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" PROPOUNDING PARTY: Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez
RESPONDING PARTY:  Defendant The Diocese of Tehuacan
SET NUMBER: . One [Nos. {1 - 53]
. Defendant the Diocesé of Tehuacan (the “Diocese™) hereby fesponds to Plaintiffs’ First
Set of Special Interrogatories {collectively, the “Interrogatories,” individually, an “Interrogatory}

as follows:
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THE DIOCESE OF TEHUACAN'S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFE'S
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

 The Diocese’s responses to the Interrogatories are made solely for the purpose of this
action. Each response is made subject to all objections as to competence, relevance, materiality,
propriety, admissibility, pn'vi‘lege, privacy, proprietary information, trade ;v,écrets' and the like,
and any and all other objections on grounds that would require the exclusion of any response
herein if such were offered in Court, all of which objections and‘grounds are reserved and may
be interposed at anytime, including at the time of trial.

No incidental or implied admissions are intended in these responses. The Diocese’s
response to any Interrogatory should not be taken as an admission that the Diocese accepts or
admits tﬂe existence of any fact(s) or any docurnent(s} assumed by that Interrogatory or that such
response constitutes admissible evidence. The Diocese’s response to any such Interrogatory is
not intended to be, aﬁd shall not.be construed as, a waiver by the Diocese of any or all
objection(s) to the Interrogatory.

The Diocese has not completed its {a) investigation of the facts relating to this case, (5)
discovery in this action, or {c) preparation for trial. The following responses are based upon
information known at this time and are given without prejudice to the Diocese’s right to amend,
supplement or revise these responscs‘with any subsequently discovered information.

GENERAJ, OBJECTIONS

The Dioccée makes and hereby. incorporates by reference the following general
objections, whether 6r not separately set forth, in response to each Interrogatory:

1. The Diocese objects to each Interrogatory to .thc extent that it seeks information
protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work-product doctrine, a confidentiality agreement,
or information that is otherwise privileged, protected or confidential pursuant to any applicable
doctrine, statute or rule. Such responses as may hereafter be given shall not include any
information protected by such privileges, doctiines, statutes or rules, and any inadvertent
disclosure of such information shall not be deemed a waiver of any such privilege, protection or

confidentiality.

9 .
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7 2. The Diocese objects to the Interrogatories to the extent they seek information
unrelated to the issue of whether California courts may lawfully exercise jmisdiction over the
Diocese, for which purpose fhe Court granted limited discovery.

3. Notwithstanding the objection raised in Paragraph 2, the Diocese objebts to each
Interrogatory to the extent it seeks information that is neither relevant to the subject matter
involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ‘of admissible evidence.

4. The Diocese objeéts to each Interrogatory insofar as it assumes facts that are not in
gvidence. The Diocese does not admit or agree with any explicit or implicit assumption made by
Plaintiffs in these Interrogatories.

5. The Diocese objects to each Interrogatory insofar as it seeks to impose upon the

- Diocese obligations that exceed the requirements of the California Code of Civil Procedure. The

Diocese's responses will be in accordance with the Code’s requirements. Specifically, but
without limitation, The Diocese objects to the attemﬁted-imposition of a continuing duty on the
part of the Diocese to amend or modify its responses to the In te_rrogatoﬁes. Such a continuing
duty is contrary to Section § 2030.060(g) of the California Code of Civil Procedure.

6. The Diocese objects to the def.inition of “YOU” and “YOUR” included in the
Interrogatories on the ground that it is overly broad, compound, unduly burdensome, oppressivé,
vague and ambiguous. The Diocese further objects to this definition to the extent it implies an
agency or employment rela-\tionship where none exists in fact or in law. The Diocese further
objects to this definition to the extent it improperly seeks infonnatéon regarding third parties.
The Diocese will respond on behalf of the Diocese of Tehuacan only.

In addition to the above-stated objections to all of the Inteirogatories in general, the
Diocese also asserts objections to specific Interrogatories, as indicated and explained below.

RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES
INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Identify all persons answering these interrogatories or who was consulted in order to
answer the question, the questions they answered or consulted on and their association and/or

position with The Diocese of Tehuacan.
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| RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory becaﬁse it is compound in
contravention of Section 2030.060(f) of the California Code of Civil Procedure. Subject to and
witﬁout waiving its objections, the Diécese responds as follows:

The following persons answered and/or consulted in answering the Intenﬁgatories:
Rodrigo Aguilar Martinez, Bishop of the Dioceée of Tehuacan; and Counsel for the Diocese of

Tehuacan,

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:
Has any person incardinated by The Diocese of Teh uacan ever been personally present in
California, United States of America?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the term “personally present” as vague,

ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further bbjects to this Interrogatory because it is over] y
broad, unduly burdensome and Dpp:'eséive, and it imposés an unreasonable Eurden and expense
uixm the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
that is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible évidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to
the e)l{tent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Dioéese responds as follows:

