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S LY L - Response

6:8-11

15:21

FRE 401-403, irrelevant, not pro buttal. Defendants did
not put in testimony m__uosmmH ﬁwﬁd\aoﬂﬁ history. This
testimony has nothing to ith hi tenure at CNL.

This designation describes Idowu’s employment history to
establish a foundation for Idoww’s knowledge about matters
he learned during his tenure with CNL.

15:25 (starting at
“T left”)-16:3

buttal. Defendants did
employment history.

FRE 401-403, irrelevant, not
not put in testimony about

This designation describes Idowu’s employment history to

establish a foundation for Idowu’s knowledge about matters |

he learned during his tenure with CNL.

71:23 (starting as

“during”)-72:1

72:5-8

73:15-20

| 73:25-74:1

Bowoto et al v. Chevron Corporation et al

\
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 PageLine Cite

and objection(s))

Bt i | : Cee o Response
material objected | . . |

78:12-16

78:19

78:21 (starting
with “I think™)-22

Not proper rebuttal designation, but if m:oém_m“

completeness 78:20-78:23 (all) should _ﬂ.\\wwm . JHowu's vague

This evidence rebuts Deji Haastrup’s testimony about how
he was treated during the negotiations at Tkorigho, that is,

(ending at recollection about what Haastrup told him is not proper rebuttal | that he was not held hostage.
“colleagues™). and constitutes speculation that should be excluded FRE 602. .
Defs.’ completeness a@v«mbu 78:20-23
82:3-8 The deponent is not speculating but rather testifying about

 Idowu is speculating (FRE 602). If theltdgtimony is allowed,
then it should include 82:9-12.

| Defs.’ 85@&&%&3&&% 82:9-12

what he remembers.

| 82:13 (starting
with “did)-24
(ending at

bﬁwxgﬁimm@ %&%gn.a; %m..ma@ﬁw%:ﬁ%é%:_m.b.
L-47)-83:9, 8340-55:8. The designations are proper.
Plaintiffs should not be able to cherry pick pieces of the

s

The testimony plaintiffs designated deals with what Haastrup
told Idowu about the negotiations in Ikorjgho. While the
testimony at 82:24-83:9 goes to that topi¢, the remainder of
what defendants designated does not. Tht¢ad it deals with
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_ Page/Line Cite -

“mentioned™).

testimony. FRE 106, 401-403,

information about other parts of the negotiations, including
the alleged agreements that were made on May 26™ and,
thus, are not proper counterdesignations or surrebuttal.

86:18 (starting
with “Now™)-87:6

87:8-9 Defs.” completeness designation, 87:11-15, 87:19-21 . Objection that this is repetitive and cumulative of the
: @f S testimony designated by plaintiffs.
87:22-88:2 Defs.’ ncSEﬁm%ﬁ@M%msmc; 88:3-11. The designations are | Plaintiffs’ designations have to do with what Haastrup said
| proper. Emw&@m ould not be able to cherry pick pieces of about how he was treated during the Ikorigho negotiations,

the testimony to give the jury a misleading impression of but defendants’ designation deals with how Scla Adebawo.
Idowu’s testimony. FRE 106, 401-403. The was treated (“as a traitor”). This is beyond the scope of
counterdesignation impeached Adebawo’s testimony. plaintiffs’ rebuttal and should be stricken.
Defs. ' completeness %&N\S@m%u 7-89:17. The Plaintiffs’ designation has to do with what Haastrup said -

89:18-22

about whether he made progress during the negotiations, not

SFI-598223v1
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Deposition May 12, 2005
Volume 1

. Response

| pick pieces of the testimony to give the jury a misleading

impression of Idowu’s testimony. FRE 106, 401-403.

P

about how Adebawo was treated. Defendants are attempting

to inject a new matter into the testimony which is not within
the scope of plaintiffs’ r g&m_ nce, and, thus, should
be stricken. ‘

—

89:24-25

Defs.’ completeness &mummsanﬁcx :23. Plaintiffs are

designating the repetition of the answer. If they want to do that
then the reporter’s question is necessary to explain why he said
it twice and to make clear he was not doing it for emphasis.

<.

Objection to in¢ludj g th awo_._mom s question about what
was said, especially since hll the mmwonma does is Hm@mmﬁ his
testimony after the question.

90:3-6 (ending at
“sort of”).

Lacks foundation (FRE 60 ut extent it is allowed, for
completeness, 90:6 (in its@emlirgty)-90:8
E¥-

Defs.” completeness &m&,manzca 90:6 (in its entirety)-90:8

90:24 (starting
with “he
believed”)-91:9.

Lacks foul{datloa{FRE 602) see previous entry, but if allowed,

forc ess: 90:18-23.
O—

Defs.’ 8:@?3%% %&mﬁa&ca 90:18-23

SFI-598223v1
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Sl o7 Response

91:12-14 The deponent is not speculating _oﬁ rather testifying about
_ Swmﬂ he remembers.
02:25-93:5 Speculation (FRE 602), but if pernpffed,, for completeness Mr Idowu is repeating what Mr. Haastrup told him. He wm_
91:15-92:24, also 113:10-24 % not speculating.
Defs.’ completeness designation, 91:15-19, 91:21-24, 92:1-11, | Defendants designations are not necessary for completeness.
92:15-16, 92:18-92:24, 113:10-24 They are just testimony about what Mr. Idowu does not
< remember Mr. Haastrup saying.
140:8-17 Defs.’ ncﬁ&mnm:m% designation, 140:18-20, 140:22-25, 141:3- | Defendnats designations are beyond the scope and redundant
10, 141:22-142:15 (ending with “level”), 143:1-7, 143:11- of testimony giv Haastrap, Mr. OEOK and oﬁ:oam.
145:18 ‘
O<} Plaintiffs % gnati§n is about the general practice 5
relations 10 co ies. Defendants’ designations are a
| redundant recitation of what was done with regard to CIC.
187:15-22 Not proper rebuttal. But, if allowed, for completeness, 187:23- | This is simply identifying the exhibit to support the
. 188:15, 190:2-8 O f\ll testimony later (188:16 and 17 to which defendants have no
Exhibit 107 objections).
(Admitted as

SFI-598223v1
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Response

Exchibit 8093)

Defs.’ ncSﬁNmR:m% mmﬁw:a&.e; 187:23-

8:15, 190:2-8
o _

No completeness designations are needed.

