 N. San Joaquin Street

Stockton, CA 95202

Telephone: (209) 644-1234

Michael G. Finnegan, SBN 241091
JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES
E-1000 First National Bank Building
332 Minnesota Street

[iSt. Paul, MN 55101

Telephone: (651) 227-9990

Martin D. Gross, SBN 147426

LAW OFFICES OF MARTIN D. GROSS
2001 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 205 '
Santa Monica, CA 90403

Telephone: (310) 453-8320

Gary W. Dolinski, SBN 107725
CARCIONE, CATTERMOLE, et. al.
601 Brewster Avenue

P. 0. Box 3389

Redwood City, CA 94064-3389
Telephone: (650) 367-6811

HJoseph W. Carcione, Jr., SBN 56693

I‘Attorneys for Plaintiff

JOAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ,
Plaintiff,
V.

CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY, et
al.,

A Defendants.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CENTRAL DISTRICT

CASE NO. BC358718

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING
ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION
QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS .

DATE: W\ A \0o7

TIME: 4.3 .
DEPT: L\',;e A

Plaintiff JOAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ herein submits his memorandum of points

and authorities in support of his motion to compel answers to deposition questions of party

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES [N SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING
ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
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CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY and witness Bishop Thomas Curry and to produce

|

documents as follows:

§I. BRIEF FACTUAYL OVERVIEW:

This matter involves the childhood sexual clergy abuse. Defendant NICHOLAS
AGUILAR, molested numerous children after becoming ordained in Mexico in 1970. In 1987,
AGUILAR was sent to California where additional molestations were pérpetrated in the
Diocese of Los Angeles under church leader CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY. Plaintiff
alleges, among other things, that CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY, knew of the previous
se:_cual abuse of children in Mexico and despite such knowledge assigned and appointed
AGUILAR to priestly positions in the Los Angeles Diocese. Afier such molestations occurred
thercin, CARDINAL MAHONY aided AGUILAR and assisted and facilitated his ability to
flee the United States to Mexico. Deponent Msgr. Thomas Curry was, at the time, the Vicar
for Clergy for the Archdiocese of Los Angeles (he is now a Bishop). The defendants in this
lawsuit are CARDINAL MAHONY; THE ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF LOS
ANGELES; CARDINAL NORBERTO RIVERA and THE DIOCESE OF TEHUACAN (the
"MEXICAN" defendants); and AGUILAR.
|I.___FACTS RELATING TO THIS MOTION:

The deposition of CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY and Bishop Thomas Curry took
place in Los Angeles on September 13, 2007. By order of the 'Coun, the Court granted the
depositions be limited to inquiries of each witness relevant to personal jurisdiction by the State
of California over CARDINAL RIVERA and the DIOCESE OF TEHUACAN (the
“MEXICAN" defendants — a Mexican citizen and MEXICAN corporation, respectively).
Both deponents were instructed by counsel to "not" answer many questioﬁs (see Statement of
Questions in dispute) on the basis of relevancy. In all, counsel advised deponent CARDINAL
MAHONY to not answer appx. 91 times; Bishop Curry 32 times.

Additionally, plaintiff’s (amended) notice of taking 'depé)sition contained 14 requests
¢ach for the production of various documents at: depositioh. See Bxhibits “A” and “B” hereto.

Deponents failed to produce ALL documents, rather Deponents only produced the documents

2.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING
ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
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from the priest personnel file which they believed were relevant.

{{IL. _LAW & ARGUMENT:

California Code of Civil Procedure §2025.480 provides that if a deponent fails to
answer any question or to produce any document under the deponents’s control that is
specified in the deposition notice, the party seeking discovery may move the court for an order
compelling that answer or production. |

California Code of Civil Procedure §2025.450 provides that if a deponent fails to
produce for inspection any document described in the deposition notice, the party giving the
notice may move for an order compelling the deponent’s attendance and testimony and for the
production for inspection of the document descﬁbed in the deposition notice.

Each instruction to both deponents by their counsel to not answer was on the basis of
relevancy. Relevancy is, for the most part, is an inappropriate objection at deposition. Such as
is stated in Los Angeles Superior Court, Rule 7.12 (€)(9): Counsel should not direct a
deponent to refuse to answer questions unless they seek privileged information or are
“manifestly irrelevant” or “calculaxéd to harass”. ' The questioning by plaintiffs’ counsel was
not “manifestly irrelevant” ~ conversely, it was well within the parameter of the Court’s order
pertaining to allowable questioning inquiring into the personal jurisdiction of the MEXICAN
defendants.

Any party may obtain discovery regardiﬁg 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 of appears reasonably
calculated o 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 Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father

3

MEMORANDUM OF fOlNTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING
. ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
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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 uﬁtil 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 retu.tﬁ and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remainefl 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
FiNicholas 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 exescise
juriédiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
1
"
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING
ﬁ ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
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III. CONCLUSION:

Plaintiff herein requests that the Court order the deponénts {o continuing depositions
wherein they are compelled to answer the questions posed to them, and additionally to produce
all documents responding to plaintiff’s notice of taking depositions.

Dated: September _\%\ , 2007

THE DRIVON LAW FIRM

ggBERTT WATERS

Attorney for Plaintiff

5

- MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR ORDER COMPELLING
ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I declare that:

1 am employed in the County of San Joaqum, State of California. I am over the age of

On September 19, 2007, 1 served the within:

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
ORDER COMPELLING ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION QUESTIONS AND

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

on all interested parties in said action, addressed as follows:

eighteen (18) years and not a party to the within canse of action; my business address is 215
North San Joaquin Street, Stockton, California 95202.

INTERESTED PARTY

MAIL

HAND
DELIVERY

E-

FAX

Michael L. Cypers

Evan M. Wooten

Elena G. Griffin .

MAYER BROWN LLP

350 8. Grand Avenue, 25" Floor

L.0s Angeles, CA 90071-1503

Fax: (213) 6250248

Email: mcypers@mayerbrown.com
ewooten@mayerbrown.com

egriffin@mayerbrown.com

Don Woods

James Habel

HENNIGAN, BENNETT & DORMAN LLP
865 Sonth Figueroa Street, Suite 2900

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Fax: (213) 694-1234

Email: woodsd@hbdlawyers.com
habelj@hbdlawyers.com

Steven R. Selsberg (Pro Hac Vice)
MAYER, BROWN, ROWE & LAW,LLP
700 Louisiana Street, Suite 3400

Houston, TX 77002-2730

Fax: (713) 238-4888

Email: srselsberg@mayerbrown.com
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Jeffrey Anderson _ XX

Michael G. Finnegan

Jeff Anderson & Associates

E-1000 First National Bank Bldg.

332 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Fax: (651) 297-6543

Email: Jeff@andersonadvocates.com
Mike@andersonadvocates.com
Therese@andersonadvocates.com

Martin D. Gross XX
Law Offices of Martin D. Gross
| 2001 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 300

Santa Monica, CA 90403

Fax: (310) 861-1359

Email: martin@lawgross.com

Gary Dolinski e XX
Joseph W, Carcione, Jr. )

CARCIONE, CATTERMOLE, et al.
601 Brewster Avenue :
P.O. Box 3389

Redwood City, CA 94064

Fax: (650) 367-0367

Email: Gdolinski@earcionelaw.com

'J MAIL: Being familiar with the practice of this office for the collection and the processing of

correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service, and deposited in the United

States Mail copies of the same to the business addresses set forth above, m a sealed envelope
fully prepaid.

HAND: By placing a true copy thereof in a sealed envelope and causing said envelope to be
delivered by hand to the address(s) noted above, during normal business hours.

E-MAIL: By transmitting same via electronic email between the howrs of 8:30 a.m, and 5:00
p-m. to the addressee(s) noted above at the email addresses shown.

FAX: By personally transmitting same via an electronic facsimile machine between the hours of
8:30 2.m. and '5:00 p.m,, to the addressee(s) noted above at the facsimile nu;nber shown.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct. Executed on the above date at Stockton, California.
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i [{Laurence E. Drivon, SBN 46660
David E. Drivon, SBN 158369
Robert T. Waters, SBN 196833
THE DRIVON LAW FIRM

215 N. San Joaquin Street
Stockton, CA 95202
Telephone: (209) 644-1234

Michael G. Finnegan, SBN 241091
JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES
E-1000 First Nationa! Bank Building
332 Minnesota Street '

St. Paul, MN 55101 ,
Telephone: {651) 227-9990

Martin D. Gross, SBN 147426
LAW OFFICES OF MARTIN D. GROSS
2001 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 205
10 ||Santa Monica, CA 90403
Telephone: (310) 453-8320
11
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Joseph W. Carcione, Jr., SBN 56693
12 ||Gary W. Dolinski, SBN 107725
CARCIONE, CATTERMOLE, et. al.
13 1601 Brewster Avenue

P. Q. Box 3389

14 |Redwood City, CA 94064-3389

requests submitted with plaintiff’s JOAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ’S motion to compel
28
answers to deposition questions and production of documents.

HTelephone: (650) 367-6811
15
Attomeys for Plaintiff
16
17 ’ SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
18 LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CENTRAL DISTRICT
19
20 JOAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ, . CASE NOQ, BC3587i8
21 Plaintify, ' SEPARATE STATEMENT OF -
22 DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND
g v. ANSWERS
3 2 || CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY, et DATE: W\ \07
| : DEPT: Ha
‘ Defendants. _
% 3 25 /
| & 26 . ,
\ ég The following is the separate statement of questions and answers and document
s 27

o SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
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Additionally, for the convenience of the Court, attached hereto is a copy of the index of

each deponent’s “Instructions Not To Answer” prepared by the Court Reporter. Such index

follows the deposition questions and production rei;uests.

2

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
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Page
QUESTIONS/RESPONSES OF BISHOP THOMAS CURRY 4
QUESTIONS/RESPONSES OF CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY 54
DOCUMENTS TO BE PRODUCED (regarding both deponents) 20
COURT REPORTERS INDEX OF “INSTRUCTIONS NOT TO 224
ANSWER (regarding both deponents) !
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE TAKEN FROM THE
POSITION OF BISHOP THOMAS CURRY:

L Question:
10 Q And this appears to be a letter in response
11 to the letter we just reviewed, number 24, authored by

12 Nicolas Aguilar Rivera to Norberto Rivera, correct?

r Response/Objection:

13 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object that it calls for
14 speculation. He didn't write either of the letters. He

|04:24:39 15 didn't get either of the letters. So it's pure

16 speculation as to whether it's a response to that letter

17 ornot. I'l instruct him not to answer.

18 BY MR. WATERS:

19 Q And you're going to follow that instruction?
04:24:5720 A 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 s itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010.}) Atissuein this matter is the sexual abuse of i:]aintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it énd 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 cbmmitting 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,

4

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
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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,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tebuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Rishop 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 Cutry 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 diacese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
ot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar wés 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
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
ﬂinto 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.
HZ. Question:

7 Q You'd agree with me, Bishop, that this letter

8 puts forth some pretty serious accusations regarding

H 9 Nicolas Aguilar Rivera's fitness to serve as a priest
04:26:46 10 for the Catholic church, comrect?
Response/Objection:
11 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the question
12 asimelevant to the jurisdictional issues involved. :
13 It's calling for speculatibn and opinion, not relevant

14 to this proceeding, and instruct the witness not to

5

SEPARATE STATEMENT QF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
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04:27:05 15 answer.
16 BY MR. WATERS:
17 Q Are you going to follow that instruction?
18 A Yes.

Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is fel evant 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 dismvdy 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 Apuilar 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

P Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations ta authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivéra left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. Ffom January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remaiied a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Cury plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
,land 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 diccese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was

60 z
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not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained ender 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 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.
3. Question:
3 Q And you wouldn't have granted him faculties

4 toservein the Archdiocege of Los Angeles because,
04:27:42 5 based upon the information in this letter, it appears
F 6 he's unfit for service as a priest, correct?
’i Response/Objection:

7 MR. WOODS: Okay. Object.

8 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; cails for specu]atic;n.

9 MR. WCODS: Calls for speculation, beyond the
04:27:50 10 subject matter of this deposition, and T will instruct

11 the witness not to answer.” '
Reason answer should be compelied:

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

the subject matter invoived 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

Pather 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

4

7
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duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
vJ anuary 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 authoritiesku\ntii three days later, Jahuary 11,
1988. During the three day delay in repcfting 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 sa}id 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 Be. remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera, Itis also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up untilrpr-esent Father

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

questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instraction preciudes plaintiff from inquiring

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

jurisdiction over the Mexicant Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

and complete inquiry can be made, N
}4. Question:
' 13 Q Had you received this March 23rd, 1987

14 letter, number 26, would you have questioned --
04:28:07 15 qguestioned Nicolas Aguilar Rivera regarding its

16 confents? _ ‘

8
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Response/Qbjection:
17 MR. WOODS: Calls for speculation, it's a
18 hypothetical, not relevant to the jurisdictional issues,
19 and I instruct him not to answer,

Reason answer should be compelled: ’

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any mater, ﬁot 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 Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
d Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas 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 allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided ¢apture. From January 9,
F 1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated ig 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
Hand 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, BiéhOp Norberto Rivera, or contacting

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

9
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1 llnot discussed the reasons therefore, It is clear that while Fathér Nicholas Aguilar was an

2 |lextern 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 Jight on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

and compiete inquiry can be made.

D e =1l o A

5. Question:

104 21 Q Would you have investigated into the

11 22 accusations put forth in the March 23rd, 1987 letter had

12 23 youreceived it?

13 I Response/Objection: 7

14| 24  MR.WOODS: Same objection, same instruction

15 ||Reason answer should be compelled:

16 Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
17 jithe subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made

18 [|in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably

19 ||calculated o lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
20 §2017.010.) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintgfﬁ what defendants knew of

21 |[Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
22 |iit and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

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

24 |lduties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, On
25 | 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

28 ) Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

137011/ 10.
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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,
| 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
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coxitacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting

—
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Father Ni chblas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was

—
—t

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

—
[\&]

extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

p—
w

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

b
F Y

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

r—4
th

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

—
~3

jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

it
<

and complete inquiry can be made. -

—
\O

6. Question:

b
<o

1 Q As you sit here today, do you believe that
FJ 2 Father -- strike that.

8 o®

3 As you sit here today, do you believe that

]
W

4 Norberto Rivera wrote this letter and had it transmitted
04:28:39 5 to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles in March of 19;87?
‘4 IResponse/Objection:

i 6  MR.WOODS: Calls for speculation and beyond the
7 scope of this deposition. I instruct him not to

8 answer,

137011/ 11.
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9 BY MR, WATERS:

04:28:50 10 Q Are you going to follow that instruction?
11 A 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 o the discovery of admissible evidence. (Codé of Civil Procedure Section
2017.016,) At issue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
ﬁFather Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in chilé sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diccese 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

i 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 aveided captizre. 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 Nichqlas 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 Ag;lilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuac@ was discussed and if it was

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

12, '
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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
and cornplete inquiry can be made.
7. Question:
24 Q Can you — as you sit here today, can you
04:43:18 25 recall what you did once you became aware of the
4:43:21 1 allegations of misconduct?
Response/Objection:
2 A Yes. Okay.
u 3 MR. WOODS: 1would object that the response of
4 the Archdiocese to the allegations of misconduct other
#04:43:34 5 than communications to and from the Mexican defendants
6 involved in this case are beyond the scope of the
7 jurisdictional issues, and [ would instruct the witness
8 not to answer.
9 And in order to make it a little simpler, if
F(M:43:50 10 you could narrow your question, I'll let him answer it,
11 if you narrow it to what I'm not objecting to. |
12 BY MR. WATERS:
13 Q Are you going to follow his instruction?
14 A 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

13.
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in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
cafculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
[2017.01 0.) 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, whén 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
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 théreby 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 plaintiff’s cbunsel 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
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
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction preciudes plaintiff from inquiring

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

jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be 'compel]ed to answer so a full

14.
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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
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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

67.
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1 |2017.01 0.} Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintjff, what defendants knew of
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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

32.
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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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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 tine of inquiry was to ascertain whether there
were signs that Father Nicholas Aguilar 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 extern-

priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera.