No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in California on
business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no current employees of the Diocese of
Tchua;can are currently physically present in California fc';r_ any purpose. On information and
belief, Defcﬁdant Father Nicholas Aguilar (“Fr. Aguilar”) was physically present in the State of
Caiifomia; during 1987 and 1988, subsequent to his irrevocable resignation from the Diocese on

January 27, 1987.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 3:
¥ a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally present in
Catifornia, United States of America, please state the dates that the incardinated person has been

personally present in California, United States of America.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objéctions
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the term “personally present” as vague,
ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expensé
upon the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
that is_neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calcu!atéd to
jead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese furtﬁer objects to this Interrogatory to
the extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its _reguléri y-generated reports or documents iﬁ &
manper different from its usual practice. Subject to and withou£ waiving its object’ioﬁs, the
Diocese 'resPonds as follows: -

No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are cun‘ently present in California on
business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no currént employees of the Diocese of
Tehuacan are currently physically present in California for any purpose. On information and
belief, Fr. Aguilar was physically present in- the State of California during 1987 and 1988.
INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally present in
California, United States of America please state the location(s) where the incardinated person
was personally present.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the term “personally present” as vague, -
ambiguous and misleading., The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly

broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense
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upon the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
that is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably éalcu_lated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interfogatory to
the extent it requires the Diocese to maintain-its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
m'anner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

On information and belief, Fr. Aguilar was physically present in Los Angeles, Califomia

during 1987 and 1988, subsequent to his irrevocable resignation from the Diocese on January 27,

'1987. No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in California on

_business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no current employees of the Diocese of

Tehuacan are currently physically present in California for any purpose.
INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

“If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally present in

"California, United States of America please state the purpose which brohght the incardinated

person to California, United States of America.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objcctibns
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the term “personally present” as vague,
ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further objccts to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense
upon the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
that is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to
iead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to
the extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

On information and belief, Fr. Aguilar was physically present in the State of California

during 1987 and 1988, subsequent to his irrevocable resignation from the Diocese on January 27,
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1987. On information and belief, Fr. quilar resigned from the Diocese and went to Caiifornia

for family and health reasons, as.a result of a physical assault on Fr. Aguilar’s person. No

current erployees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in California on business for

the Diocese. On information and belief, no current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are
currently physically present in California for any purpose.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

(=T - S S« Y T -

If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally present in
California, United States of America please state the name of the incardinated person.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

The Diocese incorporates by refercn_ce its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the térm "peréonal]y present” as vague,
ambiguous and misteading. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome and oppreésive, and it imposes an unfeasbnab!e burden and expense
upon the Diocese. The Diocese fuﬁher objects to this Interrogatory becéﬁse it seeks information
that is neither relevant-to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to
iead to the diécovery of admissible evidence. The. Diocese further objects to this Interrogétory to
the extent it fequires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual praciice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as foliows: _

On information and belief, Fr. Aguilar was physically present in the State of California
during 1987 and 1988, subsequent to his irrevocable resignation from the Diocese on January 27,
1987. No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in California on
business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no current employees of the Diocese of
Tehuvacan are currently physically present in California for any purpose.

INFERROGATORY NO. 7:

If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally present in

California, United States of America please state the job title of the incardinated person.

7
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

The Diocese incérporates By reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set foﬁh above. The Diocese further objects to the term “personally present” as vague,
ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense
upon the Diocese. The Diocesé further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
that is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objécts to this Iqten‘ogatory to
the extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows: | 7

On information and belief, Fr. Aguilar was physically present in the State of California
during 1987 and 1988, subsequent to his irfevocable resignation from the Diocese on Jaﬁuary 27,
1987. Prior to his resignation, Fr. Aguilar held the title of Presbyter of San Sebastian Martir
parish in Cuacnopalan, Puebla, Mexico in the Diocese of Tehuacan. No cuirent employees of
the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in Califomia on business for the Diocese. On
information and belief, no curent employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently physicélly
present in California for any purpose.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally present in
California, United States of America please describe every document which evidence his trip(s)
to California, includirig but not limited to itinerary(ies), travel documents, visa applications etc.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the term “personally present” as vague,
ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense

upon the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
8
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that is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to
the extent it requires the Diocese 1o maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows: ._

No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in California on
business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no current employees of the Diocese of
Tehuacan are currently physically present in Califormnia for any purpose. On information and
belief, the follow documents evidence Fr. Aguilar’s trip to California duriﬁg 1987 and 1988: |

{a) Létter of January 27, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Roger Mahony

indicating that, for reasons of family and health, Fr. Aguilar desired to work for one
~year in Los Angeles.

(b) Letier of March 12, 1987 from Fr. Aguilar to Cardinal Rivera requesting, among

other things, that Cardinal Rivera correspond confidentially with Cardinal Mahony |

and Vicar Thomas Curty regérding the reasons why Fr. Aguilar sought work in Los
Angeles.

(c) Confidential letter of March 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony and
Vicar Curry explaining that Fr. Aguilar’s departure from the Diocese of Tehuacan
stemmed from a physical assault on Fr. Aguilar and that there weré unproven
accusations of homosexuality against Fr. Aguilar.

