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Bowoto et al v. Chevron Corporation et al

Defendants’ Disc

_wmmounm,a_ﬁ ’ Res pon

Plaintiff Larry Bowoto’s Wummm:mmm to
Defendants® Requests for Admission
Pursuant to Court Order Dated 4/18/05,
Request Nos. 23

reference to Sunday Johnbull Irowarinun-="

since he is not a plaintiff in this trial.

2. Plaintiff objects to the extent tHis

1. Plaintiffs object to the inclusion of 2.@

Request for Admission suggests that only
members of the Concerne m__.m Citizens

went to the Parabe Pla
representatives of e
communities, ang
CIC, went to the Parabe Platform to
protest.

embers of the

3. Plaintiffs gbject that the defendants

should not e permitted to put these

answers if twice, once in the form of

RFAspropounded to Bowoto, and a

second time in RFAs propounded fo Jeje.

| 1. Defendants do not intend to read the
preface that mentions )J_mmw Johnbull
Irowarinumn. OV
I
2. Plaintiff Bowoto addresses his own
objection by qualifying his résponse to the
admission. 4

7
3. Plaintiff Bswoto’s response to Request
No. 23 diffefs from plaintiff Jeje’s
H.mmvommw\mﬁu the cumulative objection lacks
merit. Also, both plaintiffs’ admissions are
relevant, and defendants have the right to
offer each to the jury.

Plaintiff Larry Bowoto’s Responses to
Defendants’ Requests for Admission
Pursuant to Court Order Dated 4/18/05,
Request Nos. 24

1. Plaintiffs object to the inclusion of any
reference to Sunday Johnbull Irowarin

since he is not a plaintiff in this trial.

2. Plaintiff objects to the extent this
Request for Admission suggedts t

went to the Parabe Platf
representatives of th affecte

t only
members of the Concerned {laja Citize

2

1. Defendants do not intend to read the
_preface that mentions Sunday Johnbull
Irowarinun.

2. Defendants are entitled to introduce this
admission relating to the CIC. If plaintiffs
want to argue that the jury should not give

it weight, they are entitled to do so.
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esignatio

ooBiﬂnm.mmm... and not just members of the
CIC, went to the Parabe Platform to
protest. L

3. Plaintiffs object that thb’
should not be \wmmd: 0
answers in twice, of

RFAs propounded te-Bowoto,
mooowaﬁoam in RFAs propounded to Jeje.

3. Plaintiff Bowoto’s response to Request
No. 24 differs from plaintiff Jeje’s
response, so the cumulative objection lacks
merit. Also, both plaintiffs’ admissions are
relevant, and defendants are entitled to
offer each to the jury.

Plaintiff Larry Bowoto’s Responses to
Defendants’ Requests for Admission
Pursuant to Court Order Dated 4/18/05,
Request Nos. 43

Plaintiffs object that the defendants should
not be permitted o put these answefs i
twice, once in the fo RFAs
propounded to Bowoto,/4nd a seco.

in RFAs propounded td_Jejé.

Both plaintiffs’ admissions are relevant,
and defendants are entitled to offer each to
the jury. .

—

Plaintiff Bassey Jeje’s Responses to
Defendants’ Requests for Admission
Pursuant to Court Order Dated 4/18/05,
Request Nos. 23

1. Plaintiffs object to the inclusion of any
reference to Sunday Johnbull Irowarinun O
since he is not a plaintiff in this trial.

2. Plaintiff objects to the extent this
Request for Admission suggests

went to the Parabe Platform t
representatives of @ affected
communities, and Just me

CIC, went to the Parabe Platfo

.. Defendants do not Eﬁ:& to read the
reface that mentions Sunday Johnbull
rowarinun.

2. Plaintiff'Jeje addresses his own

objection by qualifying his response to the
admission.

N

3. Plaintiff Jeje’s response to Request No.
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. _, mmmd of
RFAs propounded o Bawotb,

second time in RFAs propouhded to Jeje.

A

23 differs from plaintiff Bowoto’s .
response, so the cumulative objection lacks
merit. Also, both plaintiffs’ admissions are
relevant, and defendants are entitled to
offer each to the jury.

Plaintiff Bassey Jeje’s Responses to
Defendants’ Requests for Admission
Pursuant to Court Order Dated 4/18/05,
Reguest Nos. 24

1. Plaintiffs object to the i lusion of any

1. Defendants do not intend to read the

reference to Sunday Johnbali Irowarinun QJ \@.mﬁwnm that mentions Sunday Johnbull

since he is not a plaintiff/in this trial.

extent this

2. Plaintiff objects to %m
Request for Admissi

members of the Conk
went to the P t;

represen
comin t jut members of the

3. Plaintiffsjobject that the defendants
should not be permitted to put these
answers in twice, once in the form of
RFAs propounded to Bowoto, and a
second time in RFAs propounded to Jeje.

Irowarinun,

2. Defendants are entitled to introduce this
admission relating to the CIC. If plaintiffs
want to argue that the jury should not give
it weight, they are entitled to do so.

3. Plaintiff Jeje’s response to Request No.
24 differs from plaintiff Bowoto’s
response, so the cumulative objection lacks
merit. Also, both plaintiffs’ admissions are
relevant, and defendants are entitled to
offer each to the jury.

Plaintiff Bassey Jeje’s Responses to

Plaintiffs object that the defendants should

Both plaintiffs’ admissions are relevant,
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Umwmuammﬁma Wmacomﬁ for Admission
Pursuant to Court Order Dated 4/18/05,
Request Nos. 43

not be permitted to
twice, once in the fo
propounded to Bowote;
in RFAs piopounded to Jeje.

these answers in
of RFAs

second time

and ammo.nmwr,a are entitled ﬂm..om,,ﬁ. each 5 _
the jury.
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