WO = G W s W N

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

[
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

137011/ 34,
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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

35.
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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,
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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

37.
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6 involved. I'll move on to another topic.
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
It:alculated 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 Notberto 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 th§reby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicﬁolas 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,
i1 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 ih&ee individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry wis to ascertain if the issue of
"oont:acﬁng 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

38.
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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 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 50 a full

and complete inquiry can be made.

23,  Question:
Q Were you concemed that the publicity was
18 bringing scandal to the church?
Response/Objection:
19 MR. WOODS: Object. Does not relate to the
05:19:37 20 jurisdictional issues. Instruct the witness not to
21 answer.

4\

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

-lin that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably

caloniated 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 Tehnacan 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
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivefa. 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 Januvary 9,

39,
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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 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This i;lfonnation is relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. 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 ekemise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be

compelled to answer so a full and complete inquiry can be made.

24,  Question:
Q During this meeting with Father Nicolas

05:43:38 15 Aguilar Rivers, did you advise him that you were going
| 16 to contact law enforcement?
Response/Objection:

17 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object that the question
| 18 is beyond the scope of the jurisdictional issues and

19 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 subjéct 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

40. :
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[|calculated to Iead 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 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 retum 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

Cuary 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 al}egations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, The putpose 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 extem priest in Los Angeles up until present Father

Nicholas Agnilar Rivera must obey orders fram 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 '
Fj jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

and complete inquiry can be made.

|
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25.  Question:
Q As you sit here today, can -- do you have a
9 reason or can you think of a reason as to why you didn't
05:44:47 10 inform him to stay in Los Angeles?
Response/Objection: __
i1 MR. WQODS: Object to the question as beyond the
12 scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not to
13 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 evidenc'e oT appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Co;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 in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendents 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 Januvary 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los

1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to aufhoriti&s, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Riveré. has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintif’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did

after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to

42.
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analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. 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 extem priest in Los Angeles he rémained under the authority
of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los
Axngeles up until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must ;bey orders from the Bishop of
the Diocese of Tehuacan. The questions blocked by defense attomey’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.
26.  Question:
* Q During the January 9th, 1988, meeting with

16 Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera, did you explain to him -

17 the severity of the acéusations?
Response/Objection:
18 MR. WOGCDS: Same objection, same instruction.
Reason answer should be compelled:
I Any patty may obtain discovptjf 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,I if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
I 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 séxual abuse, when they knew
lit 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

43.
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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 Nicl;olas 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 authoﬁties, 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 & priest incardinated in the
Diacese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to |
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
II)icocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. 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 Norbette 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 i:locked by defense attorney’s impfoper instruction
precludes plaintiff from inquiring into relevant matters that will shed light on whether
California Courts may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Qefendants. Defendant must be
compelled to answer so a full and complete inquiry can be made.

27.  Question:

Q During the conversation of January 9th, 1988,
q 21 did you inform Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera of your
22 duty or your responsibility to inform the authorities of

23 the accusations as evidenced in your Jaruary 11th letter

24 1o Norberto Rivera?

44
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Response/Objection: _
05:45:30 25 MR. WOODS: Okay. That -- I'm going to have
05:45:32 1 to — it's beyond the issues of jurisdiction, and [
2 instruct him not o 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
u 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 Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
‘Nxcholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nlcholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los

i 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,
I 1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest i_rlcardinated 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 thé Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is rélevant to

analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the

Dicocese of Tehnacan until the letter of Janvary 11, 1988. Thepurpose 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

43,
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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 Tehuwacan. The questions blocked by defense attomey’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.
28.  Qnuestion:
Q This morning during Cardinal Mahony's
05:45:47 5 testimony, he testified that it was his recollection

¢ that you informed him of the accusations against Faﬂ';er

7 Nicolas Aguilat Rivera as soon as you found out about

8 the accusations of childhood sexual abuse. Is that
i 9 consistent with your recollection?
Response/Objection:
05:46:08 10 MR. WQODS: Ckay. Iobject to the summary of the
f 11 testimony this morning. I think the record will reflect
| 12 what it - what it was, and I frankly don't recall.

13 But I'm going to object. It's beyond the

14 scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness notto -
05:46:29 15 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

46.
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1 fidefendants knew of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual

2 ||abuse, when they knew it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal

L

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 Archdiécese
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
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three days later, January 11, 1988, During the three day delay in repofting the allegations to

10 lauthorities, Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to retumn and thereby

11 jjavoided capture. From January 9, 1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has

12 |[remained a priest incardinated in the Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal
13 |[Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what
14 liwas said between Cardinal Matony and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas

15 «Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Cury and Father McClean when the;se individuals became aware
16 [jof the allegations leveed against Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of
17 {inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior,
18 || Bishop Notberto Rivera, or contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diccese The Dio\c&se

19 of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was not discussed the reasons therefore. It ._is clear that

20 {while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an extern priest in Los Angi%lés he remained under the

21 Iauthority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern pﬁést ,in_
22 | Los Angeles up until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop
23 [lof the Diocese of Tehuacan. The questions blocked by defense aftomey’s improper instruction
24 |[precludes plaintiff from inquiring into relevant matters that will shed light on whether

25 |[California Courts may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be.

|I compelled to answer so & full and complete inquiry can be made.
29.  Question:

28 | Q In 1987, was there a policy and procedure

137011/ u 47.
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18 regarding the time in which you were required to inform
19 your superior of any allegations of misconduct on behalf
05:46:46 20 of a clergy with faculties in the Archdiocese of
21 Los Angeles?
Response/Objection:
22 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object that the term
'q 23 “any misconduct" is overly broad, vague and ambiguous,
24 and impossible to answer as phrased and instruct the
05:47:00 25 witness not to answer.
Reason answer shoﬁld be compelled: , _

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in the pending actian 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 prbc]iviﬁ&s 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 ﬁriestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities wmtil three days later, Janvary 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 cap&ne. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardina_teci 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 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did

n 48. ,
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after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto River:i or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. 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 and complete inquiry can be made.
3. Quesﬁon:
Q Can you describe for me Father Nicolas

12 Aguilar Rivera's demeanor during your meeting on

13 January 9th, 19882
Response/Objection:

14 MR. WOODS: Object. Calls for speculation,
L 05:52:55 15 beyond the scope of jurisdiction, and instruct the
i 16 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 detemﬁnatioﬁ of any motion made
fin that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissibie 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

49, ‘
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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 Agnilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Agnilar 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 hJs 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, Janvary i1,
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.Famer 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 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. 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 re_mainéd under the authority
of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera. .It is also clear that while an extern priést in Los
Angeles up until present Father Nicholas Aguilaf Ri.vera must Qbey 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 Iight on whether
California Courts may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defeadant must be
compelled to answer so a full and co;nplete inquiry can be made. |
31. Question:

Q During the January 9th, 1988, meeting with

19 Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera, did he express concems

30.
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05:53:08 20 regarding the allegations of childhood sexual abuse? :

P

Response/Objection:
21 MR. WOODS: Beyond the scope of jurisdiction, and
22 linstruct 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

{

12017.010,) Atissue in this matter ic the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
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calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
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Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew

—
o]

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

[
(¥ )

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

|
Y

duties prior to sendihg Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On

-
L%,

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

[S
=)

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thgreby his unfitness for priest_ly

ot
]

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

[
L0

Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

[
o

1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas

N
L=

Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles nevér to retun and therebjf avoided capture. From January 9,

e
P

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

b
]

Diocese of Tehuacan. Duting the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

[y
[9%]

| Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
24 | after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to

25 ’(analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberfo Rivera or the
i226 | Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. 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
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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 pn'esft 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 fronn 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.

32. Question:

Q During the Janvary 9th, 1988, meeting, did

05:53:2225 Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera express concerns regarding

12 §05:53:28 1 potential eriminal charges bejng brought against him in

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

21
22

2 Los Angeles?

Response/Objection:

| 3 MR. WOODS: I ohje;:t that it's beyond the scope

4 ofjurisdiction and instruct the witness not to answer.

Reason answer shounld be compelled: 7

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

20 hin that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears msohably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section:
2017.010.) Atissuein this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
IFa’cher Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexuat abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norbeﬁo Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for pﬁestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
J énuary 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

52.
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1 [Iduties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiccese 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

2

3

4

5

6 |Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

7 §Crry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did

8 |after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to

9 [lanalyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the

10 || Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. The purpose of this line of inquiry

11 liwas to ascertain if the issue of contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop

12 §Norberto Rivera, or contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of

13 ) Tehuacan was discussed and if it was not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while

14 |iFather Nicholas Aguilar was an extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority

15 [of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los '

16 |l Angeles up until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must éxbey orders from the Bishop of

17 |ithe Diocese of Tehuvacan, The questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction

18 ([precludes plaintiff from inguiring into relevant matters that will shed light on whether

19 {California Courts may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be

20 ||compelled to answer so a full and complete inquiry can be made.
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14 THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE N FROM THE,
DEPOSITION OF CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY: -

2 1. Question:

’ Q Okay. We'll go back to that, and that may --

* 9 may help refresh your recollection as to a date or time.

> 10:19:45 10 Let's go back, then, Cardinal, to the moment

o 11 or day in time where you first learned from Monsigoor

7 12 Cury that Nicolas Aguilar Rivera had been or was

s 13 suspected of crimes against children.

? ' 14 What did Monsignor Curry tell you?

10 Response/Objection:

! 10:20:12 15 MR. WOODS: Okay. 1object to the question as

2 16 beyond the scope of the limited nature of this

. I 17 deposition. As my preliminary statement indicated, this

1 18 deposition is limited to contacts with the two Mexican

" 19 defendants.

e 10:20:31 20 Discussions between Monsignor Curry and the

i 21 Cardinal about complaints or allegations of misconduct

18 i 22 by Aguilar Rivera do not relate to jurisdiction, and so |

19 23 TI'm going to instruct the witness not to answer that

2 24 question.

s 10:20:51 25 MR. ANDERSON: Counsel, I'm going to urge you to

z 10:20:53 1 reconsider that instruction. It is an inquiry that is

2 essential to the central inquiry here, and that is
ﬂ 3 Monsignor Curry and othérs could have already been in
z 4 contact with the foreign defendant here.
%6 10:21:15 5 MR. WOODS: You can ask him that,
7 MR. ANDERSON: No. That doesn't - that doesn't

7 pemmit a full inquiry into this, both circumstentially

137011/ . ) 54.
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8 and otherwise. And in order to make a full or fair
9 inquiry into the jurisdiction, i is imperative that 1
10:21:34 10 be allowed to inquire as to what the Cardinal heard from
11 Monsignor Curty and anybody else possessed of the
12 knowledge of -- of Nicolas Aguilar Rivera.
13 And if — if you persist in that, that
14 will -- that will hasten this deposition towards a quick
10:21:57 15 court appearance before Judge Berle.
16 = MR.WOODS: Okay. Well, if you persist in
17 thinking and arguing that discussions about the
I8 allegations of misconduct has some relevance to
19 jurisdiction over the Mexican defendants, I think you'll
10:22:1520 have to get an order from the judge. Because, you know,
21 my reading of the case law on jurisdiction does not
22 indicate that that has any relevance whatsoever to
23 jurisdiction. |
24 MR. ANDERSON: And so the basis for the
h10:22:33 25 instruction to not answer is relevance?
1022:37 1  MR.WOODS: Yes.
2 BY MR. ANDERSON:

3 Q Are you going to follow that instruction,
4 Cardinal?
10:22:42 5 A Yes.
6 Q Okay.
7 MR. SELSBERG: Excuse me. Can yall inquire‘to
8 the judge whether he's willing to resolve any of these

9 disputes on the scope of the deposition today while
10:22:56 10 we're all here?

33,
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1 MR, ANDERSON: Let's see where it goes. No
12 inquiry’s been made. Ididn't anticipate, frankly, such
13 an objection. So it comes as a surprise to me, s wel'll
14 see where it goes.
10:23:10 15 MR. SELSBERG: He was willing to do it with
16 respect to our deposition. Perhaps he'd be willing to
17 do it with respect to this one.
13 MR. ANDERSON: Well, let's see. Let's see.
19 MR. SELSBERG: On behalf of my clients, I'm
10:23:21 20 asking you both to -- to seek relief from -- from the
21 court today as it -- unless -- we would like to finish
22 this deposition and not reconvene or brief the issue,
23 We oppose any delay in the hearing date.i So we ask that
24 y'all contact the judge and see if he's willing to do
10:23:43 25 that.
10:23:44 1 MR. ANDERSON: I think we should ask more
2 questions to formulate the foundation for that, and I
3 have no objection to attempting to make contact with the
4 court.
Reason apswer 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 anty motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
[fcatcutated 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

£
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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 Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, Janvary 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Agilar 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 df;’.positions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counse! attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Cury, 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, Bistiop 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
HNic*.holas 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
hinto 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
ﬂand complete inquiry can be made.
2. Question: R

Q How did Monsignor Curry learn ‘that Nicolas |

7 Apguilar Rivera was suspected of criminal sexual conduct?

Response/Objection:
“ | 8 MR. WOODS: Same objection.

57.
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9 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speclﬂation
10:24:28 10 MR. WOODS: And same instruction.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discow;ery 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
2017.01 Q.) 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 fof priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas 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 allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and fhereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remaineq a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositioﬁs of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’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 individu;als 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 Agnilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or confacting
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

L)
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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 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.
3. Question:

Q How long was your conversation with Monsignor

13 Curry?

Response/Objection:

oo =Y v W A W N

[ —y
- o

14 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.

—
o

Reason answer should be compelled:

p—t
(V5]

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

P—
NN

the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made

i
v

in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably

—
[

Hcalculated 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

et
[+]

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

P
=)

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

b
(=

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

o]
—

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

N
[ 8]

ljJanuary 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Anggles became aware of allegations of Father

23 ||Nicholas Aguilar Rivera commiiting child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly

24 jduties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, The Los
“Angelas Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days Iatgr, J aﬁuary 11,

:26 [11988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas

127 | Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture, From January 9,

28 (11988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the

137011/ _ 50.
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1 NDiocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
2 || Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony

- 3 J|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

w0 -1 o th b

extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norbérto
10 JRivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father

11 [|[Nicholas Apuilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
12 [|questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plainﬁff from inquiring
13 fjinto relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise

14 ||jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
15 {|and complete inquiry can be made,

16 /4. Question:

17 § Q@ At the time that Monsignor Curry comamunicated

18 17 this information to you, had he spoken to Nicclas

19 18 Aguilar Rivera?

20 || Response/Objection:

21 19 MR WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.

n I{10:9.5-.12 20 MR.SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculetion.