(d) Letter of Mﬁrch 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera to Fr. Aguilar confirming that
Cardinal Rivera had sent the confidential letter of March 23, 1987.

(e) Letter of December 20, 1987 from Fr. Aguilar to Cardinal Rivera requesting A
permission to work in the Los Angeles Archdiocese permanently.

() Letter of January 11, 1988 from Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera explaining that Fr.
Aguilar had been accused of acting inappropriately towards children and that, as a’
result, his permission to serve in the Los Angeles Archdiocese had been withdrawn.

g) Letter of February 23, 1988 from Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera enclosing a Los
9
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Angeles Times article pertaining to Fr. Aguilar and requesting that, if Cardinal Rivera
knevfof Fr. Aguilar’s whereabouts, Cardinal Rivera urgé Fr. Aguilar to retumn to
California. .

(h) Letter of March 4, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera requesting
information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives. _ |

(i) Confidential letter of March 17, 1988 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony
stating that Cardinal Riv-era was unaware of Fr. Aguilar’s whereabouts, providing
information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives and employment history, and i‘efern'ng
Cardinal Mahony to the confidential letter of March 23, 1987. |

() Letter of March 30, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera and stating that
he had never received the confidential letter of March 23, 1987,

(k) Letter of Méy 20, 2004 from Cardinal Mahony to Mario Espinosa Contreras, then
Bishop of the Diocese, requesting a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987.

(I} Letter of June 11, 2004 from Bishop Espiriosa Contreras to Cardinal Mahony -
enclosing a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987 per the request of May
20, 2004. |

INTERRQGATQORY NO, 9:

If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally present in
California, United States of America please identify each and every instrumentality of the
Catholic Church with whom he had personal contact whiie in California, United States of
America. :

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections

set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the terms “personally present” and
“instrumentality” as vague, ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further objects to this
Interrogatorﬁr because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes ar
unreasonable burden and expense upon the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this

Interrogatory because it seeks information that is neither relevant to the subject matter involved

10 :
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in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of a'dmiss.ib_!e evidence. The
Diocese further objects fo this Interrogatory to the extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its
regularly-generated reports o documents in a manner different from éts usual practice. Subject
to and without waiving its objéctions, the Diocese responds as follows:

No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are curreﬁtly present in California on
business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no current employees of the Diocese of
Tehuacan are currently physically present in California for any purpose. On information and
belief, Fr Aguilar had personal contact with Vicar Thomas Cuiry of the Los Angeles
Archdiocese while in California in 1987 and 1938.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: |

If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personélly present in
California, United States of America please identify each and every instrumentality of the
Catholic Church with whém He had personal contact while in California, United States of
America, |

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Gbjections

set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the terms “personally present” and

“instrumentality” as vague, ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further objects to this
Interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes aﬁ
unreasonable burden and expense upon the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this
Interrogatory because it seeks information that is neither relevant to the subject matter involved
in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The
Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its
reguiarly-generated reports or dq‘cumcnts in a manner different from its usual practice. The
Diocese further objects to this Request because it is harassing, burdensomé and duplicative of
other Request s (e.g.; Request No. 9). Subject to and without waiving its objections, the Diocese
responds as follows: |

- No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in California on

b
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business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no current employees of the Diocese of
Telhuacan are currently physicallj‘.l present ip California for any purpose. On information and
belief, Fr. Aguilar had personal contact with Vicar Thomas Curry of the Los Angeles
Archdiocese while in Calirfomia in 1987 and 1988.

INFERROGATORY NO. 11

If a person incardinated by The Diocese of Tehuacan has been personally pfeserit in
California, United States of America please describe each and every Activity associated with any
instrumentality of the Catholic Church in which the incm&inated member participated while in
Caiifbmia, United States of America. '

RESPONSE TO‘INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

The Diocese incorporates by reference jts Preliminary Statement and General Objections -

set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the terms “personaﬁy present,” “Activity,” and
“Instrumentality” as vague, ambiguous and misleading. The Diocese further objects to this
Interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an
unrecasonable burden and exbense upon the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this
Interrogatory because it secks information that is neither relevant to.the subject matter involved
in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead td the discovery of admissible evidence. The
Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its
regularly-generated reports or documents in a manner different from its usual practice. Subject
to and without waiving its objections, the Diocese responds as follows:

No current employees of the Diocese of Tehuacan are currently present in California on
business for the Diocese. On information and belief, no current em_ployees of the Diocese of
Tehuacan are currently physically present in California for any purpose. The Diocese is not
aware of any specific functions or activities of the Los Angeles Archdiocese in which Fr. Aguilar
participated while in California in 1987 and 1988.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Is The Diocese of Tehuacan aware that Nicholas Aguilar became associated with the

Roman Cathoiié Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole?
' 12
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections

set forth'above. The Diocese further objects to the phrése “became associated with™ as vague,

ambiguous and misteading. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the Diocese responds

as follows:

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of L.os
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and be]ief’ Fr. Aguilar interacted with
the Archdiocese of Los Angeles during 1987 and 1988. The Diocese is not aware whéther Fr.
Aguilar interacted with Cardinal Roger Mahony during that time.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