188:16 (starting
with “How™)

188:17 (starting
with “I believe™)

188:20, 22-23

)

189:5 (starting Defs.’ completeness designation, 189:8-17 OK
with “Was™)-7- ) Y—
| .
191:14-20 | Not proper rebuttal. If &Eé&/m@ﬂﬂoﬁmm 190:19- Plaintiffs will withdraw the designation
191:13, 1912211921 O — —
Defs.’ completeness &m&.%wamga, 190:19-191:1 HO%\W.E -192:1
| 192:2-7

Plaintiffs will withdraw the designation
T

SFI1-598223v1
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Response
\ Defs.’ completeness &.mﬂ.w:m&.a; 192:9-10 %(m\\ _
219:16-18 Defs.’ completeness &mz..w:and; 220:11-14 Defendants’ designations are not necessary for completeness
. _ (I : and are beyond the scope of plaintiffs’ designation. This
mev.n 112 O testimony is designated because it demonstrates that the
(Admitted as minutes of this m:o eeting; which defendants relied
Exhibit 8114) upon, are frand e minutes and Mr. Idowu
@SS% mﬁ sam Omosaye and Abia Arenewo were at a
Boocwm 114 reportedly disassociated themselves
from the OHO. %mﬁ Monday Omosaye and Abiah Arenewo,
two members of the CIC, were reported to have attended this
meeting.
220:8-10 .b&w. * completeness designation, 220:11-14 Defendants’ designations are notfiecessary for completeness

§ _ testimony is designat
< | i

upon, are frafg
provide that Monday Omosaye and Abia Arenewo were at a
meeting in which [laje reportedly disassociated themselves
from the CIC. Yet Monday Omosaye and Abiah Arenewo,

SFI-598223vi
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- 7 Response.

two members of the CIC, were reported to have attended this

meeting.
1220:15-17 Defs.’ completeness designation, 220:18-221:17 - Defendants’ designations are not necessary for completeness
F _ and are beyond the)sc laintiffs’ designation. This
Ok testimony i becduse it demonstrates that the
minutes of @s el ing;Which defendants relied
: upon, are frandulept. Both the minutes and Mr. Idowu
provide that Monday Omosaye and Abia Arenewo were at a

meeting in which Ilaje reportedly disassociated themselves
from the CIC. Yet Monday Omosaye and Abiah Arenewo,
two members of the CIC, were reported 8 have attended this

“meeting.
222:12-16 Defs.’ completeness designation, 222:17-223:17 Defendants” designations are not necessary for completeness.
S and are g%cb& the scope of plaintiffs’ designation. This
Qfxu\ _ | testimony isyd¢§ig mﬁoa because it demonstrates that the

minutes ¢ eting, which defendants relied
Euo@m ) oth the minutes and Mr. Idowu
provide that Mopday Omosaye and Abia Arenewo were at a
meeting in which Ilaje reportedly disassociated themselves

SFI-598223v]




PLAINTIFFS’ DESIGNATION OF OLATUNJI IDOWU

(Defendants’ Counter-Designations in italicized text)

Deposition May 12, 2005

Volume 1

_.,m_.__ _,,.,___ w ______Wmmuc_umo

m.oE,Eo CIC. Yet Monday Omosaye and Abiah Arenewo,
two members of the CIC, were reported to have attended this
meeting.

224:11-19

Defs.’ completeness designation, 224:8-1 Q

ol

‘provide

Defendants’ designations are not necessary for completeness

and are beyond the scope of plaintiffs’ designation. This
testimony is designated because it demonstrates that the
minutes of this alleged meeting, which defendants relied
upon, are frapdualent ntutes and Mr. Idowu
osaye and Abia Arenewo were at a
ortedly disassociated themselves

“from the CIC. onday Omosaye and Abiah Arenewo,

two members of the CIC, were reported to have attended this
meeting, _

224:25-225:3

Defs.” completeness &m&m:am.am, 224:20-24, m_mm 6-12, 225:15-

e

17

Defendants’ designations gfe not necessary for completeness
and are beyond the stope6f plaintiffs’ designation. This

| testimony is designated pecause it demonstrates that the

minutes of this alleggd /meeting, which defendants relied
upon, are fraudulent.“Both the minutes and Mr. Idowu

SFI-598223v1

provide that Monday Omosaye and Abia Arenewo were at a
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. Response

meeting in which Ilaje reportedly disassociated themselves
from the CIC. Yet Monday Omosaye and Abiah Arenewo,
two members of the CIC, were reported to have attended this
meeting.

241:12 Amﬁwﬁﬂm at | Not proper rebuttal,
“TI’d like)-14 ,
_ Defs.” completeness designation, 241:15-16

| OK

Defs.’ completeness designdtion, 242:6-17
ol %4

Exhibit 512 o - -

(Admitted as

Exhibit 8116)

241:17-23 Not proper rebuttal, byt mm&“ completeness 242:6-17 This is not necessary for completeness. It is counsel for

Jones Day suggesting something that the witness rejects.

| -10 -
mm?uw%m.u«.—