23 || Reason answer should be compelled:

24 Any party may obtain discovéry regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
(‘25 the subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
25:26 {in that action, if the matter either is itself admissiblg in evidence or appears reasonably
%‘7 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section

28 112017.010) At issue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of

137011/ 60.
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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 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 g, 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 i.os Angeles authorities until three days later, Janvary 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 Riveta hes remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuvacan. During the dcpositions 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 liivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The MOse 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 fuil
and complete inquiry can be made.

S. Question:

Q What did you do, Cardinal, responsive to

6l.
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23 Monsignor Curry immediately bringing this information to

24 you that Nicolas Aguilar Rivera was suspected of
10:25:2925 criminal sexual condﬁct?
Response/Objection:
10:25:31 1 MR. WOODS: Ali right. That's a very broad

2 question. I'd ask you to rephrase it to limit it to

3 what did he do in terms of contacting any of the

4 defendant -- Mexican defendants in this case.
10:25:48 5 Inquiry along those lines, I would permit. !

6 But any other responses to it are beyond the scope of

7 this jurisdictional deposition, and 1 would instruct the

8 witness not to answer. And since the question is so

9 broad, it's difficult for a lay witness to deal with
10:26:02 10 those two distinctions.

1 I'm going to instruct him not to answer the

12 question as phrased.
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. (Coafe 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
F‘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 td 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 thé}eby his unfitness for priestly
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duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Anggles 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 sthop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted 10 inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop C@y 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

Hcontacting Father Nichoias Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberté 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 it 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 attoméy’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
l4and complete inquiry can be made.
6. Question:
{ Q Okay. What did you do in response to what _

17 Monsignor Curry told you about Nicolas Aguilar Rivera?
Response/Objection:

18 MR. WOODS: Okay. The same objection. That's

19 the same question. It's the'sa;ne objection I made to

10:26:24 20 the last question, and I'll instruct him not to answer
21 it

q 63.
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22 MR. ANDERSON: Is the instruction "relevancy"?

23 MR.WOODS: It's —yes. As I explained, the

24 question is so broad.
10:26:36 25 MR. ANDERSON: Just give me the legal objection
10:26:37 1 so we can deal with the judge.

2 MR. WOODS: Just legal. It's relevance --

3 MR. ANDERSON: Okay.

4 MR. WOODS: -- as explained when you asked the
10:26:42 5 same question before. |
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 pénding 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 pﬁestly
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, Jannary 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to suthorities, Father Nicholas
Agnilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicﬁolas 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 betwun Cardinal Mahony
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and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McCléan when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquity 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 he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberte
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 instraction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Cdurts may exercise |
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made. {
7. Question:
Q What next — did you take any action

8 responsive to what Monsignor Curry told ydu? :
Response/Objection:

9 MR. WOODS: Same objection. The question is so

10:27:06 10 broad that it includes matter relevant to this inquiry

11 and matter that isn't relevant to this inquiry. So I'm
12 - going to instruct him not to answer but invite youto
13 rephrase the question to include relevant matter. -
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
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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 information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Apuilar 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
qduties. 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 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. 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 atiorney’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 yoﬁ direct him to take action responsive

3 to the 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?

8 ~ MR.WOQODS: Yes.
Reason answer should be compelled: ,

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any rnatter, 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 Secfion
2077.010) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s prc—aclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they lcnew
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 Archdiocess 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 2 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
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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 agaiﬁst 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 Narberto Rivera, ar 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 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
info relevant matters that will shed I-ight on whether California Courts may exercise -
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so 2 fall
and complete inquiry can be made.

0. Question:

Q Do you know if Monsignor Curry did take

11 action responsive to the information he received

17 H 12 conceming the risk posed by Aguilar Rivera?

Response/Objection:

19 | 13 ©  MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.

20
21
22
23
24
25
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Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, niot 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 procliviﬁes 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
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duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On

ja—ry

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 priesily
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 retumn and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,

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

= . T o

Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

[
o

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

land Bishap Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and

—_ pe
N

Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the ailegations leveed against Father

—
w

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

1
e

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

[
Lh

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

—y
o

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

._‘
~F

extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

b
o

Rivera, Itis also clear that while an extern priest in Los A.ngeles up until present Father

—
o

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

N
f=1

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

b
j—y

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

X

jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelied to answer so a full

b
w3

and complete inquiry can be made.

10.  Question:

[y
O

Q Monsignor Curry gave you enough information

[y
w

%3
(=]

16 to know that Nicolas Aguilar Rivera posed a danger to

PR e
-Jki)l)
~3

[ L.

17 children in the Archdiocese, didn't he?

b
o0

Response/Objection:
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18 MR. WOODS: Samé 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)) Atissue in this mater 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 Aﬁgeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles becarne 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 tq authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avt;ided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. Mg the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff's counsel attempted t;n 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. Itis also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
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Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey arders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The

b

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, - |

11.  Question:

Q After the conversation with Monsignor Curry,

21 when is the next time you received information from any -

MO0 Y W B W
——

22 source that Nicolas Aguilar Rivera posed a risk of harm
23 to children?

—
- O

Response/Objection:

24 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction

— .
W

Reason answer should be compelled:

[y
.

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

[
un

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

i
~1

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

-t
o

2017.010) Atissuein this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of .

—
0

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

b
<

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

o]
P

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

N
[

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

N
W

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

24 |Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexuval abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
25 [iduties. OnJ anuéry 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera._._"[‘i'lg Los
£26 || Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
27 111988. During the three day delay in reporﬁng the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
28 Jl Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
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1 h1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the

Diocese of Tehwacan, 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
extem 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 inquiting
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 What did the Archdiocesan officials, acting

2 at your direction, or you, as the Cardinal Archbishop,

3 d6 to protect the children of the Archdiocese of L.A.

4 and -- and Mexico from the risk of harm posed by Nicolas
10:32:20 5 Aguilar Rivera? |
Response/Objection:

6§ MR WOODS: Okay. I'm going to object that the

7 question assumes numerous facts not in evidence, is «

8 argumentative, and is beyond the scope of the limited

9 nature of this deposition and instruct the witness not

10:32:43 10 to answer.

72.

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




. e o

Reason answer should be compelled:

Y—

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 éppears reasonably
calculated to iead 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

LY~ - R S Y I S

Diccese 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

f—t
Ja—

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

ok
n

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

—_—
St

Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

(S
L% |

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,

—_
~J o

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

ok
o0

Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

[a—y
\D

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

™~
o

and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and

™2
—

Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father

(4
N

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

[\ ]
L]

contacting Father Nicholas 'Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
24 JFPather Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
25 |lnot discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an

+26 |lextern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

3‘7 Rivera. It is also clear that while an extem priest in Los Angeles up until present Father

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

£
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® °
questions blocked by defense attommey’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether Califomia 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:
Q Okay. And itis you, then, as the Ordinary
23 that relied upon Bishop Rivera when he certified the
24 fitness of Nicolas Aguilar -- Nicolas Aguilar Rivera to
10:55:2525 serve,
{Response/Objection:
10:55:27 1 MR. SELSRERG: Objection; assumes facts not in
2 evidence and mischaracterizes his testimony.
3 MR. WOODS: It's -- it's a very difficult
4 question because -
10:55:34 5 MR, ANDERSON: What's the objection?
6 MR. WOQODS: The word "you" is confusing.
7 BY MR. ANDERSON:

“ 8 Q You in your capacity as Archbishop, Cardinal.
' >

|

9 Do you understand that, Cardinal?
10:55:43 10 MR. WOODS: No. That's confusing. I mean — .
11 MR. ANDERSON: Ii's not confusing to him. This

12 witness has given testimony before. He understands the

13 question. He understands the question as well as I |

14 understand the protocol. He is the Ordinary. He is the
10:56:00 15 one responsible. If he doesn't understand it, he can

16 teli me. 1don't need you to tell me that,

17 MR. WOODS: Well, it's also the jury that will

18 hear this testimony if taken out of context. The "you"

74.
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19 that you're proposing to him is a delegated
10:56:20 20 responsibility that he, "you,” accepts. He's accepted

21 that several times. He told you he accepts

22 responsibility. But he may not have even seen this

23 letter, and I think he said that too.

24 So I mean I think you have to be clear in
10:56:39 25 your question to prevent -- prevent some kind of misuse
10:56:43 1 of it down the line.

2 BY MR. ANDERSON:

3 Q Okay. Cardinal, every question that I'm

4 asking you is in your capacity as the Archbishop
10:56:53 5 Cardinal. And in your capacity as the Archbishop

6 Cardinal, it's correct to say that you relied upon the

7 certification given in this letter in permitting Nicolas

8 Aguilar Rivera to work in the L.A. Archdiocese?

9 MR WOODS: Okay.
10:57:17 10 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; assumes facts not in

11 evidence and mischaracterizes his testimony.

12 MR. WOODS: Yeah. 1 think if you said "Did you

13 personally” versus "you accepting the" -- the -~ the -

14 MR. ANDERSON: Don't tell me how - let him
10:57:32 15 answer the question.

16 MR. WQODS: Okay. But the question --

17 MR. ANDERSON; Don't tell me how to ask it. 1

18 don't need your help.

19 MR, WOODS: It's confusing. It's confusing for
10:57:38 20 the reasons I've stated, so I'm going to instruct him

21 not to answer it because I think you can rephrase it.
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22 MR. ANDERSON: Unless the Cardinal says it's
23 confusing, Don, let's not waste time on this.
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 i; 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 uafitness for priestly
duties. On lanuary 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days tater, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to retum 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 inqﬁiry 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
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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 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,
14. Question:

"Q It states there were grown men stayed

4 ovemight and homosexual incident that precipitated the
11:10:16 5 assault on Father Aguilar,

6 Would the Archdiocese of L.A. accepted this

7 priest if it and you had known that in August of '86,

8 grown men had stayed ovemight and there had been a

9 homosexual incident that precipitated the assault?
Response/Objection:
11:10:40 10 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; assumes facts not in
u 11 evidence,

12 MR. WOODS: Okay. Also, it read from the

E 13 doctiment incorrectly as -- by way of a preamble. So,

14 could you just ask him the question? I object that it's
11:10:56 15 confusing. Instruct him not to answer. Just ask him if

16 they would accept under these circurnstances.
Reason answer should be compelle;d:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privilegedi, 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

L4
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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 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 awar; of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera coramitting 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 allegatioﬁs 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 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

extemn 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 attomey’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff fI(;m 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 Cardinal, what does the Spanish term

78.
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11:14:35 25 "chamaco" mean to you?
Response/Objection:
11:14:38 1 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the question
2 as beyond the scope of this deposition, which is limited
3 to jurisdictional {ssues, and instruct the witness not
4 to answer. ‘
11:14:48 5 MR. SELSBERG: I object to the competency of the
6 witness to answer that question.
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 thé 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
1it 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 awaré of allegations of Father
lNicholas Aguyilar Rivera committing 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 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,
1588 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 plaintiffs 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
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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 issuc 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 ﬁntil 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.
16.  Question:
Q Cardinal, if you - in Exhibit 23, the letter

9 of fitness from Cardinal Rivera to you upon which you
11:15:09 10 relied, it said that Nicolas Aguilar was suspected of

11 homosexual incidents with chamacos, what would that have

12 meant to you?
"Responsef{)bjection:

13 MR. SELSBERG: Objection. That calls for

14 speculation. |

11:15:32 15 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object that it's not --
16 sorry. ‘
17 MR. SELSBERG: And it assumes facts not in
18 evidence.
19 MR. WOODS: 'm going to object that it's

11:15:39 20 hypothetical, facts not in evidence. Tt's not the facts
21 that were presented, and it's beyond the scope of this

|
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E 22 deposition. And I'll instruct the witness not to

23 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 matier either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.016,) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in chilé 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 Aguitar 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, Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positions

for over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
{ >

Fresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has
accepted numerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
has the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an extern priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service
and certify He is fit to serve as a priest. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and

Bishop Thomas Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to the import of the January
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1987 letter. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the further contact with
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary prior to granting
faculties to minister in Los Angeles. It is clear that while Fath;zr 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 Von 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,
17.  Question:
Q And when he says it's an introduction and you

11:20:47 5 sayif's a recommendation, in -~ in -~ in the parlance

6 ofthe church, how can there be a difference between the

7 two, you and he?

—— e

Response/Objection:

8 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation.
I 9 MR WOODS: Iagree it calls for speculation and
11:21:07 10 instruct him 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 detex;mination 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 Nichclas 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
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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 Cutry 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. Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positions
for over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
Fresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has
accepted numerous extem priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
has the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an extemn priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service
and certify he is fit to serve as a priest. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and
Bishop Thomas Cuiry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to the import of the January
1987 letter. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the further contact with

l Father Nicholas Agﬁilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary prior to granting
faculties to minister in Los Angeles. 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 Agnilar 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 a full
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and complete inquiry can be made.
18. Question:
Q Cardinal Rivera has asserted in this
17 declaration and under oath at no time did he recommend
18 Nicolas Aguilar Rivera to this Archdiocese for duties.
19 What do you say to that? )
Response/Objection:
11:21:54 20 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the form of
21 the quéstion. It's not a question. And I'll instruct
22 him not to answer, Are you asking him does he agree or
23 disagree? Is that fhe question?
24 BY MR. ANDERSON:
11:22:07 25 Q You can answer the question as asked.
11:22:09 1 MR, WOODS: Okay. 1instruct him not to answer
Reasor 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 aciion 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

20 h2‘01 7.010) Atissue in this mafter is the sexuat 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

23 [[Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Rather Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's unfitness for priestly

24
3

"
6
s

4

28

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 commitﬁng 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,
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1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles‘ne\}er 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. Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positions
for over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
Fresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has
accepted numerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
has the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an extern priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service
and certify he is fit to serve as a priest. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if
the further contact with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera,‘ or
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary
prior to granting faculties to minister in Los Angeles, 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 Califomia Courts
may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendanté. Defendant must be compelled to

answer so a full and complete inquiry can be made.

{19.  Question:
Q He goes on to state under oath, "As such, }
18 did not grant a license to Father Aguilar to take up
19 priest]y duties in Los Angeles, granting such licensure
11:26:33 20 was beyond my authority as bishop of the diocese in any
21 event, nor did I recommend him for such duties.”

M 22 Is this the first time you've read this?
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“ResponselObjecﬁon:
23 A Yes.
24 Q Okay. He's saying that -- what is your
11:27:04 25 response to your reading of that?
11:27:06 1 MR. WOODS: Okay. I'm going to object. That's
2 not even a question, really.
3 MR. HABEL: It's argumentative.
4 MR. WOODS: Instruct not to answer,
11:27:15 § Argumentative,
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 admissibie 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 corﬁmitting 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 z priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positions

L for over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
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Fresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has
accepted numerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
has the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an cxtém priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service
and certify he is fit to serve as a priest. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if
the further contact with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Supe_rior, Bishop Norberto Rivers, or
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary
prior to granting faculties to minister in Los Angeles. 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. Defendam must be compelied to
answer 50 a full and complete inquiry can be made.
ll‘20. Question: '
Q If the term "chamacos" had been used there,
! 18 would that have a different meaning for you as a reader?
Response/Objection:

19 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation,
11:51:58 20 and I object to the competency of this witness to do

21 translations.