¥f The Diocese of Tehuacan is aware that Nicholas Aguilar became associated with the
Roman Catholic Archbishbp of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole, please state when The Diocese
of Tehuacan first became aware of the association.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13;

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General .Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects té’ the phrase “became associated with” as vague,
ambiguous and misleading. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the Diocese responds
as follows:

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any sup@osed association |
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and betief, the Diocese first became

aware that Fr. Aguilar interacted with the Archdiocese of Los Angeles sometime between March

- 12, 1987 — the date on which Cardinal Rivera, then Bishop of the Diocese, received a letter from

Fr. Aguilar requesting that Cardinal Rivera correspond confidentially with Cardinal Mahony and

Vicar Thomas Curry — and March 23, 1987 - the date on which Cardinal Rivera responded to Fr.
13
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Aguilar’s March 12 letter and wrote confidentially to Cardinal Mahony and Vicar Curry.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

If The Diocese of Tehuacan is aware that Nicholas Aguilar became associated with the’
Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeleé, A Corporation Sole, please state how The Diocese
of Tehunacan first became aware of the association.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

The Dioceée incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Obj'ections _
 set forth above. Tl he Diocese further objects to the phrase “became associated with™ as vague,
ambiguous and misleading. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the Diocese responds
as follows: 7

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Cs'ithoiic Archbishop of Los Angeles, althougﬁ the Di-ocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, the Diocese first became
a‘wmf; that Pr. Aguilar interacted with Viéar Thomas Curry of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles by
virtue of the March 12, 1987 letter from Pr. Aguilar to Cardinal Rivera. The Diocese is not
aware whether Fr. Aguitar interacted with Cardinal Roger Mahony during Fr. Aguilar’s time in
Ca]iforﬁia ot at any other time.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

If The Diocese of Tehuacan is aware that Nicholas Aguilar bécame associated with the
Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole, please identify the individual
who first informed The Diocese of Tehuacan of the association.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to the phrase “became associated with” as vague,
ambiguous and misleading. Subject to and wiihout waiving its objections, the Diocese responds
as follows:'

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
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between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguiiar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, the Diocese first becamer
aware that Fr. Aguilar interacted with Vicar Thomas Curry of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles by
virtue of the March 12, 1987 letter from Fr. Aguilar to Cardinat Rivera. The Diocese is not
aware whether Fr. Aguilar interacted with Cardinal Roger Mahony during Fr. Aguilér‘s time in

California or at any other time.

' INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Has an officer, dircctor, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever had a
conversation(s) with an officer, director 6r managing agent of the Roman Cathol.ic Archbishop of
Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole, }egardir_lg Nicholas Aguilar?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon

the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that

. is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to Jead

to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or docurments ina
manner different from its ustal practice. Subject to and without Qeaiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, no officer, director or
managing agent of the Diocese ever had conversaxioﬁs. with an officer, director or managing

agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regarding Fr. Aguilar.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever have a
conversation(s) with an officer, director or managing agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of
Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole, regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please identify each officer,

director, or managing agent with whom he had the conversation(s).

' RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objection;s '
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expénse upon -
the Diocese. The Diocese further 6bj§cts to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is nefther relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calé:ulated to lead
to the discc_ivery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the

extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or docurents in a

manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the

Diocese responds as foliows:

- No current émployee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association

“between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese

is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, no officer, director or
managing agent of the Diocese ever had conversations with an officer, director or managing
agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regarding Fr. Aguilar.
INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

1f an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever have a
conversation(s) with an officer, director or managing agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of
Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole, regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please describe what was
discussed in the conversation(s). |

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

The Diocese incotporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
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set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this-Interrogatofy because it is overty broad,
unduly burdensore and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interro gatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead '
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain jts regularly—ger_ierated'repérts or documents in a
manner différent from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed associ ation

between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese

is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los.

Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, no officer, director or
managing agent of the Diocese ever had conversations with an officer, director or managing

agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regarding Fr. Aguilar.

_ INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Has an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever had written
communication with The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles; A Corporation Sole,

regarding Nicholas Aguifar?

" RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

“The Diocése incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this IntelTOgétory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the

Diiocese responds as follows:
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Cardinal Rivera and Mario Espinosa Contreras, each a former Bishop of the Diocese,
have had written communications with the Romian Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles
regarding Fr. Aguilar.

INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever had written
communication with The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole,
regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please identify the date(s) of the written communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad, -
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably caiculated to lead
to f_hc r.iiscoverj of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objecté to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. -Subject to and without wajving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

The Diocese has had the following written communications with the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles, on the following dates: .

(a) Letter of January 27, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Roger Mahony
indicating that, for reasons of family and health, Fr. Aguilar desired to work for one
year in Los Angeles.

(b} Confidential letter of March 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony and
Vicar Curry explaining that Fr. Aguilar’s departure frdm the Diocese of Tehuacan
stemmed from a physical assault on Fr. Aguilar and that there were unproven
accusations of homosexuality against Fr. Aguilar.