22 BY MR. ANDERSON:

23 Q You can answer.
24 MR. WOODS: [ also object that it's a )
11:52:08 25 hypothetical, not conforming with the facts presented

11:52:14 1 here, and instruct the witness not to answer.
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2 MR. ANDERSON: On the basis of? What's the legal
3 objection --
4 MR. WOODS: You're asking --
11:52:25 5 MR. ANDERSON: -- for the instruction?
6 MR. WOODS: You're asking him for an expert in
7 translation of the Spanish ianguage. You're asking him
8 as expert in church law. ,
9 MR. ANDERSON: No, I'm not. Is it relevancy, or
11:52:37 10 isit--
11 MR. WOODS: All of those things I've mentioned,
12 MR. ANDERSON: Just give me the legal objections
13 so we can deal with it in court. Relevancy or what? '
14 MR. WOODS: Ckay. It calls for an expert
11:52:46 15 opinion. He's not been designated or being asked to
16 testify here as an expert. It calls for translation.
17 He's not here as an expert in translation. It assumes
18 facts not in evidence and is argumentative and is
19 confusing, and it's not relevant to the jurisdictional
11:53:08 20 issue.
21 MR, HABEL: Hypothetical,
22 MR. WOODS: It's a hypothetical.
23 BY MR. ANDERSON:
24 Q I'm going to -
11:53:30 25 MR. WOODS: Let me just —
11:53:31 1  MR. ANDERSON: Just a minute.
2 MR. WOODS: Okay.

3 MR. ANDERSON: We're going to go to court over
4 this.
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11:53:3¢ 5 MR, WOODS: Fine.
6 MR. ANDERSON: If you want to let him answer now,
7 fthat's fine. If you don't, we're fighting this thing.
8 MR. WOODS: OCkay.
9 MR. ANDERSON: I just want you to know so, you
11:53:42 10 know, if you want to reconsider, that's fine.
11 MR. SELSBERG: I ask that you al] do that today.
12 MR. ANDERSON: Well, look, we've got questions to
13 ask. If wecando it, we will. But we've got other
14 questions to ask, and you've already made it difficult
H 11:53:57 15 enough and used enough time making what I consider
16 frivolous objections that -- you know, we're going to
17 try to use the time {o get to the substance of this.
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 préclivities {o 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
’INichdlas 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
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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. Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positions

for over fifty years. Axchbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
uFresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has
accepted numerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
hhas the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an extern priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
[ Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extemn priests superior must recommend him for service
and certify he is fit to serve as a priest. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if
the further contact with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary
prior to granting faculties to minister in Los Angeles. 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 cié.ar 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 info relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts
may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compélled to
answer so & full and complete inquiry can be made, |
2.  Question:

Q And -- yes. And then go ahead and read what
11:56:43 25 it says.
Response/Objection:
“11156:46 1 A Thave to do it in Spanish, yéu mean?
2 MR. WOODS: Just read it to yourself, he means.
3 BY MR. ANDERSON:
4 Q No. As you read it, beginning with "I work

90.
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1 [[11:56:52 S here at the service of the parish in the afternoon.”

2 6 Why don't you read what the Spanish version says to you
3 7 asyouread it
4 8 MR. WOODS: Okay. I'm going to object to the
5 9 question. It's calling for 2 translation, which has
6 )111:57:04 10 nothing to do with jurisdiction, Thisis a document
7 1] that never was communicated from Mexico to Uniteﬁ
8 i2 States. it has nothing to do with any purposeful
9 13 activity by the Mexican defendants in doing business in
10 14 California. It never was presented.
11 ||11:57:26 15 You're now going -- what youTe trying to do
12 16 is get a translation of  specific word or a sentence.
13 17 That's not his job to do translations. You canhire a
14 18 person fo do a translation. He's not here to do
15 19 translations.

16 [|11:57:42 20 MR. ANDERSON: Counsel, it -- it is central to

17 21 the inquiry.

18 22 MR. WOQDS: It's central to your case --
1o 23 MR.‘ANDERSON: No,

20 24 MR. WOODS: - not central to jurisdiction,

21 “1 1:57:49 25 MR. ANDERSON: This is -- this is what - this is
22 ||11:57:50 1 what Bishop Norberto knew about the fitness of this guy

23 2 10 serve as ministry.
24 3 'MR. WOODS: I'm not sure that's true.
vl B MR. ANDERSON: He knew -- !
§§6 11:57:59 5 MR. SELSBERG: Counsel, i's very clear in the
27 6 deposition transcript —
28 7 MR. ANDERSON: I'm not going to argue with you,
137011/ “ 91.
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1] - 8 I'm going to address his objection, He gave me a leg‘:il
2 G objection. And if you have a legal objection, I'm goiﬁg
3 [|11:58:07 10 to let you make it.
4 11 MR. SELSBERG: You're not asking a question.
5 12 MR.ANDERSON: Just a moment.
6 13 MR. SELSBERG: You just mis- --
7 14 MR. ANDERSON: Counse] --
8 |[11:58:12 15 MR. SELSBERG: Okay. Il let you finish,
9 16 MR. ANDERSON: Make a legal objection.

10 17 MR. SELSBERG: Go ahead. _

- 11 18 BY MR. ANDERSON: )
12 19 Q Okay. Don, I'm going to -- I'm going to

13 111:58:22 20 simply ask him to read it as he reads it, and -- and it

14 21 is probative to this inquiry.

15 22 MR. HABEL: To what end?

16 23 MR. WOODS: Wait. [ was going to ask the same
17 24 question. Imean to what -- how can his translation of

18 (111:58:39 25 this sentence have anything to do? A sentence never

19 [[11:58:43 1 communicated to him, never communicated to anyone in the
20 2 church in Los Angeles, how can this have anything to do

21 H 3 with jurisdiction over these defendants?

22 4 MR. ANDERSON: It has to do with Norbetto

23 [|11:58:52 5 Rivera's knowledge of fitness and a misrepresentation

24 6 concerning it to the Archdiocese of L.A.
3 7 MR. SELSBERG: And I'd like to state for the
i;Q6 8 record --
2%327 9 MR. ANDERSON: And -- and why it is jurisdiction

28 }111:59:04 1¢ lies here, because they knowingly sent the priest here

137011/ 92, ‘
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11 knowing that he had abused chamacos, youngsters, and

12 kids.

13 MR. SELSBERG: And I'd like to state for the

14 record that that's a gross mischaracterization of
11:59:20 15 Cardinal Rivera's testimony. If's crystal-clear in this

16 deposition transéript, at least two places, thathe -

17 testified unequivocally that he never --

18 MR. ANDERSON: Give -- state your objection.

19 MR. SELSBERG: There's no question.
11:59:31 20 -~ that he never saw this police report.

21 Okay? So what you said is grossly unfair.

22 MR. ANDERSON: Okay.

23 MR. SELSBERG: There's no qﬁestion, so I can't

24 give alegal objection. My legal objection to him -- to |
11:59:43 25 the witness testifying about Spanish to English
11:59:46 1 interpretations is that he's not competent to do thz;t.

2 MR. WOODS: And I'm going to instruct him not to

3 answer the question. So why don't you move on, and

4 well take it up with the judge in due course.
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 abuée 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
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=g prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
iary 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father

olas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
.les Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
3. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
{lar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
- until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the

.ese of Tehuacan. Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positipns

over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mzhony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
‘00, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has

pted numerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question, This question is

-ant because in order for an extern priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any

- :ese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service

sertify he is fit to serve as a priest. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if
‘urther contact with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or
‘acting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary

-~ to granting faculties to minister in Los Angeles. It is clear that while Father Nicholas

lar was an extem priest in Los Angeles he remained under: the authority of his bishop,

- .op Norberto Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until

:nt Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of
acan. The questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes
.4ff from inquiring into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts
“exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants, Defendant must be compelled to
ar so a full and complete inquiry can be made. |
Question:

Ykay. And later on, looking at the English

1
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12:00:10 10 version, four lines down, it states "this youngster had

11 not had, that the maid of the priest Nicolas Aguilar

12 Rivera, who could also affirm under oath that they cc;mc

i3 from several areas." Do you see the word “chamaco”

14 appearing for "youngster" there also?
|| Response/Objection: '
12:00:36 15 MR. SELSBERG: Iobject. It assumes facts not in

16 evidence. This interpretation is not the interpretation

17 that we have, so we do not agree that this is a correct

18 interpretation of the document from Spanish to English.

19 MR. WOODS: This is just asking someone to
12:00:52 20 interpret_ something. It's not the purpose of this -

21 deposition. The witness isn't qualified to make a

22 court-type interpretation, and it's got nothing to do

23 with jurisdiction. I'm going to instruct him not to

24 answer. |
Reason answer should be compelled:
Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
qthe subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
in that action, if the matter either is itself admigsible in evidence of 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 plainti:ff, what defendants knew of
dFather 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 beéame aware of allegations of Father

Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
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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 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,
1938 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positions
for over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
Fresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has
accepted numerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
has the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an extern priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service
and certify he is fit to serve as a priest. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if
the further contact with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary
prior to granting faculties to minister in Los Angeles. 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 Couﬁs
may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to
answer so 2 full and complete inquiry can be made.

23.  Question:

Q Okay. And if you had the benefit of this

12:04:01 10 police report or had been informed of this police report

11 or its existence or the information contained in it,

12 would that have influenced your decision and that of the

96.
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13 Archdiocese to have accepted this priest?
Response/Objection:

14 MR. SELSBERG: Objection. That calis for
12:04:16 15 speculation.

16 MR. WOODS: Same objection. It's a hypothetical.

17 It wasn't presented to him. It's not even relevant to

18 the inquiry, and I instruct bim not to answer that.
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
hlin 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 Nicholés 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 fo 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 da};s later, January 11,

1988. Durmg 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. Archbishop P;oger Mahony has served the Church in various positions
for over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
Fresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has

accepted numerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
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1 ||has the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an extern priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service

and certify he is fit to serve as a priest. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if

2
3
4
5 [|the further contact with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or
6 \confacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diccese of Tehuacan was necessary

7 |fprior to granting faculties to minister in Los Angeles. It is clear that while Father Nicholas

8 || Aguilar was an extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop,

9 iBishop Norberto Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up unti

10 [ present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of

11 [/ Tehuacan. The questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes

12 ,lplaintiﬂ' from inquiring into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts
13 [Imay exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelied to

14 llanswer so a full and complete inquiry can be made.

15 |24.  Question:

16 |Q You were concemed, weren't you? [ mean it _

17 11 was alarming information that this Aguilar had molested

18 12 kids?

19 | Response/Objection:

20 ‘N 13 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object. His concern has
21 14 got nothing to do with jurisdiction over these

22 [112:20:57 15 defendants. It's argumentative, and I'm going to

23 H 16 instruct him not to answer.

24 17 MR. ANDERSON: It does have to do with whether he
::?S 1‘ 18 would communicate it and the communications between them
5;26 19 by interstate and otherwise -- ‘

37 |1221:0920  MR. WOODS: Well, questions about what -

28 4 21 MR. ANDERSON: Just - Don, let me finish.
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22 It does have to do with jurisdiction because

23 the Cardinal's concern about him having a molester from

24 another jurisdiction goes to jurisdiction. And the
12:21:2025 Cardinal's concern about that, both what he did and what
12:21:23 1 his practice would have been, is probative to this.

2 MR. WOODS: Idon't believe that's accurate, so

3 I'm going to instruct him not to answer.

4  MR. ANDERSON: Okay.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not Iprivileged, that is relevant to
the subj eci 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 evidenc:e 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 Norberte 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. Thé 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,

Wd1988 unti] present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the

Diocese of Tehuacan. Archbishop Roger Mahony has served the Church in various positions
for over fifty years. Archbishop Roger Mahony has acted as the ordinary for The Diocese of
Fresno, The Diocese of Stockton and The Archdiocese of Los Angeles. In this position he has
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accepted nurnerous extern priests for service within his diocese. Archbishop Roger Mahony
has the background and knowledge necessary to respond to this question. This question is
relevant because in order for an extern priest to serve in the Archdiocese of Los Angeles or any
Diocese in the Catholic Church, the extern priests superior must recommend him for service
and certify he is fit to serve as a priest. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if
the further contact with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was necessary
prior to granting faculties to minister in Los Angeles. 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 $0 é full and complete inquiry can be made.
25. Question:
Q And at the time this letter was sent, what
12:27:23 25 report had been made to civil authorities?
Response/Objection:
H12:27:26 1 MR.WOODS: Iwill object to the question as
2 beyond the scope of the jurisdictional issues which are
3 the purpose of this deposition and instruct the witness
4 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
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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 pﬁestly_
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Aﬁgeles. 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 priestiy
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, Jmu&y 11,
1988. During the three day delay ir reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Apguilar 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 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of Janwary 11, 1988. 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 Agnijar 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 exereise jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be

compelled to answer so a full and complete inquiry can be made, |
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26.  Question:
Q When you first and Monsignor Curry first

7 received information that this priest was a chitd

8 molester, was there a desire by you andfor Monsignor

9 Curry to keep this secret and among you and his
12:28:12 10 superior?
Response/Objection:
11 MR. WOODS: Object to the form of the question as
12 argumentative, beyond the scope of jurisdiction, and I
13 will 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
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 thls matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abusé, when they knew

it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardiﬁal 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
IlNi::holas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nich\olés Aguilar Rivera. The Los
qAngeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in repoﬂhg the éllegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 unti] 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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Curry plaintifi’s counsel atternpted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse, This information is relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that théy did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. 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
IAngeIes up until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of
the Diocese of Tehuacan. The questions blocked by defense atfomey’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.

i27' Question:
Q Okay. Who was to report this to civil
24 authorities, Norberto Rivera or you?

Response/Objection:

12:28:49 25 MR. SELSBERG: Objecticn; calls for specn,]ation.
"12:28:52 1 MR. WOODS: And also is a confusing question
2 because there are numerous other possibilities. Those
3 are not the only two -

r 4  MR.ANDERSON: Let him answer it.
12:29:04 5 MR. WOODS: Okay. But it's confusing, so I will

6 instruct him not to answer. It's also irrelevant to

7 jurisdictional issues.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
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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 Cardinéll 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
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January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
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| Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
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duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los

—
[ 38

Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

fowry
(5]

1988, During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas

par)
-

Apguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,

it
Ln

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

-
=3

Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

—t
~3

Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did

—
o0

after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to

ey
o

analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the

. b2
[

Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988. The purpose of this line of inquiry

I
—

was to ascertain if the issue of contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop

N

Norberto Rivera, or contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of

N
W

Tehuacan was discussed and if it was not discussed the reasons thérefore. It is clear that while

%]
o

"Father Nicholas Aguilar was an extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority

]
Lh

of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los
i 26 Y Angeles up until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivéra must obey orders from the Bishop of
2 27 |{the Diocese of Tehuacan. The questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction

28 jprecludes plaintiff from inquiring into relevant matters that will shed light on whether
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California Courts may exercise jurisdiction over the Mexican Pefendants. Defendant must be

2 (lcompelled to answer so a full and complete inquiry can be made.
3 }i28.  Question:
4 Q Cardinal, it is written "According to the
5 112:29:15 10 civil law hére, the accusations must be reported to the
6 11 authorities.”
7 12 My question to you, as this is written to
8 13 Norberto Rivera, who is supposed to report this to civil
9 " 14 authorities?
10 || Response/Qbjection; ,
11 [ 12:29:35 15 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the question
12 16 as calling for legal conclusion, irrelevént to the
13 17 jurisdictional issue, _and instruct him not to answer.
14 || Reason answer should be compelled: | _
15 Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
16
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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 Pracedure 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 Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
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 Januvary 9,

ik

1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardiﬁal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of January 11, 1988, The pﬁrpose of this line of ir_xquiry

was to ascertain if the issue of contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop
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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, Itis clear-that while

Pt et
-_— D

Father Nicholas Aguilar was an extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority

—
3]

of his bishop, Bishop Norberto Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los

[
L

Angeles up until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of

—
Y

the Diocese of Tehuacan. The questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction

precludes plaintiff from inquiring info relevant matters that will shed light on whether

—
[= SNV ]

California Courts may exercise jurisdictién over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be

—
~]

compelled to answer so a full and complete inquiry can be made.

—
g

129.  Qnuestion:

I Q What was then the procedure in'1988
|

el
8 %

12:29:58 20 pertaining to educators and the Archdiocese reporting

b2
—

21 suspected sexual abuse to civil authorities?

N

Response/Ohjection:

2
(¥

22 MR. WOODS: Objection; calls for a legal opinion,

[
Y

23 it's beyond the scope of this jurisdiction, and 1
25 24 instruct the witness not to answer.

226 [[12:30:24 25 MR. ANDERSON: Counsel, he's the one who's

W [112:30:25 1 writing to -- to the foreign defendant saying this must

2 be reported.
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3 MR. WOODS: Okay.
4 MR. HABEL: Actually, it's Curry.
12:30:33 5 MR. ANDERSON: Well, it's him through Cuury.
6 MR. WOODS: It's the same issue.
7 MR. ANDERSON: Does your instruction stand not to
8 answer?
9 MR. WOODS: Huh?
12:30:44 10 MR. ANDERSON: Does your instruction stand not to

11 answer? ,
12 MR. WOODS: Yes.

Reason answer should be compelled:

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

i| 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 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 reporﬁng 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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Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information is relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan untit the letter of January 11, 1988. 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 extemn priest in Los
Angeles up until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Eishop 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.
30. Question:
Q The next paragraph states, "I spoke to Father

12:30:55 15 Aguilar Rivera on Saturday, January 9th." Did you know

16 that Monsignor Curry wés speaking to Aguilar before he

17 went to do s0? 7
Response/Objection:

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

19 scope of the jurisdictional issues and instruct him not
12:31:1920 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

108,
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%20} 7.010)) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, whét 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 Aﬁgeles. 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 Michotas Aguilar Rivera. TheLos
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 authoriti-és, 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 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles did
after receiving notice of the allegations of sexual abuse. This information s relevant to
analyze the Archdiocese statements that they did not contact Bishop Noberto Rivera or the
Dicocese of Tehuacan until the letter of Janwary 11, 1988. 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
[lof 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 Diacese of Tehuacan. The questions blocked by defense attomey’s improper ins&uction
’lprecludes 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 and complete inquiry can be made. .

31.  Question;

109.
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Q What do you know about the conversation that
23 Monsignor Curry had with Nicolas Aguilar referenced in
24 this letter? |

Response/Objection:
12:31:3025 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.) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuser 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 rotify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, Janvary 11,
1988, During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholes
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 sa‘id between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Cusry 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

110.
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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. 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
and complete inquiry can be made.
32. Question:
12:38:01 1 Q And my question, then, is did you direct or
f 2 have Moﬁsignor direct that Nicolas Aguilar stay here so
3 that you could do the full canonical investigation and
I 4 the LAPD could do theirs?
Response/Objection:
12:38:18 5 MR. WOODS: Object to the form of the question.

6 Or sorrj. Let me start all over again. I object to the

7 question as beyond the scope of the jurisdictional

8 issues which are the subject of this deposition and

9 instruct the witness not to answer.
12:38:33 10 What the Archdiocese did in terms of

11 investigating, what the police did in terms of

12 investigating are not relevant to jurisdiction over the

13 Mexican nationals.
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 admissibie 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.) 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 R§vera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera fo the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
Janpary 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of atlegations 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 avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incerdinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as fo 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 purpese of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of

contacting Father Nicholas Agnilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or cdntacting
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 remnained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. Itis also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
Nichiolas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s impréper 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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33,  Question:
Q Okay. Do you know if any official of the
16 Archdiocese of L.A. or Tehuacan ordered Nicolas Aguilar
17 Rivera to stay in L.A. so that a full investigation

18 could be done by the police and the L.A. Archdiocese?

Response/Objection: ‘
19 MR. WOODS: Okay. Object to the question as

12:41:54 20 beyond the scope of jurisdiction over the defendants and
21 instruct him not to answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, ﬁot 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 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 Janvary 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nichoias Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify I.os Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authoriﬁes, Father N'ichola_s
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 ﬁriest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thornas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar R:ivera, and Bishop Curry and

113,
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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 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 éompelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
34.  Question:
Q Did the Archdiocese ever do any -- any kind
24 of full investigation canonically, as you referred?
Response/Ohbjection: _
12:42:15 25 MR. WOODS: Object. Beyond the scope of the
12:42:16 1 jurisdictional issues and instruct the witness not to
2 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, '(Co’de af Civil Procedure Section
2017.010.) At issue in this metter 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 Nichelas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for pﬁesﬂy
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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 cﬁmmitﬁng 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 avoi¢ed capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Agui]ar 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 ascert:ﬁn 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
extem 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 cbey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions Blocked by defense attomey’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts mAay exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made,
"35. . Question:
Q Do you know if they did or you don't -- do

12 you have any knowledge of whether or not they did, or do

13 you believe they did no investigation?

14 A Thave no knowledge.
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12:42:51 15 Q Okay. Did you ever ask?

16 A No.

17 Q Why not?
Response/Objection:

18  MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the form of

19 the question and to the question as beyond the scope of
12:43:03 20 the jurisdictional issues. The contacts, what he did

21 ask for or what he did say; relevant. What he could

22 have done or might have done or should have done,

23 irrelevant.

24 MR. ANDERSON: Instruct not to answet?
12:43:21 25 MR. WOODS: Instruct him not to answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any mitter, 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 sexuval 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 théreby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not rotify 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,
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1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
1Diocese 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 Cutry, 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
confacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuam 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 compelléd to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
36. Question:
Q In this letter, Exhibit 30, he states, "1 _

3 spoke to Father Aguilar Rivera on Saturday, !

4 January 9th." The police records -- do you know whether
12:43:57 5 apolice report was made?
Response/Objection:

6 MR. WOODS: I'm going to -- hold on. I'm going

7 to object to the question as beyond the scope of the

8 jurisdictional issues and instruct the witness not to

9 answer. |

Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
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the subject matter involved in the pending actien 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 plaihtiff, 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 Fatﬁer
Nicholas Aguyilar 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 ailegations 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 tc 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 ﬁ‘om 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
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jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to ‘answer so a fuil
and complete inquitry can be made.
37.  Question:
Q Are you aware, Cardinal, that Monsignor Curry
12 went to Nicolas Aguilar and told him he was under
13 investigation before the police received the report and
i 14 could investigate?
Response/Objection:
12:44:26 15 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the
16 scope.of the jurisdictional issues and instruct the
17 witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain dismvéry regarding any natter, 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
2017.610,) 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 théy 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
l duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Agnilar 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 Archdiccese 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
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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 Cumry, Bishop Curry anﬂ 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 “;as 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
and complete inquiry can be made,
38,  Question:
Q Are you -- do you ha've any knowledge that
12:44:38 20 Monsignor Curry went and alerted Mon- -- went and

2] alerted Nicolas Aguilar to the fact that a police

22 investigation was under way?
Response/Objection:

23 -MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the

24 scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not to ,
12:44:59 25 answer.
hReason 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

Hin that 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.) 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. Defendénts Cardinal Notberto 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 Lés Angeles never to retum and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a ptiest 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 allegations leveed agéinst Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
éontacting Father Niqhblas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop I:Jorberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Aguitar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. Itis cleér 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
|

and complete inquiry can be made.

121,

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




137011/

LN

(=T - IS B - T 2

39.  Question:
Q Are there provisions in the Canon law
3 protocals under which you operate as a bishop that
4 requires you and others to keep matters that are
12:45:17 5 scandalous secret?
Response/Objection:
6 MR. WOODS: I object to the question as beyond

7 the scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not

8 to answer.
PReason answer shounld 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 itse]f 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
tlFather 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 pﬁestly
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 comrhitting 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 dei:ositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

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
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. Ii 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 inatters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelied fo answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
40,  Question:
Q Is there a requirement of secrecy involving

11 matters of scandal, such as sexual abuse, that would

i2 also apply to Norberto Rivera as then a bishop and now a

13 cardinal?
Response/Objection:

14 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.

Reason answer should be compelled:

Aﬁy party may obtain discovéry 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 issuein this matter is the sexual a-buse 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
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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 sexﬁal 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 5 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 Cutry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Fﬁther
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. JIt 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 atiorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inqﬁiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise
juﬁsdicﬁon over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
41,  Question:

Q Isit cormrect to say that when you are

17 installed as a cardinal, that you take -- aré made to

18 take an oath of secrecy to the Vatican or the Holy See?

124.

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




137011/

I R VLR

w oo ~1 W

® @
Response/Objection:
19 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) 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 Norberio 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 ailegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
dutics. 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
Cumry plaintiff’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
lFather 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

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 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 Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant matters that will shed light on whether Ca]ifornia'Courts may exercise
jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and cqmplete inquiry can be made,
42.  Question:
Q And is this an oath taken by cardinals during
2 aceremony at which they are installed or promoted to
3 the position of cardinal?

Response/Objection:

4 MR. WOODS: Iobject to the form. Iobject to
12:46:34 5 the question as beyond the scope of the jurisdictionat
6 1issues and instruct the witness not to answer
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regardihg any matter, not privilegéd, 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
i 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 Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
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1 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 Aguilér Rivera has remained a priest incardinate& 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 Norberte 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 reméined under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberio
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 insiruction 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.

| 43. Question:

Q And if this is the oath, in the middle of it,
9 I'll direct your attention to the provision that says "I
12:46:51 10 am not to reveal to anyone what is confided to me in

11 secret nor divulge what may bring harm or dishonor to

12 the Holy Church."

T 13 Is it correct to say, Cardinal, that a sexual

14 abuse by a priest and public knowledge of it could and
12:47:13 15 would bring harm or dishonor to the Holy Church?
Response/Objection:
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16 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the
17 scope of the jurisdictional issues and instruct the
18 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 {o the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
Januéry 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfiiness for priestly
duties. OnJ anuax& 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, Jax-luary 11,

1988. During the three day delay in reposting 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 s2jd between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean wheu 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 R.ivera’s S\ixperior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
HFather Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discuésed and 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. 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 preciudes 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.
44, Question:

17 Q Are you aware that the law enforcement

18 detectives that were investigating Nicolas Aguilar on

19 the report made of sexual abuse would have arrested him

12:49:03 20 immediately based on the information given them?

Response/Objection:
21  MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation.
22 MR. WOODS: 1agree it calls for speculation. I
23 also object as beyond the issues of jurisdiction and
24 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 maiter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made
nin that action, if the matter either is {tself 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
fiFather 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 A}chdiocese of Los Angeles, On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
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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 plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Cury 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
Hcontacting 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 Fat_her
Nicholas Aguilar Riveré must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
hquestions 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
l1sar1d complete inquiry can be made.
45.  Question: ' ‘

Q Are you aware, Cardinal, that the police

: k 2 received enough information on January 8th and

3 immediately thereafter from more than one source enough

4 to have -- excuse me,

" 12:49:42 5 When do you -- when do you believe the police

6 were -- were notified?
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1 | Response/Objection:
7 MR. WOODS: Object to the -~
8 MR. ANDERSON: -- of the information that

9 Monsignor Curry or other employees of the Archdiocese
12:49:55 10 had concerning this?

12 scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not to

2
3
4
5
6 11 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the
7
8 13 answer.

9

Reason answer should be compelled:

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

11 }ithe subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made

12 ||in that action, if the matter either is itself admissible in evidence or appears reasonably

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

14 (|2017.010,) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of

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

16 [lit and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

17 ||Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar R?vera’s unfitness for priestly

18 Hduties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
19 | January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father

20 [Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
21 | duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
22 [[Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
23 §1988. During the three day delay in reporting the aflegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
24 |Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,

25 ‘1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the

%6 Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

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

28 ||and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Cutry and
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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 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 Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
46.  Question: |
Q What do you know about who reported it to the
. 16 police?
Response/Objection: .

17 MR. WCODS: Same objection, same instruction
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovefy 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 itsclf admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the disccwery.of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
fIZOI 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
I it and what they did with that inforrqation. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
lDiracese 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
’l] anuary 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
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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 ﬁﬁee 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 unti] 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
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father Mc¢Clean 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 Agﬁilar 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.

47. Question:

| Q Cardinal, when did Nicolas Aguilar leave the

12:52:12 15 Aschdiocese of L.A.?

Response/Qbjection:

I 16 MR WOODS: Iobject to the question as beyond

17 the scope of jurisdiction and instruct the witness not

18 to answer.
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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 plaintiﬁ‘, 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 RJvera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Cury 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 tb 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

HFaazthe-r Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was

T

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
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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.
48.  Question:
Q When did Nicolas Aguilar return to Mexico?
Response/Objection:

21 MR. WOODS: Same obstruction, same answer.

22 Same -- same objection, same instruction. Why don't you

23 ask him if be knows when he left.

]Reason answer should be compelled

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not pnvxleged 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 Pracedure Section
2017.010) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants l&lew 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 untfitness 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,
111988. 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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Cusry plaintiff’s counsel attermnpted 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 agaihst 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 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 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.
49.  Question:
Q Who facilitated or aided him in his teturn
12:52:35 1 from L.A. to Mexico?
Response/Objection: '

2 MR. WCODS: Iabject to the question‘ as beyond

3 the scope of the jurisdictional issues and instruct the

4 witness not to answer.
12:52:45 5 MR. HABEL: It's argumentative.

6 MR. SELSBERG: And it assumes facts not in

7 evidence.
Reason answer should be compelfed:

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

the subject matter invoived 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
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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 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
iduties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Cwry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, V'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 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 purpc;se of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
I 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 prieét 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.,
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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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Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexuval abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
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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

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

s
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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:

i 154.
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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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calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
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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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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 individuafs 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 Supetior, 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 blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction preciudes 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.
68. Quiestion:
Q Yes. And at this point in time that you ,

13 wrote the letter or at any time before this, was there

14 anything that prevented from Nicolas -~ excuse me --
01:32:41 15 that prevented Bishop Rivera from sending such a letter
l 16 to the other bishops in Mexico warning them that this

17 guy was a molester?
Response/Objection:

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

19 as beyond the scope of the jurisdictional issues and
01:32:56 20 instruct the witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be corﬁpelled:

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 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.) Atissuein this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nichelas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberio 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 notlnotify 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 retum 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. ’i‘he 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 aﬁd 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 it 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
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and complete inquiry can be made,
69, Quéstion:
Q Is there anything under Canon Law that
23 prevented Bishop Rivera from cobperating with the
24 extradition of Nicolas Aguilar back to the U.S. for

01:33:17 25 prosecution? '
ResponseIObjec_ﬁon:

1 MR. WQODS: 'Sarhe 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) 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 théreby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On Janvary 9, 1988 Bishop Cuiry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities unﬁl three days later, January 11,
l1988. 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
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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 compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
70.  Question:
Q Okay. And, in fact, there's a number of

01:34:21 20 things that Bishop Rivera could do that you didn't have

21 the power to do to both get this guy back here and tot

22 prevent other kids from being harmed in Mexico?
Response/Objection:

23 MR. WOODS: Objection,

24 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation
01:34:43 25 and assumes facts not in evidence.
01:34:45 1 MR. WOODS: Object. Beyond the scope of the

2 jurisdictional issues and instruct the witness not to

3 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
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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 enpage 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 awarc 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 anthorities until three days later, January 11,
1988. During the three day delay in réporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avqided 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
Fathier 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 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 fall
and complete inquiry can be made.
71.  Question:

Q Bishop, as - as an Ordinary, you have the
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6 ability to locate priests under your control, do you

7 not?