(¢} Letter of January 11, 1988 from Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera explaining that Fl.‘.

Aguilar had been accused of acting inappropriately towards children and that, as a
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result, his permission to serve in the Los Angeles Archdiocese had been withdrawn.
{(d) Letter of February 23, 1988 from Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera enclosing a Los
Angeles Times article pertaining to Fr. Aguilar and requesting that, if Cardinal Rivera
knew of Fr. Ag‘ui!ar’s whereabouts, Cardinal Rivera urgf: Fr. Aguilar. 1o retumm to
Califomia,
(e) Letter of March 4, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera requesting
information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives.
(f) Confidential letter of March 17 1988 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony
- _statiﬁg that Cardinal Rivera was unaware of Fr. Aguilar’s whereabouts, providing
| information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives and employment history, and referring
Cardinal Mahony to the confidemial letter of March 23, 1987.
(g) Letter of March 30, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera and stating that
e had never received the confidential letier of March 23, 1987.
{(h) Letter of May 20, 2004 from Cardinal Mahony.to Matio Espinosa Contreras, then
Bishap of the Diocese, requesting a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987. |
(i) Letter of June 11, 2004 from Bishop Espinosa Contreras to.Cardinal Mahony
enclosing a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987 per the request-of May
20, 2004,
INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever had written
communication with The Roman Catholic'Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole,
regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please identify to whom the written comimunication(s) were
directed.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon

the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
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is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects tb this Interrogatory to the
extent it requiires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated repotts or documents in a
manmner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without, Waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows: ‘

The Diocese has had the following written communications with the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles, with the following persons:

(a) Letter of January 27, 1987" from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Roger Mahony
indicating that, for reasons of fémily and health, Fr. Aguilar desired to work for one _
year in Los Angeles. ‘

{b) Confidential letter of Mérch 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony and
Vicar Curry explaining that Fr. Aguiiar’s departure from the Diocese of Tehuacan
stemmed from a physical assault on Fr. Aguilar and that there were unproven
accusations of homosexuality against Fr. Aguilar. |

(¢) Letter of January 11, 1988 from Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera explaining that Fr.
Aguilar had been accused of acfing inappropriately towards children and that, as a
result, his permission to serve in the Los Angeles Archdiocese had been withdrawn. '

(d) Letter of February 23, 1988 from Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera enclosing a Los
Angeles Times article pertaining to Fr. Aguilar and requesting that, if Cardinal Rivera
knew of Fr. Aguilar’s whereabouts, Cardinal Rivera urge Fr. Aguilar to return to
California.

(e) Letter of March 4, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera requesting
information as to. Fr. Aguilar’s relatives.

{fy Confidential letter of March 17, 1988 from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony
stating that Cardinal Rivera was unaware of Fr. Aguilar’s whereabouts, providing
information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives and employment history, and referring
Cardinal Mahony to the confidential letter of March 23, 1987.

(g) Letter of March 30, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera and stating that
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he had never received the éonﬁdentia! letter of March 23, 1987.
(h) Letter of May 20, 2004 from Cardinal Mahony to Mario Espinosa Contreras, then
Bishop of the Diocese, requesting a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987.
(i} Letter of June 11, 2004 from Bishop Espinosa Contreras to Cardinal Mahony
enclosing a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987 per the request of May
20, 2004,
INTERROGATORY NO, 22:

Hag The Diocese of Tehuacan ever received a written communication(s) from The
Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole?
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above, The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,

unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon

the Dlocese The Diocese further objects to this Interrovatory because it seeks information that

is nenher relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Intesrogatory to the ‘

extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a

_manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the

Diocese responds as follows:
The Diocese has received written communications from the Archdiocese of Los Angeles.

INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

If The Diocese of Tehuacan has received a written cormnunication(s} from The Roman

Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole, please identify the date(s) of the

communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,

unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon -
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the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that

is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead

" to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the

extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its réguiar] y-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows: -

‘The Diocese has received the following written communications from the Archdiocese of

Los Angeles, on the following dates:

(a) Letter of January 11, 1988 from Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera explaining that Fr.
Aguilar had beeﬁ accused of acting inappropriately towards children and that, asa
result, his permission to serve in the Los Angeles Archdiécese had beén withdrawn.

{b) Letter of February 23, 1988 from Vicar Cuiry to Cardinal Rivera enclosing a Los
Angeles Times article pe;,ﬂaining to Fr. 'Aguilar and reciuestin g fhat, if Cardinal Rivera

" knew of Fr. Aguilar's whereabouts; Cardinal Rivera urge Fr. Aguilar to return to
Califomia;. | A

(¢) Letter of March 4, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera requesting
information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives.

(d) Letter of March 30, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera and stating that
he had never received the confidential letter of March 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera
to Cardinal Mahony.

(e) Letter of May 20, 2004 from Cardinal Mahony to Mario Espinosa Contreras, then
Bishop of the Diocese, requesting a copy of the confidential Jetter of March 23, 1987
from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony.

INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

T The Diocese of Tehuacan ever received a written comumunication(s) from The Roman
Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole, please identify the subject matter of

the comrmunication(s).
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth ai)ove. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes anl unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
éxient it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

The Diocese has received theifollowing writien communications from the Archdiocese of _
Los Angeles, on the following subjects: '

{a} Letter of January 11,__i988 from :Vic;ar ‘C_m_'ry fo_ Ca;rdinal Rfvera explaining that Fr.
Aguilaﬁ had been accused éf écti_n.g,.r inap‘propﬁate:jly to;:vards children and that, as a
result, his permission lto serve in the Los Angeles Archdiocese had been withdrawn,

(p) Letter of February 23, 1988 frorﬁ Vicar Curry to Cardinal Rivera enclosing a Los
Angeles Ti més article pertaining to Fr. Aguilar and requesting that, if Cardinal Rivera
knew of Fr. Aguilar’s whereabouts, Cardinal Rivera urge Fr. Aguilar to returm to |
California.

(¢} Letter of March 4, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera requesting
information as to Pr. Aguilar’s relatives.

(d) Letter of March 30, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera and stating that
he had never received the confidential letter of March 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera
to Cardinal Mahony.

(e} Letter of May 20, 2004 from Cardinal Mahony to Mario Espinosa Contreras, then
Bishop of the Diacese, requesting a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987

from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

- Has The Diocese of Tehuacan ever received a written comrunication(s) from Cardinal
Roger Mahony?
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

The Diocese incorpofates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and eXxpense upon

the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that

is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the

" extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a

manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving ils objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

The Diocese has received written communications from Cardinal Mahony.

INTERROGATORY NO., 26:

Jf The Diocese of Tehuacan ever received a written communication(s) from Cardinal
Roger Mahony, please identify the date(s) of the communication(s}.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

AThe Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is averly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculatedrto lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objecté to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

The Diocese has received the following written communications from Cardinal Mahony,
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on the following dates:

(2) Letter of March 4, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera requesting
information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives.

(b) Letter of March 30, 1988 from Cardinal Mahoﬁy to Cardiné! Rivera and stating that .
he had never received the confidential letter of March 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera
to Cardinal Mahony. | _

{¢) Letter of May 20, 2004 from Cardinal Mahon:,; to Mario Espinosa Contreras, then
Bishop of the Diocese, requesting a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987
from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony.

INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

If The Diocese of Tehuacan ever received a written comrhunicatidn(s) from Cardinal
Roger Mahony, please identify the subject matter of the communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set‘t;onh above. The Diocese furtherobjects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discoverf of admissible evidence. The Diccese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in 2
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objéctions, the
Diocese responds as follows:

The Diocese has received the following written communications from Cardinal Mahony,
on the following subjects:

(a) Letter of March 4, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal Rivera requesting

information as to Fr. Aguilar’s relatives.

(b) Letter of March 30, 1988 from Cardinal Mahony to Cardinal' Rivera and stating that

he had never received the confidential letter of March 23, 1987 from Cardinal Rivera
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to Cardinal Mahony.
(c) Letter of May 20, 2004 from Cardinal Mahony to Mario Espinosa Contreras, then
Bishop of the Dibces’e, réquesting a copy of the confidential letter of March 23, 1987
| from Cardinal Rivera to Cardinal Mahony. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Has an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever had ver ba!
communication(s) with The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole,
regarding Nicholas Aguilar?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections '

set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Di ocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject rﬁattér involved in this action ﬁor reasonably calcu}ated to lead
1G the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents ina
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese respohds as follows:

No current empioyee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaguin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, no officer, director or
managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with an officer, director or
managing agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regarding Fr. Aguilar.

INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a verbal
communication{s) with The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole,

regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please identify the date(s) of the communication(s).
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

The Diocese incorporates by refer'ence'i-'ts Pr“el‘i'r.ninéry‘ étatement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objécts to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensomeé and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and cxpensé upon
the Diocese. The Di_ocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeké information that A
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably éalculated to Jead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practicé. Subject to and without waiving its objectiohs, the
Diocese responds as follows: _

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association

between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los An geles, although the Diocese

is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los

“ Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On inforrriation and belief, no officer, director or

managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with an officer, director or
managing agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regarding Fr. Aguilar.

INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

¥f an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a verbal
communication(s) with The Rorﬁan Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Solé,
régarding Nicholas Aguilar, please identify the name of the individual(s) with whom an officer,
director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had verbal communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preiiminafy Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that
is neitﬁex_‘ relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
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. extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents in a

manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association

- between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese

is aware of the Comﬁlaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, no officer, director or

managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with an officer, director or

managing agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regarding Fr. Aguilar.

INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

If an officer, director, or managing agént of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever had a verbal
communication(s) with The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole,

reéardin g Nicholas Aguilar, please identify the subject matter of the communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 31:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections

" set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,

unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon

the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information that

- is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly- generated reports or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows: |

No curient emnployee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquiﬁ.Agui]ar,Mande_z in the Superjor Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, no ofﬁcer, director or

managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with an officer, director or
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managing agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regafding Fr. Aguilar,’

INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever ﬁad a verbal
communication(s) with The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole,
regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please state whether notes are in existence which document the
subject matter of the communication(s).

RESPONSE TQ INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

The Diocese incdrporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
get forth above. The Diocese further objects té this Interrogatory becau;v,e it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because 1t seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it fequireé the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated repdrts or documents in a
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

~ No cwsrent employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the 'Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. Ou information and belief, no officer, director or
managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with an officer, director or
managing agent of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles regarding Fr. Aguilar.

INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

Has an officer, director, or mahagin_g agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan ever had verbal
communication(s) with Cardinal Roger Mahony, regarding Nicholas Aguilar?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections

set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
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unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information. thaf‘
is neither relevant 1o the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further o_bjccts to this Inten'ogatorj/ to the
exient it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly- generated reports or documenté ina
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catholic Archb'isthp of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaguin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los

Angeles County on September 19, 2006. On information and belief, no officer, director or

managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with Cardinal Mahony

regarding Fr. Aguilar.

INTERROGATORY NO, 34:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a verbal
communication(s) with Cardinal Roger Mahony, regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please identify the
date(s) of the comnmunication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Prelimiﬁary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is éverly broad,
unduly burdensome and .oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and expense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese further objects to this Intervogatory because it seeks information that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action ﬁor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese fusther objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reports or documents ina
manner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocese responds as follows:

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
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between Fr. Aguilar and the Roman Catho!ic-Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County on September 19, 2006. 'On information and belief, no officer, director or
managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with Cardinal Mahony
regarding Fr. Aguilar.

INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diotese of Tehuacan has had a verbal
communication(S) with Cardinal Roger Mahony, regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please idéntify the
subject matter of the communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

The Diocese incorporates'_by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objeétiohs
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and oppressive, and it imposes an unreasonable burden and gxpense upon
the Diocese. The Diocese fufther‘ objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks infonnﬁtion that
is neither relevant to the subject matter involved in this action nor reasonably calculated 10 lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory to the
extent it requires the Diocese to maintain its regularly-generated reparts or documents in a
rﬁanner different from its usual practice. Subject to and without waiving its objections, the
Diocése regponds as follows: |

No current employee of the Diocese has personal knowledge of any supposed association
between Fr. Aguilar aﬁd the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, although the Diocese |
is aware of the Complaint filed by Plaintiff Joaquin Aguilar Mendez in the Superior Court of Los
Angeies County on September 19, 2006. On information aﬁd belief, no officer, director or
managing agent of the Diocese ever had verbal communications with Cardinal Mahony
regarding Fr. Aguilar,

INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

Tf an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a verbal

communication(s) with Cardinal Roger Mahony, regarding Nicholas Aguilar, please state
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whether there are any writings which document the subject matter of the communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above The Diocese fur thel objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the max:mum number of special interrogatories authorized by Scctson 2030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

Has an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan every had any
conversation(s) with Nicholas-Agui!ar in which the subject of Aguilar’s transfer to Califomnia
was discussed. | '

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Staterhent and General Objections
set forth above.. The D]OCBSC further objects to this Inten ouatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special mterrogatones authorized by Section 2030.030 of the Cahfomia
Code of Civil Procedure and detlines to respond 1o this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a
conversation with Nicholas Aguilar in which the subject of Aguilar’s transfer to California was
discussed, please identify each officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan

who had this conversation(s).

. RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a

conversation with Nicholas Aguilar in which the subject of Aguilar’s transfer to California was
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discussed, please describe the date of the conversation(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

The Diocese incorporates by'i‘ef‘qrence its Preliminary Statemnent and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special interTogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a
conversation(s) with Nicholas Aguilar in which the subjeét of Aguilar’s transfer to California
was discussed, please describe the substance of the conversation. |

' RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum nufnber of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California
CO.dE'. of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had a
. coﬁversation(s) with Nicholas Aguilar in which the subject of Aguilar’s transfer to California
was discussed, please state whether there are ény writings which docurnent the subject matter of
the conversation{s).
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

The Diocese incotporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California
Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

Has an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan had any written

communication(s) with Nicholas Aguilar in which the subject of Aguilar’s transfer to California

33

THE DIOCESE OF TEHUACAN'S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFE'S
INTERROGATORIES; CASE NO. BC358718




B L Sy e
b D CH LAY

[V S - B B = R & S L e

RoReR R R BEEE S w0 0 r W N =@

was discussed.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections

set forth above. The Diocese fusther objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded

the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California -

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds. .

INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

¥ an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacaﬁ has had written

communication{(s) with Nicholas Agui]lar in which the subject of Agﬁilar’s transfer to California

“was discussed, please identify each officer, director, and/or managing agent.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same groimds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

I an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had written
communication(s) with Nicholas Aguilar in which the subject of Aguilar’s transfer to California
was discussed, please describe the date of the communication(s).