—

Response/Objection:
8 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
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calculated to iead 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

y—
b

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

et
2

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

i

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

—
W

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

Il
(=}

Nicholas Aguilar Ri\fera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly

i
-J

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

—
o

Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

Fony
O

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,

b3
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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
Kand Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and

[\
NS

25 {|Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
“26 JNicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry wz;ls to ascertain if the issue of
%ﬁ? contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
%8 | 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
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éxtem priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Notberto
Rivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angel—es.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.
72.  Question:
Q And to investigate both their whereabouts and

11 their activities, at least the priests under your

12 control, correct?
Response/Objection:

13 MR. WOODS: Same objection, same instruction.
Reagon 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 m evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible eﬁdencé. {Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.010,) At issue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Agyilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual gbuse, when they knew
it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardin':;l 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
F,‘Nicholas Apguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Custy 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 repdrting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to retum and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
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1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a pﬁest 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 Ag_uiIar 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 authc;rity 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
and complete inquiry can be made. I
73. Question:
Q And at this time, besides the civil

01:35:35 20 authorities, Bishop Rivera was the one who had the most

21 control over Nicolas Aguilar because he was a pri&_st of

22 Tehuacan?
AResponsefObjecﬁon:

23 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calis for speculation.

24 ° MR. WOODS: Iagree. Calls for speculation.
01:35:54 25 1t's also beyond the scope of jurisdictional issues and
01:35:57 1 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
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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 Los Angeles authorities unrtil three days later, January 11,
1988. During the fhree 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 in&;uire 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 awaré of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The putpose 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 Lés Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. It is also cleer that while an extern priest in Los Angeles up untit present Fatber
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
P'm'isdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
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74.  Question:
25 Q And ifhe didn't know where he was at this
[ point in time as the bishop of Tehuacan, he could have

2 written to other bishops in Mexico and said "I've got a |
3 priest who I'm trying to loeate" and seck information
4 from the other -- the bishops in Mexico the same wa:} you

01:39:43 5 wrote this letter to him, right?

Response/Objection:
6 MR. WOODS: Object that it goes beyond the scope
7 of the jurisdictional issues and instruct the witness
8 notto answer.

Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter inﬁolved 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 Pracedure 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 Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8,- 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Fatﬁer
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
Angeleé Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities untril 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 6f 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 s;id 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 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 under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. Itis aiso 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
[(duestions 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 ful
and complete inquiry can be made.
75.  Question: |
Q Okay. "And from U.S. and Mexican press.”

9 At the last paragraph on this -- on this full
01:47:28 10 paragraph on this page beginning with "The priest's

11 parents,” I'd like you to go down and address the

12 sentence — I'll read it to you, then ask you a
E 13 question.

14 It states, "You will understand that I'm not
01:47:44 15 in a position to find him, much less force him to return

16 and appear in court."

17 Cardinal, is it correct to say that as a

18 bishop, he is in a position to attempt to locate them

19 through his resources, and if he does, order him to
01:48:18 20 return to the U.S. and appear in court?
Response/Objection: g
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21 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; compound, calls for

22 speculation.

23 MR, WOODS: {am going to object to the question

24 as beyond the scope of the jurisdictional facts and |
01:48:34 25 instruct the witness not to answer. Plus, we've plowed
01:48:38 1 this territory about a hundred times already.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discoyery 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 admissibie in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.610,) 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 Tehvacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar I{ivera‘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, J anuary 11,
1988. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations fo authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguitar 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 confacting
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and complete inquiry can be made.
76.  Question:
Q Okay. You state here, "I would like to teil
19 you I have not received any letter nor any other
01:53:37 20 information." The next -~ actually, the last full
21 paragraph beginning with "I'm very confused," I'm going
22 toread that and ask you a question.
23 "I'm very confused because in your letter of
24 January 27, '87, you did not mention any other personal
01:54:00 25 problem concerning Father Aguilar." It must be "H you
01:54:06 1 had written me that Father Aguilar had some homosexual
2 problem, I assure you that we haven't received that in

3 the Archdiocese. We have here in the Archdiocese of

4 Los Angeles quite a clear plan of action: We do not
01:54:25 5 admit priests with any homosexual problems."
J 6 At this point in time, where had it been

7 written that there was a plan of action in the

8 Archdiocese that you do not admit.aizy priests with any

9 homosexual problem? |
Response/Objection:
01:54:47 10 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the qut;stion

175,

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
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11 asbeyond the scope of jurisdiction and instruct the

Yt

12 witness not to answer.

Reason answer should be compelled:

F

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject mattér 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 fo lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section.

2017.019,) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of

O oo Oy th A W N

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

b
[

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

—
—t

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

—
b

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

—a
(¥

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

=
S

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

Pt
[

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

e
=)

Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,

—
-J

1988. During the three day delay in reporting the aliegations to authorities, Father Nicholas

—
[=9]

Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,

—
A =]

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

™
p—

Curry plaintiff's counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
Pa.nd Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and

(]
(AN

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

25 l contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
36 ||Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
‘E7 not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while Father Nicholas Aguilar was an

“#8 ||lextern 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
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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 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 answef so a full
and complete inquiry can be made.
77.  Question:
Q Isit fair to say, Cardinal, that as an

7 Crdinary, as g Cardinal Archbishop, you are required to

8 avoid scandal under the Canons and the protocols you

9 operate? |
Response/Objection;

01:56:45 10 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object -- I'm going to

11 object to the question as b;ayond the scope of the

12 jurisdictional issues and instruct the witness not to

13 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 adﬁﬁssible 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 Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Ar_chdiocwe 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 Cury met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, The Los
Angeles Archdiocese did not notify Los Angeles anthorities until three days later, January 11,
177.
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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,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehuacan., During the depositions of Cardinal Rog_gai' Mabhony aﬁd 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 puxp:;sc of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aéuilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting
Father Nicholas Agnilar Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the réasom 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. 1t is also clear that while an extem priest in Los Angeles up unti! 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. |
}78.' Question:
+ Q Isit fair to say that the sexual molestation
16 by a priest is considered under the church protocols to
17 be scandalous and kept ~ to be dealt with by church
18 authorities alone?
F Response/Objection:
19 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as beyond the
01:57:1520 scope of the deposition and instruct the witness not to

21 answer. :
Reason answer should be compelled:

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

178.

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




137011/

O o ~ v U

g . b
. |

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 aﬁpears 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 Agnilar 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 qf allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
tduties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Angeles A.rcﬁdiocese 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 Rivéra eft Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture, From January $,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
h‘|Dioe'ase 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 dibcese 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
%Riv:era. 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

179,

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




137011 /

w0 =1 & b

and complete inquiry can be made,
79.  Question:
23 Q In 1987 and 1988, was there a protocol in
24 place that required priests and, in parficular,
01:57:29 25 Ordinaries to avoid scandal and keep accusations of
01:57:35 1 sexual molestation among themselves?
Response/Objection: _
2 MR. WOODS: I'm going to object to the question
3 asbeyond the scope of jurisdiction and instruct the
4 witness not to answer. |
Reason answer should be compelled: 7
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
2017.013,} Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s prbclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew

lit 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 Apnilar 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,
J198 8 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
180.
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and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry anci
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against 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 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 compelied to answer so a full

13 [land complete inquiry can be made.

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

80.  Question:
Q Are you familiar with the 1962 document

7 solicitation and a confessional promulgated by the

8 Vatican that establishes a protocol for keeping matters

9 of sexual abuse secret and among church authorities?”
Response/Objection:

01:58:1010  MR. WOODS: I object to the question as beyond

11 the scope of the jurisdicticnal issues and instruct the

12 witness not 1o answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:

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

25 F 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 defendahts knew of |

Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
181.
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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 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 Agnilar 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, Japuary 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 Cutry 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 fo ascertain if the issue of
contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Supeﬂor, 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 whi[é Father Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norbeﬁo :
Rivera. ltis 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 pl:ebludes plaintiff from inquiring
into relevant mafters 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.
81. Question:
! Q If such a Vatican — document had been issued
01:58:20 15 by the papal office and the congregation of the doctrine
16 1in 1962 and issued to all of the Ordinaries across the
182.
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17 world, it would have applied to you, as an Ordinary, as
18 well as Norberto Rivera?
Response/Objection:
19 MR. WOODS: Objection.
01:58:41 2¢ MR. SELSBERG: Qbjection; calls for speculation,
21 assumes facts not in evidence.
22 MR. WOODS: QObject to the question as compound,
23 confusing, and beyond the scope of the jurisdictional
24 issues 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 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 becarne aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera conmiﬁing 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 plaintiff's counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivers, and Bishop Curry and
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Pather McClean when these individuals became awate 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 Agnilar 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
and comﬁlgte inquiry can be made.
82.  Question:
Q Did you think that that letter was lost or

13 not sent by him?
Response/Objection:

14 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation,
02:10:26 15 MR. WOODS: Calls for speculation and beyond the

16 scope of the jurisdictional issues, Instruct the

17 wilness 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
H 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
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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 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 allepations to aﬁthorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angéles never to return and thereby avqided capture, From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Te¢huacan. 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 Tehwacan 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

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

19
20

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

21 [linto relevant matters that will shed light on whether California Courts may exercise

22 {ljurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

and complete inquiry can be made.
83,  Questiom:
Q -- the March 23rd, 1987, letter, was never
6 sent?
Response/Objection:
7 MR. WOODS: Object to the question as calls for
8 speculation and beyond the scope of the deposition and
185.
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9 instruct the witness not to answer.
Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, ﬁot 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 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 Nicﬁolas Apnilar 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 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 counse] attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar R!ivera, 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
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questions blocked by defense attomey’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.
84. Question:
Q Okay. Iread this to be an Archdiocese of

02:16:1025 Mexico document stating that Nicolas Aguilar is-going to
02:16:14 1 beat a parish, and it also notes that ke wiil need

2 permission from his bishop to serve in such a parish.

3 Do you read this letter that way?
Response/Objection:

4 MR. WOODS: I'm going ta object to the question
02:16:32 5 as beyond the scope of the jurisdictional issues and
l ¢ instruct the witness not to answer. It also calls for
7 speculation, the document speaks for itself.
riReason answer shouild ber compelled: .

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, I;Ot 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.) Atissuein this inatter 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
H 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,
187.
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1988, During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas

—

Agnilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided capture, From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has rernained 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
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contacting Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto Rivera, or contacting

—
o

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

Sk
—

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

—
[#5]

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

—t
£

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

g
“n

questions blocked by defense attorney’s improper instruction preciudes plaintiff from inquiring

—
o

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

Pt
~-J

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

[
o0

and complete inquiry can be made.

H85. Question:

R
o W0

22 Q At the second paragraph, he says "As my

NN
By

F 23 penmission to provide services to the Archdiocese of

24 Los Angeles is about to end, I am pleading with his

[\
(%]

02:28:23 25 Excellency to grant me an extension for an indefinite

R

02:28:28 1 period of time to remain in the same and specifically

N
wh

2 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles."

:QG 3 This writing by Nicolas Aguilar to his

e

27 4 bishop, in effect, is -- is the formal protocol and

"28 |[02:28:46 5 request that, if granted, would allow him to stay,

8 correct?
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Response/Objection:

7 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation.

8 MR. WOODS: Okay. I'm going to object that it -

9 calls for an expert opinion, it's an incomplete
02:29:06 10 hypothetical, it has nothing to do with jurisdiction in

11 this case. |

12 Do you understand the question? I'm going t(;

13 instruct him not to answer.

Reason answer should be compelled:

’1

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
2G17.010.) 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 pn'éstly
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
Nichelas Aguifar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguiia: 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 anuarf 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
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
Father MicClean when these individuals became aware of the aliegations 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, Itis also clear that while an exfern priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuat':an. 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 Mexicaﬁ Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full
and complete inquiry can be made,
86.  Question:
17 Q So does this now lead you to believe that he

18 was here iilegally or not in full compliance with the

19 immigration laws?
Response/Objection:
02:33:30 20 MR. WOQDS: Ckay. I'm going to aobject to the

21 question as beyond the scope of jurisdictional issues

22 and instruct the witness not {o answer, calls for

23 speculation, calls for expert opinion.
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
ncalculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Prbcedurel Section
2017.010) Atissuein 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
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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 F ather
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 report:mg tﬁe allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided captuce. From January 9,

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

o o] -~ N n £ W [ ] —

‘Diocese of Tehuacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas

p—
L)

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

—t
(S

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

]
[E8)

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

[a—
~

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

—
1%, }

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

p—
L)

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

—
~3

extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

[
oo

Rivera, It is also clear that while an extem priest in Los Angeles up unti] present Father

N =
Q0

hNicho]as 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

3]
—

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

[
3]

jurisdiction over the Mexican Defendants. Defendant must be compelled to answer so a full

and complete inquiry can be made.

24 187.  Question:

25 Q Well, in any case, the fact that he didn't

26 02:33:44- 1 have a permit when he came here the first time, it's

2 clear that his bishop knew he didn't have it, correct?

28 | Response/Objection:

3 MR. WOODS: No. Hold on. 'm going to object to

137011/ 191.
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4 the continual speculative nature of the question. It
02:34:02 5 assumes a speculated situation. It has nothing to ro
6 with jurisdiction, and [ instruct the witness not to

T answer.
8 MR. ANDERSON: I'll take that one.
9 There's - there's a full line of questions
02:34:23 10 about this and his -- but I'm going to have the judge
11 decideit.
12 MR. WOODS: Okay.
13 MR. ANDERSON: I'm not going to —
14 MR, WATERS: Just so the -- just so the record's
02:34:35 15 clear, continual inquiry regarding the immigration
16 status of Aguilar Rivera will be blocked and instruction
17 not to answer based upon the relevance objection?
18 MR. WOODS: Do you know anything about his
19 immigration status?
02;34:50 20 THE WITNESS: No.
21 MR. WOODS: Imean I'l let him answer some
‘22 questions, but I'm not going to let him jﬁst sit here
23 and speculate,

Reason answer shonld be compelled;

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

lthe subject matter involved in the pending action or to the determination of any motion made

in that action, if the tnatter 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 Riveta's unfitness for priestly
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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 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 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 Agpilar 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 Fatheg Nicholas Aguilar was an
gxtern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera, Itis also clear that whil.e 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 attornéy’s improper instruction precludes plaintiff from induiring

{linto 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

Hand complete inquiry can be made.

88. Question:
u Q Well, let me put it -- let me put it this
02:39:3925 way. Tell me what you know about what investigations

02:39:43 1 Axchdiocese conducted to find out how many kids were
2 actually abused by Nicolas Aguilar —
Response/Objection:
193.
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3 MR. WOODS: Okay.
4 BY MR. ANDERSON:

02:39:52 5 Q -- while he worked in the Archdiocese of L.A.
6 or before he came here.
7 MR. WOODS: Okay. We object to the question as
8 beyond the scope of this deposition and instruct the
9 witness not to answer, Also, it's compound and

02:40:07 10 confusing.

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 {s itself admissible in evidence or appears reascnably
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-oclivities 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 Angeies authorities until three days later, Janvary 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 incardinateri in the
Diocese of Tehuacan, During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahoﬁy and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted fo inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bi'shop 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
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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 Angel{es up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan. The
questions blocked by defense attarney’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,
89. Question:
Q And he could have sent the same letter to all
14 the suffragan dioceses in Mexico that you sent to this
02:45:40 15 guy.
Response/Objection:
16 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; calls for speculation.
17 BY MR. ANDERSON:
18 Q Couldn't he have?.
19 MR. WQODS: I'm going to - | mean obviously
02:45:47 20 anything is possible. You could send a letter to
21 anybody you want to. I don't think that's what you're
22 trying to ask. '
23 So what you're asking is whether the
24 Archbishop of Mexico City has jurisdiction to send a,
02:45:59 25 letter to those in the Xalapa pravince, which is calling
02:46:03 1 for an ecclesiastical expert opinion. I'm going to
2 instruct him not to answer. It's irrelevant.
3 MR. ANDERSON: Well, that's not what I'm asking,
193,
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Reason answer should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter involved in thé 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 fead to the discovery of admissible evidence, (Code of Civil Procedure Section
2017.016,) 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 Rivéra’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior to sending Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angéles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexual abuse and thereby hié unfitness for priestly
duties. On January 9, 1988 Bishop Curry met with Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The Los
Anggles Archdiocésc did not notify Los Angeles authorities until three days later, January 11,
1983. During the three day delay in reporting the allegations to authorities, Father Nicholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to return and thereby avoided captufe. 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

Cuury plaintiff’s counse] attempted fo 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
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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 complete inquiry can be made.
90. Question:
Q And he is gble to send the same letter, if he
16 so chooses, to all the other diocese in Mexico or
17 wherever Nicolas Aguilar Rivera is known to be, correct?
hResponsefObjection:
18 MR. WOODS: Calls --

19 MR. SELSBERG: Objection; assumes facts not in
02:46:5720 evidence.

21 MR. WOODS: And not relating to jurisdiction.

22 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 sexuval 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
197.
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Apuilar 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 Tehvacan. During the depositions of Cardinal Roger Mahony and Bishop Thomas
Curry plaintiff’s counse! attemipted 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 allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
confacting 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 Apuilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of ﬂze 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.
91.  Question:
Q 1f you were Cardinal Rivera and this was your

02:47:11 25 priest that was sent to another jurisdiction and
02:47:14 1 abuse was discovered as it was here, tell me all the

2 things you could have done to protect children to get

3 him back to the U.S. after you learned he left.
Response/Objection:

4 MR, WOODS; Okay.

02:47:29 5 MR. SELSBERG: Objection. That calls for

¢ speculation.

7  MR.WQODS: [object to the question as beyond

8 the scope of jurisdiction over these two particular
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9 Mexican nationals and instruct the witness ot to
02:47:41 10 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 evidenc;.e 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 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 Mahbny
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 extefn priest in Los Angeles up until present Father
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Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of Jthe 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 Califomia 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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DOCUMENTS TQ BE PRODUCED IN THE NOTICES OF TAKING
DEPOSITION PERTAINING TO BOTH DEPONENTS, CARDINAL
MAHONY AND BISHOP CURRY:

The following is the discussion between plaintiff’s and defense counsel pertaining to
the production of documents for both deponents which transpired at the deposition of
CARDINAL MAHONY (See Deposition of CARDINAL MAHONY submitted herewith at
P.16:1 - 22:15). Such discussion is pertinent to the Response/Objection of the production of

documents and the meet and confer process. Relevant portions are restated as follows:

09:55:151 - Q Andforthe reéord,. Counsel, we'll mark

2 Exhibit A the notice of deposition with the request for

3 production of documents appended to it as Exhibit A.

4 (Whereupon, Exhibit A was introduced and
09:55:25 5 marked for identification by the Certified Shorthand

6 Reporter, a copy of which is attached hereto.)

7 MR. WOODS: Okay. Fine.

8 MR. ANDERSON: And any -- for the record,

9 Counsel, any documents requested in Exhibit A that have
09:55:37 10 not been produced here today, which I have not had an

| 11 opportunity to wmﬁe, but I will, are there any

\ 12 documents that exist responsive to this request that

13 have not been produced or are being withheld pursuant to

14 a privilege or an objection? _

“09:56:01 15 MR WOODS: Well, since one of your requests asks
16 for any document that even menﬁong the name Aguﬂ?r

17 Rivera, there's obviously a number of documents that

18 have not been produced because, in our opinion, they are

19 outside the scope of this deposition.

1109:56:23 20 And there are no documents within the scope

21 of the deposition as I have interpreted it in my opening

201.
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1 22 statement that have been excluded because of privilege,

b2

23 any kind of privilége. Okay. All the correspondencé

3 24  with Mexican officials and documents referring to it
4 |109:56:42 25 have been produced. |
5 [|09:56:44 1 MR. ANDERSON: So any document or file in the
6 2 possession of the Archdiocese pertaining to Nicolas
7 3 Aguilar or Nicolas Aguilar Rivera have now been produced
8 4 in this production; is that correct? '
o 1109:57:02 5 MR. WOODS: I think that's a - if I heard you
10 6 correctly, that's a broader statement than the one I
11 7 made. We've produced all documents relating to the
12 8 jurisdictional issues. We have not withheld any
13 9 documnents in that category because of privilege. But we

14 [|09:57:19 10 have excluded -- let me just explain.

15 11 Father Nicolas Aguilar Rivera has a clergy
16 12 file--it's called a clergy file. Okay -- kept by the
17 13 Archdiocese. And you'll see production numbers on these

18 r‘ 14 documents, Those are -- all the documents in the clergy

19 #09:57:43 15 file have been numbered with a production number.,
20 16 " You'll see that there's gaps in the numbers.

21 H 17 Wherever thete's a gap in the number, documents have
22 18 been withheld because they do not relate to

23 19 jurisdiction -- the issues relevant to jurisdiction. So

24 [109:58:03 20 there -- there is a file that has 150-some-odd pages in

r25 21 it that is his file, which would cover everything.
éﬁ 22 MR. WATERS: And just for the record, when you
§;27 23 say "not responsive to jurisdiction" -- |
8| 24 MR ANDERSON: Letme-
09:58:18 25 MR. WATERS: - “jurisdiction” — oh, sorry_.r
137011/ *L 202, '
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09:58:22 1  MR. ANDERSON: Counsel, I'm looking at the
2 production, for example, documents in Exhibit B numbered
3 20 and then there's a gap, 20 -- and the next one is 37
4 as Bates stamped, so there are approximately 17
09:58:38 5 documents there that have been -- that are in the file
& of Nicolas Aguilar Rivera that you referred to as the
7 clergy file, fhose documents are being withheld on the
& basis they are not relevant to the jurisdictional
9 inquiry that's being permitted here?
09:58:55 10 MR. WOODS: Correct.
11 MR. ANDERSON: Isn't the relevancy objectior for
12 the court and us to decide? Is that really a proper
13 basis to withhold documentation pertaining to the priest
14 file?
09:59:12 15 MR. WOODS: Well, we may have a dispute about it.
16 ButI'm comfortable that the court on a number of
17 occasions in this matter has specifically stated that
18 this should be a short depésition specifically focusing
19 on jurisdictional facts and not getting into the
09:59:32 20 underlying substance or any other issues that 1_night be
21 relevant to the lawsuit, in general, but just
22 jurisdiction.
23 And so with that in mind, the witness has
24 been prepared for that limited type of inquiry, and we
09:59:46 25 have produced documents Limited to that inquiry. And
09:59:50 1 it's up to you if you want to take it up with the judge,
2 but - and we will oﬁviously be guided by his raling.
3 But we understand that he's already ruled this way.
4 MR. ANDERSON: The purpose of this deposition is
203,
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6 that. Idon't agree that it permits you to withhold
7 documents in the clergy file maintained by the
8 Archdiocese pertaining to Nicolas Aguilar Rivera. And
9 so it would be our intention to take that up with the
q10:00:23 10 court.

11 As an alternative, [ would invite you to |

12 consider a sealed production of those documents, that

V=T - TR N« M V. R L B

13 is, a separate production to us of those documents that

10 14 allows us to review them to determine whether or not
11 [|10:00:37 15 there may or may not be something in there that is
12 16 relevant to the jurisdictional inguiry. And then if

13 17 there‘is something we consider relevant to the

14 18 jurisdictional inquiry, you and I will do 2 meet and

15 19 confer and decide whether or not we need to use it.

16 { 10:00:52 20 So please consider that proposal, and we'll
17 21 have time through the course of this moming to do that
18 22 as an altemative to utilizing the court on this issue.

19 23 MR. WOODS: Okay. |

20{ 24  MR.ANDERSON: Because ! think it's clear that

21 |[10:01:06 25 there is documents that have not been produced on the
Zi 10:01:09 1 basis of relevancy,

23 2 Are there any other -- is there any other

24 q 3 basis on which documents in the clergy file of Nicolas

{%5 -4 Aguilar Rivera have not been produced besides relevancy?
.Rf -
§§6 10:01:22 5 MR. WOODS: As ! said before, we limit the scope
o - . ’

gg‘? 6 to jurisdictional facts. We have produced all the

28 7 documents relating to jurisdictional facts. None

8 relating to jurisdictional facts have been withheld

1370114 204.
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1 9 because of a privilege.
2 |110:01:39 10 And obviously, just to make it clear, to say
3 11 the opposite, there are privileged documents in the
4 12 file, but they don't relate to jurisdiction. So nothing .
5 13 has been withheld from our scope of production because
6 14 of a privilege.
7110:01:5815  MR. ANDERSON: What privileges do you believe are
8 16 assertable pertaining to tﬁe documents that have been
9 17 withheld? _
10 18 MR. WOODS: We haven't made an ascertainment. We
11 19 haven't made a discernment of that because they're
12 [|10:02:10 20 totally irrelevant to this proceeding.
13 21 MR. ANDERSON: If they're in the file of Nicolas
14 22 Aguilar Rivera, how can they be irrelevant to this
15 23 proceeding?
16 24 MR. WOODS: There may be attorney-client
17 (|10:02:20 25 communications. There may be psychiatric-patient
18 [|10:02:25 1 privilege communications. [ don't know. Because we
19 2 didn't — we didn't make a discernment of documents that
20 3 arebeyond the scope of this deposition.
21 4 MR. ANDERSON: Okay. I'm going to ask you to
22 |[10:02:39 5 give me an answer to my alternative proposal to the
23 6 nonproduction before the cﬁnclusion of the deposition,
24 7 obviously, of Cardinal Mahony, and I'll simply advise
%5 8 you that it is our position that you're required to
;ﬁf 9 produce the file of Nicolas Aguilar Rivera.
%ﬂ 10:02:58 10 If there are privileges that are assertable,
28| 11 theyneed fo be identified as such, and we need to be
12 allowed -- be allowed to inquire as to whether they're
137081/ 203.
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13 relevant or whether they fall within an identifiable
14 privilege. And for--
10:03:15 15 MR. WOODS: Right. Well, I can respond to that
16 right now. I'mean it's not appropriate, it's not
17 customary within our discovery procedures to turn over
18 irrelevant or privileged matter to an opponent so that
19 they can determine whether, in their opinion, it's
10:03:30 20 relevant and privileged.
21 We make thé determination. And if you want
22 to challenge it, you take it up with the judge, and the
23 judge, if anyone, would make that determination. But we
24 certainly v;vouldn't give it 1o our opponent. That would
10:03:43 25 defeat the whole purpose of asserting the objections.
10:03:47 1 MR. ANDERSON: Counsel, I wasn't suggesting you
2 give us the document on which you're asserting the
3 privilege. I was suggesting you give us -- identify the
4 nature of the document and the privilege on which it's
10:03:58 S being withheld so that that can be scrutinized. I'm not
6 suggesting you give us the document.
l‘ 7 As - 25 to the documents being withheld on
8 the basis of relevancy pertaining to jurisdiction, I am
9 suggesting, as the alternative proposal, you give us
"10:04:12 10 those documents. Do you understand?
11 MR. WOODS: I hear it.
12~ MR. ANDERSON: Okay.
13 MR. WOODS: You have my response, and we'll -
14 we'll let the judge decide.
10:04:18 15 MR. ANDERSON: Okay.

1. Document Requested:
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ALL documents concerning Father Nicolas Aguilar (aka Nicolas Aguilar Rivera).
Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.
Reason production should be compelled:

Any party may obfain 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
2017.610.} 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 Apuilar Rivera to the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. On

“J anuary 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 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 aﬁd 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
207.
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ﬁRivera. It is also clear that while an extern priest in Los Angéles up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan.
2. Document Requested: |

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the name “Father Nicolas Aguilar (aka Nicolas Aguilar

Rivera)” in any formulation of those words. ‘
Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.

Reason production should be compelled: _

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
the subject matter invoived 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) Atissuein this matier 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 juformation. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehnacan 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 N-icholas
Aguilar Rivera left Los Angeles never to retum énd 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 counse] attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curmry and
Father McClean when these individuais became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpose of this. line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue 6f

208.
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contacting Father Nicholas Apgnilar Rivera’s Superior, Bishop Norberto 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 Niéholas 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 extemn priest in-Los Angeles up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan.
3. Document Requested: -

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the personnel file of Father Nicolas Aguilar (aka
Nicolas Aguilar Rivera). |

Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.
Reason production should be cbmpelled:

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
calcnlated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Pracedure 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 sexuval 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 Angeleé 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

209.
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Curry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry an;l 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
extemn 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,

4. Document Requested:

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the Sub Secreto file of Father Nicolas Aguilér (aka
Nicolas Aguilar Rivera).

Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.
Reason production 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 Norberio Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s unfitness for priestly
Hduties 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 thei'eby 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,

210,
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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 etum and thereby avoided capture. From January 9,
1988 until present Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera has remained a priest incardinated in the
Diocese of Tehmacan. 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 agaihst 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 rematned under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. 1t 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.
5. Document Requested:

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the Confidential file of Father Nicolas Aguitar (aka
Nicolas Aguilar Rivera).
Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.
Reason production 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 fo the determination of any motion made
i 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 sexuval abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's proclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when ﬁmy 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
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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 fof 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
PCurry plaintiff’s counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said between Cardinal Matony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and
Father McClean when these individﬁals 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 coﬁtacting
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.

‘16. Document Requested:

ALL DOCUMENTS CONCERNING the incardination of Father Nicolas Aguilar (aka
Nicolas Aguilar Rivera). |
Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.
Reason production should be compelled:

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

calculated fo 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
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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 information, Defendants Cardingl 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 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 égainst 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 Njcholas 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 Angelezs up until present Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan.
7. Document Requested:

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the passport of Father Nicolas Aguilar (aka Nicolas
Aguilar Rivera). )
Response/Objection: |

See above discussion between counsel,

Reason production should be compelled:

Any party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, that is relevant to
213,
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H
the subject matter involved in the pénding 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
h 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 plaintiff's counsel attempted to inquire as to what was said beﬁwecn Cardinal Mahony
and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Cury and
Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera. The purpdse 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.
8. Document Requested:

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the visa of Father Nicolas Aguilar (aka Nicolas
Aguilar Rivera) to travel to the United States in 1987).