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth abave. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California
Code of Civil Procedurs and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

If an officer, director, or managing agent of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had written
communication(s) with Nicholas Aguilar in which the subject of Aguilar’s transfer to California

was discussed, please describe the substance of the communication(s).
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections

set fafth' above. The Diocese further ol')jects to this InterTogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded

the maximum number of special interrogatories anthorized by Section 3030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Does The Diocese of T'ehuacan own any property in Caiifomié, United States of
Am_e;rica?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximurn number of special interrbgatdﬁes authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

If The Diocese of Tehunacan does own property in California, United States of América,

‘please identify the property.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, 47:

_The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections

set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Intésrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximur number of special interrogatories anthorized by Section 2030.030 of the California
Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

If The Diocese of Tehuacan does own property in California, United States of America,
please state the date the property was acquired.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded

the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California
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Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 49:

If The Diocese of Tehuacan does own property in California, United States-of America,
please describe the nature of use of the property.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 49:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections;
set forth above. ‘The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff h;as exceeded
the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the Ca!ifornia

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

| Please identify each and every communiéation in whatever form that any cleric, priest,
brother, or lay employees of The Diocese of Tehuacan has had with any person incardinated with
The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Los Angeles, A Corporation Sole.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 51:

Has any person incardinated in The Diocese of Tehuacan been accused of sexually

abusing minors while that incardinated person was in Califoria, United States of America?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 51:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special interrogatories authorized by Section 2030.030 of the California
Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 52:

If a person incardinated in The Diocese of Tehuacan has been accused of sexually
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abusing a'minor in California, please describe how The Diocese of Tehuacan became aware of

the abuse.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 52:

The Diocese incorporates by refereﬁce its Preliminary Statement and General Objections
set forth above. The Diocese further objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum ﬁumber of special interrogatories auf:horized by Section 2030.030 of the California

Caode of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same grounds.

INTERROGATORY NO. 53:

If a person incardinated in The Diocese of Tehuacan has been accused of sexually
abusing a minor in California, please state the date The Diocese of Tehuacan became aware of
the abuse. -

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 53:

The Diocese incorporates by reference its Preliminary Statement and General Objectidns
set forth above. The Diocese further obiects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiff has exceeded
the maximum number of special mtcrrooatorles authonzed by Section 2030.030 of the California

Code of Civil Procedure and declines to respond to this Interrogatory on the same cnounds

Dated: May 18, 2007 MAYER, BROWN, ROWE & MAW LLP
MICHAEL L. CYPERS
STEVEN R. SELSBERG
EVAN M. WOOTEN

U /ol

Evan M. Wooten

Attorneys for Defendants Appeanng Specially
CARDINAIL NORBERTO RIVERA AND THE
DIOCESE OF TEHUACAN
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PROOF OF SERVICE

1, Haewon Park, declare:

I'am employed in Los Angeles County, California. Iam over the age of eighteen years
and not a party to the within-entitled action. My business address is 350 South Grand Avenue,
25th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90071-1503. On May 18, 2007, I served a copy of the
within document(s):

. DEFENDANT THE DIOCESE OF TEHUACAN’S RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFF’S INTERROGATORIES REGARDING JURISDICTION

by transmitting via facsimile the document(s) listed above to the fax number(s) set
forth below on this date before 5:00 p.m.

by placing the document(s)_'listed above in a sealed envelope with postage thereon
fully prepaid, in the United States mail at Los: Angeles, California addreSsed as set
forth below. : ' .

= O

by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed UPS envelope and affixing a
pre-paid air bill, and causing the envelope to be delivered to a UPS agent for
delivery. '

by persohally delivering the document(s) listed above to the person(s) at the
address{es) set forth below.

O o

Please see attached service list.

I am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing correspondence
for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposit'ed with the U.8. Postal Service on that same
éay with postage thereon fully prepaid in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on
motion of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage
meter date is more than one day after date of depo‘sit for mailing in affidavit.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above
is true and correct, |

Executed on May 18, 2007, at Los Angeles, California.

Haewon Park

PROOF OF SERVICE
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SERVICE LIST

Lawrence E. Drivon, Esq.
David E. Drivon, Esg.
Robert T. Waters, Esq.
The Drivon Law Firm
215 N. San Joaquin Street
Stockion, CA 95202
Phone: (209) 644-1234
Fax: (209) 463-7668

Martin D, Gross, Esqg.

Law Offices of Martin D. Gross
2001 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 205
Santa Monica, CA 90403
Phone: (310) 453-8320

Fax: (310)861-1359

Michael G. Finnegan, Esq.

Jeff Anderson & Associates
E-1000 First National Bank Bldg.
332 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
Phone: (651) 227-9990

Fax: (651)297-6543

J. Michael Hennigan, Esq.

Lee W. Potts, Esq.

Hennigan, Bennett & Dorman, LLP
865 South Figueroa 3t. Ste. 2900

Los Angeles, CA 90017-5708

Phone: (213) 694-1200
Fax: (213) 694-1234

PROOF OF SERVICE
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