214.

SEPARATE STATEMENT bF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




137011/

L'+ T - B Y« Y "

1 T R e L o i e e =
T - T I T~ N ¥, T N T B > B e NS =

Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.
Reason production 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
lﬁ it and what they did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The
Diocese of Tehuacan were aware of Father Nicholas Aguilar R?vera’s unfitness for priestly
duties prior tolsending 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 day.s 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 contacting
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera's diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was di#cussed 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
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Nicholas Aguilar Rivera must obey orders from the Bishop of the Diocese of Tehuacan.
9. Document Requested:
ALL DOCUMENTS containing the United States government documentation allowing

Father Nicolas Aguilar {aka Nicolas Aguilar Rivera) to work in the United States in 1987 and
1988.

Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.
Reason production 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 sexval abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s proclivities to engage in child sexuat 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
Apguilar 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 pmpo—se of this line of inquiry was to ascertain if the issue of
1370117
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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 Tehu!acan 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.
10. Pocument Requested: |

For each priest who worked in YOUR Archdiocese and thereafter worked in a diocese
in Mexico, the DOCUMENTS CONCERNING the change in location of their place of work.
Respoanse/Qhbjection:

See above discussion between counsel.

Reason preduction should be compelled:

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

T 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
calcuiated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Pracedure Section
2017.010.) Atissue in this matter is the sexual abuse of plaintiff, what defendants knew of
Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera’s i)roclivities to engage in child sexual abuse, when they knew
it and what ﬂ;ey did with that information. Defendants Cardinal Norberto Rivera and The

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

[l 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
I‘Nit:holas 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 reporﬁng 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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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 Norbertc
“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.
11, Document Requested:

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the policy of YOUR Archdiocese CONCERNING the
change in location of a priest from YOUR diocese to another diocese,
Response/Objection:

See above discussion between counsel.

Reason production should be compelled:

An)" 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
2017.01 0;) 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 Afchdiocese of Los Angeles. On
January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father
Nicholas Aguilar Rivera committing child sexﬁai abuse and thereby his unfitness for priestly
1duties. 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,

218.

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS




137014 /

T~ B B Y T

[ I e e e e ]
B8R 8808 % 3 a ar» w b ~ 0

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 Mahiony
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 Aguilér Rivera’s diocese The Diocese of Tehuacan was discussed and if it was
not discussed the reasons therefore. It is clear that while F athef Nicholas Aguilar was an
extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. [tis 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.

12. Document Requested:

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the policy §f YOUR Archdiocese CONCERNING the
change in location of a priest from another diocese to YQUR diocese.
Response/Objection: |

See above discussion between counsel.

Reason prodaction should be compelled:

Amy 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
Hin that action, if the matter either is i_tsélf admissible in evidence or appears reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Code of Civil Procedure Section
201 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 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
| .
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January 8, 1988 the Archdiocese of Los Angeles became aware of allegations of Father

(S

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 avbided 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

o oo ~J [», w -h.bé [

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

[
o

and Bishop Curry, Bishop Curry and Father Nicholas Aguilar Rivera, and Bishop Curry and

—
[ory

Father McClean when these individuals became aware of the allegations leveed against Father

—
o5

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

—
[¥8)

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

=]

extemn priest in Los 'Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

Dot
-

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

—
oo

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

Py
o

13. Dacument Requested:

o .
{=]

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the policy of YOUR Archdiocese CONCERNING the
21 Iim:ardination of a priest from YOUR diocese to another diocese.
22 ||Response/Ohjection:
23 See above discussion between counsel.
24 [Reason production 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

137011/ 220.
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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 information. Defendants Cardinal Notberto 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 F atﬁer
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,
I 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 anc-i 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
uextern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority oi" his bishop, Bishop Norberto
Rivera. Itis 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.
14. Document Requested: _
ALL DOCUMENTS containing the policy of YOUR Archdiocese CONCERNING the
incardination of a priest from another diocese to YOUR diocese.
Response/Objection:
See above discussion between counsel.

Reason production should be compelled:

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

221.
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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 admissibie in evidence or appears reasonably
caleulated 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 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 retum 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 allegaticns leveed agaiﬁst 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
FFather 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

W
i
i
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2 || extern priest in Los Angeles he remained under the authority of his bishop, Bishop Norberto

w

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.

Dated: September 26, 2007

THE DRIVON LAW FIRM
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SUPERTOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT

JORAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ, Case No. BC 358 718

CEMTIFEL
COPY
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vS.
CARDINAL ROGER MAHORY, THE
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)

)

)

)

)

)

}

)

1OS ANGELES, a corporation sole, )]
et al., )
)

}

)

)

)

)

Defendants.

Full Caption on Page 3.

VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF BISHOP THOMAS CURRY
Los Angeles, California
Thursday, September 13, 2007

(Pages 1 through 110}

Reported by:
Janet M. Taylor, RMR, CSR No. 29463
Certified Realtime Reporter
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALTFORNIA
* COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL: DISTRICT

JOAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ, Case No. BC 358 718

CERTIFIED
COPY

Plaintiff,
va.
CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY, THE
ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF

)

)
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)

)

)

)

LOS ANGELES, a corporation sole, )
et al., )
)
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Defe._ndants .

Full Caption on Page 3.

VIDEQTAPED DEPOSITION OF CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY
Lo3 Angeles, California
Thursday, September 13, 2007

{Pages 1 through 205)

Reportéd by:
Janet M. Taylor, RMR, CSR Ko. 9463
Certified Realtime Reporter
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1 | PROOF OF SERVICE

2 I declare that:

3 1 am employed in the County of San Joaquin, State of California. 1am over the age of
eighteen (18) years and not a party fo the within cause of action; my business address is 215

4 |l North San Joaquin Street, Stockton, California 95202.

3 On September 19, 2007, I served the within:

6 SEPARATE STATEMENT OF DISPUTED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

7 || on all interested parties in said action, addressed as follows:

$ INTERESTED PARTY MAL | HAND | E- | FaX

9 DELIVERY | MAIL

Michael L. Cypers XX

10 [ | Evan M. Wooten

4 | Elena G. Griffin

11 | MAYER BROWN LLP

350 S. Grand Avenue, 25" Floor

12 ] Los Angeles, CA 50071-1503

Fax: (213) 625-0248

13 || | Email: mcypers@mayerbrown.com

ewooten@maverbrown.cont

14 egriffin@mayerbrawn.com
15 || | Don Woeds XX
James Habel

16 | | HENNIGAN, BENNETT & DORMAN LLP
865 South Figueroa Street, Suite 2900

17 | | Los Angeles, CA 90017

Fax: (213) 694-1234

18 [ } Email: woodsd@hbdlawyers.com

habelj@hbdlawyers.com
19

Steven R. Selsberg (Pro Hac Vice) XX
20 || { MAYER, BROWN, ROWE & LAW, LLP
700 Louisiana Street, Suite 3400

21 || | Houston, TX 77002-2730

Fax: {(713) 238-4888
22 I | Email: srselsberg@maverbrown.com .
53 Jeffrey Anderson . XX

Michael G. Finnegan
24 Jeff Anderson & Associates
E-1000 ¥irst National Bank Bldg.

25 332 Minnesota Street

¥St. Paul, MN 55101
1 Fax: (651) 297-6543
'} Email: Jeff@andersonadvocates.com
: Mike@andersonadvecates.com
Theresef@andersonadvocates.comn
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Martin D. Gross | XX
Law Offices of Martin D. Gross
2001 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 300
Santa Monica, CA 90403

Fax: (310) 861-1359

Email: martin@lawgross.com

Gary Dolinski XX
Joseph W, Carcione, Jr.
CARCIONE, CATTERMOLE, et al.
601 Brewster Avenue

P.O. Box 3389

Redwood City, CA 94064

Fax: (650) 367-0367

Email: Gdolinski@ecarcionelaw.com

MAIL: Being familiar with the practice of this office for the collection and the processing of
correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service, and deposited in the United

States Mail copies of the same to the business addresses set forth above, in a sealed envelope
fully prepaid.

HAND: By placing a true copy thereof in a sealed envelope and causing said envelope to be
delivered by hand to the address(s) noted above, during normal business hours.

E-MAIL: By transmitting same via electronic email between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 5:00
p.m. to the addressee(s) noted above at the email addresses shown.

FAX: By personally transmitting same via an electronic facsimile machine between the hours of
8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., to the addressee(s) noted above at the facsimile number shown.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct. Executed on the above date at Stockton, California.

wd L K

JANIE R. FRANK




1 |{Laurence E. Drivon, SBN 46660
David E. Drivon, SBN 158369
Robert T. Waters, SBN 196833
THE DRIVON LAW FIRM

215 N. San Joaquin Street
Stockton, CA 95202
Telephone: (209) 644-1234

Michael G. Finnegan, SBN 241091
JEFF ANDERSON & ASSOCIATES
|E-1000 First National Bank Building
332 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Telephone: (651) 227-9990

By =] v th B W

Martin D, Gross, SBN 147426
9 |[LAW OFFICES OF MARTIN D. GROSS
2001 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 205
10 |{Santa Monica, CA 90403
1 Telephone: (310) 453-8320

Joseph W. Carcione, Jr., SBN 56693

12 ||Gary W. Dolinski, SBN 107725 ‘ )
CARCIONE, CATTERMOLE, et. al.

13 [|601 Brewster Avenue :

P. O. Box 3389

14 Redwood City, CA 94064-3389

Telephone: (650) 367-6811

15
Attorneys for Plaintiff
16 |
17 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
18 LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CENTRAL DISTRICT
19 |
20 | YCAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ, : CASE NO. BC358718
21 Plaintiff, DECLARATION OF ROBERT T.
. WATERS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
7l L FOR ORDER COMPELLING
' ANSWERS TO DEPOSITION
23 CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY, et QUESTIONS AND PRODUCTION
r al,, OF DOCUMENTS
24 | Defendants, / DATE: \\ |30)es7
TIME 130 A
25 mE 33eAm
%6 I, ROBERT T. WATERS DO HEREBY DECLARE:
?:7 1. I am an attomey with The Drivon Law Firm, one of the attorneys of record for
2 plaintiff JOAQUIN AGUILAR MENDEZ, I am over the age of 18 and have personal
- 1. |
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1 [knowledge of the facts put forth herein and would testify thereto if called to do so.
2. I'was present at the depositions of both CARDINAL ROGER MAHONY  and
Bishop Thomas Curry. [ examined Bishop Curry at his deposition. Plaintiff’s counsel J ef&cy

Anderson examined CARDINAL MAHONY
3. The depositions of CARDINAL MAHONY and Bishop Curry were taken on

2

3

4

5

6 ||September 13, 2007, in Los Angeles, California, before a certified shorthand reporter and

7 |lvideographer pursuant to each respective’s deponents amended notice of taking deposition. A
8 |[true and correct copy of CARDINAL MAHONY s notice of taicing deposition 1s attached

9

hereto as Exhibit “A”. A true and correct copy of Bishop Curry’s notice of taking deposition is
10 Jattached hereto as Exhibit “B”.

11 4. At each deposition, CARDINAL MAHONY and Bishop CUIT}'.Iequ&d to answer

12 Jlcertain questions on the advice of Donald F. Woods, Jr., who was acting as counsel for the _

13 { deponents.

14 5. For purposes of this motion, [ have prepared and have filed with this declaration a
15 {Statement of Questions and Responses in Dispute, setting forth the questions and the _
16 Jdeponent’s refusal to answer. For the reasons stated in that Statement, the deponents should be
17 ffordered to answer the respective questions.

18 6. Each deposition notice attached hereto required the respective deponent to bring to
19 |ithe deposition certain documents. Good cause exists for the production of these documents in

20 [/that these documents are not privileged, are in the sole possession and control of each deponent

21 |land plaintiff has no other means of obtaining the documents, such documents are necessary to
22 ||the prosecution of plaintiff’s case. Each category of documents in the respective deposition

23 [inotice addresses issues highly relevant to the jurisdictional issue pending before the Court. In
24 jimy view, the Defendants in this case, and the Deponent and his atforneys, have blocked

2'5 discovery about AGUILAR to a point where the Plaintiff cannot brepare meaningfully to

6 |loppose the MEXICAN DEFENDANTS’ Motion To Quash Service of Summons which is to be

727 {Iheard before this court on October 11,2007, It is improper for the Deponent’s attorneys to

28 Jwithhhold documents on the basis of “relevance”, when they are the sole arbiters of

2.
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1 |“relevance”. The Plaintiff must be ailowed to examine ali of the documents, in order to make

an independent evaluation of “relevance”.

7. While each deponent brought certain documents to the deposition; other documents

W

were unilaterally removed the files of documents sought.

In particular, the personnel file of AGUILAR (plaintiff's request No. 3 in both
amended notices of taking deposition) who counsel Mr. Woods referred at deposition to as
| being in two files (i.e., a “P” file for Personnel File and the “C™ file for Confidential File) had
Leen bate-stamped and as produced by MAHONY and Bishop Curry had gaps of numbered

OO0 -~ O L

u_pagcs missing, Neither deponent produced a privilege log at deposition.
10 8. At the time of the deposition, plaintiff made a good faith attempt to informally
11 |[resolve the issue of the production of documents which resulted as follows:

12 As pertaining to the deposition and production of documents from CARDINAL
13 {MAHONY, the following ensued:

14 Mr. Anderson: Counsel, I wasn’t suggesting you give us the document on
which you’re asserting the privilege. 1was suggesting you give us — identify the
15 nature of the document and the privilege on which it’s being withheld so that
: that can be scrutinized. I’'m not suggesting you give us the document.
16 As - as to the documents being withheld on the basis of relevancy
pertaining to jurisdiction, I am suggesting as the alternative proposal, you give
17 us those decuments. Do you understand?
Mr. Woods: I hear it.
18 Mr. Anderson: Okay.
Mr. Woods: You have my response, and we'll — we’ll let the judge decide.
19 q (The deposition of Cardinal Mahony, Exhibit C, P. 14-22:15 ~ cited here is P.22:1-15)
20 || As pertaining to the deposition and production of documents from Bishop Curry, the foliowing
21 liensued:
22 )
Mr, Waters:...Have you brought any documents responsive to this deposition
23 notice? '
Mr. Woods: Let me just— let me just say on behalf of the witness that the
24 documents we presented this moming at the deposition of Cardinal Mahony are
the documents that, as he testified, Bishop Curry pulled from the file, And
25 everything I said about those documents would apply here, as well,
- Mr, Waters: Okay. And then our objection to the fact the entire file wasn’t .
726 produced here today for our inspection, you understand that that’s still an issue?
& Mr, Woods: We assert all the same objections, Everything I said this. morming
=27 applies, we understand everything you said applies, and we will seek guidance
2 from the judge. : '
28 (The deposition of Bishop Thomas Curry, Exhibit D, P. 14:14-15:3).
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9. Attached hereto as Exhibits “C” and “D” are true and correct certified copies of the
entire depositions of CARDINAL MOW and Bishop Curry, respectively. The entire
depositions are lodged with the Court herein as the questions, objections, aﬁd counsel
discussion relative to‘this motion is throughout each respective deposition.

10. The deponents’ refusal to answer the proper and relevant questions and produce
the documents request was without substantial justification.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct. Signed this M_‘m day of September, 2007, in Stockton California.

bt L, [

ROBERT T. WATERS
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